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1.0  INTRODUCTION

1.1. This supporting planning statement has been 
prepared by DPDS in support of the outline 
planning application by W Westerman Ltd for 
development at Field Farm, Stapleford.

1.2. The proposed development submitted as part of 
the planning application includes:

• 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; 

• Open spaces contained within the 
development including two SUDS swales and 
enhanced wildlife corridor along the boundary 
brook;

• 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.

Figure 1.1 - Site Location (not to scale)
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1.3. This statement considers the merits of the 
proposed development through both existing 
and emerging planning policies, site specific 
characteristics, housing land availability, Green 
Belt issues and the vision of W Westerman Ltd.  It 
should be read in conjunction with the submitted 
Design and Access Statement and wider 
technical submissions.  This statement adopts the 
following structure:-

• The Site and its Surroundings;
• A Sustainable Development;
• The Proposed Development;
• Planning Policy;

 - National
 - Regional
 - Local
 - Emerging LDF

• Housing Land Availability
• Green Belt Issues; and
• Conclusions.

Field Farm 1.0 INTRODUCTION
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2.0. The SITe AND ITS SURROUNDINGS

 An Overview
2.1. Comprising a vacant farm complex and some 

27.57 hectares of agricultural land, Field Farm 
(“the site”) is located immediately adjacent to 
the northern built up edge of Stapleford in the 
Nottinghamshire Borough of Broxtowe.  A location 
plan with the extent of the site edged red is 
included as Appendix 1 of this document.

2.2. Formerly an open cast coal site, Field Farm was 
restored in the 1960’s for agricultural use once 
mining activities had ceased.  Today, the site lies 
on gently sloping ground, gradually rising from 
west to east with a more notable increase in slope 
at the eastern end towards Stapleford Hill.

2.3. In terms of the land uses and physical features 
that form the site boundaries, the A6007 
Trowell/Ilkeston Road with existing established 
residential development bound the southern and 
western extents of the site while existing open 
space at Stapleford Hill and existing residential 
development at Mayfield Drive forming the eastern 
boundary.

2.4. An existing railway line forms the north eastern 
boundary and to the north west the site is 
contained by the Boundary Brook and agricultural 
fields beyond which demarcates the settlements 

of Trowell and Stapleford.  Further to this, on all 
sides, the site is contained by existing planting 
(hedgerows/trees) of varying type and condition 
which supplements the existing containment 
provided by roads, development and topography. 

2.5. As such, in physical terms it is reasonable to state 
that this site is well related to and contained by 
existing residential development on the south, 
east and west with strong physical features 
provided to the north and the east.  Further 
analysis of the attributes of this location in relation 
to accessing services and facilities is contained 
within Section 3.0.

2.6. In terms of land use designations currently 
applicable to the site, the Broxtowe Borough 
Local Plan (2004) and its associated proposals 
map provides an ideal baseline for analysis.  
Whilst the map (extract below) shows that the site 
is covered by a Green Belt designation, it also 
reveals that the site is:

• NOT located within any nationally designated 
landscape such as a National Park or Area of 
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB);

• NOT located within a significant flood plain;
• NOT covered by a statutory local landscape 

designation;
• NOT located within, adjacent to or near a 

conservation area;

• NOT located within or close to any registered 
parks or gardens of Historic Interest;

• NOT located where the development of the 
site would affect the setting of a listed building 
or scheduled ancient monument; and,

• NOT development that would require formal 
Environmental Impact Assessment (as 
established through a formal EIA Screening 
Opinion dated 11 February 2010, see 
Appendix 2).

2.7. On the basis of the above list of important 
considerations, a Green Belt designation provides 
the remaining principal land use designation 
covering the site.  The ongoing merits for the 
continued inclusion of this site within the Green 
Belt are assessed throughout this report.

2.8. Furthermore, in addition to the above 
considerations, the development would not 
require formal Environmental Impact Assessment 
(as established through a formal EIA Screening 
Opinion dated 11 February 2010, see Appendix 2).

2.9. To fully understand the context of this site and 
its status within the Green Belt, it is vital to fully 
understand the particular planning history of the 
site which is in this case an important material 
planning consideration.

Field Farm 2.0 The SITe AND IT’S SURROUNDINGS
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Figure 2.1 - broxtowe Local Plan Proposals map (not to scale)

 Planning history
2.10. The site was first suggested as a proposed 

allocation for residential development in the 
Proposed Modifications to the Broxtowe Local 
Plan.  This was as a result of difficulties in 
bringing forward the land at Chilwell Depot.  
However, before the adoption of Broxtowe Local 
Plan (in 1985) these difficulties were resolved, 
and therefore the application site was not then 
required as an allocation.  Nevertheless it can be 
concluded that the site was positively considered 
by Broxtowe Borough Council as a first reserve site 
for residential development some 26 years ago.

2.11. The site was not allocated for residential 
development in the Broxtowe Local Plan Deposit 
Draft July 1992.  However, an objection to the 
plan by W Westerman Ltd sought the redefinition 
of the Green Belt boundary at Field Farm, 
Stapleford, to exclude 18ha of land in order to 
meet long-term development requirements.  This 
objection was considered by the Local Plan 
Inspector and it was recommended that no 
modification to the Local Plan be made.  However 
in his conclusions the Inspector stated:

 “The site is however enclosed on much of its 
perimeter by existing housing development 
and designated areas of open space.  Further 
landscape planting could ensure that 
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development would not be injurious to the visual 
amenities of the Green Belt if the boundary were 
amended.  The line of the advocated Green Belt 
boundary east of Field Farmhouse does not 
presently follow any identifiable physical feature 
on the ground, and this is inconsistent with the 
advice in para 9 of PPG2.  Consideration to 
the revision of the Green Belt boundary at Field 
Farm is a matter that should follow the next 
Structure Plan Review.  The current Green Belt 
designation will adequately safeguard the land 
from development pressures”.

2.12. The site was then included as a potential 
development site for consideration as part of the 
Consultation Draft for the Local Plan Review in 
1998.

2.13. The Deposit Draft Local Plan Review was 
published in January 2000, with the site (referred 
to as land north of Ilkeston Road) allocated 
for residential development as Policy H2(j).  
Some 10.7 hectares of land was allocated 
to accommodate some 320 dwellings and a 
development brief was included in Appendix 2 of 
the Deposit Draft for the site.

2.14. The Revised Deposit Draft Plan was published 
in January 2001 and the site remained as an 
allocation for residential development in Policy 
H2(j).  However, the site area was reduced from 

10.7 to 7.0 hectares with the number of dwellings 
also reduced from 320 to 245 dwellings.  The 
minimum density to be applied to the site at the 
time was 35 dwellings per hectare.

2.15. The site was then deleted by Broxtowe Borough 
Council in their Pre-Inquiry Changes with 
Paragraph 5.4 of the Pre-Inquiry Changes stating 
removal of sites on the basis that the Council 
“are concerned that allocation of all identified 
development sites within a phased programme, 
as recommended by the County Council, would 
result in the removal of certain areas of land from 
the green belt, as well as allocation of lower 
ranking greenfield sites for development, even 
though they may not be required to meet our 
housing needs.  In particular, removal of green 
belt protection could add to the vulnerability of 
those areas for development in the longer term 
and would be undesirable.  We believe therefore 
that in the circumstances there is justification for 
limited revision to the plan’s housing proposals 
in the light of the City’s increased capacity”.  
The sole justification for these sites being 
removed from the Local Plan Review was due 
to the alleged additional housing capacity in the 
Nottingham Capacity Study.

2.16. DPDS appeared at the Local Plan Inquiry on 
behalf of W Westerman Ltd and a copy of an 
extract of the Broxtowe Local Plan Review 

Inspectors Report 2003 is included in Appendix 
3.  This extract directly refers to the merits of the 
Field Farm site for residential development and 
the case accepted by the Inspector to exclude 
this site from the Green Belt.

2.17. The Inspector concluded that:

• Green Belt boundaries should be altered 
to reflect the requirements of PPG2 
(comprehensively analysed later in this report);

• He importantly concludes “the sites value 
to the purposes of the Green Belt to be 
marginal”;

• The new Green Belt boundary should be 
the railway line as advocated in evidence 
presented by DPDS.  He also concluded that 
for “these reasons I prefer the “allocations” 
in the DPDS’s Revised Master Plan 
C9006/02/01 to those in the RDDP.  They 
provide a more efficient and effective long-
term use of land”.

2.18. The Inspector looked favourably on the merits of 
the application site and also concluded that:

 “In view of the merits of the site and its limited 
value in serving Green Belt purposes, I consider 
that it should not be restored to the Green Belt 
as put forward in PIC6 but should instead be 
allocated as “Safeguarded Land” under Policy 

Field Farm 2.0 The SITe AND IT’S SURROUNDINGS



6
C9006/NDA/CSL/LT/November 2011

Copyright DPDS Consulting
Field Farm
Planning Supporting Statement

E11 from the FDDP.  As the Borough Council 
conceded at the Inquiry, this is one of the least 
damaging sites to take out of the Green Belt.” 

2.19. As the Local Plan Review Inquiry was 
undertaken within the 1990 Act and therefore 
the Inspectors’ report was not binding Broxtowe 
Borough Council rejected the Inspectors 
recommendations stating:

 “The Council’s reasons for disagreeing with 
the Inspector’s recommendations for this site 
are explained in the Proposed Modifications 
document under policies H2(j) and E11.  The 
issue of overall housing need, including the 
objector’s point about a 10-year supply, is dealt 
with in the response to objections in paragraph 
4.27 and the issue of “safeguarded land” is dealt 
with further under policy E11 in the Environment 
Chapter.”

2.20. Through Environment Policy E11, the Council 
acknowledge that the needs for safeguarded 
land should be considered at a later date 
and conceded that “These needs should be 
considered at the appropriate time through, and 
following, reviews of the Structure Plan and/or 
Regional Planning Guidance (RPG), having regard 
to all site options” (DPDS emphasis).

2.21. In this context it is therefore readily apparent 
that this site provides a realistic opportunity 
for development within the context of the East 
Midlands Regional Plan, approved in March 2009 
(which following the emergence of the CALA 
Homes court decisions remains a key constituent 
of the Development Plan).

2.22. This builds upon the work of Tribal acting 
on behalf of the Local Planning Authorities 
produced an “Appraisal of Sustainable Urban 
Extensions Study” (July 2008).  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.

2.23. Most recently in 2009, 2010 and 2011 the 
Field Farm site was identified within the Greater 
Nottingham Aligned Core Strategies as a potential 
Sustainable Urban Extension “North of Stapleford” 
in Broxtowe.  As part of the related consultation 
exercises carried out as part of the Core Strategy, 
DPDS has made substantial representations on 
behalf of W Westerman Ltd.

2.24. Forming part of the evidence base to the most 
recent 2011 consultation, a report considered 
by a meeting of Broxtowe’s Cabinet on 12 July 
2011 assessed the potential of the Field Farm 
site before recommending it as a strategic site 
allocation.  Following a statement outlining the five 
purposes of including land within the green belt 
taken from PPG2 the report states that:

 “On these grounds the site considered to 
perform best is the site north of Stapleford 
at Field Farm.  The site is well contained by 
topography 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”.

Field Farm 2.0 The SITe AND IT’S SURROUNDINGS
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2.25. In reference to the previous consideration of the 
site by the Local Plan Inspector, the report goes 
on to state:

 “The site was considered favourably by the 
Inspector to be released from the green belt 
at the previous Local Plan Inquiry at a time of 
radically lower housing needs.  He was also 
clear in his view that development here would 
not lead to coalescence of Trowell Village with 
Stapleford, being of the view that the housing 
north of the brook, although within Trowell Parish, 
was physically and visually attached to Stapleford 
and as such development would not lead to 
settlements merging into each other.  This is a 
view shared by officers”.

2.26. It is clear from the planning history outlined above 
that the site has been considered in context as 
being suitable for residential development for 
some time both by the Borough Council and 
also through independent, detailed examination.  
Although the site remains covered by a Green Belt 
designation, this clearly forms an important aspect 
of a “Very Special Circumstances” case required 
to justify development by PPG2; further analysis 
of this is contained within Section 7.0 below.

Field Farm 2.0 The SITe AND IT’S SURROUNDINGS
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3.0. A SUSTAINAbLe DeveLOPmeNT

3.1. Arguably one of the most important ways in which 
new residential development can achieve the 
objectives of sustainable development is to ensure 
that such development is situated in a location by 
which future residents can gain access to a range 
of nearby services and facilities.  

3.2. Establishing the sustainability characteristics of a 
location for development is a long standing key 
objective of the Planning System.

3.3. Planning Policy Statement 1 sets out the 
Governments overarching policies with regard to 
delivering sustainable development through the 
planning system.  

3.4. Further to the guidance provided by PPS1, 
Paragraph 36 of Planning Policy Statement 3 
(PPS3) further stresses the importance of locating 
residential development in sustainable locations; it 
states “the Government’s policy is to ensure that 
housing is developed in suitable locations which 
offer a range of community facilities and with good 
access to jobs, key services and infrastructure”.

3.5. In addition to the above, reflecting the reaffirmed 
role of sustainability in the planning system, on 
15 June 2011 the Planning Minister Greg Clark 
stated that: “Government’s clear expectation is that 
we move to a system where the default answer 

to development is ‘yes’ except where this would 
compromise the key sustainable development 
principles set out in national planning policy”.

3.6. Following on from this on 25 July 2011 the 
Government published the Draft National Planning 
Policy framework (NPPF) for consultation which sets 
out the Government’s economic, environmental 
and social planning policies for England and 
taken together these policies articulate the 
Government’s vision of sustainable development.

3.7. The policies set out in the Draft NPPF apply 
not only to the preparation of local and 
neighbourhood plans but also to development 
management decisions and should be read and 
interpreted as a whole.

3.8. Whilst it is acknowledged that at present the 
NPPF is a consultation document and, therefore, 
subject to potential amendment, nevertheless 
it gives a clear indication of the Government’s 
‘direction of travel’ in planning policy.  Therefore it 
is the applicants’ contention that the Draft NPPF 
is capable of being a material consideration but 
that the weight to be given to it will be a matter for 
the decision maker’s planning judgement in each 
particular case.

3.9. Paragraph 9 of the Draft NPPF states that the 
purpose of the planning system is to “contribute 
to the achievement of sustainable development” 

and in this context sustainable development 
means “development that meet the needs of the 
present without compromising the ability of future 
generations to their own needs”.

3.10. As is demonstrated in this statement, the Design 
and Access Statement and the other supporting 
application material, the Field Farm proposals 
will deliver a sustainable scheme in line with the 
Government’s proposed objectives.

3.11. Central to the Government’s policy approach in 
the Draft NPPF is the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development as it sets the tone of the 
Government’s overall stance and operates with 
and through the other policies in the document.  
Its purpose is to send a strong signal to all of 
those involved in the planning process about 
the need to plan positively for appropriate new 
development; so that both plan-making and 
development management are proactive and 
driven by a search for opportunities to deliver 
sustainable development, rather than barriers.

3.12. In relation to the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development Paragraph 14 of the 
Draft NPPF states that “Local planning authorities 
should plan positively for new development, 
and approve all individual proposals wherever 
possible” (DPDS emphasis) and:

Field Farm 3.0 A SUSTAINAbLe DeveLOPmeNT
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• prepare Local Plans on the basis that 
objectively assessed development needs 
should be met, and with sufficient flexibility 
to respond to rapid shifts in demand or other 
economic changes;

• approve development proposals that accord 
with statutory plans without delay;

• grant permission where the plan is absent, 
silent, indeterminate or where relevant policies 
are out of date.

3.13. All of the above policies should apply unless the 
adverse impacts of allowing development would 
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the 
benefits when assessed against the policies in the 
Draft NPPF taken as a whole.

3.14. It is acknowledged that the site is designated 
Green Belt and that development is only justified 
in “very special circumstances”, which only exist 
where “the harm by reason of inappropriateness, 
and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by 
other considerations”. These “very special 
circumstances” are demonstrated in section 7.0 
of this statement.  It is considered that apart 
from the site being designated Green Belt, and 
as demonstrated within this report and the 
accompanying supporting technical reports there 
are no adverse impacts of allowing the proposed 
development at Field Farm, Stapleford which 
would outweigh the benefits; it is clear from the 

supporting information which accompanies the 
planning application that the application scheme 
would help deliver much of the Government’s 
aspirations at a highly sustainable location.

3.15. The Draft NPPF sets out at Paragraph 19 a set of 
core land-use planning principles which should 
underpin both plan-making and development 
management which should be taken into account 
by all those engaged in the planning system.  The 
principles of particular relevance to the application 
proposals are as follows:

• planning should proactively drive and 
support the development that this country 
needs.  Every effort should be made to 
identify and meet the housing, business, and 
other development needs of an area, and 
respond positively to wider opportunities 
for growth.  Decision-takers at every level 
should assume that the default answer to 
development proposals is “yes”, except 
where this would compromise the key 
sustainable development principles set out 
in this framework.  The application proposals 
are of a high standard in terms of design and 
sustainability credentials.  The proposal is 
located at a highly sustainable location where 
there is no overriding issue that should lead 
to the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development not being followed;

• planning policies and decisions should make 
effective use of land, promote mixed use 
developments that create more vibrant places, 
and encourage multiple benefits from the use 
of land in urban and rural areas, recognising 
that some open land can perform many 
functions (such as for wildlife, recreation, 
flood risk mitigation, carbon storage, or food 
production.  The application proposals are for a 
development of a high standard and will make 
effective use of the land as demonstrated in the 
accompanying design and access statement;

• planning policies and decisions should actively 
manage patterns of growth to make fullest 
use of public transport, walking and cycling, 
and focus significant development in locations 
which are or can be made sustainable.  The site 
location and dedicated pedestrian and cycle 
access into the site off Ilkeston Road would 
minimise the need for travel.  A high level of 
access to public transport and opportunities to 
cycle/walk to nearby facilities in Stapleford Town 
Centre provides sustainable travel choices.

• planning policies and decisions should take 
account of and support local strategies to 
improve health and wellbeing for all.  The 
application proposals would help to achieve 
this as discussed later in this section and the 
accompanying design and access statement; 
and

Field Farm 3.0 A SUSTAINAbLe DeveLOPmeNT
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• planning policies and decision should always 
seek to ensure a good standard of amenity 
for existing and future occupants of land and 
buildings. The illustrative master plan takes 
account of these requirements, as detailed in 
the Design and Access Statement. The Field 
Farm proposals ensure that the development 
would be successfully absorbed in the 
landscape, the needs of existing and future 
residents have been carefully considered and 
the setting of its surroundings have been 
taken into account.

3.16. In terms of the delivery of new housing, the 
Draft NPPF sets out at Paragraph 107 the 
Government’s key housing objective which is to 
“increase significantly the delivery of new homes” 
and that “Everyone should have the opportunity 
to live in high quality, well designed homes, which 
they can afford, in a community where they want 
to live.  This means:

•	 increasing	the	supply	of	housing;
•	 delivering	a	wide	choice	of	high	quality	homes	

that	people	want	and	need;
•	 widening	the	opportunities	for	home	

ownership;	and
•	 creating	sustainable,	inclusive	and	mixed	

communities, including through the 
regeneration and renewal of areas of poor 
housing”.

3.17. The application scheme demonstrably achieves 
these objectives in every respect.  The evidence 
presented in favour of this application makes a 
clear and compelling case for the proposals which 
are in an appropriate and suitable location for 
residential development in both current planning 
policy and physical terms. The application site 
adjoining the Stapleford urban area; is well located 
to services, and represents a highly sustainable 
location.

3.18. The applicant considers that the site represents 
an entirely sustainable location for residential 
development by virtue of its ability to access 
a range of facilities, services and also through 
design and layout measures incorporated to 
ensure “good and inclusive design”.  Whilst 
further commentary on this is provided through 
the Design and Access Statement, this section of 
the supporting statement emphasises the ability 
of this location to access a range of local facilities 
and services putting future residents in a position 
in which they are able to place less reliance on the 
private car.  The aspects examined in this section 
include:

• Walking and Cycling;
• Public Transport;
• Education; 
• Employment; and
• Shops, Health and Leisure Facilities

 walking and Cycling
3.19. As stated above, a key part of achieving 

sustainable development is to put residents 
in a position in which they are able to place 
less reliance on the private car.  For this to be 
achieved, it is vital that residents are well served 
by a wide range of facilities that can be reached 
by modes of transport other than the private car.  
Before utilising public transport options, the two 
most important modes of travel at a local level are 
walking and cycling.

3.20. Paragraph 75 of Planning Policy Guidance Note 
13 (PPG13) states that “walking is the most 
important mode of travel at the local level, offering 
the greatest opportunity to replace short car trips, 
particularly those under 2 kilometres”. 

3.21. At around 1.6 kilometres the site is comfortably 
within 2 kilometres of Stapleford town centre and 
within close proximity to further local retail and 
service provision along Pasture Road allowing 
for ease of access on foot.  Therefore residential 
development of this site would provide an 
opportunity for a large number of people to walk 
to the town centre and to additional local facilities.  
Facilities within the recognised 2 kilometre walking 
distance of the site include:

• Health – Including Stapleford Care Centre, 
Health Surgeries, Dentist and Pharmacies;

Field Farm 3.0 A SUSTAINAbLe DeveLOPmeNT
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• Education – Eight Primary Schools and Two 
Secondary Schools;

• Employment
• Retail - Including local shops, a Post Office 

and a Supermarket;
• Public Transport Access;
• Public Houses; and,
• Community Infrastructure - These include a 

Community Centre, Library and Recreation 
Areas.

3.22. With regard to cycling, Paragraph 78 of PPG13 
considers that “Cycling also has potential to 
substitute for short car trips, particularly those 
under 5km”.  As noted above the distance 
between the site and the town centre is easily 
within either the 4.5 kilometres or 5 kilometres 
thresholds.  Consequently, as with walking, it is 
realistic to expect that future residents of the site 
would cycle to the town centre.

3.23. Broxtowe Borough Council has a published 
programme of cycle route provision and this map 
shows that there is a purpose-designed facility, 
which is part of the Greater Nottingham Cycle 
Network to the east of the site along Coventry 
Lane.  There are also dedicated connections 
using quiet roads and lanes away from traffic 
such as at Melbourne Road which is close to 
the south of the site which provides connections 
to Stapleford town centre as well as nearby 
Bramcote, Beeston and Chilwell.

3.24. Along with Stapleford town centre; Sandiacre, 
Bramcote, Trowell and Ilkeston are all within 5 
kilometres of the site.  In addition to local facilities, 
within the PPG13 defined cycling distance there 
are the sport and recreation facilities at Bramcote 
Leisure Centre; Bramcote Hills Park; Bramcote Hill 
Golf Course; Beeston Fields Golf Club; Erewash 
Valley Golf Club; as well as various religious 
institutions.

 
3.25. Further commentary on the proposed 

improvements to pedestrian and cycle linkages 
from the site are contained in the Design and 
Access Statement.  It is considered that these 
measures demonstrate that walking and cycling 
have been fully considered and the development 
proposals demonstrate that walking and cycling 
provide genuine alternatives to the private car.

 Public Transport
3.26. Continuing with transport related aspects of 

assessing the sustainability of a location for 
development; the next aspect involves identifying 
the opportunities for public transport facilities to 
replace the private car for both local journeys 
and also those over a longer distance.  In relation 
to the application site, the most readily available 
public transport mode is the bus.

Figure 3.2 - A variety of existing cycle networks are available within a short 
distance of the site

Figure 3.1 - Cycling along with walking to nearby facilities is possible from 
the site
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3.27. The site has good access to public transport.  The 
latest published bus timetables show that there are 
excellent existing services running along Ilkeston 
Road, Trowell Road and Pasture Road which link 
the site with Stapleford town centre, Ilkeston, 
Beeston, Long Eaton and Nottingham city.  These 
services comprise routes 15, 18, 20 and 21.  
Further services leave the town centre connecting 
with other service centres including Derby.

 
3.28. In terms of the number 18 Nottingham-Beeston-

Stapleford service, between 6.06am and 6.45pm 
on a weekday there is a regular service on Ilkeston 
Road adjacent the site towards Nottingham city 
centre with a similar return journey service from 
Nottingham city running from 6.20am to 6.45pm.

3.29. In addition the number 15 Old Sawley - Stapleford 
- Ilkeston service provides a half hourly service 
from Pasture Road from 5.58am to 11.46pm 
connecting with areas such as Ilkeston and Long 
Eaton whilst the number 21 runs an hourly service 
in both directions connecting with Nottingham 
city, Queen’s Medical Centre, Trowell and Ilkeston.

3.30. Bus services that serve this site are clearly of 
high quality.  Not only do buses travel throughout 
the day but people can also enjoy the night-
time economy by public transport.  Clearly bus 
operators provide this level of service because 
local residents along this route use the service as 
a real alternative to the car.

3.31. By virtue of the frequency of buses, the 
destinations served and the proximity of existing 
bus stops it is considered that the site is situated 
in a sustainable location with good possibilities 
for bus travel and for multi modal journeys from 
further destinations such as Nottingham and 
Derby.  Pedestrian links between the site and the 
nearby bus stops ensure users can easily walk 
between the site and bus stops to reach the 
routes serving Broxtowe and its hinterland.

 
 education
3.32. The Field Farm site benefits from good access to 

existing schools with eight primary age schools 
and two secondary schools within 2 kilometres of 
the site.

 
3.33. Figures provided by Edubase (28/10/2011) 

show the surrounding schools have a total 
surplus capacity of 112 primary places and 519 
secondary places.

3.34. Apart from the issue of pupil numbers, the location 
of the site means that there is a realistic probability 
of reducing the daily impact of the ‘school run’.

 employment
3.35. The Field Farm site has good access to a range 

of employers that are easily accessible from the 
site, within Stapleford there are a number of 
employment/industrial estates such as at Bessell 
Lane/Palmer Drive and Pinfold Business Park.

Figure 3.4 - bus stop north of Pasture Drive adjacent to the site

Figure 3.3 - The No.15 bus on Pasture Road
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3.36. In addition to these employment areas, Stapleford 
also contains numerous shops, financial services, 
car sales services, shops and restaurants 
providing numerous job opportunities.  These 
employment areas are all within 5 kilometres of 
the sites and are readily accessible by walking or 
cycling.

3.37. As stated above the Field Farm site has good 
access to Nottingham city via the number 18 
and 20 buses which take approximately 40 
minutes, thus making jobs in Nottingham readily 
accessible.  A number of other buses also 
connect to places such as Derby city, Ilkeston 
and Long Eaton providing good access to a wide 
choice of job opportunities.

 Shops, health and Leisure Facilities
3.38. The Field Farm site has good access to existing 

retail facilities.  In particular at a distance of 
around 1.6km from the site, it is very well related 
to Stapleford town centre.  The town centre 
contains a variety of retail outlets which include 
a Co-op supermarket, a Farmfoods shop and a 
Sainsbury’s Local.  

 
3.39. Clearly the town centre does not just provide a 

place where local residents can ‘top up’ their 
shopping but where people can and genuinely do 
their weekly food shop and have access to other 
facilities at the same time.

3.40. The relationship between the site and the town 
centre is of major significance if sustainable 
development is to be achieved and the need to 
travel reduced.

3.41. For the sake of completeness, it is worth 
noting that in addition to the town centre there 
are a number of small retailers along Pasture 
Road within close proximity to the site.  Whilst 
off Pasture Road there is a Lifestyle Express 
convenience store, hot food takeaways, a 
sandwich shop, a hairdressers and the Man of 
Iron pub.  These are the closest retail facilities to 
the south western part of the site. The Jaguar 
public house is also located off Ilkeston Road 
and all of the above local facilities are within easy 
walking and cycling distance of the site.

3.42. In terms of general health services, a full range 
is available in Stapleford.  The Stapleford Care 
Centre has two GP surgeries.  Hickings Lane 
Medical Centre is also located within 2 kilometres 
of the site.

 
3.43. There are a number of other social facilities which 

support the local community including pharmacies 
within Stapleford town centre, as well as opticians 
and dentist practices.  Numerous nurseries also 
operate throughout Stapleford along with a library, 
community centre and a range of community 
groups providing services such as citizens advice.

Figure 3.5 - The Co-operative food store located off Derby Road

Figure 3.6 - Stapleford Care Centre with the adjoining Co-operative pharmacy

Field Farm 3.0 A SUSTAINAbLe DeveLOPmeNT



15
C9006/NDA/CSL/LT/November 2011

Copyright DPDS Consulting
Field Farm
Planning Supporting Statement

3.44. Within 5 kilometres of the site there is a 
substantial range of sport and recreation facilities, 
these include, Bramcote Hills Park and leisure 
centre, Ilkeston Road Recreation Ground, Pit Lane 
Recreation Ground, Pasture Road Recreation 
Ground, Queen Elizabeth Park and Hickings Lane 
Recreation Ground.

 

3.45. The above mentioned park and recreation 
grounds include facilities such as football pitches, 
children’s play grounds, bowling greens, tennis 
courts, cricket pitches and skate park. 

3.46. This section clearly demonstrates that the Field 
Farm site is in a highly sustainable location.  In 
support of the Government’s objective of creating 
mixed and sustainable communities paragraph 

36 of PPS3 states that “the Governments policy 
is to ensure that housing is developed in suitable 
locations which offer a range of community 
facilities and with good access to jobs, key 
services and infrastructure”.

3.47. Further to this, Paragraph 38 of PPS3 includes 
the advice that local planning authorities should 
take into account “The contribution to be made 
to cutting carbon emissions from focusing new 
development in locations with good public 
transport accessibility and/or by means other than 
the private car” (DPDS emphasis).  The distances 
involved ensure that there is a realistic choice 
to walk or cycle to existing physical and social 
infrastructure.

3.48. The site is a short walk from an excellent range 
of local retail and service provision in Stapleford 
town centre all within 2 kilometres.  Spare school 
capacity at both primary and secondary levels 
exists in the immediate locality with the nearest 
schools easily accessible on foot.

3.49. Immediately available to future residents of the site 
are excellent bus services connecting with areas 
such as Nottingham city, Long Eaton and Ilkeston.  
Services run regularly both in the daytime and 
evening.

3.50. The site is located near to a range of possible 
employment opportunities and there is the 
opportunity to cycle to these areas.  With 
facilities, education and employment accessible 
by walking, cycling and public transport there is a 
real opportunity to reduce car use.

3.51. Sustainable development demands that a serious 
effort has to be made to reduce car use and 
to increase accessibility by non-car modes of 
transport.  Residential development at Field Farm 
would provide an excellent sustainable modal 
split.

3.52. 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 Government’s 
presumption in favour of sustainable development 
outlined in the ministerial statement dated 15 
June 2011 and carried through into the Draft 
NPPF is central to its new policy approach. 
When this policy approach is assessed against 
the application scheme there is no evidence to 
suggest that this positive presumption should not 
be made in this case.

Figure 3.7 - bramcote hills Park
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4.0. The PROPOSeD DeveLOPmeNT

4.1. The accompanying Design and Access Statement 
prepared by DPDS identifies how the design 
philosophy of the scheme has evolved having 
regard to the physical and policy context of the 
application site and following discussions with 
officers from the Council.

4.2. W Westerman Ltd intention is that Field Farm 
will be a high quality development providing high 
standards of design and quality construction 
whilst protecting and enhancing landscape and 
biodiversity assets through the careful use of soft 
landscape.  

4.3. Field Farm will provide around 450 new homes 
encompassing a range of house types and 
including extensive family housing.  With a host 
of linkages available to the surrounding area 
and easy access to retail, leisure, education and 
other services, this location offers the opportunity 
to provide a range of homes in a sustainable 
location.

4.4. Further, through enhancements to existing 
linkages to adjoining open spaces, health, leisure, 
sport and recreation, the opportunity exists to 
encourage healthy living facilitate a range of 
activities within a green environment.

4.5. W Westerman Ltd want to provide new homes in 
Stapleford in a way that will contribute positively 
to this community.  The Field Farm proposals 
will provide a variety of property types, from 1 / 
2 bedroom bungalows to 3, 4 and 5 bedroom 
detached houses which will ensure that not only is 
there a range of properties for different stages of 
life but the different properties create an attractive 
and desirable environment in which to live.

4.6. With regards affordable housing and in line with 
Local Plan policy H5, it is W Westerman Ltd 
intention to provide an element of the whole 
development as affordable housing which is 
subject to further negotiations with the Council.  
Given that the Borough Council has aspirations 
to distribute affordable homes across the 
borough to ensure that needs are adequately 
met, in line with policy H5 it is envisaged that 
some of the affordable element will be provided 
off site and secured via a comprehensive 
planning obligation.  

4.7. With regard to the phasing and delivery of 
development on site, it is W Westerman Ltd 
intention that once outline planning permission 
has been obtained, work on the applications 
for the approval of reserved matters and the 
development of the application site could 
commence immediately.

4.8. There are no outstanding issues that would 
preclude development commencing on site 
instantaneously following the grant of planning 
permission for the relevant outline and reserved 
matters applications.  The application site is 
owned by W Westerman Ltd and thus there are 
no outstanding land ownership issues to negotiate.

4.9. The development will respect the prevailing 
character of its surrounding residential context 
and will provide for a scheme that fits with the 
scale and massing of surrounding residential plots 
whilst utilising a traditional palette of materials 
that provides definition and differentiates between 
house types and styles.

4.10. A key aspect of the proposals is to ensure that the 
existing boundary hedges are maintained as far as 
possible to leave the existing feel of Ilkeston Road 
and Stapleford Road intact.  Field Farm has been 
under the ownership of W Westerman Ltd since 
1993, and in that time, swathes of trees have 
been planted and are now established.  Careful 
shaping of these areas, thoughtful landscaping, 
two suds swales and cul-de-sacs will make the 
neighbourhood an open, green and friendly place 
to live.

4.11. The illustrative masterplan (Drawing No. SK14 
Rev: J) incorporates landscaping proposals that 
provide for retained and reinforced landscaped 
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boundaries to Trowell/Stapleford Road, Ilkeston 
Road and the railway line.  The majority of existing 
woodland areas will be retained and incorporated 
within residential curtilages where appropriate.

4.12. Routes through the site will benefit from soft 
landscaping to denote their position in the 
movement hierarchy of the scheme; this will also 
aid the separation of traffic movement and new 
dwellings.

4.13. In terms of local distinctiveness, it is clearly 
important to both Stapleford and Trowell 
communities that their identities are maintained 
by ensuring that there is a substantial break in 
development.  To this end, it is proposed to set 
aside up to 15 acres of land between Pit Lane and 
Boundary Brook which W Westerman Ltd hope to 
transfer to either the Parish Council or Broxtowe 
Borough Council to determine future use.

4.14. Owing to the presence of substantial formal and 
informal open spaces in close proximity to the 
site, no formal open spaces are proposed as part 
of the scheme.  However the integration of Field 
Farm with surrounding open spaces has been 
carefully considered and this is reflected in the 
layout.  Incidental open spaces within the scheme 
will be carefully considered to ensure that such 
spaces are overlooked by dwellings and do not 
become a long term management liability.

4.15. There is currently vehicular access to the site via 
the existing farm access directly from Ilkeston 
Road (A6007), which will cease to function as a 
vehicular access.  

4.16. It is proposed to retain the existing public right of 
way within the site, with a pedestrian and cycle 
only link exiting onto Ilkeston Road, and further 
provide two new vehicular points of access off 
Ilkeston Road.

4.17. The internal layout has been designed in 
accordance with Nottinghamshire County 
Council’s (NCC) adopted design standards 
Highways, transportation and development (Htd) 
and Manual for Streets (MfS).  Therefore the 
internal roads will have an average design speed 
of 20mph or less, incorporating speed reducing 
features and a safe environment for pedestrians 
and cyclists. 

4.18. An appropriate level of car parking and cycle 
storage is capable of being provided.  In addition, 
part of the road hierarchy within the site will 
include a loop road arrangement, which would be 
suitable for future use by buses.

4.19. It is proposed to provide pedestrian/cycle links 
from the site to existing footways and bus stops, 
and to surrounding footpaths and tracks, to local 
amenities, recreation areas and Stapleford town 
centre.  As part of this, it is proposed to extend a 
shared pedestrian/cycle way from the site along 
Ilkeston Road to connect with existing facilities 
at the Ilkeston Road/Coventry Lane junction and 
beyond.

4.20. It is W Westerman Ltd intention to provide a 
balanced mix of house types with the emphasis 
on family housing which (based upon market 
research) is understood to be in demand in this 
part of Broxtowe.
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5.0. PLANNING POLICy

 NATIONAL PLANNING POLICy
5.1. The following Planning Policy Guidance Note 

/ Statements are particularly relevant to this 
development proposal and are analysed 
comprehensively in this section of the supporting 
statement:-

• Planning Policy Statement 1: Delivering 
Sustainable Communities;

• Planning Policy Guidance Note 2: 
Greenbelts;

• Planning Policy Statement 3: Housing;
• Planning Policy Statement 9: Biodiversity and 

Geological Conservation;
• Planning Policy Guidance Note 13: 

Transport;
• Planning Policy Guidance Note 17: Planning 

for Open Space, Sport, and Recreation; and 
• PPS25: Development and Flood Risk.

 PPS1 - Delivering Sustainable Development
5.2. PPS1 sets out the Governments overarching 

policies with regard to delivering sustainable 
development through the planning system.  This 
guidance is relevant to the application in two 
ways as it plans for sustainable development 
through both social cohesion/inclusion and 
design.

5.3. Paragraph 5 of PPS1 emphasises that planning 
should “facilitate and promote sustainable and 
inclusive patterns of urban and rural development 
by:

•	 Making	suitable	land	available	for	
development in line with economic, social and 
environmental objectives to improve people’s 
quality	of	life;

•	 Contributing	to	sustainable	economic	
development;

•	 Protecting	and	enhancing	the	natural	and	
historic environment, the quality and character 
of	the	countryside,	and	existing	communities;

•	 Ensuring	high	quality	development	through	
good and inclusive design, and the efficient 
use	of	resources;	and

•	 Ensuring	that	development	supports	existing	
communities and contributes to the creation 
of safe, sustainable, liveable and mixed 
communities with good access to jobs 
and key services for all members of the 
community”.

5.4. In terms of delivering sustainable development the 
proposal clearly accords with government policy 
in that the proposed development site is situated 
in a sustainable location in close proximity to 
services, amenities and employment.

5.5. Paragraph 35 is supportive of this application as it 
observes the need to integrate development into 
the existing form.  It notes:

 “Good design should:

•	 Address	the	connections	between	people	and	
places by considering the needs of people to 
access	jobs	and	key	services;

•	 Be	integrated	into	the	existing	urban	form	and	
the	natural	and	built	environments;

•	 Be	an	integral	part	of	the	processes	for	
ensuring successful, safe and inclusive village 
towns	and	cities;

•	 Create	an	environment	where	everyone	
can access and benefit from the full range 
of opportunities available to members of 
society:	and;

•	 Consider	the	direct	and	indirect	impacts	on	
the natural environment”.

5.6. In terms of achieving sustainable development 
through design the application clearly accords 
with Government policy contained in paragraph 
35 in that the scheme is situated in a sustainable 
location providing excellent access to jobs and 
key services not only in Stapleford but in the city 
centres of Nottingham and Derby. 
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5.7. The illustrative masterplan (Drawing No. SK14 
Rev: J) included with this outline application 
illustrates how the development integrates with 
the neighbouring residential development and 
urban form to the south of the application site 
and provides linkages into the existing built 
environment of the town, thus ensuring that the 
proposed development would add to the overall 
character of the area. 

 PPG2 - Green belts
5.8. Planning Policy Guidance 2 (PPG2) outlines the 

history and extent of Green Belts and explains 
their purposes.

5.9. As identified in the Broxtowe Local Plan, adopted 
in September 2004, the application site is within 
the Green Belt where “exceptional circumstances” 
must be demonstrated to enable the development 
to be permitted.

5.10. It is the case of the applicants that “very special 
circumstances” exist to justify their permission 
due to the existing housing land supply shortfall 
experienced in the borough (examined at Section 
6.0) and the significant historical support for 
removing this site from the Green Belt.  Green 
Belt issues in relation to the application are 
further expanded upon in Section 7.0 of this 
statement.

 PPS3 - housing
5.11. PPS3: Housing outlines the government’s wider 

economic, social and environmental objective 
of providing sustainable communities.  PPS 3 
requires “the necessary step change in housing 
delivery, through a new, more responsive 
approach to land supply at the local level”.

5.12. Within PPS3 it can be claimed that the 
most relevant clauses in this context are the 
requirements for sites to be:

• Sustainable – as required by paragraphs 1, 
11 etc. The application sites sustainability 
credentials are demonstrated with Section 3.0 
of this statement;

• Deliverable – as required by paragraphs 54 
and 57.  All of the land that comprises the 
Field Farm site is in the legal control of W 
Westerman Ltd, which as the Council will be 
aware is a Regional Housebuilder based in 
Broxtowe.  Therefore, there are no ownership 
constraints, highway constraints or any other 
technical matters as to why this site should 
not be readily deliverable on the grant of 
planning permission.

• Available – as required by paragraph 54 – 
the site is available for development as is 
evidenced by submission of this application;

• Suitable – as required by paragraph 54 – it 
is noticeable that both the Council and a 
Planning Inspector have previously found this 
site suitable for development.  More recently 
the consultants Tribal acting on behalf of the 
Local; Planning Authorities have also found 
this site suitable for residential development; 
and,

• Achievable – as also required by paragraph 
54.  This is defined in PPS3 as “there is a 
reasonable prospect that housing will be 
delivered on the site within five years”.  In view 
of the development plan history on this site, 
and subject to the progress of development 
plan documents securing the removal of this 
site from the Green Belt; Westerman Homes 
are committed to work in partnership with 
the Council to ensure that “housing will be 
delivered on the site within five years”.

5.13. PPS3’s main planning for housing policy 
objectives are set out in Paragraph 10.  This 
states that “The specific outcomes that the 
planning system should deliver are:

•	 High quality housing that is well designed and 
built to a high standard.

•	 A mix of housing, both market and affordable, 
particularly in terms of tenure and price, to 
support a wide variety of households in all 
areas, both urban and rural.
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•	 A sufficient quantity of housing taking into 
account need and demand and seeking to 
improve choice.

•	 Housing development in suitable locations 
which offer a good range of community 
facilities and with good access to jobs, key 
services and infrastructure.

•	 A flexible, responsive supply of land – 
managed in a way that makes efficient and 
effective use of land, including re-use of 
previously developed land, where appropriate” 
(DPDS Emphasis).

5.14. In support of its objective of creating mixed and 
sustainable communities paragraph 36 states “the 
Government’s policy is to ensure that housing 
is developed in suitable locations which offer 
a range of community facilities and with good 
access to jobs, key services and infrastructure”.

5.15. Paragraph 14 reflects paragraph 35 of PPS1 in 
promoting quality design which improves and 
maintains the local character of the area and 
the promotion of designs and layouts which 
make efficient use of land.  Paragraph 48 places 
further emphasis on this by stating “Good design 
is fundamental to using land efficiently. Local 
Planning Authorities should facilitate good design 
by identifying the distinctive features that define 
the character of a particular local area”.

5.16. Paragraph 16 of PPS3 relates to matters to 
consider when assessing design quality, it states:

 “Matters to consider when assessing design 
quality include the extent to which the proposed 
development:

•	 Is	easily	accessible	and	well	connected	to	
public transport and community facilities and 
services, and is well laid out so that all the 
space is used efficiently, is safe, accessible 
and user friendly.

•	 Provides,	or	enables	good	access	to,	
community and green and open amenity and 
recreational space (including play space) 
as well as private outdoor space such as 
residential gardens, patios and balconies.

•	 Is	well	integrated	with,	and	complements,	
the neighbouring buildings and the local area 
more generally in terms of scale, density, 
layout and access.

•	 Facilitates	the	efficient	use	of	resources,	
during construction and in use, and seeks to 
adapt to and reduce the impact of, and on 
climate change.

•	 Takes	a	design-led	approach	to	the	provision	
of car parking space, that is well-integrated 
with a high quality public realm and streets 
that are pedestrian, cycle and vehicle friendly.

•	 Creates,	or	enhances,	a	distinctive	character	
that relates well to the surroundings and 
supports a sense of local pride and civic 
identity.

•	 Provides	for	the	retention	or	re-establishment	
of the biodiversity within residential 
environments”.

5.17. Paragraph 46 of PPS3 provides a list of criteria 
as to how Local Authorities should make the 
most efficient use of land through the location of 
development and although it specifically refers 
to housing density policies in local development 
frameworks (LDF’s), the same principles apply 
for development control purposes and the points 
raised are highly important to the development 
proposals.  Paragraph 46 states:

 “Local Planning Authorities should develop 
housing	density	policies	having	regard	to;

•	 The	spatial	vision	and	strategy	for	housing	
development in their area, including the 
level of housing demand and need, and the 
availability of suitable land in the area.

•	 The	current	and	future	level	and	capacity	of	
infrastructure, services and facilities such as, 
public and private amenity space, in particular 
green and open space.
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•	 The	desirability	of	using	land	efficiently	and	
reducing, and adapting to, the impacts of 
climate change.

•	 The	current	and	future	levels	of	accessibility,	
particularly public transport accessibility.

•	 The	characteristics	of	the	area,	including	the	
current and proposed mix of uses.

•	 The	desirability	of	achieving	high	quality,	
well designed housing having regard to the 
considerations in paragraph 16”.

5.18. The site is within a sustainable location within 
close proximity of Stapleford town centre.  The 
site has good access to all facilities and may 
therefore be regarded as highly sustainable.

5.19. Paragraph 69 of PPS3 outlines guidance for 
Local Authorities on the determination of planning 
applications, stating “Local Planning Authorities 
should	have	regard	to;

•	 Achieving	high	quality	housing;
•	 Ensuring	developments	achieve	a	good	mix	

of housing reflecting the accommodation 
requirements of specific groups, in particular 
families	and	older	people;

•	 The	suitability	of	a	site	for	housing,	including	
its	environmental	sustainability;

•	 Using	land	effectively	and	efficiently;

•	 Ensuring	the	proposed	development	is	in	line	
with planning for housing objectives reflecting 
the need and demand for housing in, and 
the spatial vision for, the area and does 
not undermine wider policy objectives e.g. 
addressing housing market renewal areas” 
(DPDS Emphasis).

5.20. PPS3 encourages Local Planning Authorities 
to ensure land is effectively, efficiently and 
appropriately used to take account of the local, 
regional and national need and demand for 
housing as well as the availability of community 
services and access to jobs, key services and 
infrastructure.  

5.21. PPS3 introduces the concept of a minimum land 
requirement “that ensures that a continuous five 
year supply of deliverable sites is maintained 
i.e. at least enough sites to deliver the housing 
requirements over the next five years of the 
housing trajectory”.  Further assessment of housing 
land availability in Broxtowe Borough is addressed 
in Section 6.0 of this supporting statement.

5.22. Residential development of this site immediately 
adjacent to the urban area of Stapleford is to be 
supported by Government policy.  The site clearly 
conforms to the criteria of PPS3 in that the site 
is available for immediate development, the site 
is suitable for development, and offers a highly 
sustainable location. 

 PPS9 - biodiversity and Geological Conservation
5.23. PPS9 promotes sustainable development 

by conserving and enhancing biological and 
geological diversity. The outline application covers 
these aspects through the evidence submitted by 
EDP in the supporting arboriculture, ecology and 
landscape studies.

 PPG13 - Transport
5.24. PPG13 was published in March 2000 and 

provides broad guidance on issues relating to 
transport.

5.25. Paragraph 75 states that walking is the most 
important mode of travel at the local level, offering 
the greatest opportunity to replace short car 
trips, particularly those under 2 kilometres.  The 
application site is situated within 2 kilometres of 
the facilities in Stapleford town centre.  Pedestrian 
and cycle access into the site is provided from 
Ilkeston Road.  These measures will ensure that 
walking and cycling into Stapleford town centre is 
a real alternative to the car.

5.26. With regards to cycling, Paragraph 78 of PPG13 
considers a threshold of up to 5 kilometre should 
substitute for car journeys.  The distance between 
the site and the centre of Stapleford is easily 
within this 5 kilometre threshold, thus as with 
walking, cycling is therefore a real alternative to 
the car.

Field Farm 5.0 PLANNING POLICy



23
C9006/NDA/CSL/LT/November 2011

Copyright DPDS Consulting
Field Farm
Planning Supporting Statement

5.27. The site has good access to public transport.  The 
latest bus timetables show that there are excellent 
existing services running along Ilkeston Road, 
Trowell Road and Pasture Road which link the site 
with Stapleford town centre, Ilkeston, Beeston, 
Long Eaton and Nottingham city.

5.28. It is considered unlikely that the proposal would 
have any detrimental impact on the highway 
network or users of the highway.  Two points of 
access to the site are proposed from Ilkeston 
Road, both of the proposed points of access into 
the site are designed in accordance with highway 
guidance (Design Manual for Roads and Bridges 
and Manual for Streets). 

5.29. Further discussions pertaining to access to 
the site are made in the submitted Design 
and Access Statement and addressed in the 
accompanying Transport Assessment prepared 
by BSP.  From the above analysis it is clearly 
evident that this proposal is consistent with 
guidance in PPG 13.

 PPG17: Planning for Open Space, Sport and 
Recreation

5.30. PPG17 states that local authorities must ensure 
that there is an adequate supply of open space, 
sport and recreation facilities within their area.

5.31. Paragraph 18 of PPG17 states that local 
authorities should seek opportunities to improve 
the value of existing facilities. 

5.32. As part of the Field Farm development, it is 
proposed to set aside up to 15 acres of land 
between Pit Lane and Boundary Brook which 
W Westerman Ltd hope to transfer to either the 
Parish Council or Broxtowe Borough Council to 
determine its future use.

5.33. The National Playing Fields Association (NPFA) 
recommends a minimum standard for outdoor 
playing space of 2.4 hectares per 1,000 
population (commonly referred to as the ‘6 Acre 
Standard’).  The Fields in Trust (FIT), formerly the 
National Playing Fields Association (NPFA) also 
upholding the 6 Acre Standard developed by the 
then NPFA.

5.34. Furthermore, it is proposed to provide a 
negotiated financial contribution towards the 
maintenance of adjoining open space provision. 

5.35. In addition to the above, within close proximity 
to the site there is a wide range of existing 
open space provision with numerous sport and 
recreation facilities.  These include Ilkeston Road 
Recreation Ground which is directly opposite 
the south east corner of the site which as 
well as sports pitches, has two areas of play 
equipment for children.  Other areas include Pit 
Lane Recreation Ground, Bramcote Hills Park 
and leisure centre, Pasture Road Recreation 
Ground, Queen Elizabeth Park and Hickings Lane 
Recreation Ground.

5.36. Figure 5.1 Table 21 of the Broxtowe Green 
Spaces Strategy 2009-19 sets out proposed 
green space standards for Broxtowe:

Field Farm 5.0 PLANNING POLICy

Source: Broxtowe Borough Council Green Spaces Strategy 2009-19
Figure 5.1 - Green Space Standards for broxtowe    

Green Space Type Maximum distance any 
household should be 
from Green Space Type 

Minimum Size of 
Green Space Type 

Parks & Gardens 500m 1Ha 

Natural & Semi Natural 
Green Space 

300m 2Ha 

Outdoor Sports 
Facilities 

500m 1Ha 

Amenity Green Space 300m 0.25Ha 
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5.37. It is considered that the proposed development 

at Field Farm exceeds these standards due to 
the proposed provision of up to 15 acres of land 
between Pit Lane and Boundary Brook which 
W Westerman Ltd hope to transfer to either the 
Parish Council or Broxtowe Borough Council to 
determine its future use. Furthermore the Field 
Farm site is well within the distance threshold to 
the types of green space outlined in Table 21 of 
the Green Space Strategy.

5.38. With regards outdoor sports provision which 
includes facilities such as football pitches, the 
Green Space Strategy states that “In the South 
of the borough there is a very good distribution 
of Outdoor Sport provision with isolated gaps 
around Beeston West and North of Toton”. 

5.39. With regards all categories of open space 
provision, the Green Space Strategy states that 
“when overlaying all the above 4 categories 
it shows a good distribution of Green Space 
Provision to meet the majority of catchment 
areas across the borough the exception being 
the M1 rural corridor which by its nature is 
sparsely populated”.  Furthermore, in terms of 
all categories of green space, with regards the 
south of the borough in which Stapleford is, the 
Green Space Strategy states that “In the South 
of the borough the area is well covered by the 4 
categories………”

5.40. Therefore, taking into account the findings of the 
Green Space Strategy combined with the high 
level of open space provision in close proximity 
to the application site, it is considered that there 
is more than adequate open space provision to 
absorb the development of Field Farm.

 PPS25 - Development and Flood Risk
5.41. Planning Policy Statement 25 (PPS25) sets out 

Government policy on development and flood 
risk. Its aims are to ensure that flood risk is taken 
into account at all stages in the planning process 
to avoid inappropriate development in areas at 
risk of flooding, and to direct development away 
from areas of highest risk.

5.42. PPS25 requires that when assessing the flood 
risk for potential new development sites a 
sequential approach be followed to site selection, 
directing development to sites that are not 
within the floodplain ahead of those that are.  
When an application is submitted it needs to be 
accompanied by a flood risk assessment of such 
detail as is commensurate with the scale and type 
of proposals.  As part of the proposals a flood risk 
assessment has been carried out by BSP and it is 
submitted with the application package.  It should 
be noted that no built development falls outside 
Flood Zone 1.

 eAST mIDLANDS ReGIONAL PLAN
5.43. The East Midlands Regional Plan (RSS8) was 

published on 12 March 2009 and provides 
a ‘broad development strategy’ for the East 
Midlands up to 2026.  It identifies the scale and 
distribution of new housing and priorities for the 
environment, transport, infrastructure, economic 
development, agriculture, energy, minerals and 
waste.

5.44. Following the election of the Coalition Government 
in May 2010, the Coalition Agreement dated 
6 May stated it was the Government’s stated 
intention to “rapidly abolish Regional Strategies 
and return decision making powers on housing 
and planning to local councils”.  This was followed 
on the 27 May by a letter from the Secretary of 
State further announcing the intended revocation 
of Regional Strategies and a ministerial statement 
dated 6 July, formally announcing the revocation.  
In light of this, Regional Strategies were no longer 
being considered as part of “the development 
plan” by Local Planning Authorities.

5.45. However, on 10 November 2010, the High 
Court upheld a challenge by CALA Homes that 
the powers relied on by the Secretary of State 
could not be used to revoke all Regional Spatial 
Strategies in their entirety.  The effect of the High 
Court’s judgment is that the Secretary of State’s 
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decision to revoke the Regional Strategies has 
been quashed.  Therefore Regional Guidance 
has been restored, and is once again part of the 
Development Plan.

5.46. A further challenge was lodged by CALA with the 
Court of Appeal and the decision was issued on 27 
May 2011.  In effect this decision confirms that the 
Regional Strategies are part of the development 
plan until revoked but that the Secretary of State’s 
intention to abolish is also capable, as a matter of 
law, of being a material consideration. 

5.47. Therefore, at present, the East Midlands Regional 
Plan policies form part of the Development Plan, 
although, the weight to be attached to those 
policies as part of the overall planning balance 
will be reduced to reflect the Government’s stated 
intention to lawfully revoke Regional Strategies.

5.48. The Localism Bill received Royal Assent and 
became the Localism Act on 15 November 
2011, and therefore weight to be accorded to 
the Regional Plan policies will diminish even 
further.  However, the 12-week consultation into 
eight strategic environmental assessments into 
the decision to scrap regional strategies must be 
completed before orders can be laid in Parliament 
to revoke the plans.  Therefore, it is important to 
assess the application proposals in the context of 
the East Midlands Regional Plan.

5.49. The key policies in the East Midlands Regional 
Plan that are particularly pertinent are as follows.

5.50. Policy Three Cities SRS 1 which clarifies that 
Stapleford in part of the Nottingham Principal 
Urban Area.

5.51. Policy Three Cities SRS 2 which clarifies that 
a comprehensive review of the Green Belt is 
necessary “to consider how to accommodate 
future growth requirements over at least the 
next 25 years” which should include considering 
locations within the Green Belt . It clarifies that 
“through their Local Development Documents, 
local planning authorities will have regard to: 

 ………
•	 Sustainable	development	principles;
•	 The	principles	and	purposes	of	including	land	

in	Green	Belt	set	out	in	PPG2;	and
•	 Where	changes	to	the	Green	Belt	are	

proposed, the retention of existing, or creation 
of new, defensible boundaries based on 
natural features or other barriers such as 
major roads”.

5.52. Field Farm can be taken out of the Green Belt 
leaving a new Green Belt boundary that reflects 
the requirements for “defensible boundaries 
based on natural features or other barriers such 
as major roads” as required in both this RSS 

policy and in PPG2 i.e. the railway line as a clear 
physical feature on the ground. This is discussed 
further in section 7.0 of this statement.

 
5.53. Policy Three Cities SRS 3 clarifies the housing 

requirement for Broxtowe is “340 dpa, of which 
at least 180dpa should be within or adjoining 
Nottingham	PUA,	including	sustainable	urban	
extensions as necessary”.  As all land “adjoining 
Nottingham	PUA” within Broxtowe is currently 
in the Green Belt there is no apparent option to 
accommodate the approved housing requirement 
other than consideration of sustainable urban 
extensions onto what is currently Green Belt 
land as the housing requirement is considerably 
greater than that which can be accommodated 
within the existing urban areas.

5.54. Policy Three Cities SRS 5 indicates that “In 
considering major development proposals …… 
Local Authorities and implementing agencies will 
coordinate the provision of enhanced and new 
green infrastructure”.

5.55. It will be readily apparent from the content of 
this application and in particular the previous 
conclusions of Local Plan Inspectors, as 
discussed previously in Section 2.0 of the 
statement, that a sustainable development at 
Field Farm complies with policy requirements 
as it would be on land where the Local Plan 
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Review Inspector concluded “the site’s value to 
the purposes of the Green Belt to be marginal” 
(paragraph 17 of his Report). 

5.56. Its development would also comply with 
policy requirements with regard to Green Belt 
boundaries – see paragraph 1.2 third bullet point; 
and as set out in Section 3.0 of this statement is 
clearly in a sustainable location.  It also accords 
with policy requirements in Three Cities SRS 5 
by providing the opportunity to enhance green 
infrastructure in this area of Broxtowe.

5.57. The provision of a prestigious housing 
development in a sustainable location, with 
access to employment and facilities may 
be regarded as a catalyst for and facilitate 
economic and social regeneration and increased 
confidence in the area and be in close correlation 
with the objectives of the East Midlands Regional 
Plan.

 ADOPTeD bROxTOwe LOCAL PLAN
5.58. The Broxtowe Local Plan, adopted in September 

2004, is the main reference document for forward 
planning in the Borough.  It shows all the land 
allocated for development to cover requirements 
up to 2011 and includes current planning policies 
against which new development proposals are 
assessed.

5.59. In 2007 policies in the Local Plan were scrutinised 
to select those which should be “saved” under a 
legal process required for all local plans to ensure 
that they are kept up-to-date.

5.60. With regard to the Green Belt in Broxtowe, Policy 
K5 states that: “The green belt in Broxtowe will 
extend to the area defined as Green Belt on the 
proposals map”.

5.61. In terms of Policy K5, Section 7.0 of this 
statement deals with Green Belt issues and 
demonstrates that in the  case of the application 
proposals, that although the site is in the Green 
Belt, harm to the Green Belt would be both limited 
and “clearly outweighed by other considerations”, 
such that “very special circumstances” exist to 
justify their permission.

5.62. Policy E1 deals with good design, it states that: 
“Planning permission will not be granted for 
development which does not include each of the 
following criteria where relevant: 
a) The creation or retention of a high standard of 

amenity for all users of the new development 
and	occupiers	of	neighbouring	property;	

b) Design features to enable safe and convenient 
use of buildings and facilities by people with 
limited	mobility;

c) Measures to assist in waste minimisation and 
recycling;	

d) A safe and secure environment, where 
necessary	including	crime	prevention	features;	

e) A high standard of architectural design in 
terms	of	scale,	mass	and	materials;	

f) Respect for the character of  the setting of  
the	proposed	development;	

g)	 A	high	standard	of	landscaping;		
h) A high standard of design  of open spaces 

within	the	development,	where	provided;		
i) Safe and convenient access for  vehicles, 

cyclists	and	pedestrians;	and	
j) Sustainable techniques to minimise the 

impact of surface water discharges”.   

5.63. The siting and layout of the proposed scheme 
has been designed to reflect the above policy 
criteria.  The submitted masterplan (Drawing No. 
SK14 Rev: J) provides an indicative layout that 
represent a well-conceived approach to site layout 
and design and that the character and settings of 
its surroundings was considered from the outset 
as an important constraint upon these illustrative 
proposals.

5.64. As demonstrated in the supporting Transport 
Assessment prepared by BSP Consulting the 
resultant traffic generated by the proposal can be 
accommodated within the highway network and 
will not lead to a detrimental impact upon highway 
safety. 

Field Farm 5.0 PLANNING POLICy



27
C9006/NDA/CSL/LT/November 2011

Copyright DPDS Consulting
Field Farm
Planning Supporting Statement

5.65. The accompanying Design and Access Statement 
and masterplan illustrate that considerable 
landscaping is proposed and where possible 
existing hedgerows and trees are to be retained 
with additional incidental planting proposed 
throughout the development.  The existing Mature 
Woodland will provide a significant landscape 
buffer to the proposals and the western field is to 
be retained as community amenity land and hard 
and soft landscaping is to be included throughout 
the development, ensuring the proposals do 
not result in a detrimental visual impact on the 
surrounding locality.

5.66. The Field Farm proposals ensure that the 
development would be successfully absorbed in 
the landscape, the needs of residents for access 
and recreation are provided for and the setting of 
its surroundings are taken into account.

5.67. The proposal, within its outline context, offers 
benefits in quality of design.  The proposed 
Development would be in accordance with the 
relevant criteria within PPS1 and would accord 
fully with national planning policy objectives 
aimed at creating high-quality new sustainable 
communities.

5.68. Policy E13 sets out prominent areas for 
special protection and includes Stapleford Hill. 
Furthermore, policy E16 seeks to protect sites 
of importance for nature, which includes two 
areas of Stapleford Hill and the Hemlock Stone.  
Both these policies seek to resist development 
which would damage or devalue these or 
have an adverse impact on their character and 
appearance.

5.69. The Field Farm proposals would adequately 
protect and enhance these prominent 
features adjacent to the site, as set out in the 
accompanying Design and Access Statement.

5.70. Policy H1 is designed to ensure that new housing 
is provided in a variety of types, sizes, and 
costs.  It states that: “Development of sites of 
1 hectare or more should provide a variety of 
house types and sizes to cater for a range of 
housing requirements. Proposals which involve 
predominantly a single type or size of house on 
such sites will therefore not be acceptable”.

5.71. As stated previously, the proposal, within 
its outline context, offers benefits in quality 
of design; a range of dwelling sizes, types 
and tenures reflecting local needs with the 
opportunity to be well connected to the adjacent 
urban area.  

5.72. The development at Field Farm would deliver 
high quality housing that would contribute 
positively to the character of the area and would 
create a strong sense of place. The proposed 
Development would be in accordance with the 
relevant criteria within PPS1 and would accord 
fully with national planning policy objectives 
aimed at creating high-quality new sustainable 
communities.

5.73. The masterplan has been designed with the 
objective of delivering a sustainable, socially 
cohesive, integrated and balanced new 
community.  As stated in section 3.0 of this 
statement, the Field Farm site has good access to 
public transport, cycle and pedestrian movement 
networks.

5.74. With regards affordable housing policy H5 sets 
out that “on housing sites of over 1 hectare 
or over 25 dwellings the Council will seek to 
ensure that at least 25% of dwellings built will 
be affordable or, exceptionally, that a financial 
contribution will be made to enable the provision 
of an equivalent amount of affordable housing off 
site”.

5.75. With regards affordable housing and in line with 
Local Plan policy H5, it is W Westerman Ltd’ 
intention to provide an element of the whole 
development as affordable housing which is 
subject to further negotiations with the Council.
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5.76. Policy T1 sets out developer’s contributions to 
integrated transport measures. It states that 
“Planning permission will not be granted for 
developments which generate a requirement 
for the provision of new or improved transport 
infrastructure and services within, directly 
serving or in the transport corridor serving the 
site until appropriate contribution has been 
negotiated towards provision of such measures 
in accordance with Circular 1/97 and its 
successors”.

5.77. A schedule and commentary of proposed heads 
of terms is contained within the covering letter 
which accompanies this application.

5.78. With regards cycling, policy T7 states that 
“provision should be made for the needs of 
cyclists within new development sites and in 
relation to links to adjacent areas and existing 
cycle routes.”

5.79. Policy T9 deals with pedestrian routes and 
facilities and states that “provision should be 
made for the needs of pedestrians within new 
developments and in relation to links to adjacent 
areas and other forms of transport”.

5.80. The site location and dedicated pedestrian and 
cycle access into the site off Ilkeston Road would 
minimise the need for travel.  A high level of 
access to public transport and cycling/pedestrian 
movement networks provides sustainable travel 
choices.  As outlined previously the site is within 
close proximity to regular bus services to Ilkeston, 
Beeston, Long Eaton and Nottingham city.

5.81. Policy T11 sets out guidance for parking and 
states that “Planning permission will not be 
granted for new development unless appropriate 
provision is made for vehicle parking and servicing 
in accordance with the latest guidelines agreed 
with the highway authority”.

5.82. The proposed development will accord with 
adoptable highway standards and provide suitable 
levels of parking provision.

5.83. With regards developer’s contributions to 
education and community facilities, Policy RC4 
states that “where a proposed development 
would result in an identified need for additional 
capacity to be achieved in educational or 
community facilities, planning permission will 
not be granted until provision has been made 
or contribution has been negotiated towards 
measures which assist in meeting such need”.

5.84. With specific regard to the role of planning 
obligations with regard to the proposed 
development, a schedule and commentary 
of proposed heads of terms is contained in 
the covering letter which accompanies this 
application.

5.85. Policy RC6 sets out the open space requirements 
for new developments. It states that “permission 
will not be granted for residential development 
on sites which are 0.5 ha or more, or have 15 
dwellings or more, taking account of any larger 
site of which it forms part, unless: 

a) Provision is made for public open space and 
children’s play areas in accordance with the 
standards set out in Appendix 9, or as set out in 
planning briefs for development sites, or through 
contributions to the provision or improvement of 
facilities	related	to	the	site;	and	

b) The open space and children’s play areas are 
set out and equipped to suit their approved 
purposes;	and	

c) Local landscape, ecological and amenity features 
are retained or enhanced through the provision of  
the	open	space	and	children’s	play	areas;	and	

d) The design of any open space provision will 
take into account possible provision of features 
beneficial to wildlife”.
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5.86. The illustrative master plan takes account of 
these requirements, as detailed in the Design 
and Access Statement.  An extensive community 
amenity area is a key part to the scheme which 
will be accessible to new residents and the 
existing community.

5.87. W Westerman Ltd are willing to enter into 
negotiations with the Local Planning Authority 
to provide a financial contribution if necessary 
towards the maintenance of adjoining open space 
provision.

 emeRGING LOCAL DeveLOPmeNT FRAmewORK: 
GReATeR NOTTINGhAm ALIGNeD CORe 
STRATeGy

5.88. 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).

5.89. There have been two previous formal rounds of 
Core Strategy consultation in 2009 (Issues and 
Options) and 2010 (Options for Consultation).  
Both 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.

5.90. As discussed previously in Section 2.0 of this 
statement, in 2008, the consultants Tribal acting 
on behalf of the Local Planning Authorities 
produced an “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.

5.91. Most recently in 2009, 2010 and 2011 the Field 
Farm site was identified within the ACS as a 
potential Sustainable Urban Extension “North of 
Stapleford” in Broxtowe.  As part of the related 
consultation exercises carried out as part of 
the Core Strategy, DPDS has made substantial 
representations on behalf of W Westerman Ltd.

5.92. Forming part of the evidence base to the most 
recent 2011 consultation, a report considered 
by a meeting of Broxtowe’s Cabinet (12 July) 
assessed the potential of the Field Farm site 
before recommending it as a strategic site 
allocation.  
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6.0. hOUSING LAND AvAILAbILITy

6.1. PPS3 has a principle aim of aiding the delivery of 
“the necessary step-change in housing delivery, 
through a new, more responsive approach to land 
supply at the local level”.  The onus is therefore 
clearly placed upon Local Authorities to be 
proactive in identifying sufficient land for housing 
development to meet increasing need.

6.2. With regard to the delivery of new housing, and 
identifying more specific locations for housing 
growth, paragraph 54 of PPS3 sets out the 
requirement to identify as a starting point, a five 
year supply of housing land.  It states “Local 
Planning Authorities should identify sufficient 
specific deliverable sites to deliver housing in the 
first five years” and to be considered deliverable 
sites should be;

• Be available – the site is available now;
• Be suitable – the site offers a sustainable 

location for development now and would 
contribute to the creation of sustainable mixed 
communities;

• Be achievable – there is reasonable prospect 
that housing will be delivered on the site within 
five years.

6.3. The Regional Plan for the East Midlands set out 
in policy 13a – Regional Housing Provision the 
total housing provision figures that local planning 
should planned for over the period 2006-2026.  
This outlined an annual apportionment of 340 
dwellings per annum upon the administrative 
area of Broxtowe, requiring a total of 6,800 to be 
provided over the plan period 2006-2026. 

6.4. Therefore on this basis, the minimum five year 
requirement would be some 1700 dwellings 
(2011-2016).  However this does not take into 
account past completions from 2006.  Taking 
past completions into account, to meet the 
past shortfall in completions the residual 5 year 
requirement increases to 1845 dwellings.  Figure 
6.1 below provides a simple worked calculation 
of 5 year land supply for Broxtowe taking 
housing land supply information from the Annual 
Monitoring Report (AMR) 2009-10.
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DEMAND   SUPPLY  

East Midlands Regional Plan Dwgs   Dwgs 

Total Requirement (2006-2026) 6800  Large Sites with Full PP, Site Started 290 

Completions 2006-2011 
(assumption 2010-11) 1266  Large Sites with Full PP, Site Not Started 131 

Residual Requirement  (2011-2026) 5534  Large Sites with Outline PP 144 

     Allocated Sites Not PP 712 

Residual annual average = 5534/15 369  Small Sites Outline PP 34 

Requirement for 5 years:  2011-16 1845  Small Sites Full PP Site Not Started 103 

   Small Sites Full PP Site Started 26 

   Conversions/Demolitions/Changes of Use 20 

   

Sites recommended for release in the 
Nottingham City Region Employment Land 
Study (NCRELS) 42 

   Refused Applications principle acceptable 48 

   Lapsed PP principle acceptable 24 

   Sites with Devt Briefs 30 

   TOTAL 1604 

   Current Supply 1604 / 360 = 4.3 Years Supply* 

Figure 6.1 – 5 year housing Land Supply based upon east 
midlands Regional Plan (2009) and Supply Figures contained in 
AmR 2009-10

DEMAND   SUPPLY  

East Midlands Regional Plan Dwgs   Dwgs 

Total Requirement (2006-2026) 6800  Large Sites with Full PP, Site Started 290 

Completions 2006-2011 
(assumption 2010-11) 1266  Large Sites with Full PP, Site Not Started 131 

Residual Requirement  (2011-2026) 5534  Large Sites with Outline PP 144 

     Allocated Sites Not PP 712 

Residual annual average = 5534/15 369  Small Sites Outline PP 34 

Requirement for 5 years:  2011-16 1845  Small Sites Full PP Site Not Started 103 

   Small Sites Full PP Site Started 26 

   Conversions/Demolitions/Changes of Use 20 

   

Sites recommended for release in the 
Nottingham City Region Employment Land 
Study (NCRELS) 42 

   Refused Applications principle acceptable 48 

   Lapsed PP principle acceptable 24 

   Sites with Devt Briefs 30 

   TOTAL 1604 

   Current Supply 1604 / 360 = 4.3 Years Supply* 
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6.5. Based on the above assessment, in the context 
of the East Midlands Regional Plan housing 
requirement, Broxtowe has a shortfall of some 
241 dwellings leading to a current supply of 4.3 
years.  Therefore, based on this requirement, 
Broxtowe does not have a 5 year supply of 
deliverable sites for housing. 

6.6. Further to this, upon analysis of the sites 
included in the 5 year supply it is considered that 
sites included under the categories “Refused 
Applications principle acceptable”, “Lapsed 
PP principle acceptable” and “Sites with Devt 
Briefs” do not meet the requirements set out in 
paragraph 54 of PPS3 and therefore should not 
be included in the 5 year supply of deliverable 
sites.

6.7. Furthermore analysis of sites included in the 
category “Allocated Sites Not PP” reveals 
that the 2010 SHLAA considered some 204 
dwellings in the category to be developable in the 
tranche 5-10 years namely Field Lane, Chilwell 
(50 dwellings), Walker Street, Eastwood (132 
dwellings) and Builders’ Yard, Eastwood Road, 
Kimberley (22 dwellings), therefore these should 
not be included in the 5 years supply. 

6.8. Finally analysis of sites included in the category 
“Sites recommended for release in the 
Nottingham City Region Employment Land 
Study (NCRELS)” reveals that the 2010 SHLAA 
considered both sites included in the 5 year 
supply namely Regent Street, Beeston (22 
dwellings) and West End Street, Stapleford (20 
dwellings) in the category to be developable in the 
tranche 5-10 years, therefore these should not be 
included in the 5 years supply.

6.9. Therefore based on the above, we believe it 
is necessary to remove some 348 dwellings 
from the supply which leaves a figure of 1,256. 
Therefore the resultant calculation = 1,256/369 = 
3.4 Years Supply.

6.10. The Joint Planning Advisory Board for Greater 
Nottingham (JPAB) have decided to continue with 
the Regional Plan housing numbers but with a 
time frame of 2011-28.  The housing provision 
figures have therefore been rolled forward for two 
years and the housing completion rates for 2006-
11 have been removed from the total.  Therefore 
Broxtowe Borough council’s housing provision 
figure is 6,126 dwellings 2011-28 (AMR 2009-
10).  Figure 6.2 below provides a simple worked 
calculation of 5 year land supply for Broxtowe 
taking housing land supply information from the 
Annual Monitoring Report (AMR) 2009-10.

Field Farm 6.0 hOUSING LAND AvAILAbILITy

DEMAND   SUPPLY  

At Endorsed ACS Rate Moving Forward   Dwgs   Dwgs 

Requirement (p.a.) 360  Large Sites with Full PP, Site Started 290 

Total Requirement (2011-2028) 6126  Large Sites with Full PP, Site Not Started 131 

5 Year Requirement  1800  Large Sites with Outline PP 144 

   Allocated Sites Not PP 712 

     Small Sites Outline PP 34 

   Small Sites Full PP Site Not Started 103 

   Small Sites Full PP Site Started 26 

   Conversions/Demolitions/Changes of Use 20 

   

Sites recommended for release in the 
Nottingham City Region Employment Land 
Study (NCRELS) 42 

   Land Study (NCRELS) 48 

   Lapsed PP principle acceptable 24 

   Sites with Devt Briefs 30 

   TOTAL 1604 

   Current Supply 1604 / 360 = 4.5 Years Supply 

Figure 6.2 – 5 year housing Land Supply based Upon endorsed 
Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategy housing Rate and 
Supply Figures contained in AmR 2009-10
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   Lapsed PP principle acceptable 24 

   Sites with Devt Briefs 30 

   TOTAL 1604 

   Current Supply 1604 / 360 = 4.5 Years Supply 
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6.11. Based on the above assessment, in the context 
of the ACS housing requirement, Broxtowe has 
a current supply of 4.5 years.  Therefore, based 
on this requirement, Broxtowe does not have a 5 
year supply of deliverable sites for housing.

6.12. As with the calculation for the East midlands 
Regional Plan, we believe it is necessary to 
remove some 348 dwellings from the supply 
which leaves a figure of 1,256.  Therefore the 
resultant calculation = 1,256/360 = 3.5 Years 
Supply.

6.13. As discussed at Section 3.0 of this statement, on 
25 July 2011 the Government published the Draft 
National Planning Policy framework (NPPF) for 
consultation.  

6.14. In respect of housing, the Draft NPPF sets out 
at Paragraph 107 the Government’s key housing 
objective which is to “increase significantly the 
delivery of new homes” and that “Everyone should 
have the opportunity to live in high quality, well 
designed homes, which they can afford, in a 
community where they want to live.  This means:

•	 increasing	the	supply	of	housing;
•	 delivering	a	wide	choice	of	high	quality	homes	

that	people	want	and	need;

•	 widening	the	opportunities	for	home	
ownership;	and

•	 creating	sustainable,	inclusive	and	mixed	
communities, including through the 
regeneration and renewal of areas of poor 
housing”.

6.15. The application scheme demonstrably achieves 
these objectives in every respect.

6.16. In order to boost the supply of housing 
paragraph 109 states amongst other things that 
local planning authorities should “identify and 
maintain a rolling supply of specific deliverable 
sites sufficient to provide five years worth of 
housing against their housing requirements.  The 
supply should include an additional allowance 
of at least 20 per cent to ensure choice and 
competition in the market for land” (DPDS 
emphasis).

6.17. Although it has been demonstrated above that 
there is substantial shortfall in the Council’s five 
year housing land supply figure, ranging from 
3.4 – 4.5 years depending on the figures used.  
However, when assessed against this new 
guidance the shortfall is further exacerbated as is 
evidenced below:
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East Midlands Regional Plan Dwgs 

Total Requirement (2006-2026) 6800 

Completions 2006-2011 (assumption 2010-11) 1266 

Residual Requirement (2011-2026) 5534 

    

Residual annual average = 5534/15 369 

Requirement for 5 years: 2011-16 1845 

Additional allowance of 20% 369 

Total Requirement (5 years + 20%) 2214 

Adjusted annual average 2214/5 443 

Expected supply of deliverable sites to 2016 1604 

Number of years supply 1604/443 3.6 

Figure 6.3 – 5 year housing Land Supply based Upon east 
midlands Regional Plan (2009) and Supply Figures contained in 
AmR 2009-10 with additional allowance of 20% as endorsed by 
Draft NPPF

East Midlands Regional Plan Dwgs 

Total Requirement (2006-2026) 6800 

Completions 2006-2011 (assumption 2010-11) 1266 

Residual Requirement (2011-2026) 5534 

    

Residual annual average = 5534/15 369 

Requirement for 5 years: 2011-16 1845 

Additional allowance of 20% 369 

Total Requirement (5 years + 20%) 2214 

Adjusted annual average 2214/5 443 

Expected supply of deliverable sites to 2016 1256 

Number of years supply 1256/443 2.8 

Figure 6.4 – 5 year housing Land Supply based Upon east 
midlands Regional Plan (2009) but with Reduced Supply Rate (as 
explained in Paragraph 7.6) with additional allowance of 20% as 
endorsed by Draft NPPF
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6.18. Based on the above assessment, in the context of 
the housing requirement based on the additional 
allowance of at least 20% as endorsed by Draft 
NPPF, Broxtowe’s housing land supply deficit is 
exacerbated even further.

6.19. Paragraph 71 of PPS3 clarifies that “where Local 
Planning Authorities cannot demonstrate an 
up to date five year supply of deliverable sites 
……… they should consider favourably planning 
applications for housing”.  Whilst this should also 
be considered in terms of wider PPS3 criteria 
(such as paragraph 69 – see paragraph 5.19 
of this statement), the requirement to maintain 
a minimum five year supply is of paramount 
importance.

6.20. Clearly there needs to be a significant amount 
of land identified to meet the housing supply 
requirements outlined in the RSS and the 
Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategy. In 
conclusion the proposal at Field Farm provides 
a sustainable opportunity to meet future housing 
supply requirements and should be considered 
favourably having regard to the policies outlined in 
PPS3.
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At Endorsed ACS Rate Moving Forward Dwgs 

Total Requirement (2011-2028) 6126 

Requirement (p.a.) 360 

5 Year Requirement 2011-16 1800 

Additional allowance of 20% 360 

Total Requirement (5 years + 20%) 2160 

Adjusted annual average 2160/5 432 

Expected supply of deliverable sites to 2016 1604 

Number of years supply 1604/443 3.7 

Figure 6.5 – 5 year housing Land Supply based Upon endorsed 
Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategy housing Rate 
and Supply Figures contained in AmR 2009-10 with additional 
allowance of 20% as endorsed by Draft NPPF 

At Endorsed ACS Rate Moving Forward Dwgs 

Total Requirement (2011-2028) 6126 

Requirement (p.a.) 360 

5 Year Requirement 2011-16 1800 

Additional allowance of 20% 360 

Total Requirement (5 years + 20%) 2160 

Adjusted annual average 2160/5 432 

Expected supply of deliverable sites to 2016 1256 

Number of years supply 1604/443 2.9 

Figure 6.6 – 5 year housing Land Supply based Upon endorsed 
Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategy housing Rate but 
with Reduced Supply Rate (as explained in Paragraph 7.6) with 
additional allowance of 20% as endorsed by Draft NPPF 
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7.0. GReeN beLT ISSUeS

7.1. PPG2 policy expects all planning applications 
for development in the Green Belt to be subject 
to the most rigorous scrutiny.  The fundamental 
aim of Green Belt policy, as set out in PPG2, is to 
keep land permanently open.

7.2. Development within the Green Belt which would 
harm its openness is deemed inappropriate 
and paragraph 3.1 of PPG2 states that it 
should not be approved except in “very special 
circumstances”.  Further to this, paragraph 
3.4 of PPG2 sets out 5 exceptions for the 
construction of new buildings within the Green 
Belt stating that:

 “The construction of new buildings inside a Green 
Belt is inappropriate unless it is for the following 
purposes:

•	 Agriculture	and	forestry;
•	 Essential	facilities	for	outdoor	sport	and	

outdoor recreation, for cemeteries, and 
for other uses of land which preserve the 
openness of the Green Belt and which do not 
conflict with the purposes of including land 
within	it;

•	 Limited	extension,	alteration	or	replacement	of	
existing	dwellings;

•	 Limited	infilling	in	existing	villages,	and	limited	
affordable housing for local community needs 
under development plan policies according 
with	PPG3;	or

•	 Limited	infilling	or	redevelopment	of	major	
existing developed sites identified in local 
plans which meets the criteria in paragraph 
C3 or C4 of Annex C.”

7.3. 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 5 exceptions 
listed above to new buildings and would therefore 
be classed as “inappropriate development” in 
terms of PPG2. Such development is only justified 
in “very special circumstances”, which only exist 
where “the harm by reason of inappropriateness, 
and any other harm, is clearly outweighed by 
other considerations” (Paragraph. 3.2).

7.4. 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.

7.5. PPG2 identifies the five purposes for including 
land in the Green Belt as:

• to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-
up 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 land.

7.6. Addressing “harm” in respect of the Green Belt 
and with reference to each of the five purposes of 
that designation cited at Paragraph 1.5 of PPG2:

• 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 
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);

Field Farm 7.0 GReeN beLT ISSUeS
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• although this proposal inevitably “encroaches” 
into the countryside, the degree of 
encroachment arising from the application 
proposals would be limited by the site’s 
strong containment (again see above), in 
turn safeguarding the wider countryside 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 Assessment of Housing 
Delivery in Section 6.0 of this statement).

7.7. 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 was considered at Broxtowe Borough 
Council’s 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”.

7.8. 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”.

7.9. 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 housing 
land availability assessment contained in 

Section 6.0 of this statement indicates a 
deliverable housing supply of 3.5 – 4.5 years 
depending on which range of supply data is 
used, all of which are well below the 5-year 
supply required under PPS3: Housing.  This 
situation is exacerbated even further when 
the additional allowance of at least 20% 
as endorsed by Draft NPPF is applied.  
Therefore, the contribution this application 
can make to the current housing land supply 
position of the Council is 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.

• The sites suitability for development: As 
discussed in Section 2.0 of this statement 
regarding 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 
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with Stapleford.  As discussed at paragraphs 
7.7 and 7.8 above, this is a view shared at 
Broxtowe Borough Council’s Cabinet meeting 
on 12 July 2011.

• 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.

7.10. 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.

7.11. 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.

7.12. It is therefore considered that the minimal 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.

Field Farm 7.0 GReeN beLT ISSUeS
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8.0. CONCLUSIONS

8.1. In conclusion this outline application has a 
close correlation with national, regional and 
local planning guidance and reflects extensive 
constructive discussions with the Local Planning 
Authority.

8.2. This statement including the various supporting 
technical reports address comprehensively the 
key issues and it is contended that on balance 
subject to appropriate matters being covered by 
a Section 106 agreement, permission should be 
granted.

8.3. 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 this change in green belt policy has been 
brought about by the Three Cities Sub Regional 
Strategy – 2 Sub Regional Priorities for Green Belt 
Areas.  Development of the application site would 
provide an opportunity to address the substantial 
housing numbers required by the approved 
East Midlands Regional Plan (an approach that 
has been endorsed by the Greater Nottingham 
Authorities).

8.4. 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.

8.5. 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. 

8.6. 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. 

Field Farm 8.0 CONCLUSIONS
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exTRACT OF The bROxTOwe LOCAL PLAN RevIew INSPeCTORS RePORT 2003

Chapter 4: Housing 

20.   Site H2X should be retained as a housing allocation in the RDDP but at a minimum density 
of 40 dph.  Although classed as a greenfield site I recommend elsewhere that adjoining site 
Ea9 should, for special reasons, be included in Phase 1 of Policy HX.   As this site needs 
to be developed as part of a comprehensive development in conjunction with this adjoining 
site, it should also be included in Phase 1, despite its greenfield category. 

 
Recommendation 
 
21. I recommend that no modification be made to the RDDP in respect of this allocation 

except that it should be included in Phase 1 of Policy HX and at a minimum density of 40 
dph.   

 
 
H2(j) HOUSING SITE - ILKESTON ROAD, STAPLEFORD 
 

 
Background 
 
1.    The Council put forward PIC6 to delete housing allocation H2j and recreation proposals 

RC7 (d), RC8  (i) and RC17 (p) from the RDDP.   I have to deal with objections to the 
RDDP and those to the FDDP that the Council have put before me.   However, at the 
request of the Council, I will at the same time consider the PICs put forward by the 
Council and objections to these.  

 
2.     I conclude earlier that sufficient land should be allocated to meet the SP housing 

requirement and that the Council’s concern to avoid the premature development of 
greenfield land, particularly in the light of the prospective extra capacity of brownfield land 
in Nottingham City, is more appropriately met by the operation of a phasing Policy HX.  
The SP housing requirement in Broxtowe arises mainly from the effects of social changes, 
ageing and separation, among the local population including some residents of Trowell 
Parish.   This requirement should be met in Broxtowe, it cannot be exported to the 
adjoining County, as some suggest.  Even if parts of Stanton Works were available, this 
would go to meeting Derbyshire’s own development needs.  Houses for sale and vacant 
houses are a natural part of the operation of the housing market and the latter have been 
taken into account in deriving the new housing land required.  The Borough Council’s 
Urban Capacity Study demonstrated that there is insufficient “brownfield” land in the 
Borough to meet the SP housing requirement and that some greenfield land will be 
required somewhere.  

 
3.    My conclusions above, do not mean that allocation H2j should automatically be retained in 

the RDDP. I consider it and others against other development possibilities that have been 
put before me during the inquiry.  In assessing their comparative merits I have regard to 
the search sequence in PPG3 and in RPG8 Policy 1.   I have regard to the criteria in 
RPG8 Policy 2 and advice in PPGs.   In respect of Green Belt sites, I have regard to the 
need to demonstrate exceptional circumstances to justify the alteration of Green Belt 
boundaries, among which is the availability of suitable land in sustainable locations 
outside the Green Belt.    

 
Inspector’s Conclusions 
 
Alteration of Green Belt Boundaries 
 
4. The Council is correct that the shortage of brownfield land to meet SP requirements may 

provide the exceptional circumstances to justify alterations to Green Belt boundaries such 
as proposed in the RDDP.  Although the PICs seek to delete a number of allocations, 
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Chapter 4: Housing 

including H2j, the RDDP still retains the very large greenfield allocation H2l at 
Watnall/Nuthall in the Green Belt.   

 
5. However, once consideration is given to altering Green Belt boundaries, it is not simply 

the need to cater for development within the LP period that can provide the necessary 
circumstances.    PPG2, whose advice has remained consistent for many years, makes it 
clear that if Green Belt boundaries are drawn excessively tightly around built up areas it 
may not be possible to maintain the degree of permanence that Green Belts should have 
and there is the risk that encroachment on the Green Belt may have to be allowed in 
order to accommodate future development.  

 
6.      The repeated practice in Nottinghamshire has largely ignored the advice of PPG2 and has 

been to define boundaries only to cater for development needs within each successive 
Plan period.   The basis claimed for this is the lack of strategic guidance beyond the Plan 
period.   However, this has not prevented other LPAs from defining longer-term 
boundaries, including Derbyshire, which is subject to the same RPG.    The consequence 
of Nottinghamshire's approach is that its Green Belt boundaries are subject to alterations 
and pressures at each Plan review.  This detracts from its fundamental characteristic, 
permanency.   Paragraph 1.87 of the SP allows LPs to safeguard land for longer-term 
development where a firm defensible Green Belt boundary exists beyond a line necessary 
to meet 2011 land requirements or where they wish to specify areas for longer-term 
development needs.  The Council prefers to defer re-appraisal of boundaries to the next 
review, but there is no assurance of any change in approach.  

 
7.   I note Westerman’s comments on a number of objections to sites proposed to be removed 

from the Green Belt.  However, in considering such sites my main regard is the degree to 
which they fulfil the purposes of Green Belts set out in PPG2 para 1.5 as well as 
sustainability and other factors.   

 
Green Belt Purposes of the Site 
 
8.     Site H2j does not assist in checking the unrestricted sprawl of a large built up area; the 1st 

purpose of Green Belts. It is contained to the south and to the west by residential estates 
of some depth.  It is contained to the north partly by the Trowell Grove estate and partly 
by a recreation ground and an area of open space with maturing planting. Further north 
beyond this it is contained by the railway, which separates it from the extensive stretch of 
open countryside and Green Belt extending up to Strelley.   It is contained to the east 
partly by the Mayfield Drive estate and by existing open space at Stapleford Hill.   The 
area is well contained in land use, in landscape and in topographical terms.   Its 
development even as an urban extension would not constitute sprawl in terms of PPG2, 
which envisages, in para 2.12, the need in some cases for safeguarded land between the 
edge of the urban area and the Green Belt. 

   
9.    The site assists in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment but only to a limited 

degree; the 3rd Green Belt purpose.  This small area of farmland, mostly grade 4, is 
largely contained by urban developments and non-agricultural uses such as playing fields 
and open space.   In landscape and topographical terms it is a relatively small self-
contained area with well-defined boundaries.   It is much less important in this respect 
than many other Green Belt sites; in particular H2l, which intrudes into an extensive area 
of open countryside and B&MV agricultural land and which is much less contained in 
landscape and landform terms. 

 
10.   Whilst brownfield sites are available for development, this Green Belt site assists urban 

regeneration by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban land; the 5th 
purpose of Green Belts.   However, this purpose can now be more directly achieved 
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through Policy HX with its phasing of greenfield sites.   It is, in any case, a purpose that 
applies to all Green Belt and greenfield sites.  However, it is not achieved with allocation 
H2l at W/N, of which part is in Phase 1 and the rest committed in Phase 2.  

 
11.  The 4th Green Belt purpose by common agreement does not apply around Nottingham.  

The 2nd purpose is to prevent neighbouring towns from merging into each other.   
However, site H2j does not separate neighbouring settlements let alone neighbouring 
towns.   I recognise the attachment of some local residents to the parish of Trowell.   
However, parishes are administrative, ecclesiastical and electoral areas not settlements 
or villages, although they may contain them.  They provide no basis in PPG2 for the 
definition of Green Belts.  They were mostly defined many years ago when conditions 
were very different.  In many cases, major development has since occurred away from the 
historic village core. For Trowell this is shown on the Maps of 1835,1880, 1913 and 1938 
included in the History of Trowell, none of which show any part of the village south of the 
future M1.  

 
12.   Green Belts are a longstanding national landuse policy that has to be applied consistently 

and objectively throughout England, not on the basis of some local perception or 
interpretation, whatever its strength.  Andrew Thomas Planning for Nuthall PC criticises 
the Borough Council for apparently taking the latter into account in deleting site H2j in the 
PICs but treating allocation H2l at W/N differently.   Government policy in PPGs and 
Circulars is quite specific and seeks consistent standards and criteria throughout England; 
they cannot be interpreted to justify the development of any proposed site, as STRAG 
allege. The purpose of Local Plans is to allocate land for future development.   It is 
inevitable therefor that they propose changes somewhere to the status quo and to 
previous planning policies.   This inevitably creates great concern among existing 
residents of the areas affected.   I note the results of the local survey and the strength of 
the petition. I understand the objections of local people about a major change in their local 
environment.  However, new dwellings are needed to meet essentially local needs.  They 
have to go somewhere in the Borough and there are not enough “brownfield” sites to 
meet the housing requirements. The residents of Watnall/Nuthall are equally if not more 
concerned about the much more extensive proposals that remain in the RDDP for their 
area.   The Borough Council and I have to identify sufficient sites to meet the housing 
requirement and we are guided in their selection by government, regional and SP 
planning policies. The basis for any allocation on site H2j is the fulfilment of housing need 
and not any potential gain by a developer, who for the most part exist to provide new 
houses for people in the market area.    

 
13.    I can see little in land use terms to distinguish or separate between Parishes the housing 

developments along the west side of Stapleford Road.  The narrow brook and small 
name-place signs hardly suffice.  As STRAG conceded, it is difficult to perceive that one 
is not in Stapleford north of the brook.  Similarly, I can see little to distinguish these 
housing developments from those to the south of Ilkeston Road or from the Trowell Grove 
and Mayfield Drive estates, apart from age and tenure which are not Green Belt factors.  
They all appear in land use terms to be an extension of the built up area of Stapleford.  

 
14.    They are all physically separate and quite distinct from the village of Trowell to the 

northwest, which although it comprises some modern housing estate development is 
centred upon the historic core.  Indeed STRAG even refer to the Trowell Park estate 
having an identity of its own within the parish.  

 
15.   The old village of Trowell lies some distance from site H2j.   It is out of sight and separated 

from the Trowell Grove and Trowell Park estates by the M1 motorway, the railway and an 
intervening area of open land; all in the Green Belt. There is no danger in these 
circumstances of development on site H2j leading to Stapleford merging with Trowell 
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village north west of the motorway or of Nottinghamshire and Derbyshire being joined, as 
feared by Cllr Robinson. The 1984 LP Inspector, unlike perhaps some ratepayers, found 
that the parts of Trowell (parish) south of the motorway have a markedly different 
character from the rest of the settlement and that development to the west of Stapleford 
Road would be seen as part of the expansion of the Stapleford built up area. He 
concluded that development on Fields Farm would be seen as an extension of the 
Stapleford built up area into open countryside and an area of farmland.  

 
16.   Green Belt policy, as the Borough Council agreed, has no purpose in separating one part 

or estate of a town from another.  In so far as this may be desirable, Policy E13 would be 
more appropriate.   I have to consider the present land use situation not those of some 
former time before certain estates south of the M1 were developed, no matter what the 
objections of that time.  As the Council conceded, none of the Green Belt purposes 
served by site H2j were considered a bar to its allocation for housing in the FDDP and the 
RDDP.  

 
17.    I therefor find the site's value to the purposes of the Green Belt to be marginal; a situation 

confirmed by its allocation in the RDDP and its development mooted on previous 
occasions.   Even if it was not allocated for housing development at this stage, its 
allocation as white land under the FDDP Policy E11 would afford it a high degree of 
protection but would avoid the repeated consideration of its Green Belt purposes at 
successive LP inquiries, which is not only inefficient but detracts from the Green Belt 
concept.    

 
New Green Belt Boundaries 
 
18.   The Council’s contrived Green Belt boundary in the RDDP reflects a particular 

development layout rather than strategic factors and fails to reflect Green Belt purposes.  
It also provides very generous open space allocations in a part of the ward already well 
endowed with open space and with an adjoining a ward enjoying an excess of open 
space against NFPA standards (CD21d).  Such allocations may help to placate some 
local objections to housing development but they are a wasteful use of valuable land, the 
consequences of which are likely to be more Green Belt incursions elsewhere.  As the 
Council accepted at the inquiry, it is important for this reason to get as much development 
out of a Green Belt site as possible.  For these reasons I prefer the “allocations” in 
DPDS’s Revised Master Plan C9006/02/01 to those in the RDDP.  They provide a more 
efficient and effective long-term use of land.  Some of the Council’s Green Belt “wedges” 
would be highly vulnerable at future LP reviews when their Green Belt purposes would be 
questionable. 

 
19.   Previous Inspectors may have found Ilkeston Road to be a suitable Green Belt boundary, 

but they were faced with rather different circumstances.  I find no substance now in the 
view that once the highway boundaries around the site are crossed, the selection of 
alternative Green Belt boundaries is arbitrary, optional and unsatisfactory.   The clear and 
relevant boundary for the Green Belt in this location would follow the railway line to the 
north, the footpath and the eastern edge of RC8 i, as shown on DPDS drawing 
C9006/01/02, even if the Council had not previously considered this.  The protection of 
areas of open space can be better achieved under Policies RC5, RC8 and RC10 and a 
Development Brief than highly contrived Green Belt boundaries on a PM, which may not 
accord with a final detailed scheme.  

 
Impact of Development upon Existing Communities.  
 
20.    Development of site H2j would be well contained by existing open space and quite 

extensive planting that has been undertaken to the north.  This could be supplemented by 
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further open space and planting as illustrated on DPDs’s Revised Master Plan 
C9006/02/01.  Development should be in keeping with the surrounding residential estates 
and I see no reason why it should spoil them in any way.  Whilst it may result in the loss 
of some open views, this is inevitable somewhere on the urban edge if development 
needs are to be met and there are no rights to unchanging or particular private views.  I 
cannot give weight to any impact upon property values, which are, in any case, much 
more affected by macro economic factors. As the site is out of sight of and separated from 
Trowell village by existing residential and employment development and the M1, I cannot 
see how its development would spoil the village.  The opinion that it would devastate 
Trowell and its inhabitants and be a social disaster is again a clear exaggeration; it might 
not be popular but it would lay neither to waste.   It would increase the parish population 
and also its rateable base but I see no disadvantage in that; both could help to support 
existing and new facilities.   Housing may bring an influx of newcomers, but this applies to 
existing as well as new dwellings, although perhaps more gradually.  Again this is a 
feature of new development wherever it is sited and I foresee no special problems in this 
particular area.   I fail to see the relevance of the award to the village in 1951 to present 
land use circumstances.  

 
Impact Upon Neighbouring Open Areas 
 
21.   The playing fields and open space to the north of site H2j already have an urban setting 

with views of housing development to the south west and east and with views to the north 
curtailed by topography and planting.  The views from Stapleford Hill already embrace 
urban areas and site H2j is barely visible from Hemlock Stones Country Park.   Footpaths 
in the development area could be sited through open spaces and access to the open 
countryside to the north is quite close at hand.  I can see little impact from any housing 
development of the site on the Bramcote Hills Strategy, which concerns land some way to 
the east.  Provision for footpath links from Stapleford Hill to the Erewash Valley in the 
west already exist to a large extent and others could be incorporated in any layout if 
needed.   

 
22.    Site H2j, even in the FDDP lies some 200 m from the Prominent Area for Special 

Protection centred upon Stapleford Hill.  It is over 250 m away and out of sight of the 
Nottingham Canal.  Apart from increasing the number of local residents enjoying the canal 
I can see no other significant impact.  

 
Archaeology 
 
23.   Despite some recent investigations, English Heritage has not sought designations of any 

part of the site.   Objections concerned with archaeological potential lack substance and 
appear in respect of most proposed allocations.   R101 and R102 introduced a new Policy 
EXX, which requires an archaeological evaluation and treatment of any remains, which 
should help to safeguard any important remains that might have survived the opencasting 
of the site.  However, there is no evidence of site instability for housing development as a 
result of this. 

 
Wildlife 
 
24.   No part of the site or its surroundings is designated as being of wildlife value, not even a 

local SINC designation.  The hedges, stream and adjacent planting may have some value 
as a habitat but these could all be substantially retained and enhanced as part of a 
development scheme.  Furthermore private gardens can provide a rich if different habitat 
for a range of species.  The diagrammatic Wollaton Wildlife Corridor lies to the north of 
the proposed housing development (CD61).  It is wholly exaggerated to foresee the 
proposed housing development as an ecological disaster. 
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Traffic and Transport 
 
25.   Development of the site could generate over 2000 vpd.  It is however, bounded by two 

major distributor roads, which in off peak times have ample capacity to accommodate the 
traffic generated.  In peak times, Ilkeston Road to the Bramcote Island, in particular, 
experiences severe congestion and I was told of no plans to improve it for private 
vehicles.  I observed no severe congestion at the junction of the A609 with the A6002 
and, as Cllr Rigby accepted, traffic from H2j would be unlikely to take this route.  
However, congested conditions are commonplace in the conurbation during peak periods 
and might be expected wherever new development is mooted.   Safe accesses could be 
provided to the site that would have little effect on the free flow of traffic or safety on the 
adjoining distributor roads. The opportunity also exists to improve conditions at the 
roundabout junction to the south west of the site at the junction of Stapleford, Ilkeston and 
Pastures Roads, to improve pedestrian crossing facilities and to introduce speeds 
reduction measures on these roads.  

 
26.    Provision for emergency access is made by R518 and could always be provided for in the 

detailed design of access roads and adjoining verges.  At this LP stage, it is not my 
concern what form pedestrian crossing points should take or how long subsidies for bus 
services should operate.   The Highway Authorities concern for such matters displays a 
limited grasp of the Local Plan system; it introduces unnecessary work for themselves, 
objectors and the inquiry.   These are clearly details that should be left to a Development 
Brief and any planning application stage.   

 
Public Transport 
 
27.  A reasonably frequent bus service operates along Stapleford Road with a less frequent 

service on Ilkeston Road.   There are currently no direct services to the A52 towards 
Nottingham City Centre; apparently the main attraction in the area.  In consequence, the 
RDDP prescribes a minimum density under Policy H6 of 35 dph.  I consider that this 
density is quite capable of producing a high quality housing development sensitive to its 
surroundings. The site does not directly abut existing housing from which it is separated 
by roads and open space.  I see no sound basis to reduce this density as pressed by 
some local objectors or to increase it as some organisations would wish.  

 
28.   The concern of the Highway Authority about small parts of the site that may lie just over 

400 m from the bus route on Stapleford Road is surprising.   Firstly, a 400 m cut off is 
arbitrary; the NTS shows people willing to walk longer distances to PT services and the 
advice of the IHT is more discriminating (CD127).  It advises desirable, acceptable and 
maximum walking distance for differing purposes rather than the County Council’s one 
size fits all and whilst 400 m to bus stops is desirable, 500 m is acceptable.  Also RDDP 
Policy H6 clearly envisages housing development beyond 400 m.  Furthermore, the 
County Highway Authority might  reflect upon the much greater distances that the County 
Education Authority expect primary school children, among the most vulnerable in society, 
to walk to school. Their one time objection to the layout’s inability to allow bus penetration 
displayed a poor appreciation of bus operation.  Routing services into the development to 
serve relatively few dwellings ignores the penalties that this would impose upon the larger 
number of other residents on site and passengers from further afield a well as upon the 
operating companies, as the IHT warns.    A possible contribution to bus services to serve 
extra demands from the estate might help during the construction period while extra 
patronage builds up, but is a detail for a later stage.  The concerns of local people about 
current service levels is a matter for the Councils and the operating companies to 
address; it does not detract from the development potential of site H2j in the longer term. 
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Location of Major Development 
 
29.  The site adjoins the main urban area of Nottingham according to SP para 1.65, unlike 

Watnall/Nuthall.  It also lies within or close to a Public Transport Corridor (Nottingham – 
Trowell).   Both types of location are the preferred locations for major new development in 
Policy 1/2 of the SP.   I find it difficult to understand why this one out of only 4 corridors 
should have been selected if it had such little obvious development potential.  The railway 
line to the north is within a convenient 200m  - 500 m of all parts of site H2j.   The 
development of a station halt here, which seemed to be favoured by a potential developer 
at one time, could offer a potentially quick, congestion free and reliable service to the City 
Centre.  This would bestow a high degree of transport sustainability to this site and this 
part of Stapleford. It could be a highly significant benefit arising out of any housing 
development.  It would justify an increase in site density to a minimum of 45 dph. The 
operational factors that apparently preclude the provision of a halt seemed obscure.  The 
Council should therefor explore these and possible solutions in more detail with the 
appropriate agencies.   As I conclude earlier in this Chapter, the SP housing provision is 
identified at the District level and neither the SP nor the RDDP suggests any particular 
distribution between the north and south of the Borough.   

 
Local Services 
 
30.   Despite assertions about the capacity of local schools to deal with the extra demands 

resulting from the development, the Education Authority have raised no objections to the 
development of site H2j.  In any case Policy RC3 makes provision for contributions to be 
sought from developers for any extra facilities required as a result of their development. 
There are a number of primary schools and a secondary school within a relatively short 
distance of the site.  The concerns of the Parish Council over school catchment areas are 
a matter for the L.E.A. not me.  

 
31.   Local facilities in Trowell almost 900 m away are limited and reflect the size of the local 

population; a situation unlikely to be altered much by the development of site H2j.  
However, Stapleford District Centre, just over 1 km away, offers a wide range of local 
facilities.  I see no reason why development on Fields Farm should result in major re-
development of this Centre.  There are a few local shops closer.  It is for the Local 
Healthcare Trust and GP practices to respond to additional demands upon them and a 
similar situation is likely to arise with most new development sites, wherever they are 
located.   It would not be appropriate in term of Circ 1/97 to require the developer of Fields 
Farm to make good existing problems and deficiencies in local health care facilities. 

 
Flooding 
 
32. I am in no doubt from the evidence of Mr Warman and others of the seriousness of the 

flooding problems affecting the Trowell Park estate and the properties alongside the brook 
west of Stapleford Road.   The former appears to be due to the effects of the high levels of 
the River Erewash on the surface water drainage system serving the estate.   It is unclear 
how this problem could be easily resolved. Improving conditions on the Erewash could 
involve major works and could cause other problems downstream.  Improvement of the 
Erewash is not something that could be fairly required of any developer of site H2j.  

 
33.   The problems along the brook may be due to a combination of factors including 

obstructions on the watercourse and further west the levels of the River Erewash.  With 
the installation of “balancing” facilities on site H2j, the effect of housing development there 
on the problems along the brook and in the Erewash could at worst be neutral and 
depending upon their capacity could improve existing conditions and I note Mr 
Westerman's concern to address this issue.  Provision of balancing facilities would not, in 
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the developer's eyes, make development uneconomic and ponds could become an 
amenity and wildlife feature.  I feel sure that a developer would recognise the opportunity 
to provide benefits to offset any negative factors of a housing development.  I also note 
the actions undertaken by the Borough Council and that the EA confirmed that existing 
problems can be overcome.  They raised no objections to the development of the site.   
There is no evidence that the Agency has altered its view more recently.  

 
Agriculture 
 
34.  The site having been previously opencast is not degraded, but has been quite well 

restored.  Most of it is classified as grade 4 agricultural land in contrast to H2l at W/N, 
which is mostly B&MV land.   The site’s crop rotation and colourful crops while interesting 
deserve no special protection.  SP Policy 3/13 and government policy favour the 
development of lower grade land to that of B&MV, wherever possible.   

 
Noise and Pollution 
 
35. Housing on the site should cause no particular noise or pollution problems even with the 

extra traffic generated. I see no reason why this site should not provide a proportion of 
affordable housing and I have seen no evidence to support the fears that this type of 
housing creates any undue problems. New housing should give rise to no greater 
incidence of crime than any other housing estate in the area.  Local policing may be 
stretched but there is no evidence that this is confined to Trowell and Stapleford.  This 
appears to be a widespread issue to judge from objections to housing development in 
other parts of the Borough.  Development would not experience high noise or pollution 
levels from the M1 motorway, which lies some distance away beyond other recent 
housing development.  

 
Synthesis 
 
36.  Whilst I am satisfied that site H2j is preferable in almost all respects to allocation H2l at 

W/N, which I recommend be deleted from the RDDP.  It is however, a potentially large 
site with a high dwelling capacity that exceeds the scale of new allocations on Green 
Belt/greenfield land that I need to support in this Review Plan.   This is particularly so as I 
regard the housing allocations for site H2j, even in the FDDP, as wasteful of land and 
unjustified.  There is also the issue of a potential railway halt and it would be shortsighted 
to forego the opportunity of such a sustainable development without pursuing that matter 
vigorously.  I have been able to identify other more suitable sustainable sites mostly 
outside the existing Green Belt, which are to be preferred.  They should in total 
compensate for the deletion of H2l and meet the shortfall arising from the PICs.  I deal 
with issues of distribution of housing sites earlier.  In consequence, I support PIC6 to 
delete all designations in the RDDP on this objection site.    

 
37.  However, despite the increased brownfield capacity in Nottingham City and the reduction in 

the future housing requirement in RPG8, there is likely to be a continuing need for housing 
land after the end of the current LP period.  In view of the merits of the site and its limited 
value in serving Green Belt purposes, I consider that it should not be restored to the Green 
Belt as put forward in PIC6 but should instead be allocated as "Safeguarded Land" under 
Policy E11 from the FDDP.  As the Borough Council conceded at the inquiry, this is one of 
the least damaging sites to take out of the Green Belt.  I also consider that the adjoining 
land RC4 up to the railway line should be deleted from the Green Belt in the interests of 
securing a boundary that properly reflects Green Belt purposes. Policy E11 would provide 
adequate protection from development until the next LP review and even beyond.  I see no 
useful purpose in continuing to repeat all the issues relating to Green Belt at future LP 
inquiries.  The strategy for the current Review should rely upon more than some wishful 
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hope that there will be no need to roll back the Green Belt at future reviews; a hope no 
doubt expressed at earlier reviews.  Instead, the issues at a future inquiry should be more 
closely focussed upon the relative merits of developing this site for housing compared to 
other possibilities. 

 
Phasing Policy 
 
38.  I note Westerman’s suggestions for a Phasing Policy.   The Policy that I recommend is 

designed to bring forward brownfield before most greenfield sites in accordance with the 
search sequence in PPG3 and RPG8 Policy 1, whilst ensuring the provision of sufficient 
land for completions to meet SP housing requirements within the Plan period.  

 
Recommendation 
 
39.   I recommend that the RDDP be modified by deleting all the designations in the RDDP and 

as put forward in PIC6 and that the site should be shown as Safeguarded Land on the PM 
subject to a new Policy E11 drawn from the FDDP.  The area adjoining this area up to the 
railway line, as shown on DPDS drawing C9006/01/02, should be deleted from the Green 
Belt and also shown as Safeguarded Land on the PM subject to the same Policy E11.   I 
otherwise recommend no other modifications to the RDDP in respect of the above 
objections.  

 
 
 
H2(k) HOUSING SITE - LAND NORTH OF BILBOROUGH COLLEGE, STRELLEY 

A2(G) APPENDIX 2G, DEVELOPMENT BRIEF: LAND NORTH OF BILBOROUGH 
COLLEGE, STRELLEY 

 
Inquiry Change 
 

The Council has recommended that paragraph 3 of Policy H2(k) should be 
amended to read,  

 

IC84 ‘Land is close proximity to the site should be identified for replacement 
recreational facilities which should be completed prior to occupation of the first 
dwelling’. 

 
Inquiry Change 
 

However, after further consideration the Council has recommended that the final 
paragraph of Policy H2 (k) should be amended to delete the second occurrence of 
the word “provision” and insert in its place the word “facilities”. 

IC38 

 
SUPPLEMENTARY PROOF TO 034 

 
H2(K) HOUSING SITE - LAND NORTH OF BILBOROUGH COLLEGE, STRELLEY 
 
A2(G) APPENDIX 2G, DEVELOPMENT BRIEF: LAND NORTH OF BILBOROUGH COLLEGE, 
STRELLEY 
  

1. As a result of points which arose during the inquiry session on this topic, the 
Council wishes to propose four Inquiry Changes.  These are detailed below.   
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