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1.0 introduction

Field Farm
1.0 	introduction
1.1

1.2

•
•

This document acts as an addendum to the
previous supporting planning statement prepared
by DPDS in support of the outline planning
application by W Westerman Ltd for development
at Field Farm, Stapleford.
Following the registration of the planning
application (reference 11/00758/OUT) and the
completion of the initial consultation process.
A number of revisions have been made to the
proposals and these are explained through
the accompanying revised Design & Access
Statement, the main component parts of this
outline planning application are as follows:
•

•

•

A total development of approximately 450
homes for the entire site with a focus on
providing family homes and a proportion of
affordable homes within the site recognising
local need;
Retained and enhanced pedestrian linkages
to existing open spaces and existing
development in Trowell and Stapleford;
Interconnected Green Infrastructure contained
within the development including a Locally
Equipped Area for Play (LEAP), a retained
woodland, two SUDS swales an enhanced
wildlife corridor along the Boundary Brook and
green corridor through the site from Ilkeston
Road;

•

•
•

1.3

Vehicle accesses from Ilkeston Road;
A primary route through the site capable of
servicing a bus route (provided by others);
A negotiated financial contribution if necessary
towards the maintenance of adjoining open
space provision;
A negotiated financial contribution if necessary
towards public transport improvements; and,
A negotiated financial contribution towards off
site affordable housing provision.

In the intervening period there has also been
further evolution in the overarching planning policy
context covering the site and its prospective
development. Firstly at a national level, the
Government’s flagship National Planning Policy
Framework has now been published in its final
form with further pronouncements on support
for economic growth and new homes. At
a local level, whilst the saved policies of the
Broxtowe Local Plan (2004) remain the key
local development plan document, the Greater
Nottingham Aligned Core Strategies have been
published for consultation in an advanced form.
In the document prepared for Broxtowe, Field
Farm is the Council’s preferred strategic allocation
for a Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE).

1.4

These important developments, along with
technical consultation responses to the outline
planning application have been reviewed and this
addendum to the supporting planning statement
adopts the following structure:
•

•
•
•
•

Planning Policy Development;
National
Local
Housing Land Availability;
Green Belt Issues;
Technical Considerations; and,
Conclusions.
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Field Farm
2.0

PLANNING POLICY DEVELOPMENT

2.4

National Planning Policy
2.1

2.2

2.3

In terms of the most important policy areas
outlined in the NPPF, the areas that apply to the
consideration of proposals:

As part of the Government initiated “re-boot”
of the planning system, the previous regime of
Planning Policy Statements (PPS) and Planning
Policy Guidance (PPG) documents (together with
a number of other good practice guides and
government circulars) have been replaced with
a single document titled The National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF).

•
•
•
•
•
•

The NPPF was published initially in draft in July
2011 and published in its final form during March
2012, coming into force with immediate effect and
carrying significant weight in the decision making
process. At the heart of the new guidance
is the “presumption in favour of sustainable
development”, a fundamental “golden thread” that
is to run through all planning decisions including
the preparation of planning policies and the
determination of planning applications.

•

The NPPF formally affirms and describes the
central role of sustainable development, stating
that; “sustainable means ensuring that better lives
for ourselves don’t mean worse lives for future
generations” and “development means growth”.

•

Achieving sustainable development;
Promoting sustainable transport;
Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes;
Requiring good design;
Promoting healthy communities;
Meeting the challenge of climate change,
flooding and coastal change;
Conserving and enhancing the natural
environment; and
Conserving and enhancing the historic
environment.

2.7

Central to the NPPF is “The presumption in
favour of sustainable development” which places
a positive steer to Local Planning Authorities to
favourably consider proposals for development.

2.8

Paragraph 14 states that for “decision taking”
(i.e. determination of planning applications), this
means:
“approving development proposals that accord
with the development plan without delay”; and,
“where the development plan is absent, silent or
relevant policies are out of date, granting planning
permission unless:

Achieving Sustainable Development
2.5

2.6

The NPPF identifies the main purpose of
the planning system is to contribute to the
achievement of sustainable development. In
defining sustainable development the NPPF
quotes the widely used “Brundtland Report
Definition” which defines sustainable development
as “meeting the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to
meet their own needs”.
The NPPF states that the policies contained within
it “constitute the Government’s view of what
sustainable development in England means in
practice for the planning system”.

•

•

2.9

any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies
in this Framework taken as a whole; or
specific policies in this Framework indicate
development should be restricted”.

On this basis, significant support is afforded to
development proposals that accord with either
existing development plan policy or where policies
are “absent, silent” or “out of date”, where it can be
demonstrated that such proposals to not conflict
with wider guidance and good planning practice.
Emphasis is also afforded to approving conforming
proposals for development “without delay”.
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2.10 Further to this in terms of Local Plans, paragraph
15 states that: “Policies in Local Plans should
follow the approach of the presumption in favour
of sustainable development so that it is clear
that development which is sustainable can be
approved without delay”.
2.11 In terms of achieving sustainable development
the application clearly accords with Government
policy in that the scheme is situated in a
sustainable location in close proximity to services,
amenities and employment and providing
excellent access to jobs and key services in the
surrounding area.

such as Nottingham city, Long Eaton and Ilkeston.
Services run regularly both in the daytime and
evening.
Promoting sustainable transport
2.14 As part of delivering its main objectives the NPPF
identifies the role of transport policy in facilitating
sustainable development.
2.15 Paragraph 32 sets out three bullet points dealing
with transport considerations, it states that “Plans
and decisions should take account of whether:

2.13 With regard to public transport infrastructure,
immediately available to future residents of the site
are excellent bus services connecting with areas

2.17 A further technical based summary is contained
within Section 5 of this statement.
Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes

•
2.12 As is evident from Section 3.0 of the previously
submitted statement, a number of local facilities
exist within Stapleford, many of these are within
the widely recognised 2 kilometre walking
distance threshold from the site. These include
eight primary age schools and two secondary
schools within 2 kilometres of the site. The
location of the site means that there is a realistic
opportunity of reducing the daily impact of
“the school run”. With regard to Employment,
Shops, Health and Leisure Facilities, it is also
acknowledged that the site is very well related to
existing provision.

constructive working with the Borough and
County Council and also the Highways Agency.
Access considerations are also further reflected
in the revised Design and Access Statement
contained within the wider submission. Based
on comprehensive analysis contained within
the wider submission it is considered that
this proposal is consistent with the transport
requirements of the NPPF.

•
•

The opportunities for sustainable transport
modes have been taken up depending on the
nature and location of the site, to reduce the
need for major transport infrastructure;
Safe and suitable access to the site can be
achieved for all people; and,
Improvements can be undertaken within the
transport network that cost effectively limit
the significant impacts of the development.
Development should only be prevented or
refused on transport grounds where the
residual cumulative impacts of development
are severe. (DPDS emphasis)”

2.16 Further consideration of access to and from
the site is contained within the accompanying
revised Transport Assessment and Travel Plan
prepared by BSP Consulting which reflects

2.18 This section of the NPPF sets out the Governments
objectives on delivering a wide choice of high
quality homes. The headline theme is to “boost
significantly the supply of housing”. As part of
this, the NPPF brings in additional policy criteria,
over its predecessor PPS3, which aims to ensure
that deliverable sites are properly planned for with
additional provision to “provide a realistic prospect
of achieving the planned supply” and “to ensure
choice and competition in the market for land”.
2.19 Further analysis of an updated housing land
availability position is contained within Section
3 of this statement which demonstrates that
the development of the application site would
contribute towards meeting an existing identified
need for new homes in the area.
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2.20 In addition to policies designed to “boost
significantly the supply of housing”, the NPPF also
provides guidance on how Council’s can “deliver
a wide choice of high quality homes, widen
opportunities for home ownership and create
sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities”
through the following:
•

•

•

Plan for a mix of housing based on current
and future demographic trends, market trends
and the needs of different groups in the
community (such as, but not limited to families
with children, older people with disabilities,
service families and people wishing to build
their own homes);
Identify the size, type and range of housing
that is required in particular locations,
reflecting local demand; and,
Where they have identified that affordable
housing is needed, set policies for meeting
this need on site, unless off-site provision or
a financial contribution of broadly equivalent
value can be robustly justified (for example
to improve or make more effective use of
the existing housing stock) and the agreed
approach contributes to the objective of
creating mixed and balanced communities.
Such policies should be sufficiently flexible to
take account of changing market conditions
over time.

2.21 Dealing with each of the above points individually:
•

•

•

The application proposals are in outline
form and therefore enable further flexibility in
defining a final housing mix to be provided,
further refined through reserved matters
submissions, that would meet the needs
of “current and future demographic trends,
market trends and the needs of different
groups in the community”. The development
of this site provides an opportunity to meet an
identified need and respond positively to local
market conditions;
As stated previously, given that the proposals
are in outline form, there exists an ideal
opportunity to provide for a “size, type, tenure
and range” of housing that would be most
suited to this location and that would reflect
local demand; and,
The proposed development would provide for
a proportion of affordable housing in line with
Council requirements.

2.22 Clearly on this basis, it is reasonable to state
that the development of the site would be in
accordance with this key area of the NPPF.

Requiring good design
2.23 With regard to the role of good design in
achieving sustainable development, the NPPF
provides guidance by stating that “Planning
policies and decisions should aim to ensure that
developments:
•

•

•

•

•

•

Will function well and add to the overall quality
of the area, not just for the short term but over
the lifetime of the development;
Establish a strong sense of place, using
streetscapes and buildings to create attractive
and comfortable places to live, work and visit;
Optimise the potential of the site to
accommodate development, create and
sustain an appropriate mix of uses (including
incorporation of green and other public space
as part of developments) and support local
facilities and transport networks;
Respond to local character and history,
and reflect the identity of local surroundings
and materials, while not preventing or
discouraging appropriate innovation;
Create safe and accessible environments
where crime and disorder, and the fear of
crime, do not undermine quality of life or
community cohesion; and,
Are visually attractive as a result of good
architecture and appropriate landscaping”.
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2.24 The illustrative Sketch Masterplan (Drawing No.
C9006/12/802 Rev G) and the Revised Design
& Access Statement included as part of the
proposals illustrate how the development accords
with the above criteria and also builds upon
discussions with the Council.
2.25 In addition it was acknowledged by the Local
Plan Inspector that the site is “enclosed on much
of its perimeter by existing housing development
and designated areas of open space”. By virtue
of this it is submitted that the development would
physically integrate well with the neighbouring
residential development and urban form to the
north, south and west of the application site
and provides linkages into the existing built
environment of the area; thus ensuring that
the proposed development would positively
contribute to the overall character of the area.
Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and
coastal change
2.26 The NPPF provides guidance on how the planning
system can contribute towards meeting the
challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal
change. Paragraph 94 states that “Local planning
authorities should adopt proactive strategies to
mitigate and adapt to climate change, taking full
account of flood risk, coastal change and water
supply and demand considerations”.

2.27 Further to this, with specific regard to flood
risk, paragraph 100 states that: “Inappropriate
development in areas at risk of flooding should
be avoided by directing development away from
areas at highest risk” and “Local Plans should
apply a sequential, risk based approach to the
location of development to avoid where possible
flood risk to people and property and manage any
residual risk”.

2.30 The NPPF also provides guidance on the role of
the planning system in conserving and enhancing
the natural environment. It is clear from the
guidance set out that firstly ecological impacts are
minimised or avoided all together and secondly;
to ensure that opportunities for biodiversity are
maintained and introduced within the scheme.

2.28 As part of the Aligned Core Strategy Process
the Borough Council has undertaken sequential
testing to prove the acceptability of Field Farm for
development and this has received the approval
of the Environment Agency. Further to this, as
part of the comprehensive package of supporting
information a flood risk assessment has been
carried out by BSP and it has also been examined
by the Environment Agency. It should be noted
that no built development falls outside Flood
Zone 1, therefore NPPF compliance is achieved
as development is directed “away from areas at
highest risk”.

2.31 Paragraph 109 outlines various means by which
the planning system should contribute to and
enhance the natural and local environment. For
example this should be achieved by “protecting
and enhancing valued landscapes, geological
conservation interests and soils” and also
seek to minimise “impacts on biodiversity
and providing net gains in biodiversity where
possible, contributing towards the Government’s
commitment to halt the overall decline in
biodiversity, including by establishing coherent
ecological networks that are more resilient to
current and future pressures”.

2.29 Further commentary with regard to Flood Risk
and the Environment Agency consultation
response is provided within Section 5 of this
submission which provides a further technical
based summary.

2.32 The outline planning application covers both
landscape and ecological impacts through the
evidence submitted by EDP in the supporting
arboriculture, ecology (both updated) and
landscape studies. These studies demonstrate
that the proposed development will not have any
harm on any matters of identified importance.

Conserving and enhancing the natural environment

6
Field Farm
Addendum to Planning Supporting Statement

C9006/NDA/CSL/November 2012
Copyright DPDS Consulting

2.0 planning policy development

Field Farm
2.33 Further commentary is provided in Section 5 of
this submission which provides a further technical
based summary.
Conserving and enhancing the historic environment
2.34 This section of the NPPF replaces the guidance
previously prescribed by PPS5 and deals with
issues relating to the historic environment.
2.35 Paragraph 131 of the NPPF provides guidance to
local planning authorities in the determination of
planning applications. It states that:
“In determining planning applications, local
planning authorities should take account of:
•

•

•

The desirability of sustaining and enhancing
the significance of heritage assets and putting
them to viable uses consistent with their
conservation;
The positive contribution that conservation
of heritage assets can make to sustainable
communities including their economic vitality;
and
The desirability of new development making
a positive contribution to local character and
distinctiveness”.

2.36 Archaeologists from EDP have examined whether
there are any archaeological impacts arising from
the proposed development.
2.37 The assessment confirms that Field Farm does
not contain any designated heritage assets such
as world heritage sites, scheduled monuments,
listed buildings, conservation area, registered
parks and gardens and registered battlefields.
It is also confirmed that it is unlikely that the
development of the site would affect the setting of
any neighbouring listed buildings.
2.38 In addition, the site does not contain any
archaeological remains which are recorded as
being of significance on the Nottinghamshire
Historic Environmental Record.
2.39 Further commentary is provided in Section 5 of
this submission which provides a further technical
based summary.
Emerging Local Plan
2.40 As outlined within section 5 of the previously
submitted statement, the Councils of Broxtowe,
Erewash, Gedling, Nottingham City and
Rushcliffe have been working with Derbyshire
and Nottinghamshire County Councils to prepare
a new aligned and consistent planning strategy
for Greater Nottingham, known as the Greater
Nottingham Aligned Core Strategies (ACS).

2.41 There have been four previous formal rounds of
Core Strategy consultation in 2009 (Issues and
Options), 2010 (Option for Consultation), 2011
(Climate Change Policy / Housing Numbers) and
2012 (Publication Version).
2.42 Previous rounds of public consultation have
been supported by an extensive evidence base
with the most notable being published in 2008
by the consultants Tribal acting on behalf of
the Local Planning Authorities; the “Appraisal
of Sustainable Urban Extensions Study”. This
study independently appraised areas adjacent
to the Greater Nottingham Principal Urban Area
on their suitability for residential development.
In its conclusions this study recommended an
area “North of Stapleford – Broxtowe” (of which
the Field Farm Site is contained within) as being
suitable for a Sustainable Urban Extension.
2.43 Both the 2009 and 2010 consultations sought
views on potential strategic sites in Broxtowe
with no preferences for the sites listed in
either. Field Farm was one of the sites under
consideration. In 2011 further consultation was
undertaken with specific regard to aspects of
Core Strategy policy relating to climate change
and housing numbers. The most significant and
recent stage of public consultation related to the
2012 “Publication Version” Core Strategy which
through Policy 2 “The Spatial Strategy” identified
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the application site as a “Sustainable Urban
Extension” and the only strategic allocation for
residential development in Broxtowe Borough.
Also of note is Policy 3 “The Green Belt” which
proposes the removal of the site from the Green
Belt and states that “The inner boundary of the
Green Belt has been recast to accommodate the
allocated Sustainable Urban Extension at Field
Farm”.
2.44 It is clear that the application site has received
positive consideration for residential development
throughout the preparation of the Core Strategy
which has assessed numerous alternative
locations for suitability as allocations. Given the
evident need to increase the delivery of land for
new homes and the positive history relating to
the Core Strategy, the submission and ongoing
promotion of this outline planning application
should be considered highly compatible with the
emerging Core Strategy.
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3.0.	HOUSING LAND AVAILABILITY
3.1.

3.2.

3.3.

The following section provides an update to
the housing land supply analysis contained in
Section 6 of the previously submitted supporting
planning statement. It has been prepared to take
into account the evolution in the overarching
planning policy context covering the site and its
prospective development including the National
Planning Policy Framework, the Broxtowe Aligned
Core Strategy as well as more up to date housing
figures contained in the Annual Monitoring
Report 1 April 2010 - 31 March 2011 together
with relevant Inspector’s decisions regarding the
calculation of a five year supply of housing land.
The NPPF has a clear aim to “boost significantly
the supply of housing”. The onus is therefore
clearly placed upon Local Authorities to be
proactive in identifying sufficient land for housing
development to meet increasing needs.
With regard to the delivery of new housing,
identifying specific locations for housing growth
and the level of requirement, paragraph 47 of the
NPPF provides guidance on the need to properly
identify a “supply of specific deliverable sites to
provide for five years worth of housing against their
housing requirements”. Also, to ensure choice and
competition in the market for land, the NPPF also
introduces an additional “5% buffer (moved forward

3.4.

from later in the plan period)”. This is expanded
further “where there has been a record of
persistent under delivery of housing” with the buffer
increased to an additional 20%. This is considered
necessary to “provide a realistic prospect of
achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice
and competition in the market for land”.

1.

Further to this NPPF paragraph 49 reinforces
the previously quoted “presumption in favour
of sustainable development” and states that
“Housing applications should be considered
in the context of the presumption in favour of
sustainable development. Relevant policies for
the supply of housing should not be considered
up-to-date if the local planning authority cannot
demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable
housing sites”.

3.7.

However, at 16 May 2012 Council meeting it was
resolved to approve the Aligned Core Strategy
for publication, therefore endorsing the housing
figures contained within that document. Broxtowe
Borough Council has resolved to continue with
the Regional Plan housing provision over a revised
time frame of 2011-28.

3.8.

The Broxtowe Aligned Core Strategy’s housing
provision figure is a total of 6,150 dwellings 201128. The Council have arrived at the 6,150 figure
by taking the Regional Plan figure for Broxtowe of
6,800 2006-26 and rolling this forward by 2 years
giving a figure of 7,480 2006-28. The housing
completion rates for 2006-11 have been removed
from the 7,480 figure giving a figure of 6,152
which has been rounded to 6,150.

3.9.

The appropriate baseline for this calculation of the
5 year housing land supply for Broxtowe Borough
is therefore this Aligned Core Strategy figure.

3.5.

Broxtowe Borough Council published its current 5
year housing land supply position in their Annual
Monitoring Report (AMR) 1 April 2010 - 31 March
2011.

3.6.

Table 30 in the AMR set out the 5 year
requirement against all of the following due to
the fact no final decisions had been taken at
that time as to the appropriate level pf housing
provision in the Core Strategy. Table 32 sets out
a summary of how many years supply under each
requirement, which is as follows:

2.
3.
4.

The Development Plan, i.e. the East Midlands
Regional Plan (RSS), March 2009 - 2.7 Years
Supply
‘Option 1’ RSS numbers - 3.7 Years Supply
The adopted Local Plan (2004) - 3.6 Years Supply
Historic trends of housing delivery - 4.5 Years
Supply
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3.10. In terms of the methods the Council used in
calculating the 5 year supply against the different
plan requirements, the residual method was
considered the appropriate way to measure
supply given that the RSS plan period extends
for a further 14 years and there is opportunity to
address the shortfall over this period.
3.11. However, although the NPPF is silent on the
approach to be taken, it is clear that the Secretary
of State and the Planning Inspectorate (PINS)
favour the ‘Sedgefield’ approach, which seeks to
meet the housing shortfall in the first 5 years, over
the residual approach employed by many local
planning authorities.
3.12. With regards the Aligned Core Strategy figure
of 6,150, the Council have also used the
residual method in that the shortfall against the
RSS figures has been spread throughout the
plan period with the addition of 2 years of 340
dwellings per annum bringing the plan period to
2028.
3.13. In terms of the appropriate method of measuring
supply, in a recent decision at Wychavon (APP/
H1840/A/12/2171339), at paragraph 36 of the
decision, the Inspector sets out the approach of
how a five-year land supply for housing should be
calculated under the provisions of the NPPF. The
decision states that:

“Recent pre-NPPF decisions by the SoS expressly
approve the Sedgefield approach at Andover and
Moreton in Marsh. In my view, it is inconsistent
with Planning for Growth and the NPPF paragraph
47 to meet any housing shortfall by spreading it
over the whole plan period. Clearly it is better
to meet the shortfall sooner rather than later.
Moreover, if the buffers are brought forward into
the first 5 years as in the NPPF, so also should the
shortfall”.
3.14. The Inspector’s reasoning referred to above is
helpful in understanding how shortfalls should be
taken into account. In the case of Broxtowe it
is our view that shortfalls compared to the RSS
required should be taken into account in the first
5 years instead of the residual method as used by
the Council.
3.15. Furthermore, with regards demonstrating a
five year supply of deliverable housing sites,
and specifically the application of a 5% or 20%
buffer as outlined in the NPPF, the Inspector’s
preliminary conclusions on strategic matters and
way forward at the Bath and North Somerset
Core Strategy Examination are of significance.
3.16. In determining the appropriateness of using a 5%
or 20% buffer, the Inspector takes into account
the fact that between 1996/7 to 2010/11, there
was under delivery every year against the Local
Plan requirement except 2007/8 which resulted

in a cumulative shortfall of about 850 dwellings.
The recession was taken into account as part of
the under delivery, however, there was also under
delivery even in the boom years. Taking this into
account the Inspector states that:
“It is reasonable to judge whether there has
been a persistent shortfall in delivery over an
extended period, such as 10 years or more, so
that the effect of the economic cycle is evenedout. I see no need to limit such consideration to
specific plan periods. Given all the above, there is
convincing evidence that the Council has a record
of persistent under delivery in housing. A 20%
buffer is therefore required, equating to a need to
show a 6 year supply of deliverable housing”.
3.17. In terms of Broxtowe Borough Council, from
2006/7 to 2011/12, there was a shortfall of some
572 dwellings against East Midlands Plan figures
and there was under delivery against the East
Midlands Plan Requirement every year apart from
2006/7 and 2007/8.
3.18. In calculating this shortfall DPDS have used a
figure of 140 completions for 2011/12 instead
of the Council’s figure of 117 dwellings for this
period giving us a total of 1468 dwellings 200612 against the Council’s total of 1445. This was
based on up to date information for completions
2011/12 received from Broxtowe Borough Council
Officer Steffan Saunders on 21 September 2012.
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3.19. Further to this shortfall against RSS figures page
14 of the AMR 1 April 2010 - 31 March 2011
states that “it is noteworthy that over a prolonged
period of economic cycles the yearly average
of 233 dwellings constructed is 107 less than
the 340 required in the RSS”. This figure also
falls short of the requirement of 5,500 set out
in the Structure Plan requirement for the period
1991-2011which equates to 275 dwellings per
annum. Therefore in line with the preliminary
conclusions of the Inspector in Bath and North
Somerset, we feel that a 20% buffer is appropriate
in this case.
3.20. Therefore, on the above basis, the following table
recalculates the 5 year supply in terms of the
endorsed Aligned Core Strategy Figure of 340
dwellings per annum taking into account the
shortfall 2006-12 (as per the Sedgefield approach)
against RSS figures and including the NPPF 20%
buffer.

1.

The ACS requirement

=

340 dwellings
per year

2.

The ACS requirement equates to a five year
equivalent of 340 x 5

=

1,700

3.

Add shortfall in delivery 2006/2007 – 2010/2011
(1700 - 1328)

=

372

4.

Add predicted shortfall for 2011/2012 (340-140)

=

200

5.

Residual requirement for 2012-2017 (2+(3+4))

=

2,272

6.

Add the NPPF 20% buffer: 2,272 x 20%

=

454

7.

Total five year requirement:

=

2,726

Number of
Dwellings

Average Dwellings
Per Annum
545

a)

Total five year requirement

2,726

b)

Expected 5 year supply of
deliverable sites

1,033

c)

Surplus over requirement
(a – b)

1,693

d)

Number of years supply
(b ÷ annual requirement)

1.9

Table 3.1 - Aligned Core Strategy (ACS)

3.21. On the basis of the above calculation, it is clear
that the Council cannot demonstrate an adequate
supply of housing land and indeed the position
is even worse than that demonstrated in the
AMR. Therefore in line with the NPPF, the positive
presumption in favour of sustainable development
should apply.
3.22. Further to the above, upon analysis of Table 31
in the AMR which summarises the supply of
sites by various categories which make up the 5
year supply, it is interesting to note that a large
percentage of these sites do not have planning
permission.
3.23. In terms of including sites without planning
permission in the five year supply, paragraphs
9-14 and 24 of the High Peak (APP/
H1033/A/11/2159038) decision provide further
information on how PINS view the calculation of
the five-year land supply for housing. Of particular
note is the Inspectors reasoning at the end of
paragraph 10, which states that sites without
planning permission should not be regarded as
deliverable and that they should not be included in
the five-year land supply for housing.
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“Footnote 11 to Paragraph 47 explains that to be
considered deliverable, sites should be available
now ……… and be achievable with a realistic
prospect that housing will be delivered on the
site within 5 years ……… Footnote 11 states
that sites with planning permission should be
considered deliverable until permission expires,
unless there is clear evidence that schemes will
not be implemented within 5 years, for example
they will not be viable ……… The inclusion of the
phrase until permission expires strongly implies
that a site which no longer has – or, significantly,
has not yet received – planning permission for
housing is not to be considered deliverable in the
terms of the Framework”.
3.24. The Wincanton (APP/R3325/A/12/2170082)
decision follows on from the High Peak decision.
The relevant information on the five-year land
supply for housing is contained in paragraph 30 of
the appeal decision and states that:

3.25. Therefore, following on from the Inspectors
reasoning in the two above decisions, it could
be argued that the land supply position in
Broxtowe is even worse than the 1.9 years supply
calculated in the table above.
3.26. Clearly there needs to be a significant amount
of land identified to meet the housing supply
requirements outlined in the Aligned Core
Strategy. Therefore given this situation and the
need and urgency for a step change in housing
delivery owing to the current lack of a 5 year
land supply, suitable development sites, such
as that at Field Farm should be brought forward
now “without delay”. The scheme at Field Farm
provides an excellent opportunity for the delivery
of housing in a sustainable location upon a site
that is available, suitable and achievable. The
prevailing land supply position also forms a
key component of the updated “Very Special
Circumstances” case outlined in section 4.

“The Framework advises that to be considered
deliverable, sites should be available now.
Accordingly, sites without planning permission
should not be included in the supply………”
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4.0

GREEN BELT ISSUES

4.1.

NPPF policy continues in the same fashion as
its predecessor (PPG2) in that there is an in
built expectation that all planning applications
for development in the Green Belt to be subject
to the most rigorous scrutiny. The essential
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness
and their permanence, therefore the fundamental
aim of Green Belt policy, as set out in the NPPF, is
to keep land permanently open unless compelling
reasons exist for its development.

4.2.

Development within the Green Belt which would
harm its openness is deemed inappropriate
and paragraph 87 of the NPPF states that it
should not be approved except in “very special
circumstances”. Further to this, paragraph 89 of
the NPPF sets out exceptions for the construction
of new buildings within the Green Belt stating that:
“A local planning authority should regard the
construction of new buildings as inappropriate in
Green Belt. Exceptions to this are:
•
•

Buildings for agriculture and forestry;
Provision of appropriate facilities for outdoor
sport, outdoor recreation and for cemeteries,
as long as it preserves the openness of the
Green Belt and does not conflict with the
purposes of including land within it;

•

•

•

•

4.3

The extension or alteration of a building
provided that it does not result in
disproportionate additions over and above the
size of the original building;
The replacement of a building, provided
the new building is in the same use and not
materially larger than the one it replaces;
Limited infilling in villages, and limited
affordable housing for local community needs
under policies set out in the Local Plan; or,
Limited infilling or the partial or complete
redevelopment of previously developed
sites (brownfield land), whether redundant
or in continuing use (excluding temporary
buildings), which would not have a greater
impact on the openness of the Green Belt and
the purpose of including land within it than the
existing development.”

When considering the development proposals in
line with the bullet points above, in relation to the
current provisions of the development plan, the
proposals would not fall within the 6 exceptions
listed above to new buildings and would therefore
be classed as “inappropriate development” in
terms of the NPPF. Such development is only
justified in “very special circumstances”, which
only exist where “the potential harm to the
Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and
any other harm, is clearly outweighed by other
considerations” (Paragraph 88).

4.4

In the case of the application proposals, “harm”
would be both limited and “clearly outweighed by
other considerations”, as demonstrated below,
such that “very special circumstances” exist to
justify their permission.

4.5

Paragraph 80 of the NPPF identifies the five
purposes for including land in the Green Belt as:
•
•
•
•
•

4.6

to check the unrestricted sprawl of large builtup areas;
to prevent neighbouring towns from merging
into one another;
to assist in safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment;
to preserve the setting and special character
of historic towns; and
to assist in urban regeneration, by
encouraging the recycling of derelict and other
urban land.

Addressing “harm” in respect of the Green Belt
and with reference to each of the five purposes
of that designation cited at Paragraph 80 of the
NPPF:
•

the application proposals would not give rise
to the “unrestricted sprawl” of Stapleford,
built development being well contained by the
obvious physical features of the train line on
its northern side, Stapleford Hill on its eastern
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•

•

•

•

side, the existing public open space, and the
existing residential development to the north
west, west, south and south east;
the proposals would not result in the
“merging” of Stapleford with any neighbouring
towns or any smaller settlements, by virtue of
the site’s strong containment (see the above
bullet point);
although this proposal utilises agricultural
land, it does not encroach into the
countryside. By virtue of the site’s strong
containment by a range of both existing
development and physical features such as
the railway line (again see above), in turn the
wider countryside beyond is safeguarded from
encroachment;
the site is not related to a historic town,
adjoining relatively recent development, so
has no effect on the setting and special
character of a historic town; and
the application proposals would not
undermine urban regeneration, given the
acknowledged insufficiency of land within
the borough to meet its adopted housing
requirements, the shortage of family
housing committed or likely to arise in the
short/medium term within the borough (as
demonstrated in the updated assessment
of Housing Delivery in Section 3.0 of this
statement).

4.7

4.8

The extent to which potential strategic sites would
have an impact on the green belt including the
five purposes for including land in the green belt
has been considered at numerous meetings of
both Broxtowe Borough Council’s Cabinet and
Full Council. In particular at its Cabinet meeting
on 12 July 2011 it was considered that the factors
of particular importance when selecting sites
“will be the extent to which each of these sites
will avoid neighbouring settlements merging into
one another, the extent of encroachment into the
countryside and the existence or otherwise of
defensible boundaries that would avoid further
pressure to expand the site in the future”.
With respect to the above and in relation to the
application site it was considered that “on these
grounds the site considered to perform best is
the site north of Stapleford at Field Farm. The
site is well contained and has highly defensible
boundaries being either existing housing to the
north-west, west, south and south-east and the
railway line and protected open space to the
north. There is also the higher land at Stapleford
Hill to the east. The site could deliver 450 new
homes without encroaching onto any of the
protected areas of open space at the north of the
site or developing the much higher land to the
north east between Stapleford Hill and the railway
line. It is considered that this number of dwellings
could be constructed allowing for adequate

separation between the housing and the railway
line to the north and the brook through the centre
of the site”.
4.9

The Council continues to support this position and
this is signified by the continued inclusion of the
site as the Borough’s only “Strategic Allocation”
within its emerging plan.

4.10 Turning to address “other considerations”
potentially outweighing the limited harm
demonstrated above, these are:
•

The lack of a 5-year supply of deliverable
housing sites in the area: The updated
housing land availability assessment
contained in Section 3.0 of this statement
indicates a deliverable housing supply of
around 1.9 years which is well below the
minimum 5-year supply required by the NPPF.
Therefore, the contribution this application
can make to the current housing land supply
position of the Council is highly significant
in itself sufficient to demonstrate “very
special circumstances” justifying permission.
However, the contribution of the application
proposals to the 5-year land supply in
conjunction with the significant historical
support for removing this site from the green
belt set out below without a doubt gives rise
to such circumstances.

14
Field Farm
Addendum to Planning Supporting Statement

C9006/NDA/CSL/November 2012
Copyright DPDS Consulting

4.0 GREEN BELT ISSUES

Field Farm
•

•

The sites suitability for development: As
discussed in previous submissions which
outline favourable planning history, the
site has been considered on a number
of occasions for development in various
documents. Of particular note, the site was
considered favourably by the Inspector to be
released from the Green Belt at the Broxtowe
Local Plan Review Inquiry at a time of radically
lower housing needs. The Inspector was
clear in his view that development here would
not lead to any coalescence of Trowell village
with Stapleford. As discussed above, this is
a view shared at Broxtowe Borough Council’s
Cabinet meeting on 12 July 2011 and
subsequent meetings in October 2011 (of full
Council), May 2012 (Cabinet and Council).

4.12 The Local Plan Inspector clearly considered that
this site should be removed from the Green Belt
and safeguarded for development when the future
levels of development in Broxtowe are considered
in the Regional Plan.
4.13 It is therefore considered that in light of the
updated policy context provided by the NPPF
the limited Green Belt-related harm that would
arise from the application proposals is clearly
outweighed by the above two considerations such
that the required very special circumstances exist
for outline planning permission to be granted.

The substantial contribution of the application
proposals to meeting particular housing needs
in the area: The proposals would contribute
a substantial amount of family housing in an
area where planned and likely provision of
such housing in the short/medium term is
insufficient.

4.11 In this context the views of the Broxtowe Local
Plan Review Inspector on Green Belt matters and
development of Field Farm in particular should
carry considerable weight in the decision making
process for the Core Strategy.
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5.0

Technical Considerations

5.1

This section of the addendum provides a
summary of technical considerations pertinent
to the proposals. A comprehensive collection
of specialist technical reports and studies were
prepared and submitted with the original outline
planning application. These have received
numerous responses from a range of statutory
and non statutory consultees and where
appropriate inputs have been revised to reflect
these important responses. The technical
disciplines are as follows:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Transport / Highways;
Flood Risk and Drainage;
Ecology;
Landscape;
Arboriculture;
Archaeology;
Noise;
Ground Conditions; and,
Agricultural Land Classification.

Transport / Highways
5.2

A comprehensive Transport Assessment was
prepared by BSP Consulting and submitted
with the original application submission. This
document received comment from a number
of parties including the Highways Agency and
Nottinghamshire County Council (the County

Highway Authority). Following further discussions
with both parties, a number of Technical Notes
(TN01-04) were submitted to provide the results
of further specialist work assessing matters such
as junction capacities.
5.3

5.4

5.5

Flood Risk and Drainage
5.6

The provision of further material has resulted
in no objections to the proposals from the
Highways Agency. Also a positive response from
Nottinghamshire County Council dated 15 October
2012 was received which states: “Generally,
from a highway point of view we are happy with
the principle of the proposed development and
that the ongoing discussions with various parties
have brought us to a stage where we are able to
positively comment on the proposals”

A full Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage
Strategy was prepared by BSP Consulting to
accompany the original application submission.
This document noted that Environment Agency
indicative flood mapping confirms that the site
would not be at risk of flooding in a 0.1% (1:1000
year) probability flood event due to flooding from
the River Erewash. However it identified that a
lower order water course, Boundary Brook which
flows through Field Farm from west to east has
the potential to be the primary source of flood risk
to the site.

5.7

A letter from BSP is included as Appendix 1, this
provides a summary of the updated technical
position and confirms that the publication of the
NPPF should not materially impact upon both the
content of the submitted Transport Assessment
nor the conclusions of County Highways.

A detailed modelling study of the Boundary Brook
was been undertaken to confirm the flood risk
associated with this watercourse. This revealed
that in extreme storm events the existing channel
has limited capacity and flows currently overtop
the banks and culverts.

5.8

To provide adequate mitigation and ensure
that flood risk is not worsened both within the
development and off-site, engineering works
were proposed to re-profile the brook and
provide flood plain compensation. Further to
this, opportunities to provide additional flood
water storage capacity within the brook line
were investigated. It is intended that surface
water flows from the development proposals are
held back within the development area in SUDS

As such, it is considered that the transport
assessment work completed to date adequately
demonstrates the impact of the proposed
residential development at Field Farm is not
severe, and there are potential improvements
to the highway and transport network that will
further limit the significance of any impact from the
development.
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swales, prior to slow release to the Boundary
Brook, to replicate the existing greenfield
conditions.
5.9

Further to this with regard to capacities in the
local combined sewerage network, it was
identified that deficiencies in this network have
led to flooding being experienced in the nearby
Trowell Park Estate. Whilst tank sewers have
been installed previously along the Stapleford
/ Trowell Road, W Westerman Ltd’ consulting
engineers recommended that opportunities to
provide further back up sewer storage capacity
be investigated.

5.10 The submitted Flood Risk Assessment and
Drainage Strategy received analysis and
comments from the Environment Agency.
Importantly the Environment Agency did not
object to the application proposals and provided
a number of useful comments to be addressed
at subsequent design stages. A letter from
BSP is included as Appendix 2, this provides
an updated technical position and confirms that
the publication of the NPPF does not materially
impact upon both the content of the submitted
Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy nor
the position of the Environment Agency. It is also
concluded that the updated illustrative masterplan
retains compatibility with the previously submitted
body of work.

Ecology
5.11 A number of detailed surveys for protected and/
or notable species have been undertaken to
fully assess the ecological value of all habitats
supported within the site. Previous ecology
survey works were undertaken during 2010 and
2011 and these formed the basis of the previous
submission to Broxtowe Borough Council.
Further updated baseline surveys have been
undertaken in 2012 and this updated position is
summarised below.
5.12 Overall, the vast majority of the site is considered
to be of only limited ecological value given
the predominance of fields under agricultural
cultivation. However bat roosts of common
and widespread species are supported within
the buildings on site. These include a common
pipistrelle summer/transitional roost within
Field Farmhouse, considered to be of only low
conservation status. In addition a brown longeared bat maternity roost is also supported
within the barn, considered to be of medium
conservation significance; as such this building
is to be retained as part of the development
proposals for the site.
5.13 In addition, Boundary Brook, areas of seminatural woodland, hedgerows and the mature
trees located on site are also considered to

support protected and notable species, with
foraging and commuting bats and common bird
species recorded utilising these habitats. A small
population of grass snake is also present on site
and associated with Boundary Brook and its
wooded corridor, whilst water vole have also been
recorded utilising the western extent of Boundary
Brook in the past, albeit intermittently when
conditions are favourable.
5.14 The updated appraisal report concludes that
(in addition to the retention of the barn) the vast
majority of habitats of ecological value will be
retained as part of the development proposals.
This together with additional biodiversity
enhancements proposed through additional
planting, the creation of green corridors and
attenuation basins within the scheme will ensure
the avoidance of any significant impacts upon
habitats and species whilst maintaining the
favourable conservation status of those protected
species supported by the site.
5.15 Furthermore, the strengthening of habitat
connectivity across the site as well as to the
wider landscape as a result of the proposed
enhancements will also likely deliver additional
opportunities for enhancement and biodiversity
gain for the site in general.
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5.16 In terms of the consultation process to date,
comments have been received with regard to
ecological matters from Nottinghamshire Wildlife
Trust and Natural England, both parties made a
number of observations and recommendations
with regard to the original proposals and these
are reflected in the revised illustrative masterplan
proposals.
5.17 Further commentary is contained within the
Ecology Appraisal Update Report prepared
by EDP which is included as part of the wider
submission.
Landscape
5.18 A Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
(LVIA) prepared by EDP formed part of the original
submission. This document was prepared in line
with best practice guidance and by Chartered
Landscape Architects to provide a robust and
unbiased assessment of the landscape impact of
the proposals.
5.19 This assessment looked at a number of factors:
•
•

A review of the planning documentary context
of the site;
Assessment of local site circumstances,
especially the character of the site and its
setting in landscape terms;

•

•

Assessment of what views are available to/
from the site and the way in which the site is
seen in its landscape context; and
Assessment of the effects of the development
in landscape terms, on both the character
and fabric of the landscape and the views
available towards it.

5.20 The overall conclusion of the LVIA is that the
site represents a remnant parcel of agricultural
land in an otherwise urban setting, the ‘natural’
defensible boundary of which is defined by the
railway line. To the south of this feature, existing
urban form dominates the landscape character
and available views to such an extent that, EDP’s
opinion was that the agricultural land use appears
almost incongruous and residential development
will actually form a more cohesive pattern with the
existing form.
5.21 Although the proposed development is clearly
visible and has the potential to create a significant
landscape effect from selected viewpoints
immediately adjacent to the site, the magnitude
of this effect and its acceptability in landscape
terms will be ensured through sensitive design
techniques and should not present an in-principle
constraint to the development of the site.
5.22 With regard to landscaping, the assessment
concluded that when due weight is given to their
probable effectiveness (as is recommended by

‘Best Practice’ published by the Landscape
Institute and IEMA), EDP’s overall conclusion was
that the proposed development of the site should
be considered acceptable in landscape terms.
5.23 The submitted LVIA received analysis and
comments from a number of parties throughout
the consultation process with many comments
being registered with regard to potential
landscape impacts and implications. A letter from
EDP is included as Appendix 3, this provides an
updated technical position and confirms that the
publication of the NPPF should not materially
impact upon both the content of the submitted
LVIA. Updated conclusions are also provided
with regard to Green Belt, Prominent Areas,
TPOs, Green Infrastructure and Green Space,
Landscape Character and Visual Amenity.
5.24 The letter reaches the ultimate conclusion that
the site continues to represent an acceptable
location for the development proposed. It lies
within an urban setting, with a ‘natural’ defensible
boundary defined by the railway line to the north.
To the south of this feature, existing urban form
dominates the landscape character and available
views to such an extent that, in EDP’s opinion,
the existing agricultural land use appears almost
incongruous and residential development will
form a more cohesive continuation of the existing
pattern.
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5.25 With regard to the amended masterplan, EDP
considers that this offers a more robust GI response
than earlier iterations, protects the connectivity of
the wider GI network, retains greater amounts of the
TPO tree belt and continues to offer an appropriately
sensitive scheme for the sites development.
Archaeology
5.26 In terms of Archaeology, a desk based
assessment has been carried out to establish the
existence of any Archaeological constraints to the
development of Field Farm.
5.27 This assessment confirms that Field Farm does
not contain any designated heritage assets, such
as world heritage sites, scheduled monuments,
listed buildings, conservation areas, registered
parks & gardens and registered battlefields.
It is also confirmed that it is unlikely that the
development of the site would affect the setting of
any neighbouring listed buildings.
5.28 In addition, the site does not contain any
archaeological remains which are recorded as
being of significance on the Nottinghamshire
Historic Environment Record.
5.29 Further commentary is contained within the
Archaeological Desk-Based Assessment prepared
by EDP, and also within the Supporting Planning
Statement.

5.30 The submitted Archaeological Desk-Based
Assessment received analysis and comments
from the County Archaeologist. Importantly no
objections were registered to the application
proposals and it was agreed that where
appropriate, the need for further work to take
place could be satisfactorily controlled by a
planning condition. A letter from EDP is included
as Appendix 4, this provides an updated technical
position and confirms that the publication of the
NPPF should not materially impact upon both the
content of the submitted Archaeological DeskBased Assessment and the conclusions of the
County Archaeologist.
Noise
5.31 Owing to the presence of the Railway line to
the northern boundary of the site, together with
the adjacent roads (Ilkeston Road and Trowel
Road) a Noise Assessment was been prepared
by BSP Consulting and this was submitted with
the application. As part of this assessment,
existing noise levels were measured across the
site and a number of mitigation measures were
suggested which have been implemented as part
of the masterplan and will be further assessed (as
required) through subsequent reserved matters
submissions.

5.32 The assessment concluded that under the
present noise climate and with the suggested
mitigation measures being implemented that
the site is suitable for the proposed residential
development.
5.33 This conclusion was supported by the Council’s
Environmental Health officer through the original
consultation response. A letter from BSP
is included as Appendix 5, this provides an
updated technical position and confirms that the
publication of the NPPF should not materially
impact upon both the content of the submitted
noise assessment work and should not alter the
stance of the Council’s Environmental Health
Officer.
Ground Conditions
5.34 As Field Farm has been historically subjected
to open cast coal extraction, and in order
to investigate ground conditions and inform
decisions on the future development of the site,
BSP Consulting has undertaken a Phase I & II
Ground Investigation Report. This has been
expanded further through a Supplementary Phase
II Ground Investigation report. Both documents
were submitted as part of the original planning
application and received comment from the
Council’s Environmental Health Officer.
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5.35 Importantly no objections were registered to the
application proposals and it was agreed that
where appropriate, the need for further work (gas
monitoring) to take place could be satisfactorily
controlled by a planning condition. A letter from
BSP is included as Appendix 5, this provides an
updated technical position and confirms that the
publication of the NPPF and other good practice
guidance since the original submission should
not materially impact upon both the content of
the submitted assessments and the previous
conclusions of the Council’s Environmental Health
Officer.
Agricultural Land Classification
5.36 To supplement the wider submission, Kernon
Countryside Consultants have undertaken an
agricultural land classification (ALC) and its
findings are assessed against adopted planning
policy.
5.37 The survey identifies agricultural land of Grade 2
(6%) and Subgrades 3a (33%) and 3b (48%) with
the remaining 13% of the total land area being
defined as “non agricultural”.
5.38 In reference to the NPPF, whist Annex 2 of the
framework defines “best and most versatile
agricultural land” as “land in grades 1, 2 and 3a
of the Agricultural Land Classification” which

would normally be afforded a degree of protection
against loss for development, the assessment
finds a number of mitigating circumstances to
justify the release of the land. These relate to two
matters, firstly the restoration of the land following
previous coal extraction and secondly the overall
size of areas classed as being “best and most
versatile”.
5.39 For example in terms of subgrade 3a, the
assessment states that “Accordingly whilst there
is a reasonably extensive area of subgrade 3a, its
overall quality is moderated, in practical terms, by
the patchy nature of heavier, wetter soils following
restoration in the past.”
5.40 Further, in terms of the overall area of land
classed as being “best and most versatile”,
the assessment finds: “The site contains
approximately 10.8 ha of best and most versatile
agricultural land, comprising 39% of the total
area. Accordingly, the quantum of best and most
versatile land leads to a low magnitude of impact
on the national resource, as it falls beneath the
generally accepted threshold of 20 ha.”
5.41 It is therefore reasonable to conclude that the
release of the site for development would not
cause a significant conflict with planning policy,
including that contained within the NPPF.
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6.0

Conclusions

6.1

In conclusion the additional information submitted
in support of this outline planning application
demonstrates a continued close correlation with
planning guidance and reflects constructive
discussions with the Local Planning Authority and
other stakeholders.

6.2

This statement acts as an addendum to previous
submissions to explain the evolution in planning
policy and also update various supporting
technical inputs to address comprehensively
the key issues. It is contended that on balance
subject to appropriate matters being covered by
a Section 106 agreement, permission should be
granted.

6.3

On the above basis, W Westerman Ltd can
reasonably claim that granting planning
permission for development at Field Farm,
Stapleford would comply with all current
national planning policy in terms of sustainable
development. Furthermore the enabling context
for the release of the site from the green belt
policy is consistent with the NPPF and the
emerging Core Strategy which has been subject
to extensive scrutiny and is not at an advance
stage of preparation.

6.4

Given the need and urgency for a step change
in housing delivery owing to the current lack of a
5 year land supply, suitable development sites,
such as that at Field Farm, Stapleford should
be brought forward now, particularly where they
are deliverable, free of ownership constraints,
and can readily demonstrate compliance with
planning policies or infrastructure requirements.
The scheme at Field Farm provides an excellent
opportunity for the delivery of housing in a
sustainable location upon a site that is available,
suitable and achievable.

6.5

Revisions have been implemented to ensure that
the design approach enables the development
to integrate with its surroundings and provide a
suitable mix of housing to meet an identified need.

6.6

The site is clearly situated in a sustainable location
with local services and community facilities
accessible through numerous pedestrian and
cycle connections from the site.

6.7

It is W Westerman Ltd’ belief that this application
and its supporting documents provide evidence
that the site can be developed without any
demonstrable harm to issues of acknowledged
importance but at the same time providing a high
quality residential development that has a high
regard for the existing pattern and character of
development.
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letter from bsp consulting 2-11-12 re highways
Your Ref:
Our Ref: JSP/10172
2nd November 2012
DPDS Ltd (Midlands & North)
3 Gleneagles House,
Vernon Gate,
Derby
DE1 1UP
For the attention of Mr. Christopher Lindley
Dear Chris,
Re: Proposed Residential Development at Field Farm, Stapleford, Nottingham
Transport Assessment
Please find attached a package of documents for submission to Broxtowe Borough Council.
We originally produced the following document for submission with the planning application.
•

BSP Consulting Report entitled ‘Transport Assessment’, reference 10172/JSP, dated 17th
November 2011.

This report has been reviewed in line with the implementation of the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) document in March 2012, and it is considered that the methodology used is
still appropriate. There have also been ongoing discussions with Nottinghamshire County
Council (NCC) and the Highways Agency (HA). The results of this work are documented in a
series of Technical Notes and letters, which are provided as appendices, and listed below. It is
now also proposed to provide right turn lane facilities at both site access junctions, as illustrated
on the attached BSP Drawing 10172/004 Rev F.
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

BSP Technical Note 01 ‘Bramcote Island LINSIG Assessment’, dated 14th June 2012
BSP Technical Note 02 ‘Site Access Arrangements and Ilkeston Road/Coventry Lane/
Hickings Lane Junction, dated 14th June 2012
BSP Technical Note 03 ‘Additional Junction Capacity Assessments’, dated 17th June 2012
BSP Technical Note 04 ‘Additional Junction Capacity Assessments’, dated 17th July 2012
BSP Letter (with drawing attachments) to NCC and the HA, dated 21st September 2012
Letter from the Highways Agency, dated 11th October 2012
Letter from Nottinghamshire County Council, dated 15th October 2012
BSP Drawing 10172/004 Rev F ‘Proposed Site Access Arrangements’, dated 3rd October
2012

We trust that this letter is suitable for your requirements, however, if you have any questions or
queries, or if we can be of any further assistance, then please do not hesitate to contact us.
Yours sincerely,
For and on behalf of BSP Consulting
Jo Posnett BA(Hons) MCIHT
Senior Transportation Engineer
j.posnett@bsp-consulting.co.uk
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letter from bsp consulting 9-10-12 re flood risk & drainage
Your Ref:
Our Ref: AG/10172
9th October 2012
DPDS Ltd (Midlands & North)
3 Gleneagles House,
Vernon Gate,
Derby
DE1 1UP
For the attention of Mr. Christopher Lindley
Dear Chris,
Re: Proposed Residential Development at Field Farm, Stapleford, Nottingham – Flood
Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy
Further to your recent enquiry I have reviewed the status of our Flood Risk Assessment and
Drainage Strategy: Rev A (FRA) for the above site dated November 2011.
This document was written to comply with PPS 25: Development and Flood Risk. The National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published on 27 March 2012. This replaced PPS 25.
The NPPF was supplemented by the Technical Guidance to the National Planning Policy
Framework which details guidance of Flood Risk Assessment. This new guidance document is
very much in line with the old PPS 25 and its companion guide. Therefore in summary although
the references in our existing FRA are to PPS 25 the recommendations of this report are still
current.
Our FRA was submitted to the Environment Agency (EA) in 2011 in connection with the
planning application 11/00758/OUT. The EA did not object to the FRA or other planning
documents but raised a number of issues that would need addressing at the detailed design and
construction phases. I have recently contacted the EA in relation to the currency of their
comments and they have not raised any further issues.
I also confirm that I have reviewed the new Draft Masterplan Drawing C9006.12.802 Rev D.
This drawing shows less detail than the masterplan drawing in the FRA but it has very much the
same conceptual approach and therefore appears to be compatible with the FRA.
I trust that the above is sufficient to give you an appraisal of the current status of flood risk
assessment and drainage strategy for this site. If you require any further clarification on this
matter please do not hesitate to contact us.
Yours sincerely,
For and on behalf of BSP Consulting

Tony Goddard BEng (Hons) CEng MICE
Associate Director
t.goddard@bsp-consulting.co.uk
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Letter from EDP 25-10-12 Re Landscape

25 October 2012
By Email/Post: clindley@dpds.co.uk

Christopher Lindley Esq
Our Ref: LR/EDP293/DL/js
25 October 2012

Our Ref: EDP293/DL/js/LR
Christopher Lindley
Principal Planner
DPDS Ltd (Midlands & North)
3 Gleneagles House
Vernon Gate
Derby, DE1 1UP
Dear Chris,

•
•
•
•

•

Development Proposals at Field Farm, Stapleford, Nottingham
•
Further to your email dated 3 September, this letter seeks to provide an
updated summary of landscape matters pertinent to the proposed development
of the Field Farm site, Stapleford.
As such, this letter comprises the following sections:
Updated planning policy summary;
Updated landscape character and visual amenity summary;
A consideration of the effects of the revised masterplan proposals;
A consideration of issues arising from consultation responses received to
date; and
• Overall conclusion in respect of landscape matters.
•
•
•
•

This letter should be read in conjunction with EDP’s original Landscape and
Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA), completed in November 2011
(L_EDP293_03a). That report was undertaken in line with best practice
guidance and by Chartered Landscape Architects; it represents a fair and
unbiased assessment of the landscape effects of the proposals.
This letter provides an update to that assessment, commenting on any matters
that have changed in the interim period and any changes to the conclusions of
the report that result.
Planning Policy Update
The conclusions of the 2011 LVIA were as follows in respect of planning policy
pertinent to landscape matters:
•
•
•

The site falls within the Green Belt;
The site does not fall within any nationally designated landscapes;
The site lies adjacent to a local ‘prominent area’ designation;

-/Cont’d…
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•

No Tree Preservation Orders exist on the site;
There are two listed buildings within 1km of the site;
Several Public Rights of Way exist within the site. Indirect effects may also be
experienced elsewhere on the local network;
The council’s draft Green Space Strategy calls for the provision of Green Space to be
proportional with increasing population. Policy RC6 of the Local Plan sets out the
specific ratio of provision to new population.
A strategic GI framework is in place at sub-regional level, the objectives of which have
some relevance to the site;
There is a range of Green Infrastructure assets situated within and immediately around
the site; and
No other relevant designations exist in or around the site.

Saved policies of the Broxtowe Local Plan (BLP), adopted 2004, remain the pertinent policies
against which the development of the site should be judged. Broxtowe’s Local Development
Framework documentation remains ‘in development’ with the authority pursuing ‘aligned’ core
strategies with others in Greater Nottingham. This has been published during 2012 and will be
submitted to the Secretary of State in November 2012, with an Examination in Public in 2013. It
therefore remains draft at this stage.
Further to this emerging policy framework at local level, March 2012 saw the publication of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the simultaneous revoking of earlier Planning
Policy Guidance and Planning Policy Statements (as set out within Annex 3 of the NPPF).
As a result of the above changes, consideration of the issues identified above and new issues
arising are provided below:
Green Belt
The Field Farm site falls within the Green Belt as defined by the BLP, 2004. Protection of the
Green Belt is provided by policy E8 of the BLP and this policy is confirmed to be ‘saved’ within
Appendix E of the draft Aligned Core Strategy (DACS). Consideration of this policy remains as in
2011. (See LVIA paragraph 2.86 – 2.11)
The publication of the NPPF replaced Green Belt policy previously defined within PPG2. Section
9 of the NPPF ‘Protecting Green Belt land’ deals with this matter and broadly aligns with the
revoked PPG2 guidance.
However, Policy 3 of the DACS confirms the intention to remove the Field Farm site (which is
allocated as a Sustainable Urban Extension within the DACS) from the Green Belt and this is
illustrated on the proposals map.
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Prominent Area Designation

There has been no suggestion within the JACS or elsewhere that the Field Farm site, or any part
of it, should be designated as Local Green Space (LGS). Furthermore, the site would not meet
the requirements of the policy test set out at paragraph 77 as it is an extensive tract of land and
is not ‘demonstrably special’. LGS issues are therefore given no further consideration.

A ‘Prominent Area’ designation protects the character and appearance of land to the immediate
east of the site and slightly further east at Bramcote Hills. Policy E13 of the BLP remains in place
and is saved within the DACS. Therefore, the policy context in relation to this matter remains as
in 2011.
Tree Preservation Orders
At the time of writing of the 2011 assessment, no Tree Preservation Orders (TPO’s) were in place
on the Field Farm site.
However, following pre-application discussions with Broxtowe Borough Council, a TPO was
imposed protecting two mature oak trees at the western end of the site and the immature
woodland planting belt in the eastern half of the site.
As such, Policy E24 of the BLP applies:
‘Development that would adversely affect important trees and hedgerows will
not be permitted’.
Conclusions in respect of effects on ‘important trees’ are provided in the concluding section of
this letter.
Green Space Strategy
At the time of writing of the 2011 LVIA, Broxtowe Borough Council’s (BBC) Green Spaces
Strategy was in draft form, having been published for consultation. It appears from the BBC
website that this has now been adopted, though no information is given as to the date of this.
The lifespan of the strategy is 2009 – 2019 and its key aims remain as defined within the draft
document.
BLP Policy RC6 continues to set out the requirements for open space provision within new
developments and is proposed to be saved within the DACS.
Chapter 8 of the NPPF, ‘Promoting Healthy Communities’, includes recommendations for the
provision of ‘high quality open spaces’. It requires that public rights of way and access are
protected and enhanced.
The NPPF also defines a new landscape designation (at paragraph 76) titled ’Local Green Space’.
This designation is to be used cautiously (paragraph 77 states that it ‘will not be appropriate for
most green areas or open space’) and should only be designated when a plan (local or
neighbourhood) is prepared or reviewed.
-/Cont’d…
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Green Infrastructure
A regional Green Infrastructure strategy has been in place for some time within the ‘6c’s Sub
Region’ – comprising Derby, Leicester, Nottingham cities and Derbyshire, Leicestershire and
Nottinghamshire counties. Details of this strategy are set out within the 2011 LVIA and remain
pertinent.
The DACS now provides further Green Infrastructure policy at Policy 16. The relevant section of
the JACS is attached as Appendix 1 to this letter. In essence, this requires:
•
•
•
•

a strategic approach to the protection and delivery of Green Infrastructure;
weighing of the potential harm caused by any proposed development against the need
for and benefit of the development;
proposed development must enhance the GI network through either onsite or offsite
provision and/or contributions; and
Landscape character is protected, conserved or enhanced as appropriate.

Landscape Character and Visual Amenity Update
EDP undertook site based assessments of landscape character and visual amenity in April 2010.
In respect of landscape character, the 2011 LVIA concluded:
•

•

•

•
•

The National Landscape Character description of Area 38 ‘Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire
and Yorkshire Coalfield’ is generally appropriate to the site's local context but it is a very
generalised assessment;
The Nottinghamshire Countryside Appraisal, 1997, identifies the site within the
‘Coalfield Farmlands' landscape type. The key characteristics of this area are deemed
generally accurate for the site’s local context though do not contain any specific detail
relating to the site itself;
The site falls within the NC02 – Babbington Rolling Farmlands ‘Policy Zone’ and again
many of the key characteristics of this zone are applicable to the site, though no specific
reference to the site is made;
The site lies on gently sloping ground, gradually rising from west to east with a more
notable slope at the eastern end, closest to Stapleford Hill;
The site is located to the north of the A6007 Ilkeston Road and to the northeast of the
main part of the existing settlement of Stapleford. Existing development borders the
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•
•

•
•

•
•

eastern, southern and western boundaries of the site. Elsewhere to the north the site is
bounded by public open space and the railway line;
A single farm complex, ‘Field Farm’ is located to the centre of the site;
Peripheral boundaries are generally defined by hedgerows with occasional trees. To the
north of Field Farm however lies the ‘Boundary Brook’ stream corridor which defines the
site boundary and is formed by dense Willow woodland. To the east, Stapleford Hill is
covered with dense woodland mainly comprising oak and ash;
Within the site there is a single hedgerow of relatively low quality which follows the line
of the brook to the west of Field Farm;
To the south east of Field Farm, on the more elevated area of land, a broad belt of
strategic planting has been undertaken. Comprising a mix of native woodland tree
species, this planting remains immature, with specimens generally having a stem
diameter below 50mm;
The majority of the site is presently lying fallow though there was some evidence of
recent ploughing at the time of EDP’s survey; and
As a result of its topography and proximity to built up areas the site has a strong
relationship with the existing settlement areas to the south, west and east. Views are
generally limited to the leading edge of these areas and to parts of the public open
space to the north. A small area in the middle distance to the north, around Swancar
Farm, is visible from some areas of the site and longer distance views in the direction of
Hallam Fields and Stanton by Dale are available from the elevated eastern sector.

Christopher Lindley Esq
Our Ref: LR/EDP293/DL/js
25 October 2012

•

No views of the site are available from Stapleford’s core area, from Kirk Hallam, Trowell
or Strelley.

Seven ‘representative viewpoints were selected for formal assessment within the LVIA and these,
together with the conclusions set out above in respect of the Visual Envelope (VE) are
considered to remain valid and appropriate. No significant change has occurred within the
vicinity of the site, or within its VE, to warrant any revision.
The Revised Proposals
As a result of a number of factors (including consultation responses received and imposition of
the TPO) a revised illustrative masterplan has been produced by DPDS Consulting (Drawing No.
C9006.12.802 Rev G).
The key amendments made to the scheme are:
•
•
•

Woodland area subject to TPO preserved to a greater extent;
Central SuDS area reoriented and repositioned to provide a better connection with other
green spaces and corridors on and off site; and
Stronger buffer provision to the eastern boundary with the LWS.

EDP considers all these conclusions to remain relevant at this time.

All amendments to the scheme are considered to offer a positive enhancement over the earlier
scheme, in respect of landscape matters.

In respect of Visual Amenity the 2011 LVIA defined the Visual Envelope of the site as follows:

Consultation Responses

•
•

•

•

•
•

Existing development and vegetation to the north-west, west, south and east effectively
blocks visibility to nearby and middle distance views in these directions;
Middle distance views are available from the Public Open Space and canalside area to
the north though these are heavily filtered by existing vegetation and limited to the
more southern and western areas of the site only;
Isolated views of the more elevated eastern area of the site are available to the eastern
face of Stanton-by-Dale village and in a small area of Hallam Fields. Both these areas
occupy elevated locations within the local landscape;
A small stretch of the M1 motorway has intervisibility with the eastern part of the site
although given the speed of motorway traffic, the distance to site, the domination of
the view by existing development and the limited site area visible, there is considered to
be no significant effect on these views. No viewpoints were recorded from this location
for safety reasons;
Heavily filtered views of the site, or parts of it, are gained from the peak of Stapleford
Hill;
Potential views from Bramcote Hills Park are entirely screened by existing woodland on
Stapleford Hill; and
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Following the original submission of the outline planning application a number of consultation
responses have been received and analysed. Of these, the following are pertinent to a
consideration of landscape issues:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust;
BBC Parks and Environment department;
Campaign for the Protection of Rural England;
Natural England;
Parish/Town Councils;
Bramcote Conservation Society;
Stapleford and Trowell Rural Action Group; and
Neighbours.

Each of these, and the respective issues raised, are dealt with in turn below. Only those issues
pertinent to a consideration of the landscape effects of the scheme are considered with issues
such as the ‘condition of the Boundary Brook’ (raised by the Wildlife Trust) being considered
ecological matters and therefore dealt with by others.
-/Cont’d…
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Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust

EDP therefore considers the concerns of the BBC Parks and Environment Department to have
been adequately considered.

Issues raised:

Campaign for the Protection of Rural England

•
•
•

Requirement for compensatory Green Infrastructure (GI);
Loss of tree belt; and
Connectivity of Stapleford Hill Local Nature Reserve (SH LNR) to wider GI network.

Response:
The amended masterplan proposals offer a much stronger Green Infrastructure network than
the earlier scheme. The best of the site’s GI Assets, it’s trees, water bodies and hedgerows are
largely preserved and are further enhanced by a well connected network of public open spaces,
SuDS balancing ponds (with permanent wet areas) and green corridors containing footpaths.
The loss of the tree belt is now minimised with just a small area requiring removal at its north
western tip to facilitate the alignment of the primary access route through the site. Given the
immaturity of this belt this is considered an insignificant effect in landscape terms.
Given the retention of green corridors/buffer strips adjacent to the LNR and the improved
interconnectivity of GI assets within the site (compared to the earlier scheme), EDP sees no
reason for significant concerns about GI connectivity in relation to these proposals. Given the
existing land use as arable farmland (which limits its biodiversity value) and not overlooking the
long term biodiversity value of private garden and public open space planting the overall
number and connectivity of GI assets on site is likely to increase.
Overall therefore, EDP considers the proposals to respond appropriately to the Wildlife Trust
concerns.
BBC Parks and Environment Department
Issues raised:
•
•

Loss of tree belt; and
Connectivity of Stapleford Hill Local Nature Reserve (SH LNR) to wider GI network.

Response:
As set out above, loss of the tree belt is now minimised and considered insignificant in
landscape terms. GI connectivity, also discussed above, is also considered to be adequately
preserved with overall GI assets on site increased in the longer term.
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Issues raised:
•
•

Loss of public amenity, including public footpaths; and
Loss of mature hedgerows, trees, woodland and wildlife.

Response:
No public footpaths are lost as a result of the proposals. Existing footpaths are retained within
green corridors and enhanced by virtue of planting and connectivity with a wider, informal
network. There is therefore no loss of public amenity in this respect.
Loss of hedgerows, trees and woodland is minimal with such features largely retained within
the scheme proposals within public open space and green corridors. While agricultural land is
clearly being lost to the proposed development, the ‘wildlife’ value of this land is minimal, given
its arable use, and should be balanced in the longer term by the habitat potential of planting
within the public realm and private gardens.
EDP therefore considers CPRE’s concerns to be unfounded in the context of the amended
scheme.
Natural England
Issues raised:
Natural England’s consultation response (Dated 10 October 2012) dealt predominantly with
ecological matters but included the following paragraph in relation to Green Infrastructure:
‘While we acknowledge the development scheme has incorporated some green space provision
the application does not contain details of how it will contribute to the wider 6Cs Green
Infrastructure (GI) strategy. The development includes the provision of fields to the north west,
two new ponds, boundary planting and a semi-natural woodland corridor along the Boundary
Brook however we are disappointed at the lack of overall connectivity through the site and we
would like to see the green corridors linking the existing areas of open space to the north of the
site and the woodland to the east strengthened. Additional planting in the vicinity of
Outbuilding 3 which is to be retained in situ may also be beneficial to bats.’
In providing these comments, Natural England refers to the earlier, submitted masterplan for the
site. Since this time, as set out above, internal connectivity within the site has been
strengthened with green corridors connecting the proposed SuDS areas to each other and to
-/Cont’d…
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the wider landscape and connecting the Boundary Brook (and POS to the north) to the Local
Wildlife site to the east (Stapleford Hill).

highways and existing residences will be a common issue which is unlikely to guide designation
or application decisions.

The original LVIA considered the 6C’s GI strategy at paragraphs 2.31 – 2.39 and drew
conclusions in respect of GI effects at 8.14 and 8.15. An update to these conclusions is provided
below.

In respect of the specific view from Stapleford Hill, the 2011 assessment considered
Photoviewpoint 5 from exactly this location and concluded effects would be minor. In reality, as
a result of the screening effect of vegetation on Stapleford Hill, the site is not seen from this
vantage point and the viewer is aware of the backdrop of extensive development to the south.

Parish/Town Councils
Stapleford and Trowell Rural Action Group (STRAG)
Issues raised:
Issues raised:
•

Loss of north eastern land parcel and requirement for this to be provided as public open
space.

While there is no doubt that the Parish and Town Councils would like to see the north eastern
field developed to provide public open space, there appears to be no justification for this
position. There is an abundance of open space in the vicinity of the site with informal open
areas to the immediate north of the site (associated with the railway and canal corridors –
themselves strong GI connections), the Stapleford Hill LNR to the east (connecting to the
Bramcote Hill open space further to the east) and the large formal open space area to the south
east.
The north eastern land parcel has a limited visual effect as a result of the screening effect of
topography and existing vegetation. It is readily accessible from the wider site and therefore
makes a logical part of the overall housing proposal in this sustainable location at the edge of
the existing urban area.
Bramcote Conservation Society
Issues raised:
•
•

Loss of recreational land/open space; and
The development would be seen from the highway and from Stapleford Hill.

There is no loss of existing recreational space or accessible open space as a result of the
proposals. All existing open space and public rights of way are preserved within the proposals
with additional footpath connections and open spaces provided.
In respect of the visibility of the site, the 2011 assessment concluded that there was not a
significant effect in respect of Visual Impact. While the site is clearly visible from adjacent
housing areas and highways, this is an effect common to development adjacent to the urban
area and does not reflect any particular failing in respect of this site. Indeed, it is sites such as
this one, sustainably located and well connected to the existing urban area, which are likely to
be the primary focus of residential development in the future. As such, effects on views from
-/Cont’d…
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•

Connectivity of Stapleford Hill Local Nature Reserve (SH LNR) to wider GI network.

Should development proceed in line with the new revised masterplan, internal GI connectivity is
now stronger than the original submitted masterplan. Furthermore, and perhaps more
importantly, the SH LNR will retain excellent, robust connections to the railway and canal
corridors to the north (providing further ecological connectivity to open countryside in that
direction ) and via Robin Hood Way to the east, across Bramcote Hills and on to Wollatton Park
close to the city centre. The Robin Hood Way also crosses the site at its narrowest point and
provides additional GI connectivity to the north west, via the adjacent open space, to the open
countryside beyond.
Neighbours
Issues raised:
•
•
•

Connectivity of Stapleford Hill Local Nature Reserve (SH LNR) to wider GI network;
Detrimental visual impacts on the surrounding areas; and
Impacts of light spill.

The connectivity of the SH LNR to the wider GI network is dealt with above, in response to
STRAG’s comments.
Visual effects are dealt with above, under Bramcote Conservation Society’s concerns.
The impacts of light spill is a matter for detailed consideration at later design stages but, given
the existing urban context and the potential for modern lighting design to minimise light spill,
this is considered very unlikely to provide any in-principle concerns.
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Conclusions

Landscape Character

Green Belt

The conclusion of the 2011 assessment, in respect of Landscape Character was:

In terms of the Green Belt, the site has received robust assessment on numerous occasions with
regard to its potential for residential development. These assessments (which have included
landscape matters) have repeatedly found Field Farm to be a suitable location for meeting an
identified housing need. Given the allocation of the site within the Draft Core Strategy which
proposes its removal from the Green Belt, it seems apparent that Green Belt issues are not
considered to prevent the development of the site.

‘the development of the site will result in a minor significance of effect in terms of landscape
character. The perception of this effect will be dependent on the receptors personal position:
those seeking new housing in the area are likely to view the site as a good location for this,
with strong connections to existing areas and excellent accessibility to outdoor space and
recreational facilities. Those existing residents who appreciate the openness of the site and
utilise it for dog walking etc are more likely to consider effects to be adverse.

Prominent Areas

When considering these issues in the round, EDP has concluded that there will be a short term
minor adverse effect, ‘softening’ to negligible over time as housing visually ‘weathers in’ and
the development becomes an accepted element of the urban form.’

EDP’s 2011 Visual Appraisal concluded that the development would not be visible from well
used viewing points on Stapleford Hill and as such, effects would be negligible. This remains the
case.
It is likely however that development will be visible from the external edge of the designated
area but, given the general lack of formalised access routes to these edges it is considered that
this too remains a negligible effect, lessened by the effects of the perimeter buffer in this
location.
TPOs
The greater majority of the TPO protected tree belt is retained within revised proposals and this
would seem an appropriately sensitive response to this constraint. It is considered likely that the
imposition of the TPO was undertaken to ensure that the arboricultural resource afforded
further consideration within the proposals, rather than such that every single tree within the
designation be preserved – this is, after all, a relatively immature planting belt, not natural
woodland.
The individual mature trees protected by the TPO are retained and protected within the
proposals.
Green Infrastructure and Green Space
The amended masterplan provides a much better connected network of internal green space
and GI assets and a strong degree of connectivity to the wider GI network. Given the strength
of the network outside the site and the likely biodiversity value of both public and private
landscape areas within the site (once matured), the conclusion of the 2011 assessment, that
there will be a minor beneficial effect on GI, remains valid.
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These conclusions remain valid.
Visual Amenity
The conclusion of the 2011 assessment, in respect of Visual Amenity was:

‘Overall, the effects on Visual Amenity are not considered to be significant in Landscape terms.
Although views from adjacent residential properties will be significantly affected, this is typical
of any site development with overlooking dwellings and does not reflect any particular 'failing'
in respect of this site.
The degree to which present and future local residents find the proposed development
acceptable will be heavily influenced by later detailed design stages and should not represent an
'in principle' barrier to development at this stage.’
Again, these conclusions remain valid. Critically, the most significant visual effect will be
experienced by overlooking residents but such private views are not protected by planning
policy. The proposals for the site are of a scale and form which is considered appropriate to the
existing urban area and which will integrate with the settlement in due course. As such, this
issue does not set the site apart from other sites where housing may be provided – any site at
the existing urban edge is likely to experience similar visual effects if it is to be well integrated
with the urban form.
Summary
EDP’s overall conclusion is that the site continues to represent an acceptable location for the
development proposed. It lies within an urban setting, with a ‘natural’ defensible boundary
defined by the railway line to the north. To the south of this feature, existing urban form
-/Cont’d…
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dominates the landscape character and available views to such an extent that, in EDP’s opinion,
the existing agricultural land use appears almost incongruous and residential development will
form a more cohesive continuation of the existing pattern.
The amended masterplan offers a more robust GI response than earlier iterations, protects the
connectivity of the wider GI network, retains greater amounts of the TPO tree belt and
continues to offer an appropriately sensitive scheme for the sites development.
I trust this update will support the updated submission to support the planning application.
Should you feel I can be of any further assistance in this regard, please do not hesitate to be in
touch.
Yours sincerely

Dai Lewis
Associate Landscape Architect
Tel: 07795 661342
Email: dail@edp-uk.co.uk
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By Email/Post: clindley@dpds.co.uk
Our Ref: EDP293/LR/AC/js
Christopher Lindley
Principal Planner
DPDS Ltd (Midlands & North)
3 Gleneagles House
Vernon Gate
Derby DE1 1UP
Dear Chris,
Development Proposals at Field Farm, Stapleford, Nottingham
Further to your email dated 3 September, please find below an updated
summary of archaeological matters pertinent to the proposed development of
the Field Farm site, Stapleford, following our previous desk-based assessment
completed in November 2011 (report reference H_EDP293_01b).
Archaeology and Heritage
The following summary identifies the nature and significance of archaeological
and heritage assets within the proposed development site, in accordance with
the requirements of Paragraph 128 of the National Planning Policy Framework,
which represents current government planning guidance.
This update builds on investigative archaeological work previously completed by
EDP in 2010, which comprised the preparation of a desk-based assessment
required to inform and support a previous outline planning application
submission.
Baseline Position
Designated Heritage Assets
The proposed development site does not contain any designated heritage
assets such as scheduled monuments, parks and gardens of special historic
interest or listed buildings. No direct effects of significance are therefore
considered likely to arise in that regard.
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boundary and comprise Swansea [Ref. 1248333] and Swancar [Ref. 1248226] bridges on the
Nottingham Canal, both of which were designated by DCMS on 9 September 1987.
The two ‘canal overbridges’ date from circa 1795 and were probably designed by William Jessop
for the Nottingham Canal Company. They are both of dressed stone and ashlar, with a plain
string course and comprise a single elliptical arch. The curved parapet walls have half-round
copings and small terminal piers.
The proposed development site is not located within or covered wholly or partly by a
conservation area. The nearest conservation areas to the proposed development site focus on
the historic core of Stapleford; i.e. Church Street and Nottingham Road; and are located over
1.25 kilometres south of the application site. Such sites are therefore not considered to be likely
adversely affected by its proposed residential development.
Locally Designated Assets
The proposed development site does not contain any ‘locally designated assets’. As such, no
direct effects of significance will arise in that regard.
However, two locally designated heritage assets are located within the wider study area drawn
around the proposed development site’s boundary. These comprise Bramcote Hall, some 350
metres to the south east, and Trowell Hall some 700 metres to the north, both of which are
identified on the Nottinghamshire County Council HER.
th

Bramcote Hall was built at the start of the 19 century, where it was located within a landscape
park on the crest of the hill. Situated behind the original parish church, the house was home to
the Wrights and the Smiths, who were both banking families. Frederic Chatfield Smith altered
and enlarged the property from the 1860s onwards, creating a mansion which was provided
with some 21 bedrooms.
Frederic Chatfield Smith’s Bramcote estate was represented by a small park, containing groups
of trees, such as oak, elm, Scotch fir and English chestnut, and with a few acres of grassland
beyond, according to contemporary sources.
Trowell Hall is another park and garden laid out around a country house, in this case dating
from circa 1880. It is situated on the northern edge of the wider study area and occupies the
middle slopes on the north side of a prominent knoll of elevated ground.
Undesignated Assets

Nonetheless, two listed buildings (both Grade II) are situated within the site’s
immediate zone of influence. It is concluded that the clusters of listed buildings
concentrated within the historic settlements of Stapleford and Bramcote would
not be affected by development. These are situated circa 500 metres and 125
metres
to
the
north
of
the
proposed
development
site

There are no undesignated archaeological or heritage receptors, recorded as being of potential
importance on the Nottinghamshire County Council HER, situated within the boundary of the
proposed development site.

-/Cont’d…
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However, the site does contain Field farmhouse and the remaining outbuildings situated
immediately to the north. Whilst these structures are not recorded on the HER, their form and
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fabric indicates that they date from the 19 century and are described as having some limited
historic interest in the baseline archaeological assessment.

implementation of the proposed scheme for development. This is on the basis that those assets
located around the site do not include the land within it as part of their wider settings.

There is previously recorded evidence for archaeological activity in the area surrounding the
application site, but this is primarily restricted to the post-medieval and later periods. Limited
artefactual finds suggest the presence of later prehistoric and Roman activity on Stapleford Hill,
to the south east of the site, but otherwise the evidence indicates that the proposed
development area comprised undeveloped farmland from at least the medieval period into the
early 20th century.

The implementation of the proposed development scheme is predicted to generate a minor
adverse impact on undesignated heritage receptors; in this case the buildings of Field Farm and
potential sub-surface archaeological features and deposits located in those areas of the
application site not affected by previous mineral extraction.

Whilst there is previously recorded evidence for ‘historic’ mining activity in the area surrounding
the application site, including a broad scatter of bell pits and, most notably, the remains of
Trowell Moor Colliery (which operated from 1881 to 1928) all but immediately to the
west/north west of Field Farm, this did not extend to the proposed development area until the
mid 20th century.
Analysis of ‘abandonment plans’, drawn up by the Ministry of Fuel and Power, illustrates that
the majority of the proposed development area was subject to open-cast coal mining during the
middle of the 20th century; i.e. to a depth of at least 56 feet. Only a small triangle of land in the
south of the site and the north eastern corner of the site were not subject to mineral extraction
in this manner and even they may still have been adversely affected by plant movements and
topsoil stripping operations.
Ground investigations within the application site in 2010 indicated that, within the areas
previously ‘extracted’ for coal, the land has been backfilled with made ground extending to
between 3.0 and 5.0 metres below existing. Whilst there is some suggestion that the Hemlock
Working may have been shallower around the edges, the likelihood is that any potential for
archaeological features and deposits within the two areas affected has been eliminated by the
nature and extent of mineral extraction and remediation.
On that basis, only two small areas of the proposed development site are considered to have
any potential to contain previously unrecorded archaeological deposits. These are (1) the
triangle in the south, focused on the southern access road, and (2) the land stretching north
east from Field Farm towards the north eastern boundary. In the case of the latter, this area
includes the protruding ‘finger’ of young plantation woodland which is approximately 10-15
years old.
Based on the available information, the known and potential undesignated heritage assets
within the application site are assessed as of no more than ‘low’ importance.
Impact Assessment, Mitigation and Conclusions

Appropriate mitigation would comprise the preparation of a very basic record; equivalent to
English Heritage Level 2; of the standing farm buildings prior to their demolition and the
completion of appropriate investigation and recording of below ground archaeological remains
ahead of or during construction.
This phased investigative and recording work would be completed in accordance with an
Archaeological Scheme of Treatment prepared and agreed with the Local Planning Authority in
advance of works commencing. This would be prepared to address a condition attached to the
outline planning permission, according with the commentary provided by the LPA’s
archaeological advisor in an email dated 18th January 2012.
This update note concludes that, as there are no designated heritage assets located within it,
there are no in principle archaeological or heritage constraints to the implementation of the
proposed development scheme for the application site. Although it does contain undesignated
heritage assets in the form of Field Farm and the potential for below ground archaeological
deposits in small areas, these are assessed as being of only low importance and not worthy of
physical preservation in situ, constraining development. Instead, mitigation should comprise
recording completed ahead of destruction.
I trust this update is sufficient to support the outline planning application to Broxtowe District
Council for the site. However please do not hesitate to get in touch should you require any
further information.
Yours sincerely

Andrew Crutchley BA (Hons), PG Dip (Oxon), MIFA
Associate
Tel: 07795 511092

Email: andrewc@edp-uk.co.uk

It is predicted that there will be no significant effects upon either nationally or locally designated
heritage assets, within the application site’s wider zone of influence, resulting from the
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letter from bsp consulting 9-10-12 re landscape
Your Ref:
Our Ref: MWR/10172

We would additionally note that current industry best practice and guidance documents
(including the 2004 Defra and Environment Agency issued CLR 11 publication; the
model procedures for Management of Land Contamination) have not been withdrawn or
replaced by the NPPF document or the Contaminated Land Statutory Guidance, and the
works undertaken at the site were undertaken (and remain) in general accordance with
industry best practice.

2nd November 2012
DPDS Ltd (Midlands & North)
3 Gleneagles House,
Vernon Gate,
Derby
DE1 1UP

Environmental Noise Assessment
This work included the production of the following report:

For the attention of Mr. Christopher Lindley
Dear Chris,
Re: Proposed Residential Development at Field Farm, Stapleford, Nottingham
Site Investigation and Environmental Noise Assessment Reports

Further to your recent enquiry, we have reviewed the status of the site investigation and
environmental noise assessment reports relating to the above site, in line with the recent
implementation of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) document dated
27th March 2012. We would like to comment as follows:
Site Investigation Work

This work included the production of the following reports:
•
•

BSP Consulting Report entitled ‘Field Farm, Stapleford: Phase I & II Ground
Investigation Report’, reference 10172, dated July 2010.
BSP Consulting Report entitled ‘Field Farm, Stapleford: Supplementary Phase II
Ground Investigation Report’, reference 10172, dated December 2010.

We would also note that other guidance in relation to Contaminated Land has also
recently been issued, in particular the DEFRA publication ‘Environmental Protection
Act 1990: Part 2A Contaminated Land Statutory Guidance (dated April 2012) and The
Contaminated Land (England) (Amendment) Regulations 2012. These documents
variously replace and/or update other statutory documents concerning the statutory
Contaminated Land regime.
The implementation of the NPPF replaced Planning Policy Statement (PPS) 23
‘Planning and Pollution Control’, which was previously a key planning document for
the management of pollution of the environment (including Contaminated Land).
However, the key elements with regards to the requirement for appropriate site
investigation, characterisation, assessment and remediation works (as necessary) remain
integral to the NPPF document (detailed specifically within Section 121).

•

BSP Consulting Report entitled ‘Noise Assessment’, reference 10172, dated 16
September 2011.

The NPPF replaced the previous guidance set out in PPG 24 ‘Planning and Noise’. To
date, no detailed technical guidance regarding noise assessments has been published to
support the NPPF.
Paragraph 123 of the NPPF states that planning policies and decisions should aim to
avoid noise from giving rise to significant adverse impacts on health and quality of life
as a result of new development. The NPPF makes reference to the Noise Policy
Statement for England (NPSE), however, no further criteria is provided within this
document that could be used to ascertain the potential impact of noise on residents of
the proposed dwellings. In light of this, it is still considered appropriate to use the
guidance and methodologies set out in PPG24, and the Noise Exposure Categories
(NEC’s) are still the most appropriate method to rate a site in terms of noise. We
therefore consider that the previous Noise Assessment report is still valid in relation to
the proposed residential development at Field Farm.
We trust that this letter is suitable for your requirements, however, if you have any
questions or queries, or if we can be of any further assistance, then please do not
hesitate to contact us.
Yours sincerely,
For and on behalf of BSP Consulting
Mark Rayers BSc(Hons) CMILT MCIHT
Director
m.rayers@bsp-consulting.co.uk

On the basis of the foregoing, the works detailed within the above reports remain
applicable to the proposed scheme and are in accordance with the requirements of the
new guidance documents.
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