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Taylor Young, with AECOM and BE Group were commissioned in
2008 to undertake a feasibility Study for the regeneration of the
Staveley Works Corridor as shown on the context plans at the end of
this chapter. An extensive, comprehensive and technical baseline
study has been produced which revealed certain development
constraints but also showed significant opportunities to develop the
corridor and play an important contribution to the wider regeneration
of the surrounding neighbourhoods, particularly Staveley and Barrow
Hill.

A vision supported by key strategic principles was agreed by the
stakeholder group and wider community. The vision is to create:

“a sustainable urban extension within a landscape setting”

In order to achieve this vision, nine strategic development principles
were determined. These are:

. Connecting communities

. Creating employment opportunities

. Developing a range of high quality house types and tenure mix
. Enhancing tourism and leisure opportunities

. Developing a range and mix of appropriate land uses

. On- site energy generation

. Providing the opportunities for an integrated transport network
. Strengthening and enhancing the natural environment

. The creation of something that is distinctive and unique

The baseline study revealed some serious constraints or difficulties
which will have to be overcome sufficiently if regeneration is realised
in the Corridor. These are:

. The potential flood risk implications

. The potential land compaction and contamination issues

. Financial implications of the above

. Planning constraints — including heritage

. Impacts upon the utilities

. Land ownership issues and requirements

. Topographical issues

. The current economic situation and associated time impacts

The vision and the nine strategic development principles were used to
generate four development options to accompany a ‘do nothing’



1.6

1.7

option. During the summer of 2009, these options were made public
and comments were invited from individual public consultation and
also consultation in support of the core strategy development. These
options are described fully in the Vision and Options Report dated
June 2009, and plans are included at the end of Chapter 2 of this
report.

In order to test viability and identify a preferred option as an indicative
development route for the Staveley Works Corridor, a robust options
appraisal has been undertaken of all four options as well as the ‘do
nothing’ option. This report details the options appraisal, the outcome
of which informs the basis of an emerging ‘preferred’ option for the
regeneration of the Staveley Works Corridor.

This report therefore introduces the options appraisal methodology
and appraises the options in Chapter 2. Chapter 3 identifies the
emerging preferred option for regeneration. Chapter 4 concludes the
report and this Feasibility Study by suggesting some ways in which
the preferred option might be brought forward and some broad brush
cost/value assumptions, possible phasing and delivery of the
proposals as well as potential regeneration benefits. In order to assist
delivery, the landowners, leaseholders and planning policy need to
work together. This report concludes with suggested wording of a
policy for inclusion into the council’s LDF Core Strategy document as
a precursor to an Area Action Plan or Supplementary Planning
Document.
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Chapter 2: Options Appraisal
2.1 Introduction

2.1.1 An options appraisal is used as a clear process of assessment in
order to guide the identification of a preferred option for the
regeneration of the Staveley Works Corridor. It is broadly based on a
scoring approach, recommended by the Government Office, as part of
the Green Book Appraisal process.

2.1.2 Put simply, the options appraisal enables the consultant team working
on behalf of Chesterfield Borough Council (CBC) to identify which of
the five options listed below, could form the basis of an emerging
preferred option:

Option 1 — Working with the Constraints
Option 2 — Landscape pockets

Option 3 — Maximizing Development
Option 4 — Radical Remodelling

Option 5 — Do Nothing

These options were described in further detail in the Vision and
Options Report

2.1.3 The appraisal process takes account of seven criteria against which
each option is scored. The criteria are:

* Strategic contribution

* High level financial assessment
* Local acceptability

* Deliverability

* Regeneration benefits

* Sustainability assessment

* Transportation

2.1.4  Each option is assessed against the criteria and the results are
inputted into an options appraisal matrix where total scores and a
percentage are ascertained. In each case a score of 1 is poor and a
score of 5 is excellent. The benefit of this methodology is that it is a
clear and concise process. It can also directly show to potential
funding partners that an approved appraisal process has been
followed in a very structured manner. Key deliverables, important to
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potential funders are also worked through each option. The
drawbacks however are evident. At this strategic level of study, full
accurate cost/value information is impossible. For example, detailed
and intrusive site investigations to fully understand the compaction
and contamination issues have not been undertaken. Similarly, there
is knowledge of available coal deposits within the Corridor, but no
confirmed figures as to the amount or financial value. The appraisal
process, at such a strategic level is a subjective process but the
consultant team has maintained a level of objectivity so that it forms a
good, solid foundation for a way forward.

Strategic, Planning and Economic Contribution

This assesses how well each option contributes to the key strategic
outcomes for the region, the Borough and the local area. The Green
Book Appraisal Guidance recommends the classification of objectives
into three groups in order to determine the role of a particular project
in meeting policy objectives. It separates the objectives into:

* Ultimate Objectives — the statements/outcomes required of
strategic policy. To set these measures, the objectives contained in
the RSS are used.

* Intermediate Objectives — these are a step down from the ultimate
objectives but will need to be met if the ultimate objectives/outcomes
are to be achieved. The emerging core strategy is used in this
instance.

* Immediate Objectives — these are the key objectives immediately
and directly concerned with the outputs of the project so the key
strategic development principles approved by the stakeholder group
are used.

Ultimate Objectives of the RSS
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The Core Objectives set out in Policy 1 of the Regional Spatial
Strategy for the East Midlands are intended to translate the Regional
Vision and broader policy context into a spatial strategy that will
deliver sustainable development in the region. To secure the delivery
of sustainable development within the East Midlands, all strategies,
plans and programmes having a spatial impact should meet the
following core objectives:

a) To ensure that new affordable and market housing address need
and extend choice in all communities in the region.

b) To reduce social exclusion through:

* the regeneration of disadvantaged areas

« the reduction of inequalities in the location and distribution of
employment, housing, health and other community facilities
and services



* responding positively to the diverse needs of different
communities.

c) To protect and enhance the environmental quality of urban
and rural settlements to make them safe, attractive, clean and crime
free places to live, work and invest in, through promoting:

* ‘green infrastructure’

» enhancement of the ‘urban fringe’

* involvement of Crime and Disorder Reduction Partnerships
* high quality design which reflects local distinctiveness.

d) To improve the health and mental, physical and spiritual well
being of the Region's residents through improvements in:

* air quality

« ‘affordable warmth’

« the availability of good quality housing

» access to health, cultural, leisure and recreation facilities and
services.

e) To improve economic prosperity, employment opportunities
and regional competitiveness through:

» the improvement of access to labour and markets; and

* ensuring that sufficient good quality land and premises are
available to support economic activity in sectors targeted for
growth by the Regional Economic Strategy.

f) To improve accessibility to jobs, homes and services through
the:

» promotion and integration of opportunities for walking and
cycling

» promotion of the use of high quality public transport

» encouragement of patterns of new development that reduce
the need to travel especially by car.

g) To protect and enhance the environment through the:

* protection, enhancement, sensitive use and management of
the Region’s natural cultural and historic assets, giving
particular attention to designated sites of international
importance;

* avoidance of significant harm and securing adequate mitigation
or compensation for any unavoidable damage;

* reducing the amount of waste produced and increasing the
amount recycled or otherwise beneficially managed; and

* recognition of the limits to the capacity of the environment to
accept further development without irreversible damage.

h) To achieve a ‘step change’ increase in the level of the Region’s
biodiversity through:

* the management and extension of habitats, both to secure net
gains in



biodiversity and to facilitate species migration to allow the
biosphere to

adapt to climate change; and

* ensuring that no net loss of priority habitats or species is
allowed to occur.

1) To reduce the causes of climate change by minimising
emissions of C02 in order to meet the national target through:

» maximizing ‘resource efficiency’ and the level of renewable
energy generation;

» making best use of existing infrastructure;

* promoting sustainable design and construction; and

* ensuring that new development, particularly major traffic
generating uses, is located so as to reduce the need to travel,
especially by private car.

j) To reduce the impacts of climate change, in particular the risk of
damage to life and property from flooding and sea level change and
the decline in water quality and resources. This will be achieved
through the location, design and construction of new development in
ways that include:

* reducing the build-up of heat island effects in urban areas;
* providing carbon sinks; and
* providing sustainable drainage and managing flood water.

k) To minimise adverse environmental impacts of new
development and promote optimum social and economic
benefits through the promotion of sustainable design and
construction techniques.

2.2.3 These objectives have been used to assess each of the five options in
relation to the Strategic Contribution Evaluation Criteria, with the
findings recorded in the following table.



Strategic Contribution Option 1 Option 2 | Optien 3 Option 4 Option 5
Working Landscape | Maximising Radical Do

Ultimate Objectives with the Pockets Development | remodelling | Mothing
Constraints

MNew affordable and market 3 4 L 3 L]

housing address need and exfend

choice

Reduce zocial exciusion L 5 5 G 0

Pmofect and enhance the L 3 3 4 2

emironmental qualify of urban and

rural zefffements

Improve the health and menfal, [ a 3 5 o

physical and spirfual well being of

the Region's rezidents

Improve economic prospenty, 3 [ 1 3 2

employment oppofunifies and

regional competiivensss

Improve accessibilify to jobs, a 4 L 2 2

hames and senices

Pmofect and enhance the a a a [ 3

environment

Increase in the level of the 3 3 3 4 4

Region’s biodiversify

Reduce the causes of dimate 3 3 3 3 3

change by minimising emissions

of COZ2

Reduce the impactz of climate a4 4 3 1 [

change

Minimize adverse envimnmental a a a [ 3

impact of new development and

promaote opfimum social and

economic bepefifs

Scores [ 1=wery poor/ 5 = very good)

Total Score 43 43 42 a0 19

Average Score 4 4 4 4 2

Intermediate Objectives of Chesterfield Borough Council
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Chesterfield Borough Council Core Strategy Options Paper (June

2009) provides objectives, listed below, which sets out how the

borough should develop over the next 15-20 years, taking into

account social, environmental and economic issues. These objectives
have been used to assess each of the five options with the findings
recorded in the following table.



Strategic Contribution Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5
Working Landscape | Maximising Radical Do

Intermediate Objectives with the Pockets Development | remodelling | Nothing
Constraints
Minimise CO2 emissions, increase | 5 5 4 3 3

the use of renewable energy and
help the borough adapt fo the
effects of dimate change

Deliver sites for 6,800 homes fo 3 4 5 3 0
be built between 2009 and 2026 fo
meet the housing requirement for
Chesterfield borough set out in the
RSS

Support the growth and viability of | g4 4 4 4 1
Chesterfield and Staveley fown
centres and the borough’s district
and local centres.

Adopt the approach to Aood risk 2 5 1 3 5
sef out by the Governmentin
allocating land for development
so that no new properties will be
af sk of Rooding

Deliver significant amounts of 4 4 4 4 0
affordable housing.

Delfiver 30-45 hectares of land for | 3 3 [ 2 4
new employment development by
2026

Prevent any loss of biodiversity 5 4 4 5 2
and pmiect and improve the
borough's key green infrastuciure
asseis (such as Borough &
Community Parks, Wildlife

Sikes, RiverCanal Corndors and
Greenways).

Keep ihe existing Green Belt 5 5 5 5 5

Immediate Objectives for the Staveley Works Corridor

2.2.5 Taking into consideration the Staveley Area Action Plan Feasibility
Study Baseline Report and its key messages, along with the Vision for
the future redevelopment of the Staveley Works Corridor, key
strategic objectives have been identified to underpin the options
development process. The following objectives listed contribute
towards the creation of a sustainable neighbourhood and are detailed
further in the Vision and Options Report. These objectives have been
used to assess each of the five options with the findings recorded in
the following table.



Strategic Contribution Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 Option 5
Working Landscape Maximising Radical Do

Immediate Objectives with the Pockets Development | remodelling | Nothing
Constraints

Connecting Communities 5 5 LY 5 0

Creafing Employment 3 3 5 2 3

Opportunities

Providing a range of high 3 4 5 3 0

quality houwse types and tenurs

i

Enhancing tourism and leisure | 5 4 4 5 1

opportunities

Developing a range and mix of | 5 5 5 5 2

appropriate land uses

Energy generation 5 5 3 3 0

Providing the opportunitiesfor | 5 5 5 5 1

an integrated transport

network

Strengthening and enhancing 4 5 5 5 3

the natural environment

Creafing something which iz 5 5 5 5 3

distinctive and unigue

Scores [ 1=very poorf 5 =very

good)

Total Score 40 41 42 38 13

Average Score 4 5 5 1 1

Conclusion

2.2.6  When all three levels of assessment for strategic, planning and
economic contribution are taken together, all options with the
exception of the do-nothing option score very highly. This is because
each option was generated with the key strategic development
principles in mind. These can be directly referenced in the various key
policy documents at local, borough wide and regional levels.

The table below reveals the composite score.

Strategic Contribution Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 3 Option 5
Working Landscape Maximising Radical Do
with the Pockets Development | remodelling | Nothing
Constraints

Ulimate objectives of the RSS | a 4 .| 1 2

Intermediate objectives of the 4 4 4 4 2

Core Strategy

Strategic development 4 5 5 4 1

principles

TOTALS 12 13 13 12 5
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High Level Financial Assessment

This criterion broadly considers project cost and potential capital
value and an attempt is made to consider any cost or profit to the
public or private sector. More details of the financial appraisals carried
out can be found in the Appendix 4.

Project Costs

2.3.2

Each of the four options were costed and their viability appraised
against the potential value created from the proposed new
employment, housing and retail/leisure development. It is not possible
to cost Option 5 — Do Nothing — as this involves the incremental and
uncoordinated development of the site by different landowners.

Costs were split into four separate areas —

» the costs of remediation prior to development,

« the costs of developing all the proposed uses,

* the cost of new road infrastructure to serve the area and

* the costs of any flood defences required.

Contamination/ Remediation Costs

2.3.3

The preliminary estimated Contamination Remediation Costs for the
Staveley Works Corridor options have been calculated in accordance
with the English Partnerships Best Practice Note 27: ‘Contamination

and Dereliction Remediation Costs’ (revised February 2008).

The cost estimates are based on:
* Previous site use (Baseline Study)
* Proposed end use (the four options)

* Area of the site. This marries the zones indicated in the AECOM
Desk study report and any potential future land uses.

2.3.4 For the purpose of this appraisal the following assumptions have been

made:

* These costs are indicative abnormal costs only and are for
preliminary guidance only;

» The costs do not cover geotechnical issues or demolition of existing
buildings or infrastructure;



The sensitivity of the water resources at the site is high due to the
proximity of the River Rother;

The costs are based on 2007 figures therefore, an allowance should
ultimately be made for inflation and possible changes to legislation
before works are undertaken, which may be a number of years;

The costs assume that no Landfill Tax is paid on material disposed
of in landfill. Landfill tax is now applicable to all material placed in
landfill, however, the costs assume only small quantities of material
will be deposited in landfill and the majority of remediation works will
treat, contamination on site; and

Please refer to English Partnerships Best Practice Note 27:
‘Contamination and Dereliction Remediation Costs’ (revised
February 2008) page 9 for a list of qualifications that also apply to
the estimated costs.

2.3.5 The estimated Contamination/Remediation costs are presented

below. A complete breakdown is in Appendix 4:

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
Working Landscape | Maximising Radical

with Pockets Development | Remodelling
the

Constraints

Contamination/remediation | £65,096,638 | £67,895,361 | £72,624,613 £67,535,985

costs

Development Costs

2.3.6

2.3.7

To identify realistic development costs, BE Group excluded areas of
land unlikely to be brought forward for development. This includes the
5ha Mallinckrodt (Covidien) facility (Mallinckrodt will be retaining this
site for at least the next few years). For all uses (with the exception of
the high density mixed core) site areas have been reduced by 20% to
provide a net figure. This allows for the provision of distributor roads,
public open space, structural landscaping and car parking serving
each use. In the Mixed Core, it is assumed that 2 ha will be given over
to retail, leisure, community/voluntary sector uses and the rest for
housing.

For the remaining land, BE Group has estimated the floorspace which
will be created by each use, in each option (discussed below). The
floorspace created is then multiplied against a construction cost per
sgm (based on average construction costs for past schemes).
Construction costs include fees and the cost of finance, but do not
take into account developer profit.




2.3.8

2.3.9

All four options require the acquisition of land. Land costs have not
been included in the initial appraisal in order to identify a residual
value that takes into account the exceptional constraints on the site
(ion terms of flood risk and remediation). However it must be
acknowledged that any redevelopment would should ideally generate
sufficient land value to make it an attractive option to the landowners.
Costs are summarised in the table below:

Residential

Construction Cost £1185/sgm
Fees/Finance (+ 15 percent) £1362/sgm
Employment

Construction Cost £595/sgm
Fees/Finance (+ 15 percent) £685/sgm
Mixed Community ‘Hub’

Construction Cost £1290/sgm
Fees/Finance (+ 15 percent) £1485/sgm
Source: BE Group, 2009

Using these costs, a total development cost for each option is
identified:

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
Working with Landscape Maximising Radical
the Pockets Development Remodelling

Constraints

Development

£170,251,000

£270,051,000

£325,800,000

£144,100,000

costs

Road/Infrastructure Costs

2.3.10

2311

Road construction costs are based upon figures given in the Spons
2009 Price Book. They include for the cost of earthworks, structures,
drainage, pavements, line markings, reflective studs, footway signs,
lighting, fencing and barrier works. Road costs are based upon an
assumed 800mm construction comprising a 40mm wearing course, a
60mm base course, a 200m road base, a 150mm subbase and a
350mm capping layer. Footways are of 2m width and are provided on
both sides of the carriageway throughout its length.

Costs do not include geotechnical remediation (this is covered in
Remediation Costs), and have been factored upwards by around 20%
to allow for overspend and contingencies. This figure is based on




experience and is designed to give a worst case scenario rather than
a detailed budget limit. Although every attempt has been made to
provide a realistic idea of costs and quantities, AECOM are not cost
consultants and estimates should be treated as the high level
indicative costs that they were intended to be

2.3.12 These assumptions are independent of the options since each of
these has roughly similar carriageway lengths and requirements.

2.3.13 Costs for road and infrastructure provision include:

» 3600m single-carriageway central spine road

» Upgrade to Works Road

» Two additional 500m access roads, serving new developments

* Four signal junctions

» Road bridge, crossing disused railway.
2.3.14 This gives an overall cost of £12 million to £15 million, for each option.
Flood Defence Costs

2.3.15 The cost of providing flood defence for each of the four options is
shown below. These costs include flood compensation storage,
remodelling of the existing watercourse (Option Two only) and
wetland creation (Options Three and Four). Options Three and Four
would also require the purchase of 12 ha of land. For the purposes of
appraisal, this has been assigned industrial value (£495,000/ha),
although in reality the value is likely to be reduced to reflect the on-
site constraints, including lack of servicing, ground conditions, existing
flood risk and access.

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
Working with Landscape Maximising Radical
the Pockets Development Remodelling
Constraints
Flood defence £665,000 £2,200,000 £7,192,000 £7,192,000
costs

Total Project Cost

These four costs are combined to provide a total project cost for each

option:

Option 1
Working with

Option 2
Landscape

Option 3
Maximising

Option 4
Radical




the Pockets Development Remodelling
Constraints

Total project £248,012,638 £352,146,361 £417,616,613 £230,827,985

costs

Capital Values

2.3.16 The Capital (freehold) Values are derived from baseline research. All

2.3.17

discount the worst affects of the recession and assume an improving
market. For housing, the assessment takes the average house price
for a mid-range property in Staveley (£115,000) and increases that
price by 9% (closer to district-wide averages) as the new build, good
quality housing produced will be of slightly higher value than the
Staveley average. In line with Local Plan policy, 35% of the housing
provided in each option will be affordable, and will have a lower
capital value. The capital values applied to each use are illustrated
below.

Residential
Affordable | £1290/sgm
Private | £1995/sgm
Employment £800/sgm
Community £1290/sgm
Source: BE Group, 2009

These values per sqm are applied to the floorspace proposed to give
a total capital value for each Option. Options Two and Three would
deliver the highest values, primarily due to their large housing and
community allocations (the highest value uses). Option Four would
produce the smallest amount of residential and employment
floorspace, so delivers the smallest value, less than half that of Option
Three. In Option 5 — Do Nothing — the capital values generated are
likely to be very small. Landowners will pursue individual projects,
some of which may generate high values, however the overall value
generated for the AAP site will be less than if a combined scheme
(included well planned uses, appropriate infrastructure and good
building design) can be delivered.

Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4
Working with Landscape Maximising Radical
the Pockets Development Remodelling

Constraints

Capital Values | £232,288,000 £378,322,000 £454,316,600 £196,420,000




Net Profit/Loss

2.3.18 The costs and values generated by each option are shown in table

form below.
| Option 1 | Option 2 | Option 3 | Option 4
Costs
Remediation £65,096,638 £67,895,361 £72,624,613 £67,535,985

Development

£170,251,000

£270,051,000

£325,800,000

£144,100,000

Road/ £12,000,000 £12,000,000 £12,000,000 £12,000,000
Infrastructure
Flood Defence | £665,000 £2,200,000 £7,192,000 £7,192,000

Total Project
Cost

£248,012,638

£352,146,361

£417,616,613

£230,827,985

Value

Capital Value

£232,288,000

£378,322,000

£449,316,000

£196,420,000

Profit/Loss

£-15,724,638

£26,175,639

£31,699,387

£-34,407,985

Conclusion

2.3.19 A high level financial assessment of each option has revealed a
significant amount of investment can be generated on the site,
however to do this expensive mitigation and remediation measures
are required. It is clear that regeneration of the Staveley Works
Corridor may necessitate substantial gap funding under options 1 and
4, primarily because of the strategic constraints such as flood risk
mitigation and the simple fact that the site has to be opened up for
access. If regeneration is to occur under these options, the gap
funding requirement will need to be reduced significantly. It is option 3
which provides the best value for money following this broad brush
high level financial assessment.

High Level Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4

Financial Working with Landscape Maximising Radical

Assessment the Pockets Development Remodelling
Constraints

Project Cost 4 2 1 3

Capital Value 3 4 5 1

Net Cost/profit | 1 4 5 1

Scores (1=very low 5=very good)




2.4 Local Acceptability
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It is important to assess the public’s response to each option and
include that response in any evaluation process. The four
development options were used as part of the core strategy
consultation process, as well as part of a general consultation within
the neighbourhoods surrounding the Staveley Works Corridor. The
stakeholder group has been integral throughout the process, but its is
considered important to make a distinction between the two.

Community Consultation

2.4.2.

243

The first borough-wide community consultation event on the Staveley
Works corridor was a non-statutory 6 week public consultation event
held between 25 June 2009 to 6 Aug 2009 in parallel with
Chesterfield’s Core Strategy Issues and Options. This enabled
community and stakeholder members (including landowners) to meet
with Council representatives to discuss the proposals being prepared
for the area, and to review and comment on the Baseline Report;
Issues and Options Reports; and Sustainability Appraisal Scoping
Report.

As part of this process, the community members and stakeholders
were asked to complete a questionnaire that would inform the
consultant team working on behalf of the Council in the preparation of
options for the site, whether they were satisfied with the vision and
strategic objectives which would guide the overall options
development; and particularly which options they favoured by ranking
them. As regards to option 5, the general consensus from the
community is that the site should be developed; that something must
happen and therefore a do nothing option was unacceptable. The
results of this are shown in the appendices.

Stakeholder Workshop

24.4

Stakeholders, including landowners and leaseholders within the
Feasibility Study boundary site, were invited to a workshop at
Chesterfield Borough Council’s offices (20th November 2009) and
asked to rate how well each of the options achieves or meets the
emerging strategic objectives, identified to underpin options
development.

Conclusion
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The outcome of this element of the evaluation exercise shows that the
neighbouring community and the stakeholders (comprising
landowners and leaseholders) as expected have differing aspirations
for the Staveley Works Corridor. The two views are polarized. The
community aspires to a more landscaped or greener solution and
appreciates the on-going greening of the site and the recolonisation of
wildlife. The stakeholders consider the economic value of the corridor



as being the most important attribute. As a result of the scoring, both
landscaped pockets and maximizing development were the most

popular.
Local Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 option 5
Acceptability | Working Landscape | Maximising Radical Do Nothing
with Pockets Development | Remodelling
the
Constraints
Community 2 3 2 1 1
consultation
Responses
(25" June —
6" Aug 2009)
Stakeholder 3 3 4 2 1
workshop
20" July

Scores (1=very low 5=very good)




2.5
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Deliverability (Risk)

This element of the appraisal attempts to consider how deliverable
each option is in terms of risk. It addresses the strategic constraints
highlighted in the Vision and Options Report. It assesses how each of
the options responds to four key areas of risk. These are:

 Transport Impact. What are the costs and difficulties of installing the
required infrastructure for each option?

* Flood Risk Impact. How responsive is each option to flood risk and
does the option influence flood risk status elsewhere?

» Landownership Issues. How will landownership affect the
deliverability of the options?

* Finance Issues. It is anticipated that whichever option is brought
forward, it is likely that public funding will be required. How easily will
this be secured?

Transportation Impact

25.2

2.5.3
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The first three options — Working with the Constraints, Landscape
Pockets, and Maximising Development — are broadly similar in terms
of transportation infrastructure requirements. The strategic road
follows the same indicative alignment and includes the same number
of access points in all three cases. Similarly, each option includes a
new rail station to be located at some point adjacent to Barrow Hill
preferably to the west of the existing freight line junction. Foot and
cycleway infrastructure is also roughly equivalent within these three
options. Variations in cost may be found between these options in
terms of different ground remediation and flood defence requirements,
however these are to be considered separately and have little bearing
on the cost of actual transport infrastructure required.

The fourth option — Radical Remodelling — is, as the name suggests,
a higher intervention strategy. This option includes the provision of
significant new landscape features including an artificial hill which the
strategic road link and associated access roads will have to be
aligned around. In addition, this option includes the closure of Works
Road to general traffic and the conversion of this link to a public
transport, walking and cycling route. As such, this option is deemed
the most expensive and difficult to implement and has been ascribed
a correspondingly low score in comparison with the others. Measures
such as the rail station and footpath network are similar to the other
three options but with the added difficulty of their having to integrate
with the remodelled landscape further increasing the associated
infrastructure cost.

The final option of Do Nothing is, by definition, the cheapest and
easiest to progress since it involves no new transportation
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infrastructure. Consequently, the only costs associated with this
option are from maintaining the existing network and preserving the
status quo. The highest score has therefore been assigned to the Do
Nothing scenario, although it should be noted that the costs in terms
of increased congestion on the A619 and the environmental and
social impact of this has not been considered and may be
considerably more in the long term than the costs of the improvement
options.

Consequently, without the delivery of the new highway, delivery of
development across the site will struggle to open up the site.

Flood Risk Impact

2.5.6

25.7

2.5.8

259

Option 1 - Working with the Constraints

There is an area of residential land use identified as being located
within the floodplain around Works Road. It is likely that the
Environment Agency will object to a planning application if the
dwellings are located within the floodplain, as suggested by these
plans. This is more likely, as with this option, there are areas of land
within the area boundary that are less vulnerable (eg. public open
space to the north east corner of the site) which are located within
Flood Zone 1.

In addition, flood compensation storage will be required in this
location. The volume of storage required depends on the building
footprints, surrounding gardens and accesses, but looking at the plan,
is likely to be able to be provided on site (so no extra land would need
to be purchased).

Areas that have been identified as being floodplain on the map are
currently flood zones. The proposed land uses in these areas, (such
as boat houses and other infrastructure associated with water
recreation) are considered “Water compatible” in PPS25, so are
appropriate land uses.

Option 2 - Landscape Pockets

The radical remodelling of the river to the west of the area in option 2
is effectively undeliverable. This is based on the cost, and the
practicalities of doing restoring the watercourse. The area shaded in
green/grey on the option plan is currently at least 6m higher than the
river bed. Excavation of this volume of earth is likely to be very
expensive. Re-profiling of the surrounding land is also likely to be
substantially expensive, as is the erosion protection that will be
required along the length of river that is going to re-aligned. In
addition the issues surrounding potential contaminated land on site
will need to be addressed as part of this option.



2.5.10

2511

25.12

2.5.13

2.5.14

There are significant off-site risks with pursuing this radical re-
modelling option. If the river is altered, there is a significant risk of
increasing the flood risk upstream of the site. Increasing flood risk off-
site goes against all policy aims of PPS25, and should be avoided at
all costs.

However, the other features of Option 2, with regards to the location
of the housing outside the floodplain are excellent. Providing public
open space in the flood plain areas will be an approach that is
encouraged by the Environment Agency. If the radical remodelling of
the watercourse was not part of this option, then this would score 5 in
terms of deliverability of the flood risk issues.

Option 3 - Maximising Development

There is an area of residential land use identified as being located
within the floodplain around Works Road. It is likely that the
Environment Agency will object to the planning application if the
dwellings are located within the floodplain, as suggested by these
plans. This is more likely, as with this option, there are areas of land
in the area boundary that are less vulnerable (i.e. public open space
to the north east corner of the site) which are located within Flood
Zone 1.

In addition, flood compensation storage will be required in this
location. The volume of storage required depends on the building
footprints, surrounding gardens and accesses. Looking at the plan, it
is not likely to be able to provide this extra storage on site. This would
mean that extra land would need to be purchased off site.

Areas that have been identified as being floodplain on the map are
currently flood zones. The proposed land uses in these areas (with
the exception of the residential area mentioned earlier) are
considered “less vulnerable” (glasshouses) and “water compatible”
(wetlands and public open space) in PPS25, so can be considered
appropriate land uses for the flood risk evident in these areas. This is
based on the assumption that the areas are not defined as
“Functional Floodplain”.

Option 4 - Radical Remodelling

2.5.15 There is an area of residential land use identified as being located

within the floodplain around Works Road. It is likely that the
Environment Agency will object to the planning application if the
dwellings are located within the floodplain, as suggested by these
plans. This is more likely, as with this option, there are areas of land
in the area boundary that are less vulnerable (i.e. public open space
to the north east corner of the site) which are located within Flood
Zone 1.



2.5.16 In addition, flood compensation storage will be required in this
location. The volume of storage required depends on the building
footprints, surrounding gardens and accesses. Looking at the plan, it
is not likely to be able to provide this extra storage on site. This would
mean that extra land would need to be purchased off site.

2.5.17 Areas that have been identified as being floodplain on the map are
currently flood zones. The proposed land uses in these areas (with
the exception of the residential area mentioned earlier) are
considered “water compatible” (wetlands and public open space) in
PPS25, so can be considered appropriate land uses for the flood risk
evident in these areas.

Option 5 - Do Nothing

2.5.18 One of the underlying themes running throughout PPS25 is that any
development should maintain the status quo. Development should not
increase the flood risk to the site, nor increase the flood risk off site.
As this option is Do Nothing, the current flooding regime will be
maintained. As it stands, there are some buildings located within the
floodplain, and they historically flood. In addition, Works Road
currently floods. If no development was done in this area, then this
flooding would continue. Conversely, areas of floodplain would be
maintained downstream of Works Road, and would be naturally left to
flood.

Landownership Issues

2.5.19 Complex land ownership issues exist across the site with a number of
private freeholds and leaseholds. Landholdings suffer from flood risk,
contamination, ground stability and access issues disparately. To
ensure the burden of bringing forward sites for development, to
secure regeneration within the framework of the preferred AAP, a
Joint Venture Company (JVC) is likely required to lead the co-
ordination of phasing, whilst equally absorbing costs and sharing the
financial rewards of development, between all stakeholders. The AAP
will provide a framework and a common vision in which the JVC can
focus its efforts in a comprehensive way. Without an AAP, a JVC
would struggle without the strategic framework to guide a
development strategy. Development could go ahead in an ad-hoc
manner, but land assembly and landownership issues would likely be
more onerous in resolving. Each option scores poorly, but delivery of
Option 5 — Do Nothing — is likely to be more disadvantaged without an
AAP.

Finance Issues

2.5.20 A key deliverability concern is the ability to gain public finance to fill
the significant development funding gaps identified for options 1 and
4. It is highly unlikely that the level of gap funding required could be
secured from existing public sources. Regeneration agencies rarely



provide capital funding of more that £1m, unless to projects of
national importance. For this reason these options score low for
Finance Issues.

Conclusion

2.5.21 From the evaluation and appraisal, it is clear that the implementation
of any option will involve relatively high risk. Each option responds to
the different areas of risk in different ways. An obvious example is
Option 1 - ‘Working with the Constraints’. This option presents the
least risk concerning flood risk impact whereas Option 2 —
“Landscape Pockets” presents the most risk. Giving a score of 5 for
least risk and 1 for high risk, it is possible to rudimentarily score each
option. It is Option 1 — “Working with the Constraints” which appears
to present the least risk, but option 3 also fares reasonably well.

Deliverability Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 option 5
(Risk) Working Landscape | Maximising Radical Do
with Pockets Development | Remodelling | Nothing
the
Constraints
Transportation | 3 3 3 1 4
Impact
Flood Risk 4 1 3 3 3
Impact
Land 2 2 2 2 1
Ownership
Issues
Finance 1 3 3 1 1
Issues

Scores (1=very low 5=very good)




2.6
26.1

Regeneration Benefits

This section of the appraisal deals with hard factual evidence and its
composite elements are based on some of the Key Performance
Indicators which are used by the funding bodies as a direct output and
measure of their investment. This section therefore covers:

* Hectares of land reused

* Potential job creation

* Numbers of new homes built
* Public/private gearing

* Floorspace creation

Hectares of Land Reused

2.6.2

From a simple measurement of the options:

Option 1 re-uses approximately 59ha of brownfield land
Option 2 re-uses approximately 88ha of brownfield land
Option 3 re-uses approximately 108ha of brownfield land
Option 4 re-uses approximately 50ha of brownfield land

Option 5 currently uses approximately 25ha of the overall brownfield
site, not including greenfield land.

Potential Job Creation

2.6.3

26.4

Job creation figures are taken from the English Partnerships/Regional
Development Agencies report ‘Employment Densities: A Full Guide’
(2001). This study indicates that one (new) job is created for every 34
sgm of general industrial space provided. The job creation figures do
not include any jobs created by retail/leisure uses in the ‘mixed hub’,
as the amount of floorspace provided by these uses has yet to be
defined. Appraisal scoring indicates which options will create the
greatest number of jobs.

Options One and Two deliver the same amount of employment
floorspace (62,806 sgm) and therefore create the same number of
jobs (1847). The employment floorspace proposed (and therefore the
number of jobs created) in Option Three is almost double that of any
other Option. The low level of floorspace provision in Option Four
means that the number of jobs created (along with other regeneration
benefits) is limited. It is not possible to clearly define the regeneration
benefits of the ‘Do Nothing’ Option, however the floorspace delivered
(and jobs created) are likely to be low, as landowners pursue



2.6.5

uncoordinated schemes based purely on their own aspirations. On the
other hand, current employment floorspace is approximately 19ha
(given 20% reduction in servicing areas) or 85,964 sgm existing floor
area, based on the 2001 Guide.

Therefore, given the approximate measurements
Option 1 creates 1847 new jobs
Option 2 creates 1847 new jobs
Option 3 creates 3597 new jobs
Option 4 creates 1701 new jobs

Option 5 currently accommodates approximately 2527 existing jobs

Number of New Houses Built

2.6.6

From the approximate measurements and applying a density of
around 40 -50 dph:

Option 1 — Working with the Constraints — provides 1360 homes
Option 2 — Landscape pockets — provides 2560 homes

Option 3 — Maximising Development — provides 2860 homes
Option 4 — Radical Remodelling — provides 1200 homes

For Option 5 — Do Nothing — residential is unlikely to be granted
planning permission unless within the framework of an AAP or a
comprehensive Development Framework.

Floor Space Creation

2.6.10

2.6.11

Housing floor space figures assume an average density of 40 dph and
75 sg.m per dwelling (an average size for a mix of apartments and
townhouses). This gives an approximate density of 3000 sg.m/ha.
The dominant employment use is likely to be general industrial units
of 929 sg.m each, giving a density of 4132 sq.m/ha. Community uses
are given a density of 1700 sg.m/ha, an average density for retail
space. The options which produce the most floor space (for all uses)
are scored highest.

Options Two and Three would deliver the most floor space (200,000-
300,000 sgm). Option three would provide the highest housing and
employment floor space areas. In the case of Option Two, total floor
space is boosted by a large housing allocation, both across the site
and in the Central Core. Option Four has the lowest floor space
provision, both overall and for employment uses (particularly once the



Mallinckrodt site is excluded). As discussed, the floor space created
by the Do Nothing Option is likely to be low.

2.6.12

for each option equates to:

Option 1 = 72,206 sqm

Option 2 = 225,806 sgm

Option 3 =299,707 sgm

Option 4 = 134,707 sgm

Therefore, again based on the approximate measurements floor area

Option 5 = no new floorspace created — approximately 82,460 sqm
exists.

Conclusion

2.6.13 Option 3, Maximising Development out performs any other option. It
provides the greatest regeneration benefits in spite of requiring the

largest amount of gap funding and potential public sector support both

financially and as a consequence other resources. Option 3 scores
the maximum available points in this section

Regeneration | Option 1 Option 2 Option 3 Option 4 option 5
Benefits Working Landscape | Maximising Radical Do
with Pockets Development | Remodelling | Nothing
the
Constraints
Hectares of 3 4 5 2 1
Land Reused
Potential Job | 3 3 5 3 4
Creation
Number of 2 5 5 2 1
New Houses
Built
Floor Space 2 4 5 3 2
Creation

Scores (1=very low 5=very good)

2.7

2.7.1

Sustainability Assessment

It is important to assess how each option performs when the various

criteria derived from the separate sustainability assessment are
applied. The sustainability objectives are taken from the separate
sustainability appraisal, along with much of the information from this




2.7.2

2.7.3

274

2.7.5

study. These are directly scored using the familiar criteria of 1 point
for poor and 5 points for excellent.

Option 1 — Working with the Constraints

This option involves development of the site but working within the
sites constraints, limiting the quantitative development potential of the
site. This option scores positively with an overall score of 19.

The positive elements of this option relate to the provision of new
development, such as housing, employment and a central mixed use
hub and linkages that connect them to the surrounding area. This not
only allows the site to create a sustainable mixed development but
also to make the surrounding communities more sustainable through
links to new local services and employment. The creation of new
linkages provides a better opportunity for the site to be served by bus
as well as the proposed pedestrian and cycle links, promoting
sustainable transport. By not developing the constrained areas, it
means large areas can be left to accommodate green infrastructure
and natural wetland/flood water storage. This has significant benefits
including for biodiversity, landscape, management flood risk and
recreation and also provides urban cool space. By providing the
mixed use hub in the Works Road area, there is a good chance that
existing heritage buildings can be integrated into the varied ownscape
that mixed use development provides. Also, by working with existing
features, natural features such as the canal and river are enhanced
by this option. It also provides the opportunity for built infrastructure to
be developed that can both mitigate and adapt to the challenges of
climate change through high levels of energy efficiency leading to a
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions associated with building
operation, and adapting to high summer temperatures, drought and
intense precipitation. New development will also provide the
opportunity to ensure development is equipped for increased levels of
recycling. Another positive element of this option is the extensive
hydroelectric generation (2 locations) and biomass production.

In terms of negative effects, the site’s most contaminated sites are not
developed, thus they are unlikely to be remediated, leaving an
environmental problem at the site. Also extensive new development
will result in use of resources with associated negative impacts,
although these could be developed using sustainable processes and
from sustainable sources.

Option 2 — Landscape Pockets

This option involves more extensive development of the site than
option 1 although it still largely works within the site’s development
constraints such as contaminated land and flood plain. This option
scores positively with an overall score of 25.



2.7.6

2.17.7

2.7.8

It includes quite extensive housing development (54ha), the second
highest of the 4 options. This provides the opportunity to significantly
contribute to improving housing mix in the area. The local centre is
located close to Barrow Hill, providing opportunity for Barrow Hill to
benefit from new community facilities developed as part of the
redevelopment of the AAP. The location of the mixed use core in the
Works Road area also allows opportunity for some of the heritage
buildings in this area to be retained and reused. The proposals also
include significant landscape focus, retaining and enhancing natural
habitats and landscape features along the river corridor and
developing leisure and recreation by having an outdoor tourism
related focus. By widening the flood terrace and creation of wetlands
this option enhances biodiversity, and minimises flood risk, ensuring
the site can adapt to the challenges of climate change that are likely
to include increased flood risk. This option includes space for biomass
production and hydroelectric generation, providing on site renewable
energy which will help the borough reduce its reliance on renewable
energy and to mitigate against future climate change, and in addition
the scale of new development proposed in this option can significantly
contribute to reduction in emissions associated with operation of
buildings in the borough if new development is designed to high
energy efficiency standards. This option includes the highest amount
of employment land of the 4 options, therefore providing excellent
access to employment for both the new development and surrounding
existing development, with significant scope for enterprise and
creation of new businesses, particularly in new sectors like renewable
energy.

In terms of negatives, this option avoids development of contaminated
land and thus merely avoids, rather than rectifies the problem. In
addition, this option proposes the second most extensive area of
urban development, after option 3, thus this will inevitably result in use
of natural resources with associated negative impacts. It also
proposes the least amount of green landscape area alongside option
3, thus associated benefits such as for biodiversity are less prominent
than in options 1 and 4, although it should be noted the areas that are
highlighted as being most ecologically rich have been retained as
landscaped green space in this option.

Option 3 — Maximising Development

This option involves more extensive development of the site,
developing constrained areas of the site such as areas of
contaminated and unstable land, increasing the quantitative
development potential of the site. This option scores positively with an
overall score of 25. The positive elements of this option relate to the
provision of significant new development, far greater than the other
options, such as housing, employment, a central mixed use hub and
linkages that connect them to the surrounding area. This amplifies the
positive benefits of Option B (and D) in relation to:



2.7.9

2.7.10

2.7.11

» The opportunity to create a new sustainable development and
improve the sustainability of the surrounding neighbourhoods
through new employment, housing and service provision.

» The opportunity for built infrastructure to be developed that can both
mitigate and adapt to the challenges of climate change through high
levels of energy efficiency leading to a reduction in greenhouse gas
emissions associated with building operation, and adapting to high
summer temperatures, drought and intense precipitation.

» The opportunity to ensure development is equipped for increased
levels of recycling.

» The creation of new linkages provides better opportunity for the site
to be served by bus as well as the proposed pedestrian and cycle
links, promoting sustainable transport. Higher population, compared
to Options B and D increases the viability of new bus services
serving the site, improving sustainable transport offer.

While this option does not propose as much greenspace as the other
options, it does provide for improvement of greenspace in the form of
informal recreation and wetlands. Furthermore this option will see
remediation of areas of the site, reducing the amount of polluted land,
which Option 1 is less likely to achieve. This has significant benefits
including for biodiversity, landscape, management flood risk and
recreation and also provides urban cool space, but clearly not as
extensively as in Options 1 and 4.

Another positive element of this option is the hydroelectric generation
(2 locations), although this option does not provide biomass
production. This option does provide the opportunity to improve the
setting of the Barrow Hill conservation area through the design of the
residential development at the boundary with Barrow Hill. Also, this
option improves the quality of the environment along natural/heritage
features including the canal and river. This option however, locates
residential development in what is currently the Works Road area;
there is a possibility that existing heritage buildings will not be easily
integrated into the townscape of a residential development, resulting
in a negative impact. In addition, this option proposes the most
extensive development thus this will inevitably result in use of natural
resources with associated negative impacts.

Option 4 — Radical Remodelling

This option involves development of the site to create a dedicated
green core, allowing the site to have potential to secure Green Park
status. This sees the majority of the development located to the east
of the site and limiting the quantitative development potential of the
site. This option scores positively with an overall score of 21.



2.7.12

2.7.13

2.7.14

2.7.15

2.7.16

The positive elements of this option relate to the provision of new
development, such as housing, employment and a mixed use hub and
linkages that connect them to the surrounding area. This allows the
site to not only create a sustainable mixed development on the site
but also make the surrounding communities more sustainable though
links to new local service and employment provision. The creation of
new linkages provides better opportunity for the site to be served by
bus as well as the proposed pedestrian and cycle links, promoting
sustainable transport. With this option focusing development to the
east, surrounding neighbourhoods to the west are less likely to benefit
from them, thus not enhancing the sustainability of these
communities.

New development also provides the opportunity for built infrastructure
to be developed that can both mitigate and adapt to the challenges of
climate change through high levels of energy efficiency leading to a
reduction in greenhouse gas emissions associated with building
operation, and adapting to high summer temperatures, drought and
intense precipitation. New development will also provide the
opportunity to ensure development is equipped for increased levels of
recycling.

The focus of this option is to create a green hub which delivers
significant benefits. This includes provision of habitats for biodiversity,
landscape enhancements, incorporation of management flood risk
and recreation and also provides urban cool space. There are clear
benefits to the canal in terms of environmental improvements and the
river, in terms of reinstating its natural course, with landscape,
biodiversity and flood risk benefits. The heritage buildings in the
Works Road area are located in the green core. While in principle
these buildings can remain in the green core, there purpose will be
limited, putting them at risk of having a lack of purpose and thus
lacking investment and falling into disrepair.

In terms of negative effects, clearly extensive new development will
result in use of resources with associated negative impacts. This
option also does not accommodate a significant renewable energy
source and does not provide biomass as in Options 1 and 3.

Option 5 — Do Nothing

This option involves not preparing a plan for the site and allowing it to
develop according to the market. The site has been in decline in
terms of economic use and quality of environment for many years. Of
the few remaining uses on the site, the main user Mallinckrodt
Chemical Works, is due to close the site in the near future; leaving
only small scale uses in the buildings along Works Road. Bearing this
in mind, together with the development constraints of the site, it is
unlikely the market will naturally develop the site for high quality uses
or drastically improve the physical environment of the site.
Consequently this site scores very poorly against the SA objectives,



with a score of 0, with no positive impacts. The reason the site does
not score negatively is because it is unlikely any significant
development will occur at the site that already has very little on it, so
overall it is unlikely it can actively contribute or detract from the SA

objectives.

Conclusion.

2.7.17 As with several other sections, the options fare differently according to

the twelve individual assessment criteria of the sustainability

appraisal. When the scores are added for each option and an average
taken, all performed reasonably well, with the obvious exception of
the do nothing option. This is possibly explained by the fact that

subconsciously, the options have been developed with a basic

inherent appreciation of the importance of sustainability in all its
forms. However, option 2 and 3 appear to generate the best response

to sustainability criteria.

SA Objectives Option Option Option Option Option
1 2 3 4 5

To ensure that housing stock meets | 1 2 2 1 0

the needs of all communities in the

Borough

To improve health and reduce health | 2 3 3 1 0

inequalities

To create sustainable communities 1 2 2 1 0

To protect and manage the cultural 2 2 0 1 0

heritage of the Borough

To protect and enhance biodiversity | 2 1 1 2 0

Protect and manage the landscape 0 1 1 2

and townscape of Chesterfield.

To manage prudently the natural 0 1 1 0 0

resources of the region including

water, air quality, soil and minerals

Plan for the anticipated different 3 3 3 3 0

levels of climate change

Minimise the Borough’s contribution | 1 2 2 1 0

to climate change

Minimise the environmental impacts | 2 3 3 2 0

of waste and pollution

Develop a strong culture of 3 3 4 3 0

enterprise and innovation

Improve accessibility to jobs and 2 2 2 2 0

services




Scores (1=very low 5=very good)

Total Score | 19 | 25 | 25 | 21 |0

2.8

28.1

2.8.2

2.8.3
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Transportation Benefits

This final assessment criterion has been included because of the
absolute need to open up the Staveley Works Corridor for
regeneration purposes. The site itself is currently inaccessible for
investment on a great scale. Works Road is the only vehicular route
across the site. The highways around the site are also poor and
inadequate for large vehicles or increased vehicular movements.
There are informal footways and the canal towpath provides a
pleasant ramble to the south. The Transpennine Trail also passes
through the site. It is therefore imperative that appropriate routes are
constructed into the Staveley Works Corridor to facilitate
regeneration. These should be for vehicles, public transport
pedestrians and cyclists. Any investment in the movement network
should have a positive effect on the existing highways network in the
adjacent neighbourhoods.

Option 1 - Working with the Constraints

Option 1 scores well on the relief of congestion, delay and air quality
due to the beneficial effect of relieving the A619. Option 1 also scores
well in terms of pedestrian and cycle provision since it is a lower
intervention option which does not contain as much pedestrian
unfriendly industry as Option 3, and in terms of integration with public
transport, since it integrates the rail station with Barrow Hill and the
proposed mixed use hub. Option 1 is the lowest intervention option
and therefore does not score well in terms of development and
regeneration, however it does score highly in terms of connectivity
since it benefits all modes of transport.

Option 2 - Landscape Pockets

Option 2 is very similar to option 1 from a transport perspective and
scores equivalently in almost every category. An exception to this is
development and regeneration for which Option 2 ranks joint second
with Option 4 due to their broadly similar levels of transport
development.

Option 3 - Maximising Development

Option 3 scores as highly as the other options in terms of congestion,
delay and air quality relief, however it is the high development
scenario and consequently does not score as highly in terms of
pedestrian, cycle and public transport provision — the low score for the
latter being largely due to the poorly integrated location of the ralil
station. Option 3 scores very highly in terms of development and
regeneration since it represents a maximum benefit in terms of




2.8.5

2.8.6

productive land use and residential space, however its levels of
connectivity are not as high as other options due to the poor levels of
integration between Barrow Hill, the rail station and the mixed use
development hub.

Option 4 - Radical Remodelling

As with the other options, Option 4 also provides a strategic
alternative to the A619 and therefore scores equivalently in terms of
congestion, delay and air quality relief. Its focus towards the east
limits pedestrian and cycle accessibility towards the west of the site
leading to a reduced score in this category, however it provides a
dedicated public transport link and as such scores more highly in this
area. Option 4 is broadly equivalent to Option 2 in terms of transport
development and regeneration, however connectivity is considered
poor for Option 4 due to the removal of Works Road as a general
traffic route and the possibility of further isolating Barrow Hill as a
result.

Option 5 - Do Nothing

The final option involves making no improvements to the transport
infrastructure and levels of connectivity through and around the site.
Whilst this is by definition overwhelmingly the cheapest option, it does
not produce any effect on the levels of congestion, delay, and air
guality, or the provision for pedestrians, cyclists, or public transport. In
addition, there is no enhancement in connectivity and consequently
no support for increased residential, commercial, or retail activity on
the site. As such, the Do Nothing option scores the minimum possible
amount in each category.

Conclusion.

2.8.7

It can be concluded that the construction of the route through the site,
from Hall Lane to beyond Works Road, as well as actually opening
the site for development, would have a very positive effect on the
current congestion, delay and air quality problems experienced on the
existing local highway network. All options bring benefits for both
pedestrians and cyclists. Public transport integration is achieved.
Option 3 better services development opportunities, whilst option 1
improves connectivity. All options score highly but it is option 1 which
scores the highest.

Transportation
Benefits

Option 1
Working
with

the
Constraints

Option 2
Landscape
Pockets

Option 3
Maximising
Development

Option 4
Radical
Remodelling

option 5
Do
Nothing

Improvement
of congestion/
delay/ air

5




quality

Benefits for 4 4 3 3 1
pedestrians
and cyclists

Integration 3 3 1 3 1
with public
transport

Facilitation of | 2 3 4 3 1
development
and

regeneration

Improvements | 5 3 4 3 1
in connectivity

Scores (1=very low 5=very good)

2.9 Conclusions to the Options Appraisal

2.9.1 After all criteria have been considered, using an appraisal process
broadly in line with the Green Book Appraisal, as recommended by
Government Office and used by the Regional Development Agencies,
the best fit with the vision and objectives for Staveley Works Corridor,
is Option 3 — Maximising Development.

2.9.2 Option 3 scores particularly highly for its strategic contribution, local
acceptability, its regeneration benefits and when assessed for
sustainability. It also supports the general view held by the wider
community that the Borough'’s brownfield land is developed at the
expense of any greenfield sites. It is also in line with national planning

policy.

2.9.3 Option 3 provides the highest value but it is also the most costly to
deliver. Its attractiveness as a preferred option is tempered by the fact
that the estimated cost of delivery is more than the estimated value
generated and therefore this shortfall will require substantial gap
funding. It is essential that the costs to deliver option 3 are
substantially reduced. This also has a knock on effect on risk. Option
3 carries a significant amount of risk, primarily caused by financial risk
underpinned by the fact that it will require substantial gap funding.
The transportation benefits of implementing option 3 can be
substantially improved.

2.9.4 The do nothing option scores very poorly. It fails to gain significant
scores in any category. At a simplistic level it serves to show that
doing nothing is not a option for the Staveley Road Corridor. It is
therefore proposed that implementation of the Vision for the Staveley
Works Corridor should be based on option 3 and implemented in a
flexible, phased manner so that if funding is not forthcoming in the
future, the redevelopment of the area can still proceed in a reduced
form.
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Chapter 3: The Emerging Preferred Option For Development.

3.1

3.1.1

3.2

3.2.1

3.2.2

3.2.3

3.24

Introduction

Following the establishment of the Vision and Key Principles to
enable the development of five options for the Staveley Works
Corridor, and the subsequent options appraisal process based upon
the Green Book Appraisal Method recommended by the Government,
the basis for a preferred option emerges as Option 3: Maximising
Development. However, there are some drawbacks and limitations to
this option which need addressing, and there are benefits contained
within the other options which can be captured in order to derive the
best way forward for the Staveley Works Corridor.

The Emerging Preferred Option.

It has been established that option 3 provided a very good strategic,
economic and planning fit in relation to current policy documents and
their ethos. It scored excellently when judged against regeneration
key performance indicators. It also scores highly as regards local
acceptability; although this was tempered slightly by a lower score by
the adjoining community. A major area of improvement for a preferred
option however is in reducing the amount it will cost to deliver,
compared to the value it generates and the financial risk associated in
generating the shortfall of monies required. Furthermore,
consultations with landowners identified a strong aspiration to
maximise the areas of built development wherever possible within the
physical and environmental constraints of the Corridor.

With this in mind revisions have been identified which reduce the
underlying costs and provide scope for further refinements and
adaptations to respond to opportunities which emerge over time.

The emerging preferred option takes option 3 as its starting point, with
changes introduced to enhance the viability and flexibility of
proposals. The Preferred Option, shown on Drawing ref.4455 - OD3 —
RevC which is included at the end of Chapter 3 can be summarised
as follows:

Employment

The preferred option proposes some 28ha of employment space
concentrated between the river and railway line in the eastern portion
of the Corridor with a frontage to Hall Lane. This location is well
connected to the existing highway network, which due to the
construction of the Staveley Loop Road provides easy access onto
the strategic highway network. It recognises the presence of the
existing chemical works complex and the current 0.5km hazard zone
which precludes residential development. Capitalising upon the
chemical works as an existing employment generator, the opportunity
presents itself to promote the area as an advanced manufacturing or



3.2.5

3.2.6

pharmaceutical cluster. Some 94,000 sq m of employment floorspace
could be achieved through the total redevelopment of this area.

Housing

Around 60ha of residential land is located at the centre of the site,
forming a link along Works Road, effectively connecting Barrow Hill to
the neighbourhoods south of the Staveley Works Corridor. The
residential area is formed as two principal parcels of development on
either side of the river. This residential land will deliver over 2000
homes at densities of around 40 dwellings per hectare. Affordable
housing is included as an integral part of this development, subject to
agreement as to the appropriate % and delivery mechanisms. At the
heart of the residential area a small area of higher density housing is
proposed as part of the community hub.

Community Facilities

A community hub will provide a focus for the Staveley Works
Corridor, located at the heart of the residential areas around the
intersection of the new access road and Works Road. This will be
easily accessed both by the new and existing neighbourhoods and
will serve both Barrow Hill and Brimington. It is envisaged to contain
local needs retail, community uses, and a new primary school if the
construction of new homes demands one. The location of the school
would be easily accessed from Works Road with associated playing
fields and green space being acceptable use of flood risk land. The
community hub would cater for local needs and would support the
Barrow Hill community as well as new development. Its location
adjacent to Works Road along with some higher density residential
use, would complement Staveley Town Centre rather than compete
with it.

Mixed Use

3.2.7 The extreme west of the site, between the river and the canal is shown

3.2.8

for future mixed use. Around 21ha is considered suitable for a mix of
uses which would be compatible with access through the core
residential development sites, and with the sensitive environments
around this part of the Corridor. This could be either:

* residential development, or
* light industrial uses/ business space, or
» a mix of business / light industry / residential developments

The use allocation for this area gives flexibility to the preferred option
and allows for changing future demands and markets in potentially the
most attractive part of the corridor in market terms. For purposes of



3.29

3.2.10

3.2.11

3.2.12

comparison in the subsequent financial appraisal it has been
assumed that this area will be developed for residential use.

Landscape & Environment

Landscaping and natural habitats are emphasised across the
corridor and are integral to the overall development. These areas
generally follow the established flood risk zone. A corridor of wildlife
habitats is proposed to the north west along the river corridor,
extending south through the centre of the site alongside the canal and
river courses. Various pockets of landscaping and water areas would
be established within and between the developable areas to enhance
values, reinforce the green corridor along the canal, and provide a
landscape framework structure to the development as a whole.
Opportunities for sustainable energy generation should be explored in
relation to the Corridor as a whole and these areas in particular.
These green areas will also act as pleasant pedestrian and cycle
routes across the site, with new opportunities for links between
Barrow Hill and the communities to the south, including Staveley
Town Centre.

Transport Framework

The Transport Framework for the Staveley Works Corridor is a
multi-modal and fully integrated strategy in which accessibility is
paramount, with numerous alternatives provided to minimise the use
of the single occupant private car. It is considered of great importance
that the site is linked with local neighbourhoods in Staveley, Barrow
Hill, and Brimington, and the core routes into the site (including the
central spine road, the new access roads, and the enhanced Works
Road alignment) are all proposed as multi-purpose providing safe
public transport, walking and cycling accessibility as well as access
for the private car.

The preferred option has an access road which will link Works Road
eastwards to Hall Lane and the new Staveley Loop road. It also
extends west from Works Road, through the remaining parts of the
site and would be capable of extension, if finance allowed, linking up
with the existing highway network on the outskirts of Chesterfield. In
doing this, the road would not only open up the entire corridor for
development, but would have a beneficial effect on the highways
network surrounding the Staveley Works Corridor. A given however,
is the need for substantial improvements to Works Road itself and key
points on the existing local highway network around the site.

Works Road will be maintained as a key public transport route and it
Is recommended that developers and council lobby local bus
operators to provide an improved frequency and level of service along
this key link. Walking and cycling are encouraged with new direct
routes from local communities and high quality footways and cycle
infrastructure along the main vehicular routes.



3.2.13

3.2.14

3.2.15

3.2.16

3.2.17

3.2.18

Public transport is a high priority. The improvement of Works Road
and the construction of the new access road will increase the potential
for bus use and both pedestrian and cycle routes across and within
the site are promoted via the green corridor and other routes.

There is an opportunity for a new passenger station on the freight
line that skirts the northern boundary of the site. The design and
business case for this will require further study and the location will
need to be investigated in greater detail since this will affect potential
usage and accessibility. A station should serve the new development,
be well integrated with the local community in Barrow Hill and connect
with bus services along Works Road. The benefits of such an amenity
are clear given the potential improvement to connectivity in and
around the Staveley area, and the opportunity to link into existing
Midland Mainline services at Chesterfield and potential linkages
eastwards to the Robin Hood Line.

The transport strategy as a whole will requires a more detailed and
guantified assessment and it is recommended that this be undertaken
as an early action.

Canal Setting

The environment around the canal will be substantially improved to
encourage the wider use of the canal including boating and non-
boating uses. The new residential area at the heart of the corridor
extends to the canal providing the opportunity for canalside living and
working west of Works Road. Elsewhere new and improved
connections can be made between residential and business areas
and the canal. With careful landscaping and design of development
along the canal corridor, there will be the opportunity to promote both
recreational and leisure uses, and to maximise the value of this
relationship in social, environmental and financial terms.

Potential Costs of Delivery

The initial appraisal of Options 1-4 included a cost and value
assessment which enabled comparison between the four options, as
described in section 2.2 above and Appendix 4a. Development costs
for that stage of the study included assumed land values.

For the review of the Preferred Option we have, following discussion
with the client, revised the approach to financial appraisal to exclude
land costs and thereby identify residual values. These revised
appraisals are set out in Appendix 4b. This provides the opportunity in
the future to scrutinize values and costs for different parts of the site
in any future more detailed investigations. For comparison purposes
we have summarised below the costs and values for option 3 which
was identified as the most favoured of the original four options.



3.2.19 We have also included two versions of the preferred option, firstly with
the 21ha at the western part of the development area as B1
Employment space (Preferred Option 1), secondly with this area
wholly residential (Preferred Option 2)

3.2.20 The potential delivery costs to secure the preferred options include
the same principal components as option 3, but the revised allocation
of land uses within the site changes the build-up of costs as follows:

 The preferred option shows a saving on remediation costs in the
order of £11-12m compared with option 3.

» Development costs are slightly higher in Preferred Option 2
reflecting a greater amount of residential development

* Other infrastructure costs are unchanged

3.2.21 A summary of costs and values for the preferred option against option
3 shows the following overall comparison:

Option 3 Preferred Option 1 Preferred Option 2
Remediation £72,624,613 £60,723,500 £61,773,500
Development £325,800,000 313,542,000 335,655,140
Road/ £12,000,000 £12,000,000 £12,000,000
Infrastructure
Flood Defence £7,192,000 £7,192,000 £7,192,000
Total Project Cost £417,616,613 £393,457,500.00 £416,620,640.00
Capital Value £454,316,600 423,240,000 469,274,400
Profit/Loss £31,699,387 29,783,000 52,653,760

3.2.22 ltis estimated that the cost of developing the Staveley Works Corridor
in line with the Preferred Option 2 will be in the region of £416m
excluding land values whilst the projected value of the development
will be in the region of £470m (excluding allowance for affordable
housing), giving a notional surplus (excluding land costs) of £53m.
This shows an overall financial improvement compared with option 3
of approximately £32m.

3.2.23 It should be emphasised that this is a strategic study and more
detailed costing will require intrusive ground surveys to accurately
establish ground conditions and the detailed extent and cost of
remediation works. It is envisaged that more detailed analysis of
remediation costs and detailed layouts informed by these will provide
opportunities to further reduce the project costs.

3.2.24 Further measures will need to be taken to increase this small gap
between value and cost in order to unlock development through more
attractive land values, ensure that infrastructure and related costs can
be fully met, reduce financial risk and minimise the requirement for
public sector support. The regeneration of the Staveley Works




Corridor and the associated regeneration benefits to the Borough can
only be secured if the project can deliver on these. Therefore various
measures need to be examined which have the potential to further

reduce the financial risk to the project. These are reviewed in the next
chapter.
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Chapter 4: Conclusion - Mitigation Measures to Aid Delivery.

4.1

41.1

4.1.2

4.2

4.2.1

4.2.2

4.2.3

Introduction

The small positive value demonstrated by the residual value
assessment of the emerging preferred option shows a significant
improvement on option 3 but will be insufficient in itself to unlock the
regeneration, and poses the highest risk preventing delivery. Other
risks which in turn will have an impact upon the financial viability of
the project include:

» Access infrastructure investment
* Flood risk mitigation

» Landownership issues

* Phasing

* Planning policy.

This chapter considers a series of potential measures which may
assist delivery and reduce risk.

Financial Viability
Abnormal Costs

The preferred option demonstrates, at a high level, that careful
reallocation of land uses in the masterplan will reduce the potential
reclamation costs. Abnormal costs and contingencies should be
rigorously restricted when developing a more detailed masterplan for
the area, and again at the more detailed level of site planning. The
ground conditions and reclamation costs will not be uniform across
the whole area, and a sensible approach will be to adapt the phasing,
scale and detailed layouts to minimise exposure to specific
reclamation costs. This will require more detailed understanding of the
nature and extent of ground conditions which landowners and
developers will need to address at the next levels of overall land use
allocation, infrastructure location and site layouts.

The implications of abnormal costs will not only relate to actual costs
of reclamation but in turn will have an impact on land values.

Maximising residential attractiveness

The preferred option includes significant residential areas adjoining
attractive open countryside, canal and river watercourses, and areas
of future greenspace. Masterplanning of these areas should seek to
maximise the benefits of such locations through coordinated overall
development thereby helping to maximise land values, and this



4.2.4

4.2.5

4.2.6

requires commitment to the principles of a green infrastructure
corridor at an early stage.

Affordable housing

Whilst the level of affordable housing has been assumed at 36% for
the purpose of calculations on the preferred option in this study,
different % figures should be explored, This will have a significant
impact on resultant development values, and needs to be considered
amongst other factors in coming to an overall view of appropriate
development mix, costs, land values and other policy related
requirements. As an indication of the financial implications of
affordable housing, a sensitivity analysis has been undertaken (see
Appendix 4b, page 95) which shows that the potential difference in
development value could vary by some £55m between 0% affordable
and 40% affordable housing.

Exploiting Coal Reserves

Following consultation with the stakeholders, it is apparent that there
is an opportunity and desire to exploit the potential coal reserves
under part of the area west of Works Road. In extracting the coal,
some remediation costs would be offset and therefore if this is the
case, the amount of gap funding required would reduce. The
subsequent remediation works would provide an early opportunity to
restore the land to residential development standards and prepare
parcels of land for release to developers. Furthermore, the coal would
have to be transported offsite. Works Road is insubstantial and it is
envisaged that a haul road would be required - this should be aligned
along the proposed new access route eastwards to access the
strategic highways network at Hall Lane and thereby avoid the already
sensitive residential areas. It could help to offset the estimated £12m
cost of the spine road, provided it is aligned and prepared with
subsequent upgrading in mind. Local improvements to parts of Works
Road, some key site and off site works and site remediation should
therefore be funded through any coal extraction dependent upon the
amount and value of coal and other minerals extracted.

Delivery Vehicle Approach

The type and form of the delivery vehicle to implement the
regeneration of the Corridor will impact on the overall costs and
values. Piecemeal approaches with individual landowners addressing
only their own parts of the site would not only fail to deliver
regeneration benefits but could result in duplication of costs. Pooling
of land, sharing of up front costs and simplification of the patterns and
sequences of delivery can help reduce costs overall, for example
through the judicious alignment of infrastructure and the creation of
development parcels which minimise exposure to the most serious
abnormal costs, provided parties are prepared to work together.



4.3

4.3.1

4.3.2

4.3.3

4.3.4

4.3.5

4.3.6

Access Infrastructure.

Integral to the regeneration of the Staveley Works Corridor is the
construction of the new access road, the substantial improvement of
Works Road and the creation of pedestrian and cycle routes within
and across the site.

The improvements to Works Road, if the extraction of coal reserves is
permitted, may be required as a condition of planning permission.
Depending upon the amount and value of the coal extracted, and the
means of transporting the coal and waste off site, costs of the new
spine road should be partly offset by the construction of a haul road
along the same alignment. The aggregate waste mined as a bi-
product of coal extraction could be used and recycled into the
subbase.

Further, the potential line of the remaining section of the Staveley
Loop Road should be abandoned and realigned into the Staveley
Works Corridor thus freeing any potential funds allocated to complete
the new highway.

Site visits and flow evidence has show that there is limited capacity on
roads surrounding the site, particularly the A619 strategic route
between Chesterfield and the M1 via Staveley. Environmental impact
is also a concern given that the A619 in the vicinity of the site has
been identified as a possible Air Quality Management Area, which
could be worsened by significant amounts of new traffic. If the
maximum identified development is delivered for the Staveley Works
Corridor, it is considered highly likely that a new route will be required
between Staveley and Chesterfield, particularly if the land to the west
of Works Road is fully redeveloped. It is however possible that a cul-
de-sac or diversionary access road might be sufficient during the early
stages, however for a fuller development scenario it is recommended
that the full regeneration route proposal be brought forward.

A further reduction in the costs of the new access road might
therefore be achieved if the new route were terminated at its junction
with the improved Works Road, so that it served parts of the Staveley
Works Corridor only rather than forming a new movement corridor into
Chesterfield. However this would impact on the capacity of the
existing networks linking to the site and whilst improvements to the
environment around the existing highway network within the
residential areas would not have the same costs there would be wider
problematic movement and environmental impacts.

Pedestrian and cycle routes, both new and improved, should be
identified as S106A contributions and constructed as part of the
phased redevelopment of the area. Further masterplanning of the
area should therefore take forward the indicative links proposed here
and translate them into specific routes. The Chesterfield Canal
towpath is one good example of an existing route which should be



4.3.7

4.4

4.4.1

4.4.2

4.5

45.1

4.5.2

4.6

4.6.1

complemented by a series of connecting links to and from the
development areas.

The potential for a new station to serve the area is a longer term
prospect which also needs wider sub regional commitments to
restructuring of local passenger rail services to make fuller use of the
existing infrastructure. The regeneration of the Staveley Works
Corridor would not only benefit from such a connection, but can
provide part of the justification for investment. A direct rail link into
Chesterfield could offset the scale of investment needed for the
extension of the spine road westward beyond the study area.

Flood Risk Mitigation.

The preferred option avoids the development on existing and known
flood plain. The line and causes of the extreme flood of 2007 are
currently being challenged and clarification of this is an important
further step. Further measures such as the careful alignment of the
new access route avoiding the flood risk zone, and limiting the river
and railway crossing points will again reduce costs.

The extensive landscaping works, and the creation of a landscaped
setting, including natural wildlife habitats should be designed so that
they will help in the long term to reduce the costs of flood risk
mitigation measures. Ensuring that the new houses and employment
spaces include substantial landscaped areas as well as grey water
recycling will also help.

Landownership Issues.

The Staveley Works Corridor cannot be regenerated in a piecemeal
fashion if maximum values and maximum regeneration benefits are to
be realised. The rejection of the do-nothing option confirms this. Given
the fact that there are multiple landowners and leaseholders and that
some of the landholdings are effectively landlocked without any
existing means of independent access, it will be important to capitalise
upon the established co-operation and willingness of the stakeholders
to work together.

One of the key obstacles to delivery is the landowner/leaseholder
situation with very little publicly owned land to drive forward the
regeneration proposals. Therefore, a key deliverable must be the
creation of a joint venture company whose primary interest would be
bringing forward regeneration which maximised land value.

Phasing of Delivery

There will be several possible approaches to the phasing the
regeneration of the Staveley Works Corridor. However, common
themes must be incorporated, including:



» focus on maximising values and reducing the cost/value shortfall. In
the first instance it should be the main focus of the JVC

» promote delivery of shared infrastructure and public benefits
« identify overlaps and interrelationships between projects
* ensure options for later phase projects are protected

4.6.2 A suggested phased approach to delivering the preferred option could
be as follows:

Phase Development Infrastructure
1 Coal extraction west of Works Road Improvements to Works Road
First phase of residential Construction of the eastern section
development close to Barrow Hill of the new access road and
and the railway associate infrastructure / site
preparation works to the
employment zone around the
chemical works
2 Remediation works following coal Off site works to the A619
extraction . o
Flood risk mitigation measures
Phased remediation to residential Elements of Green Infrastructure
land east of Works Road and north Network
of the new access road
3 Development of new residential Flood risk mitigation measures
neighbourhood north of the new Elements of Green Infrastructure
access road and east of Works
Network
Road.
Begin remediation of the land east
of Works Road and south of the new
access road
Site preparation for new community
hub
4 Development of a new residential Flood risk mitigation measures
neighbourhaod east of Works Road Elements of Green Infrastructure
and south of the new access road
Network
Development of the new . e
retail/community hub Community facilities in new hub
5 Development of a new residential Flood risk mitigation measures
neighbourhood west of Works Road Elements of Green Infrastructure
to be served by part of the western Network
length of the new access road as
part of this development
6 Development of the far west of the Construction of the western section
corridor for a mixture of uses along of the new access road
with the remaining length of access
road as part of this development




4.6.3

4.7

4.7.1

4.7.2

Adopting this phased approach can minimise up front expenditure and
provides flexibility, matching infrastructure monies to development. It
ensures that:

» The most important elements such as site access and some
remediation costs are minimised

* Potentially the highest value land is maximised. The far western
portion of the corridor will be delivered when the surrounding land
value has increased and coal extraction has ceased

» Critical public infrastructure is identified at an early stage and
programmed into the overall development

» The community hub will be developed once there is the critical mass
within the Staveley Works Corridor.

* At each stage, the regeneration process can be halted, reassessed
and reprofiled depending upon the market demands at that time.

Planning Policy

For any regeneration proposals to have a chance of succeeding a
clear and supportive planning policy will be paramount. It has been
shown through the options appraisal that the preferred option provides
a close fit with regional policy prevalent up to the abolition of Regional
Spatial Strategies. The next level of policy is to ensure that the Core
Strategy of the Chesterfield Local Development Framework:

» provides a sound policy basis for the regeneration of the Corridor

* provides sufficient clarity to underpin either an Area Action Plan or a
Supplementary Planning Document for the Corridor (depending on
which route is pursued)

The following wording provides a starting point which could be
developed into a Core Strategy policy.

Staveley Works Corridor

he Staveley Works Corridor Regeneration Area will be developed as a
sustainable urban extension within a landscaped setting in
accordance with the following objectives and principles:

Delivering an Area of Employment and Business within a
landscaped environment.

a) The role of the Staveley Works Corridor as a significant
regeneration area should support the expansion of the local



b)

advanced manufacturing base and accompanying employment
opportunities through:

I.  The delivery of 28 ha of employment development west of
Hall Lane,

ii. Promotion of opportunities for pharmaceutical business
development

iii. The delivery of a mix of uses including opportunities for B1
Business west of Works Road

Support should be given to the development and improvement of
transport connections and shared support facilities which will
enable the regenerated Staveley Works Corridor to be well
integrated within the existing surrounding communities so that
employment opportunities for all can be maximised.

Creating a New Living Environment

a)

b)

Phased delivery of a minimum of 2000 dwellings across a minimum
of 58 ha of the Staveley Works Corridor, to provide a broad range
of housing by size, type and tenure, including affordable housing.
The phasing of the residential element will reflect remediation and
infrastructure timescales.

Phased delivery of mixed uses, (residential and compatible
business / light industrial uses)across a maximum of 21 ha of the
western part of Staveley Works Corridor ¢) Delivery of a mixed use
development area of approximately 3 ha at the heart of the area
around Works Road, including an appropriate level of retail, leisure,
community, education and health facilities to that found in a
neighbourhood centre. This provision should predominantly
address the local needs of the new development including the
business community and be of a form and scale which will avoid
any unacceptable impact on the vitality and viability of Staveley
Town Centre.

d) Measures to ensure that new communities are integrated with

surrounding areas through the delivery of social and physical /
environmental infrastructure serving the new development, in
accordance with the phasing of the regeneration proposals.

A Green Corridor

a)

A network of open spaces of various appropriate wildlife habitats
for nature conservation, recreation and pedestrian or cycle “green
corridors” should be integral to the development and should guide
its form and layout. This open space network should include a “blue
corridor” along the line of the River Rother, the enhancement of the
Chesterfield Canal corridor, the enhancement of the “country park”



b)

recreation facility off Hall Lane, a new network of green linkages,
formal green spaces within the site and important local
greenspaces integral to individual developments.

Measures to address flood risk, including strategic land
management, land use allocation and any protection works should
be an integral part of the overall design of infrastructure, public
realm and development, and should be delivered in accordance
with an agreed programme.

A Highly Accessible Destination

a)

b)

Delivery of strategic access improvements from the major road
network through the provision of a connected new access spine
route off Hall Lane, together with junction improvements, and
internal access roads, which will link the various parts of the urban
extension to each other and the surrounding neighbourhoods.

Design of the corridor to facilitate the extension of the access spine
route westward to Chesterfield as part of the wider strategic
highway network.

Promoting local accessibility through attractive, convenient, safe
and sustainable means of travel, including:

* A new public transport interchange at the intersection of the
two railway lines between the Staveley Works corridor and
Barrow Hill;

* Improvements to Works Road and mitigation measures to the
local highway network in adjoining communities where
necessary,

* Integrated walking and cycling routes to provide clear and
safe links to surrounding communities, including
improvements to the canal corridor and Trans-Pennine Trail
which will link the development to Chesterfield.

High Quality, Innovative Desigh Respecting its Location

a)

b)

Staveley Works Corridor should be developed in response to a
strong urban design framework which will integrate new
development with features of natural, environmental or manmade
value including surrounding areas of Green Belt, the Chesterfield
Canal and the settlements of Staveley and Barrow Hill.

Exemplar design should demonstrate a strong recognition of the
rural identity of this part of the borough, creating a location with a
strong sense of place, and meeting the highest design standards in
line with policy.



c) Sustainable design solutions with a particular focus on residential
development achieving the required levels of the Code for
Sustainable Homes and BREEAM equivalent status for commercial
developments.
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Appendix 1 Options Appraisal Framework
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1. Strategic Contribution
Ultimate objectives of the RSS 4 4 4 4 2
Emerging CBC objectives 4 4 4 4 2
Strategic objectives of Staveley Works Corridor 4 5 5 4 1
Total 12 13 13 12 5
2. High Level Financial Assessment
Project Cost 4 2 1 4 3
Capital Values 3 4 5 2 1
Profit/Loss 1 4 5 1 3
Total 8 10 11 7 7
3. Local Acceptability
Community consultation 2 3 2 1 1
Stakeholder workshop 3 3 4 2 1
Total 5 6 6 3 2
4. Deliverability (risk)
Transportation impact 3 3 3 1 4
Flood risk impact 4 1 3 3 3
Land ownership issues 2 2 2 2 1
Finance issues 1 3 3 1 1
Total 10 7 9 7 9
5. Regeneration Benefits
Ha land re-used 3 4 5 2 1
potential jobs created 3 3 5 3 4
No. new houses built 2 5 5 2 1
floorspace creation 2 4 5 3 2
Total 10 16 20 10 8
6. Sustainability Assessment
Total 4 5 5 4 1
7. Transportation Benefits
Improvement of congestion/ delay/ air quality 5 5 5 5 1
Benefits for pedestrians and cyclists 4 4 3 3 1
Integration with public transport 3 3 1 3 1
facilitation of development and regeneration 2 3 4 3 1
Improvements in connectivity 5 3 4 3 1
Total 19 18 17 17 5
Total Score 68 77 83 60 37
Total Score as % of maximum score 61% | 73% | 79% | 55% | 34%




Appendix 2 Community Consultation — Questionnaire Responses

Questionnaire responses
(1=favourite; 4=least
favourite)
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Working
with

the
Constraints

Option 2
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Appendix 3 Stakeholder Workshop — Questionnaire Responses
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5 = very good ® & <
Public sector intervention 2 1 2 1
(high intervention=1, low=5)
Deliverability (good=5, 3 2 3 2
difficult=1)
Value to stakeholders 3 3 5 2
(high=5, low=1)
Creation of something which 4 4 4 3
is distinctive and unique
Strengthening and 4 4 4 4
enhancing the natural
environment
Providing opportunities for 4 4 4 3
an integrated transport
network
Energy generation 4 4 4 2
Developing a range and mix 3 4 5 2
of appropriate land uses
Enhancing tourism and 4 3 3 3
leisure facilities
Developing a range of high 2 4 5 2
quality house types and
tenure mix
Creating employment 3 4 4 2
opportunities
Connecting communities 3 4 5 2
Average Score 3 3 4 2

Stakeholders, including those with land interests, were asked to rate each of the
options against the AAP’s strategic principles. Not all questionnaires were fully
completed, thus the total scores represent a total average




Appendix 4a Financial Appraisal — Options

OPTION 1 — WORKING WITHIN THE CONSTRAINTS

CENTRAL CORE

Community Uses

Gross Area 2 ha

Density 1700 sgm/ha
Floor Area 3400 sgm
Construction Cost @ £1485/sqm £5,000,000
Capital Value @ 1290/sgm £4,386,000
Residual Value -£614,000
High Density Residential

Gross Area 8 ha

Density 3000 sgm/ha
Floor Area 24,000 sgm
Construction Cost @ 1362/sgqm £32,700,000
Capital Value @ £1995/sgm £47,880,000
Residual Value £15,180,000
RESIDENTIAL

Gross Area 26 ha

Net Area @ 80% 20.8 ha
Density 3000 sgm/ha
Floor Area 62,400 sgm
Construction Cost @ £1362/sgqm £85,000,000
Capital Value @ £1995/sgm £124,488,000
Residual Value £39,488,000
EMPLOYMENT

Gross Area 21 ha

Net Area @ 80% 16.8 ha
Density 4132 sqm/ha
Floor Area 69,418 sgm
Construction Cost @ £685/sqm £47,551,000
Capital Value @ £800/sgm £55,534,000
Residual Value £7,683,000

Total Construction Costs: £170,251,000

Total Capital Value: £232,288,000




OPTION 2 — LANDSCAPE POCKETS

CENTRAL CORE

Community Uses

Gross Area 2 ha

Density 1700 sgm/ha
Floor Area 3400 sgm
Construction Cost @ £1485/sgm £5,000,000
Capital Value @ 1290/sgm £4,386,000
Residual Value -£614,000
High Density Residential

Gross Area 10 ha
Density 3000 sgm/ha
Floor Area 30,000 sgm
Construction Cost @ 1362/sgqm £41,000,000
Capital Value @ £1995/sgm £59,850,000
Residual Value £18,850,000
RESIDENTIAL

Gross Area 54 ha

Net Area @ 80% 43.2 ha
Density 3000 sg/ha
Floor Area 129,600 sgm

Construction Cost @ 1362/sqm

£176,500,000

Capital Value @ £1995/sgm

£258,552,000

Residual Value £82,050,000
EMPLOYMENT

Gross Area 21 ha

Net Area @ 80% 16.8 ha
Density 4132 sqm/ha
Floor Area 69,418 sgm
Construction Cost @£ 685/sqm £47,551,000
Capital Value @ £800/sgm £55,534,000
Residual Value £7,983,000

Total Construction Costs: £270,051,000

Total Capital Value: £378,322,000




OPTION 3 — MAXIMISING DEVELOPMENT

CENTRAL CORE

Community Uses

Gross Area 2 ha

Density 1700 sgm/ha
Floor Area 3400 sgm
Construction Cost @ £1485/sgm £5,000,000
Capital Value @ 1290/sgm £4,386,000
Residual Value -£614,000
High Density Residential

Gross Area 2 ha

Density 3000 sgm/ha
Floor Area 6000 sgm
Construction Cost @ 1362/sgqm £8,000,000
Capital Value @ £1995/sgm £11,970,000
Residual Value £3,970,000
RESIDENTIAL

Gross Area 70 ha

Net Area @ 80% 56 ha
Density 3000 sgm
Floor Area 168,000 sgm

Construction Cost @ £1362/sgm

£229,000,000

Capital Value @ £1995/sgm

£335,160,000

Residual Value

£106,160,000

EMPLOYMENT

Gross Area 37 ha

Net Area @ 80% 29.6 ha
Density 4132 sqm/ha
Floor Area 122,307 sgm
Construction Cost @ £685/sqm £83,800,000
Capital Value @ £800/sgm £97,800,000
Residual Value £14,000,000

Total Construction Costs: £325.800,000

Total Capital Value £449,316,000




OPTION 4 — RADICAL REMODELLING

CENTRAL CORE

Community Uses

Gross Area 2 ha

Density 1700 sgm/ha
Floor Area 3400 sgm
Construction Cost @ £1485/sgm £5,000,000
Capital Value @ 1290/sgm £4,386,000
Residual Value -£614,000
High Density Residential

Gross Area 2 ha

Density 3000 sgm/ha
Floor Area 6000 sgm
Construction Cost @ 1362/sgqm £8,000,000
Capital Value @ £1995/sgm £11,970,000
Residual Value £3,970,000
RESIDENTIAL

Gross Area 28 ha

Net Area @ 80% 22.4 ha
Density 3000 sgm/ha
Floor Area 67,200 sgm
Construction Cost @ 1362/sqm £91,500,000
Capital Value @ £1995/sgm £134,064,000
Residual Value £42,564,000
EMPLOYMENT

Gross Area 17.5 ha

Net Area @ 80% 14 ha
Density 4132 sqm/ha
Floor Area 57,848 sgm
Construction Cost £39,600,000
Capital Value £46,000,000
Residual Value £6,400,000

Total Construction Costs: £144,100,000

Total Capital Value: £196,420,000




The following tables provide a summary of remediation costs for the four

options

Option 1 — Working with the Constraints

Zone

Type

Opean Space
Open Space
Residential
mixed arsas

Miced Core

of Higher
Denisty

Mized Cora
of Higher

Denisty
Open Space
Residential
mixed arsas

Mized Cora

of Higher
Deristy
Open Space
Light
Industrial
s

Light
Industrial
Lk es
Opan Space

Opan Space

Pesimeter

(m)

220654

425330

165761

1317 .80

123845

4585.35

1585596

57454

541913

184302

136082

186012

2451595

area (m')

321585.92

207329.77

151637.58

5125128

35037.62
230570.85
107024.48

15153 .83
39570380

14600085

93481.58

4245851

210047 .00

3216

2073

1516

213

3.50

25306

152

5935

2100

site
Category
{Water Risk
Highy)

Cost per
Hectare

£125, 000

£125,000

£700, 000

£600, 000

£325, 000

£125, 000

£175, 000

£125, 000

£525,000

£525,000

£525,000

£525, 000

£125 000

Contamination
Remediation
Costs

£4,019 824

£2 501 622

£10,514,531

£3,075,007

£1,138,723

£3,132,136

£1,572.028

£180,073

£20,984,449

£7,712 767

£2,231,188

£2 625,589



Option 2 — Landscape Pockets

anne

Type

Open Space
Residential
mizxed aress
Mixed Core

of Hgher

Deensity
Cpen Space
Cpen Space
Residential
mized aress

Mixed Core
of Higher
Ciensity
Residential
mizxed aress
Mixed Core
of Hgher
Deensity
Residential
mizxed aress
Cpen Space
Lght

Induetrial
Uses

Lght
Industrial
Lses
Cpen Space
Cpen Space
Residential
mixad aress
Lght
Industrial
Lses

Perimeter{m)

229654

1783.35

21588

3859.02

4E685.85

97433

64516

91.54

115290

283247

£554.73

152047

1589.06

118226

2333.50

514.70

631.56

area(m’)  Hectares
32158552 3216
17388307 17.39
41597 62 416
19375875 19.38
22627211 2263
298828 210
1743744 174
29024 0.05
6551221 6.55
31700355 31.70
1807 2B 36 18,07
10606042 10U6L
12840377 12 84
7371.60 0.76
19875697 1988
5414.84 054
5940.68 0.59

Site
Cate gory
[Wiater Risk
Highy

A

£125, 000

£700, 000

£600, 00

£125, 000

£125, 000

£350, 000

£325,000

£350, 000

£325,000

£700, 000

£125, 000

£3525,000

£3525,000

£525,000

£125, 000

£175,000

£125,000

TOTAL

Contamination
Remedation

£4,010,824

£12 171 E15

£2 471 997

£2 828, 400

£1,434, 500

£566,717

£17,150

£2,129,147

£2,250,105

£5,568,172

£6,741,138

£397,509

£2,484, 452

£04,761

£74371

£657,895,361



Option 3 — Maximising Development

Zone Type
1 Open Spaca
Light
1 Industrial
Uses
1 Residential
mixed aress
Light
2 Industrial
Lses
3 Residentizl
mixed aress
Mixed Core
2 of Higher
Denisty
3 Residential
mixed aress
2 Open Space
3 Open Spaca
3 Residential
mixed aress
a Residential
mixed aress
4 Open Spaca
Light
4 Industrial
Uses
Light
5 Industrial
Uses
5 Residential
mixed aress
5 Open Space
& Open Space
Light
Industrial
-1 Lises

P e ter{ m
]

383551

1658 85

32432

T35.04

542 28

4847

iz pa

473600

4443 59

246096

J70E85

322157

166072

142074

Bol 68

28158

247508

1500 22

Aream’]  Hectares

14377478

17087265

£918.23

2631252

E830.92

3641243

15460156

18240802

21496968

FO922.17

43310288

13393532

102253 34

TRI50.65

2891925

27834 37

17177923

3B273.E3

1438

17.09

0e9

263

LES

364

1545

1824

21.50

709

43.31

1339

10.23

7.az

LE9

278

1718

383

Site
(e gory
[Water Risk
High)

.Y

Cost per

£125 000

£125,000

£175,000

£125 000

£175,000

£500,000

£700,000

£125,000

£125,000

£350,000

£700,000

£125 000

£525,000

£525,000

£700,000

£525,000

£125,000

£125,000

Cont armi nation
Remediation

£1,797,185

£2 135,908

£121 069

£328,911

£154,541

£2.184,745

£10,822,137

£2 280,100
£2,687,121

£2 482 276

£30,317,201

£1574,191

£5,368,300

£4,159 509

£2024343

£2,147 240



Option 4 — Radical Remodelling

Site
Category Contamination
Zone Type Perimeter| mj area{m’) Hectares  (Water PET pemediation
_ Hedtare
Risk Costs
High)
1 Open Space 120654 32158592 3218 A £125000  £4010,824
2 Open Space 264528 41023743 41.02 (v} £525,000  £21 537,465
3 Open Space 4862 50 285851 38 2E.59 A £135000  £3573,642
Residential
4 . 01556 66744 94 6.67 D £700, 000 £4672,146
mixed arez
Light
i Industrial 1S08.99 13117905 13.12 [ 1] £525, 000 £6,886,202
Lisag
i Hjﬂldmtlal 157257 14085944 14.09 D £700, 000 £9 860,161
mixed arez
Mixed Core
4 of Higher 74919 3821559 3.82 D £600, 000 £2 293,175
Denisty
4 Open Space 630903 291963.96 25.20 A £125000  £3649,545
Mixed Core
5 of Higher AR4 32 703723 070 D £600, 000 £422 234
Denisty
Residential
5 miead areas 1zg1.79 53945 .43 5.49 D £700, 000 £4 546460
Light
5 Industrial 20370 73026 074 D £525 000 £385 538
Lisag
5 Open Space 28041 56626.25 5.66 (1} £525 000  £2072RTR
& Open Space 225807 16975520 16.98 A £125000  £2122240
Residential
<] mitced arass 422 51 3999 B3 040 A £175, 000 £69 997
& Mixed Core 561.34 14591.04 1.45 A £175 000 £187 388
of Highear
Denisty
Light
] Industrial 729 B8 1913 .22 2.19 a £135 000 £273.915
Lisas
Residential
5 =srent= 375.18 3763.08 0.32 A £175,000 £655,570
mixed areas

TOTAL £67,535,985



PREFERRED OPTION (1) (Revised)

CENTRAL CORE

Community Uses

Gross Area 2 ha

Density 1700 sgm/ha
Floor Area 3400 sgm
Construction Cost @ £1485/sgm £5,000,000
Capital Value @ 1290/sgm £4,386,000
Residual Value -£614,000
High Density Residential

Gross Area 2 ha

Density 3000 sgm/ha
Floor Area 6000 sgm
Construction Cost @ 1362/sgqm £8,000,000
Capital Value @ £1995/sgm £11,970,000
Residual Value £3,790,000
RESIDENTIAL

Gross Area 58 ha

Net Area @ 80% 46.4 ha
Density 3000 sgm
Floor Area 139,200 sgm

Construction Cost @ £1362/sgm

£189,590,000

Capital Value @ £1995/sgm

£277,305,000

Residual Value £87,715,000
EMPLOYMENT

Gross Area 49 ha

Net Area @ 80% 39 ha
Density 4132 sqm/ha
Floor Area 161,974 sqgm

Construction Cost @ £685/sqm

£110,952,000

Capital Value @ £800/sgm

£129,579,000

Residual Value

£18,627,000

Total Construction Costs: £313,542,000

Total Capital Value: £423,240,000




PREFERRED OPTION 2 (Revised)

CENTRAL CORE

Community Uses

Gross Area 2 ha

Density 1700 sgm/ha
Floor Area 3400 sgm
Construction Cost @ £1485/sgm £5,000,000
Capital Value @ 1290/sgm £4,386,000
Residual Value -£614,000
High Density Residential

Gross Area 2 ha

Density 3000 sgm/ha
Floor Area 6000 sgm
Construction Cost @ 1362/sgqm £8,000,000
Capital Value @ £1995/sgm £11,970,000
Residual Value £3,790,000
RESIDENTIAL

Gross Area 79 ha

Net Area @ 80% 63.2 ha
Density 3000 sgm
Floor Area 189,600 sgm

Construction Cost @ £1362/sgm

£258,235,200

Capital Value @ £1995/sgm

£377,683,200

Residual Value

£119,448,000

EMPLOYMENT

Gross Area 28.45 ha

Net Area @ 80% 22.76ha
Density 4132 sqm/ha
Floor Area 94,044 sgm
Construction Cost @ £685/sqm £64,420,140
Capital Value @ £800/sgm £75,235,200
Residual Value £10,185,060

Total Construction Costs: £335,655,000

Total Capital Value: £469,274,400




Preferred Option 1 — Remediation Costs Assessment

site
Peri Cat Cost Contamination
Zone Type r Area [m) Ha. SEOTY per Remediation
) [Water Risk Hectare
High}
1 Open Space 726.92 22579 83 226 A £175,000 £282 500
Potential
1 Mixeduse—  ccc03 175663.33 1757 A £175,000 £7,1596,250
Future

Expansion *

2 Open Space 9753 55174.33 5.52 A £135,000 £650,000

2 Open Space 329.18 62886 0.63 A £175,000 £78,750
Mixed use—

2 Future 782.86 34313.1 3.43 A £175,000 £428,750
Expansion *

2 Residential 1581.29 170368.44  17.04 D £700,000 £11,928,000
Mixed Area

2 Residential 605.66 19354.65 194 A £175,000 £338,500
Mixed Area

3 OpenSpace 200802 50410.82 5.04 A £175,000 £630,000

3 OpenSpace 281176 149706.97 1497 A £175,000 £1,871,250

3 Residential 209,15 29558 82 2.96 B £350,000 £1,036,000
Mixed Area

3 OpenSpace 157081 7729058 7.73 A £135,000 £966,250

N Residential 281051 262038.58 36.2 D £700,000 £35,340,000
Mixed Area ’ ’ ! ’
Employment

3 Uses 184144 15914884 1591 D £535,000 £8,352,750

5 Employment 153897 17538882 1254 D £535,000 £6,583,500

Uses

TOTAL £60,723,500



Preferred Option 2 — Remediation Costs Assessment

; Contamination
Zone Type Per r Area [m) Ha. [lategun.r Cost per Remediation
[m) [Water Risk Hectare
High}
1 Open Space 726.92 23579 .83 226 A £135,000 £282,500
Potentia
1 Mixeduse— e 03 175663.33  17.57 A £175,000 £3,074,750
Future

Exparsion *

2 Open Space 9753 55174.33 552 A £135,000 £690,000

2 Open Space 329.18 62886 0.63 A £175,000 £78,750
Mixed use—

2 Future 782.86 34313.1 343 A £175,000 £600,625
Exparsion *

2 fiesidential 1581.29 170368.44  17.04 D £700,000 £11,928 000
Mixed Area

2 fiesidential 605.66 19354 65 194 A £175,000 £333,500
Mixed Area

3 OpenSpace  2009.02 50410.82 5.04 A £135,000 £630,000

3 OpenSpace 281176 149706.97  14.97 A £135,000 £1,871,250

3 Residential 505.15 29558 82 2.96 B £350,000 £1,036,000
Mixed Area

3 OpenSpace 157081 7729058 7.73 A £135,000 £966,250

* Residential 281051 262038.58 36.2 D £700,000 £35,340,000
Mixed Ares ’ ’ ! ’
Employment

3 Uses 184144 15914884 1591 D £535,000 £8,352,750

5 Employment 153837 12538882 1254 D £535,000 £6,583,500

Uses

TOTAL £61,773,500



