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Non Technical Summary 

  

Context 

1. The Local Plan includes a housing requirement of 6600 dwellings between 2014 and 2034. The 

Council’s Strategy is to focus the majority of development (50% or more) on the four most 

sustainable towns (level 1 of the Settlement Hierarchy) and strategic sites. The remaining 

development requirement is to be focused on the 11 settlements with good levels of 

sustainability (level 2 of the Settlement Hierarchy). 

 

2. Housing provision: 

 3565 dwellings are proposed within Level 1 settlements and Strategic Sites; 1266 of which 

are on Green Belt land (19% of the overall provision) 

 2517 dwellings are located within level 2 settlements 

 539 dwellings are located within level 3 and 4 settlements and in countryside locations 

 TOTAL: 6621 dwellings 

 

3. A large total of the housing provision is made up of completions and existing permissions. 

There are 975 completions and 3882 permissions, 3268 of which will be allocated. This leaves 

1,743 dwellings which the Council need to allocate to the most appropriate location.  

 

Relationship of housing land requirement and the distribution strategy  

4. The overall potential housing supply on non-Green Belt land and without planning permission is 

1,503 dwellings. This has been derived from the Housing Land Availability Assessment and 

further Policy Assessment and was further informed by the Sustainability Appraisal on housing 

sites. This supply is not sufficient to meet the housing requirement proposed in the Local Plan, 

and there is a shortfall of 240 dwellings. 

 

5. However, not all of the remaining dwelling supply is located within the four most sustainable 

towns. The majority of the remaining supply is within level 2 settlements. To be able to meet the 

Local Plan Strategy with regards to housing distribution and focus at least 50% of development 

in the four main towns and Strategic Sites, the remaining requirement which needs to be 

allocated, should be focussed on the four main towns of Clay Cross, Dronfield, Eckington and 

Killamarsh. The Housing Land Availability Assessment and further Policy Assessment shows 

that Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh do not have any further remaining developable supply 

on non Green Belt land; the only remaining supply is located in Clay Cross. The only realistic 

developable supply in Clay Cross is for 155 dwellings. This results in a shortfall of 1254 

dwellings to meet the Local Plan Strategy of focussing the majority of development on the four 

most sustainable towns and strategic sites1.  

 

6. Without Green Belt release, there is insufficient housing land supply to meet the sustainable 

Local Plan strategy to housing distribution 

 

 

 

                                                           
1 This shortfall is larger than the shortfall identified in paragraph 4 because it does not include the supply in 
the level 2 settlements. If this supply were to be included, the Local Plan strategy of focussing the majority of 
development on the four main towns would not be met.  
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Exceptional Circumstances  

7. Three out of the four most sustainable settlements (level 1) are surrounded by the Green Belt. 

These settlements are Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh. The Housing Land Availability 

Assessment shows that supply in these inset Green Belt settlements is limited. Further detailed 

investigation into the potential supply as part of a Housing Capacity Study for the northern 

settlements has confirmed that supply is limited.  

 

8. Evidence from the Employment Sites Review shows that all existing designated employment 

land in these settlements should be retained for employment use, with the exception of land 

already allocated for housing. Evidence from the Playing Pitch Strategy and Recreation Survey 

also shows that there is no oversupply in sports pitches and recreation facilities within these 

settlements. Therefore, there is no scope to use employment land and recreation facilities for 

housing development. 

 

9. The fourth level 1 settlement of Clay Cross is located in the south of the District and is outside 

the Green Belt. It has an overall housing land supply of 170 dwellings. The Former Biwaters 

Strategic Site, which is located in Clay Cross, will be able provide another 825 dwellings. To 

meet the proposed housing requirement without Green Belt release, Clay Cross would need to 

provide a minimum of 1415 dwellings to meet Local Plan Strategy of distributing the majority of 

development to level 1 settlements and strategic sites (i.e. more than 50%).  

 

10. However, even if the supply in Clay Cross were to be increased, this would not mean that these 

dwellings could all be delivered within the Plan Period, as there may not be sufficient market 

demand for all of these. Directing a large proportion of development to one settlement would put 

these sites in competition with each other, do nothing to avoid the prospect of market saturation 

and fail to achieve the delivery of houses.  

 

11. The Local Plan Strategy of distributing the majority of development to level 1 settlements and 

strategic sites may also be achieved without Green Belt release by identifying another strategic 

site. However, no clearly identifiable strategic sites have come forward through the Council’s 

numerous ‘Call for Sites’ exercises, and the search area for strategic sites is fairly limited once 

constraints such as Green Belt land in the north, high value landscape areas in the west and 

HS2 implications in the east have been discounted. 

 

12. Furthermore, the limited housing land supply in three of the four most sustainable settlements in 

the northern area of the District would be likely to have serious implications for these 

settlements, in particularly regarding the affordability of housing in these areas. The lack of 

housing land supply will increase market prices in high demand areas and therefore exacerbate 

the affordability issue. Furthermore it would be very difficult for these settlements to maintain 

their contribution to the economic growth of the District and City-Region. 

 

13. Overall the harm of releasing a small portion of Green Belt land is considered limited. The North 

East Derbyshire Green Belt has its formal origins within the County of Derby Development Plan 

1975, which identified its primary purpose as “to prevent the coalescence of Chesterfield and 

Sheffield and to maintain the integrity of settlements in between”. The Council is proposing to 

release 0.6% of Green Belt land. A rigorous site selection process has been applied to ensure 

that the coalescence of the larger urban areas and the integrity of the settlements in between is 
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prevented, and that the parcels of land with the least impact on the purposes of the Green Belt 

are identified.  

 

14. The proposed Local Plan policies aim to mitigate the loss of Green Belt land by ensuring 

development schemes maintain any physical boundaries that provide visual and functional 

separation from the Green Belt, and enhance these, where possible. Development schemes 

should incorporate effective landscaping schemes and buffers, where required, to create long 

term defensible boundaries. Local Plan policy SCD12: High Quality Design and Place-Making 

refers to this.  

 

15. In addition to this, the description of the housing allocations includes a requirement for 

compensatory improvements to the environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining 

Green Belt land where appropriate, in order to off-set the effect of removing the land from the 

Green Belt. 
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1. Introduction 

 

1.1 A Green Belt is an area of land which is kept permanently open to prevent urban sprawl. The 

most important attribute of Green Belts is their openness and permanence. Green Belts can 

shape patterns of urban development at sub-regional and regional scale, and help to ensure 

that development occurs in locations allocated in development plans. They help to protect the 

countryside, be it in agricultural, forestry or other use. They can assist in moving towards more 

sustainable patterns of urban development.  

 

1.2 The idea of maintaining a belt of open land around towns goes back to 1935 when the Greater 

London Regional Planning Committee proposed ‘to provide a reserve supply of public open 

spaces and of recreational areas and to establish a green belt or girdle of open space’. The 

Town and Country Planning Act 1947 allowed local authorities around the country to 

incorporate green belt proposals in their first development plans. Circular 42/55 invited local 

planning authorities to consider the establishment of Green Belts. 

 

Aim of Paper 

1.3  The aim of this paper is to explain which areas of land North East Derbyshire District Council is 

proposing to release from the Green Belt, through the preparation of the Local Plan, for the 

main purpose of providing land for housing development. The paper will demonstrate the 

exceptional circumstances that justify the Council’s approach to Green Belt release.  

 

1.4 The evidence documents which have been used to draw up this paper are as follows: 

1. North East Derbyshire Green Belt Review, February 2017 (parts 1 and 2) 

2. North East Derbyshire Green Belt Functionality Study, 2015 

3. North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw SHMA-OAN update, October 2017 

4. Settlement Hierarchy Study, December 2017 

5. Housing Land Availability Assessment and further Policy Assessment, November 2017 

6. Housing Capacity Study for Dronfield, Eckington, Killamarsh and Renishaw, October 

2017 

7. Draft Sustainability Appraisal, January 2018 

 

North East Derbyshire Green Belt 

1.5 The North East Derbyshire Green Belt (10,355 ha) covers a substantial part of the District 

(37.7%), located between Sheffield and Chesterfield in the north, Chesterfield and Wingerworth 

in the south and also the land to the west of Chesterfield to the Peak Park boundary. It 

surrounds the towns of Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh, and a number of smaller 

settlements which are inset into the Green Belt by Settlement Development Limits. A range of 

small villages and hamlets are ‘washed over’ by the Green Belt.  Map 1 shows the area of the 

district covered by the Green Belt. 

 

1.6 First drawn up in 1955, The North East Derbyshire Green Belt has its formal origins within the 

County of Derby Development Plan 1975, with its primary purpose identified as, “to prevent the 

coalescence of Chesterfield and Sheffield and to maintain the integrity of settlements in 

between”. After a long process of consultation and public involvement in 1985, the North East 

Derbyshire Green Belt Local Plan was completed and formally adopted by the County Planning 

and Countryside Committee on 23rd April 1986. 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Development_plans
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1.7 The Green Belt boundaries have been generally maintained through revisions to Regional 

Plans, Structure Plans and North East Derbyshire’s Local Plans. The most recent iteration 

being the North East Derbyshire Local Plan 2001-2011(adopted in 2005). In 2002, the Council 

carried out a Green Belt Review to inform the 2005 Local Plan, with a limited impact on the 

Green Belt overall.  
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National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

1.8 The NPPF recognises the protection of Green Belts as one of the Core Planning principles. 

Paragraph 79 emphasises that the Government attaches great importance to them and the aim 

of Green Belt policy to prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open. The essential 

characteristics of Green Belts are seen as their openness and their permanence.  Paragraph 80 

of the NPPF notes the five purposes of a Green Belt as: 

 to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built up areas; 

 to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another; 

 to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 

 to preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and 

 to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and other urban 

land. 

 

1.9 At paragraph 83, the NPPF recognises that local planning authorities with Green Belts in their 

area should establish boundaries in their Local Plans which set the framework for Green Belt 

and settlement policy. Once established, Green Belt boundaries should only be altered in 

exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the Local Plan. At that time, 

authorities should consider the Green Belt boundaries having regard to their intended 

permanence in the long term, so that they should be capable of enduring beyond the plan 

period. 

 

1.10 The NPPF is clear that when drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning 

authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development. 

They should consider the consequences for sustainable development of channelling 

development towards urban areas inside the Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages 

inset within the Green Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary. 

(paragraph 84) 

 

1.11 Paragraph 85 explains that when defining boundaries, local planning authorities should: 

 ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting identified requirements for 

sustainable development; 

 not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open; 

 where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban 

area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching 

well beyond the plan period; 

 make clear that the safeguarded land is not allocated for development at the present 

time. Planning permission for the permanent development of safeguarded land should 

only be granted following a Local Plan review which proposes the development; 

 satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of 

the development plan period; and 

 define boundaries clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely 

to be permanent. 

 

1.12 The NPPF gives clear guidance as to what may be acceptable within a Green Belt and national 

policy is clear that development in the Green Belt can only be justified in exceptional 

circumstances.   
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Court Decisions 

1.13 The Courts have also provided a steer on what constitutes ‘exceptional circumstances’ for the 

amendment of the Green Belt.  In the case of Calverton Parish Council v Greater 

Nottingham Councils [2015] EWHC 1078, the Judge helpfully set out a number of matters that 

ideally should be identified and dealt with in order to ascertain whether ‘exceptional 

circumstance’ exist to justify amending the Green Belt.  The five tests set out in the judgement 

provide an appropriate framework for considering whether ‘exceptional circumstances’ exist to 

justify amending the Green Belt boundary. They are: 

1. The acuteness/intensity of the objectively assessed need (matters of degree may be 

important); 

2. The inherent constraints on supply/availability of land prima facie suitable for sustainable 

development; 

3. Based on the facts of each case, the consequent difficulties in achieving sustainable 

development without impinging on the Green Belt; 

4. The nature and extent of the harm to this Green Belt (or those parts of it which would be lost 

if the boundaries were reviewed); and 

5. The extent to which the consequent impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt may be 

ameliorated or reduced to the lowest reasonably practicable extent. 

 

1.14 The Courts have also held that circumstances are not exceptional unless they do necessitate a 

revision to the boundary.  In the case of Gallagher Estates Limited and Lioncourt Homes 

Limited v Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council [2014] EWHC 1283, the Judge noted the 

following: 

 

“For redefinition for a Green Belt, paragraph 2.7 of PPG2 required exceptional 

circumstances which “necessitated” a revision of the existing boundary.  However, this is a 

single composite test; because, for these purposes, circumstances are not exceptional 

unless they do necessitate a revision of the boundary (COPAS at [23] per Simon Brown LJ). 

Therefore, although the words requiring necessity for a boundary revision have been 

omitted from paragraph 83 of the NPPF, the test remains the same. Mr Dove expressly 

accepted that interpretation. He was right to do so”.2 3 

 

1.15 In these circumstances it must be shown that any Green Belt revisions meet the five tests and 

the amendments are necessary in the interests of the proper planning of the District. 

 

Housing White Paper 

1.16 The Government published its Housing White Paper ‘Fixing our broken housing market’ in 

February 2017. It is a statement of intent, rather than adopted guidance. To implement the 

planning reform package from the Housing White Paper, a draft revised NPPF is envisaged to 

be published before Easter with an ambition to publish the final revised NPPF in the summer, 

as stated in the latest letter from the Chief Planning Officer (30 January 2018). In anticipation, 

North East Derbyshire District Council has aimed to take into account the White Paper’s 

contents in the preparation of the Local Plan. 

                                                           
2 Gallagher Estates Limited and Lioncourt Homes Limited v Solihull Metropolitan Borough Council [2014] 

EWHC 1283, §125(ii)(b 
3 It should be noted that the decision was not overturned in the Court of Appeal on this point (para. 35) or 
generally. 
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1.17 In terms of removing land from the Green Belt, the Housing White Paper proposes providing 

some assistance in the definition of the term ‘exceptional circumstances’. The proposal is that, 

before Green Belt is released to provide for development, the Local Planning Authority must 

demonstrate that they have examined fully all other reasonable alternatives for meeting their 

identified need, including 

 making effective use of suitable brownfield sites and the opportunities offered by estate 

regeneration; 

 the potential offered by land which is currently underused, including surplus public 

sector land where appropriate; 

 optimising the proposed density of development; and  

 exploring whether other authorities can help to meet some of the identified development 

requirement.  

 

1.18 The Housing White Paper also suggests that consideration should be given to off-setting the 

effect of removing land from the Green Belt by requiring compensatory improvements to the 

environmental quality or accessibility of remaining Green Belt land and/or higher contributions 

be collected from development as a consequence of land being released from the Green Belt. 

 

1.19 The Council has fully examined all reasonable alternatives as part of the exceptional 

circumstances test and these are summarised in the conclusion chapter of this report. For ease, 

they have also been included in appendix G. 
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2. Local Plan Development Strategy 

 

2.1 The Local Plan proposes a housing target of 6,600 dwellings between 2014 and 2034, which 

equates to 330 dwellings per year, as justified in the Housing Topic Paper, January 2018. The 

aim of the Local Plan is to provide for the most sustainable approach to meet the development 

needs of the district, directing growth to the District’s more sustainable settlements in order to 

take advantage of their greater employment opportunities, better transport links and services 

and facilities. This is based on evidence from the Settlement Hierarchy Study 2017, which 

analysed the roles that different settlements perform for their communities. A settlement’s 

position in the hierarchy reflects its relative sustainability derived from scores associated with 

population levels, facilities and services, employment opportunities, and public transport 

provision.   

 

2.2 Level 1 Settlements in the hierarchy comprise the Towns of Clay Cross, Dronfield, Eckington 

and Killamarsh which are considered to be the most sustainable locations for new development 

in terms of the range of services and facilities they provide and support and because they 

generate the greatest needs for new housing, jobs, services and facilities. In 2011, these four 

towns contained almost 50% of the district’s housing and 48% of the population.   

 

2.3 Level 2 settlements are those with a good level of sustainability, whereas Level 3 settlements 

have limited sustainability and Level 4 settlements are generally small in scale and lacking in 

services and facilities.  

 

2.4 It is considered that the level 1 and 2 settlements as set out in Table 1, are the most 

sustainable. The Local Plan Strategy envisages that the four level 1 Towns and Strategic Sites 

together will accommodate the majority of the District’s housing growth requirement during the 

Plan Period. The level 2 settlements are proposed to provide the locations for the remaining 

planned housing growth. There will be no allocations in the level 3 and 4 settlements, although 

existing completions and permissions are counted towards the supply. Future windfall 

developments of appropriate scale may be acceptable in line with criteria based policies or in 

accordance with Neighbourhood Plans. 

 

2.5 However, in reality, 975 dwellings have already been completed and 3882 dwellings have 

planning permission. This only leaves 1743 dwellings which the Council needs to allocate to 

most appropriate locations.  

 

2.6 During the preparation of the Local Plan, the Council has considered and consulted on several 

alternative options for the distribution of development across the District, which were all 

appraised as part of the Sustainability Appraisal. The Sustainability Appraisal confirms that Clay 

Cross, Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh are the most sustainable towns, and that focussing 

on these is the most appropriate option. The Housing Topic Paper sets out the spatial 

distribution justification. 

 

2.7 Table 1 below includes the dwellings yield of the overall housing provision and the proposed 

allocations for the level 1 and 2 settlements and shows in the third column how many of those 

allocations are on land currently within the Green Belt. The Council is proposing to allocate 
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5032 dwellings4. Of these, 1266 dwellings are on land currently within the Green Belt, which is 

19% of the total housing provision between 2014 and 20345. 

 

2.8 The last column indicates the allocations without Green Belt release. It shows that to be able to 

meet the Local Plan Strategy of accommodating more than 50% of the housing provision in the 

level 1 settlements and strategic sites, and not release Green Belt land, Clay Cross would need 

to accommodate the majority of the allocations, or a new strategic site would need to be found.  

 

2.9 Locating the majority of development in Clay Cross is not a realistic option. The settlement 

neither has the land supply, nor the capacity for the market to deliver this many dwellings within 

less than 20 years. Additionally, Clay Cross already includes one of the two Strategic Sites 

earmarked for housing development adding a further 825 dwellings to the town’s contribution.   

 

2.10 The Council has also not identified another Strategic Site. Paragraphs 4.50 and 4.51 explain 

further. 

 

2.11 Furthermore, limited housing land supply in three of the four most sustainable settlements in the 

northern area of the District would have adverse implications for these settlements, in 

particularly regarding the affordability of housing in these areas, as well as economic 

implications.  

 

2.12 The Council considers that the release of Green Belt land is necessary to ensure the delivery of 

the Council’s strategy, which would accommodate the most sustainable development pattern by 

focusing on the most sustainable towns in terms of the range of services and facilities they 

provide and support and because they generate the greatest needs for new housing, jobs, 

services and facilities. This provides the exceptional circumstances to justify Green Belt release 

on sites which have least impact on the strategic functions of the Green Belt. Without Green 

Belt release, the Local Plan would not be able to contribute to the achievement of sustainable 

development. Furthermore, the developable housing supply on non Green Belt land in the four 

main towns is not sufficient to meet the requirement, nor is the land supply sufficient in other 

settlements of the District. Chapter 4 explains this is further detail.  

 

 

  

                                                           
4 3268 dwellings already have planning permission 
5 1266 dwelling of total 6621 dwelling provision = 19.12% 
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Table 1: Proposed Housing allocations with Green Belt release and without Green Belt release 

 Total 

provision6 

Proposed 

Allocations 

(dwelling 

yield) 

Green Belt 

Allocations 

(dwelling yield) 

Allocations 

without Green 

Belt release 

(dwelling yield)  

Level 1 Settlements and Strategic Sites – 3565 dwellings (=54%) 

Clay Cross 329 170 - 14157 (or a new 

strategic site) 

Dronfield 569 475 475 0 

Eckington 603 518 400 118 

Killamarsh 523 471 391 80 

Strategic Sites 1541 1541 - 1541 

Level 2 Settlements – 2517 dwellings (=38%) 

Calow 73 67 - 67 

Grassmoor 272 127 - 127 

Holmewood 519 435 - 435 

Morton 129 80 - 80 

North Wingfield 131 72 - 72 

Pilsley 129 85 - 85 

Renishaw 6   0 

Shirland 192 132 - 132 

Stonebroom 96 65 - 65 

Tupton 370 329 - 329 

Wingerworth 600 465 - 465 

Level 3 and 4 Settlements and countryside locations – 539 dwellings (=8%) 

TOTAL 6621 5032 1266 5011 

 

 

 

                                                           
6 Including completions between 2014 and 2017, permissions on small sites or within small settlements which are 

not allocated, allocated sites with permission and allocated sites without permission 
7 1415 dwellings will achieve the overall target of 6600 dwellings, whereas the proposed allocations slightly 

overprovide at 6621. This explains the difference between the Totals at the third and fifth column. 
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3. Proposed Green Belt Release – site selection 

 

Background 

3.1 Previously, the Council has aimed to pursue a Local Plan strategy which followed the principle 

of protecting the Green Belt in the North of the District and providing for development in other 

areas of the District. However, through consultation and further site assessments, it was found 

that this strategy would prevent housing coming forward in the most sustainable settlements. A 

detailed Green Belt Review was carried out in 2016/17, building upon the findings of the 2015 

Green Belt Functionality Study. Appendix A sets out the process which led to the decision to 

carry out a Green Belt Review. 

 

3.2 This chapter provides an overview of the Green Belt Review results and the site assessment 

process which was followed to identify sites to be released from the Green Belt. 

 

Green Belt Review Results 

3.3 The Green Belt Review 2017 undertook a detailed assessment of 457 parcels of Green Belt 

land surrounding existing settlements and around the main urban areas of Sheffield and 

Chesterfield which adjoin North East Derbyshire. The parcels were defined using mainly 

existing durable physical boundaries and current land use characteristics (as far as possible). In 

order to reinforce the objective of promoting sustainable development patterns only land within 

400m of the existing urban area was considered as part of the study.  This ensures that only 

those areas with good accessibility to the services and facilities in the existing settlements is 

considered.   

  

3.4 The parcels were then assessed against a set of criteria in order to measure how well the land 

contributes to the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt, as defined in the NPPF. 

These criteria are explained in detail in the Green Belt Review 2017, Part 2 Report. The parcels 

which were considered to be robustly fulfilling at least one of the purposes of including land 

within the Green Belt were ruled out of further consideration. 

 

3.5 The Green Belt Review identified two parcels that no longer fulfil a Green Belt purpose, located 

on the edges of Holymoorside and Cutthorpe.  These parcels are now substantially developed 

and no longer remain open. They do not have any development capacity. Table 2 includes their 

details. The minor changes to the Green Belt boundary to remove these areas from the Green 

Belt will not result in any harm to Green Belt purposes.  

 

Table 2: Green Belt parcels which no longer fulfil a Green Belt purpose 

Settlement Green Belt 

Review parcel 

reference 

Site address Site area 

(ha) 

Yield 

Cutthorpe CUT/GB/003 Land on the B6050 adj Rosene 

Cottages 

0.34  0 

Holymoorside HOLY/GB/024 Land to the North of Loads 

Road 

0.88 0 
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3.6 A further 13 parcels on the edges of the settlements of Dronfield, Killamarsh, Holymoorside, 

Cutthorpe, Holmesfield, Ridgeway, Marsh Lane, Barlow Commonside and Old Brampton were 

identified as not robustly meeting Green Belt purposes. These parcels are substantially 

contained by the existing built-up area and are partially developed.  They have a potential total 

yield of 761 dwellings8.  

 

3.7 As a consequence of the limited development potential identified by the initial assessment, the 

Green Belt Review continued to undertake a two part Supplementary Assessment as set out in 

the Green Belt Review methodology. The Supplementary Assessment is based on the results of 

the Green Belt Functionality Study 2015 and follows a sequential approach to ‘top-up’ the 

potential land for release.  

 

3.8 Supplementary Assessment A sought to identify those parcels where development would have 

least impact on the strategic function of the Green Belt in North East Derbyshire.  As such, this 

involved removing the scoring against Purpose 3 (safeguarding the countryside) in areas that 

the Green Belt Functionality Study 2015 identified as making a limited, or no contribution to, the 

function of the Green Belt. This identified a further 28 parcels which only partially meet Green 

Belt purposes.   

 

3.9 A further step, as part of Supplementary Assessment B involved removing the scoring against 

Purpose 3 (safeguarding the countryside) in areas that the Green Belt Functionality Study 2015 

identified as making a significant contribution to the function of the Green Belt. This identified a 

further three parcels which only partially meet Green Belt purposes.   

 

3.10 Appendix B lists the land parcels which were identified during the initial assessment and 

Supplementary Assessment A and B. It shows their scoring on each Green Belt purpose and 

during which stage it was identified. In summary, the overall scores were assigned according to 

the following criteria: 

1 Red: The parcel robustly meets at least one Green Belt purpose; 

2 Amber: The parcel partially meets two or more Green Belt purposes; and, 

3 Green: The parcel partially meets one Green Belt purpose or does not meet any other 

Green Belt purposes 

The sites could accommodate a potential yield of 3,846 dwellings on 46 parcels.  

 

3.11 The next stage in the Green Belt Review was to consider how deliverable and available the 

identified parcels are. Several deliverability criteria were used, in line with the Council’s Land 

Availability Assessment (LAA), and Policy Assessment. Paragraph 4.18 of part 2 of the Green 

Belt Review explains the results in greater detail. It concludes that the parcels have a 

developable yield of 2,676 dwellings on 26 out of the 46 parcels. 

 

3.12 It is important to note that this stage in the Green Belt Review presents an initial assessment of 

constraints and availability issues for the remaining parcels and does not identify which parcels 

should be allocated for development. Further work as part of the Council’s Land Availability 

Assessment (LAA) and Sustainability Appraisal was also undertaken. The information below 

therefore combines the Green Belt Review results with the further LAA and Sustainability 

Appraisal work. Site yields may have been adapted in light of the further evidence.  

                                                           
8 This is before suitability, availability, achievability and further policy assessment has been carried out. 
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Site Selection 

3.13 As explained in chapter 2, the Local Plan Strategy directs the majority of development to the 

four most sustainable towns in level 1 of the Settlement Hierarchy. Of the four most sustainable 

towns, three are surrounded by the Green Belt, namely Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh.  

The Green Belt site selection process has therefore focused on these three settlements only.  

 

3.14 Out of the 46 parcels identified which do not or only partially meet Green Belt purposes, 19 

parcels are located adjacent to Dronfield, Eckington or Killamarsh. Another two are located 

adjacent to Chesterfield, but it is not currently considered necessary to release land from the 

Green Belt near Chesterfield, as this Authority has not asked North East Derbyshire to assist in 

meeting their targets. The 19 parcels are included in Appendix C, which also provides a 

summary of the site assessment results. 

 

3.15 The site assessment results show that 6 parcels are considered undevelopable due to suitability 

and availability issues. A 7th parcel has some availability issues, which means it will not be able 

to come forward within the Plan Period. These are indicated in red in Appendix C. 

 

3.16 13 parcels, indicated in amber in Appendix C, are considered developable within the Plan 

Period.  They were explored in further detail to choose the most appropriate sites, as their 

overall yield of 1,618 dwellings is more than needed to meet the remaining 1,254 dwelling 

requirement (as described in the Housing Topic Paper, January 2018, and paragraph 4.16 in 

the Green Belt Topic Paper).    

 

3.17 Appendix D provides an overview of the further exploration, which looked at the results of the 

Green Belt Review, the Sustainability Appraisal, the Housing Land Availability Assessment and 

deliverability. It shows that there is little difference between the remaining parcels to easily 

select one parcel over the other, the reasoning for selecting specific sites is set out in 

paragraphs 3.18 to 3.20 below. To ensure that each of the three settlements is able to grow, the 

Green Belt site selection focused on each individual settlement and select the most deliverable 

site(s) in the settlement. 

 

3.18 Dronfield includes four remaining parcels from which to select: Land off Shakespeare Crescent 

& Sheffield Road (DRO/GB/042), Land north of Eckington Road, Coal Aston (DRO/GB/025), 

Land off Hilltop (DRO/GB/051 and 052) and Land at Stubley Lane, Stubley 

Hollow(DRO/GB/081). Land north of Eckington Road is the only parcel in Dronfield which 

was identified during the initial Green Belt Review Assessment, rather than at the 

Supplementary Assessment stages. This was because 10% of the site was already developed. 

It is considered that this site can be delivered (partially) within the first five years after adoption. 

Although there are some landscape concerns, they exist on many of the Green Belt sites and 

can be mitigated. Housing development may also help to re-balance the current demographic 

composition of the Coal Aston Ward. Land off Shakespeare Crescent has limited deliverability 

issues and development of the parcel would strengthen the Green Belt boundaries. Land at 

Stubley Lane is a smaller site where highway access issues have been overcome and which is 

expected to come forward within the first five years after Adoption of the Local Plan. Land at 

Hilltop still has some highway access issues to resolve. Although traffic and transport appraisal 

work has been carried out, this would see access through a small existing estate with potential 

highway network issues. The site would therefore likely only come forward towards the end of 
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the first five years, or from year six onwards. There may also be potential air quality and noise 

issues due to the proximity of the A61. Land at Hilltop is considered to have slightly more 

constraints than the other sites in Dronfield, and should therefore not be allocated. The other 

three parcels are recommended for allocation. 

 

3.19 Eckington includes two remaining parcels from which to select: Eckington South (ECK/GB/021 

and 022) and Land at Bolehill Lane (ECK/GB/024). Eckington South includes two parcels, 

both of which have prepared several evidence base documents which gives confidence that this 

site can be delivered (partially) within the first five years after adoption. Land at Bolehill Lane 

on the other hand is not as far advanced and it is therefore unlikely that the site could be 

delivered in the first five years after adoption of the Plan. It is therefore recommended to only 

allocate Eckington South. 

 

3.20 Killamarsh includes four remaining parcels from which to select: Land at Westthorpe 

(KIL/GB/025), Land at Upperthorpe Road (KIL/GB/021), Land off Rotherham Road 

(KIL/GB/006) and Land to the East of Barber’s Lane (KIL/GB/002). Landowners at land at 

Westthorpe have prepared several evidence base documents and are ready to submit a 

planning application, which gives confidence that this site can be delivered (partially) within the 

first five years after adoption. Both Land off Rotherham Road and Land to the East of 

Barber’s Lane have been identified during the initial Green Belt Review Assessment, rather 

than at the Supplementary Assessments. This is due to the land being partly used as a 

domestic curtilage. However, it is considered that the Land to the East of Barber’s Lane has 

slightly more constraints than Land at Westthorpe and Rotherham Road, and there is no 

concrete evidence of developer involvement. Although Land at Upperthorpe Road has 

developer interest, there is little evidence of the developer having prepared the appropriate 

evidence base documents, to be in a position to submit a planning application. Furthermore, 

there are constraints related to the distinct historic landscape patterns on the site. It is 

recommended to allocate land at Westthorpe and Rotherham Road. Land to the East of 

Barbers Land and Upperthorpe Road have slightly more constraints and have a slightly lower 

confidence of being delivered within the first five years after adoption of the Local Plan. 

 

Proposed Green Belt release 

3.21 It is therefore proposed to allocate the 7 parcels (6 proposed allocation sites)9 in table 3. The 

Council proposes to release these parcels from the Green Belt. 

 

  

                                                           
9 Two adjacent parcels in Eckington have been combined into one allocation. 
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Table 3: Proposed Allocations and Green Belt release 

 

Settlement Allocation 

reference 

Green Belt 

Review 

parcel 

reference 

Site address Site 

area 

(ha) 

Yield 

Dronfield DR1 DRO/GB/042 Land off Shakespeare Crescent and 

Sheffield Road 

9.90 235 

  
DR2 DRO/GB/025 Land north of Eckington Road, Coal 

Aston 

10.47  200 

  
DR3 DRO/GB/081 Land at Stubley Drive, Stubley 

Hollow 

1.17 40 

Eckington 

EC1 ECK/GB/021 

and 

ECK/GB/022 

Eckington South 18.08 400 

Killamarsh KL1 KIL/GB/0025 Land at Westthorpe 15.05  321 

  KL2 KIL/GB/006 Land at Rotherham Road 3.06 70 

TOTAL    57.73 1266 

 

 

3.22 As explained above, the Green Belt Review identified two parcels that no longer fulfil a Green 

Belt purpose, located on the edges of Holymoorside and Cutthorpe.  These are proposed to be 

released from the Green Belt and included within the Settlement Development Limits of these 

settlements. A housing allocation is not proposed here as the parcels are largely developed 

already. Furthermore, there are three areas in Dronfield and Killamarsh immediately adjacent to 

the proposed housing allocations above that are proposed to be released from the Green Belt 

but not allocated. It would be illogical to release allocated Green Belt land, but not these smaller 

adjacent sites which are included in the same Green Belt parcel, but have existing development 

on site which does not provide any development potential. Furthermore, without the release of 

these small areas, Green Belt boundaries would not be as strong as with their inclusion. 

 

Table 4: Proposed Green Belt release on non-allocated land 

 

Settlement Green Belt 

Review parcel 

reference 

Site and reason for release Site area 

(ha) 

Cutthorpe CUT/GB/003 Land on the B6050 adj Rosene Cottages – 

no longer fulfilling a Green Belt purpose 

0.34 

Holymoorside HOLY/GB/024 Land to the North of Loads Road – no 

longer fulfilling a Green Belt purpose 

0.88 

Killamarsh KIL/GB/006 Land at Rotherham Road – there are a few 

existing properties on the Green Belt 

parcel. They do not provide any 

redevelopment potential and have been 

excluded from the allocation site. However 

they are located between the existing built 

up area and the proposed allocation, 

essentially landlocked. It would therefore be 

illogical to not release this from the Green 

0.51 
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Belt, together with the allocation site. 

Killamarsh KIL/GB/0025 The roads on either site of the Land at 

Westthorpe allocation are suggested to be 

released from the Green Belt, together with 

the housing allocation. It would be illogical 

to leave them in the Green Belt and release 

the housing allocation. 

0.82 

Dronfield DRO/GB/025 The sports grounds on Eckington Road, 

Coal Aston is excluded from the allocation, 

as the landowner indicates it is unavailable, 

and the Council would not wish to see the 

loss of a sports ground. The land is located 

between the existing built up area and the 

proposed allocation. It would therefore be 

illogical to not release this from the Green 

Belt, together with the allocation site, so 

that strong Green Belt boundaries are 

ensured. 

4.93 

 Dronfield DRO/GB/081 Land at Stubley Drive – some properties 

garden land and tree belt are located 

between the allocation site and the road. 

The road forms a strong Green Belt 

boundary, therefore it would therefore be 

illogical to not release this from the Green 

Belt, together with the allocation site. The 

road itself is also released from the Green 

Belt. 

0.72 

TOTAL   8.2 

 

 

Safeguarded Land  

3.23 The NPPF requires that when defining Green Belt boundaries authorities should have regard to 

their permanence in the long term, so that they are capable of enduring beyond the plan period.  

The identification of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban area and the Green Belt can help to 

meet longer-term development needs that extend beyond the current plan period, thereby 

avoiding the need for a review of the Green Belt with each Local Plan review 

 

3.24 However given the inherent uncertainty of accurately predicting development needs beyond the 

plan period, it is difficult to say how much land would be required and whether the locations 

selected now would be appropriate in the future.  This makes it difficult to demonstrate 

exceptional circumstances for removing the land from the Green Belt for the purposes of 

safeguarding and therefore in the absence of clear evidence, the Plan does not identify any 

safeguarded land. 

 

 Scale of proposed Green Belt release 

3.25 As set out in paragraph 1.6, the North East Derbyshire Green Belt has its formal origins within 

the County of Derby Development Plan 1975, which identified its primary purpose as “to prevent 

the coalescence of Chesterfield and Sheffield and to maintain the integrity of settlements in 

between”. In total 65.93 ha Green Belt land is proposed to be released. Appendix E includes a 
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map showing the proposed Green Belt release. This is 0.6% of the overall Green Belt in North 

East Derbyshire. Overall this does not adversely impact the original purpose of the North East 

Derbyshire Green Belt, as great care has been taken to prevent the coalescence of the larger 

urban areas and the integrity of the settlements in between. 
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4. Exceptional Circumstances 

 

Approach 

 

4.1 Paragraph 83 of the NPPF makes it clear that, “Once established, Green Belt boundaries 

should only be altered in exceptional circumstances, through the preparation or review of the 

Local Plan”.   

 

4.2 Therefore the question arises as to whether the Council’s situation in terms of the Local Plan 

and the evidence brought forward regarding the proposed release of Green Belt land amounts 

to ‘exceptional circumstances’ in accordance with the NPPF. 

 

4.3 There is no definition of what constitutes ‘exceptional circumstances’ in the NPPF, or in the 

accompanying planning practice guidance.  As set out in Section 1 of this paper, the Courts and 

Housing White Paper provide some guidance on what will constitute ‘exceptional 

circumstances’.  Essentially, the Council must show that it is necessary to amend the Green 

Belt to meet the needs of the Borough and the five tests set out in the Calverton Parish 

Council v Greater Nottingham Councils [2015] EWHC 10784 provide a mechanism to 

examine whether there is actually a need to amend the Green Belt to secure the a sustainable 

pattern of development. 

 

4.4 Due to the lack of any greater level of advice, it is considered that Court judgement, together 

with the recent statements in the Housing White Paper, establish a justifiable approach to this 

issue.  

 

4.5 The five tests set out in the Calverton judgement are: 

1. The acuteness/intensity of the objectively assessed need (matters of degree may be 

important); 

2. The inherent constraints on supply/availability of land prima facie suitable for sustainable 

development; 

3. Based on the facts of each case, the consequent difficulties in achieving sustainable 

development without impinging on the Green Belt; 

4. The nature and extent of the harm to this Green Belt (or those parts of it which would be lost 

if the boundaries were reviewed); and 

5. The extent to which the consequent impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt may be 

ameliorated or reduced to the lowest reasonably practicable extent. 

 

4.6 These tests are addressed below. The Housing White Paper proposals regarding examining all 

other reasonable alternatives have also been included. For ease, these are also summarised in 

Appendix G. 
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Test 1: Acuteness/Intensity Of The Objectively Assessed Need 

 

Housing requirement  

4.7 The Local Plan includes a housing requirement of 6600 dwellings between 2014 and 2034, as 

explained in chapter 2. The justification for this target is set out in the Housing Topic Paper, 

January 2018.  

 

4.8 The Council’s Strategy is to focus the majority of development (50% or more) on the four most 

sustainable towns (level 1 of the Settlement Hierarchy) and strategic sites. The remaining 

development requirement is to be focused on the 11 settlements with good levels of 

sustainability (level 2 of the Settlement Hierarchy).  

 

 Housing supply 

4.9 The Housing Topic Paper sets out that the supply to meet the requirement is firstly made up of 

sites which have been completed since 2014 and those which have planning permission. 975 

dwellings have been completed between 2014 and 2017 and 614 dwellings on small sites or 

sites within level 3 or 4 settlements have planning permission10. Furthermore, 3268 dwellings 

have planning permission on major sites within level 1 and 2 settlements and will therefore be 

allocated. This means there is a remaining requirement of 1,743 dwellings which need to be 

allocated.   

 

 Table 5: Completions and permissions and remaining requirement 

Requirement 6600 dwellings 

Completions 2014 - 2017 975 dwellings 

Permissions not allocated 614 dwellings 

Permissions allocated 3268 dwellings 

Remaining requirement 1743 dwellings 

 

 

4.10 Additionally, the Housing Topic Paper sets out the site selection process for finding the most 

appropriate sites to allocate, explaining that the starting point is the Housing LAA and Policy 

Assessment, followed by an initial sieve. The Sustainability Appraisal has also informed the site 

selection process. The Housing LAA and policy assessment process considered 460 sites, with 

a total yield of 35,215 dwellings. Of these, 28,835 dwellings were found not to be deliverable, or 

not in line with policy. The deliverability criteria included Green Belt location, flood risk, highway 

access, neighbouring uses, etc. The policy criteria included impact on heritage assets, 

landscape character, built form and character, Green Infrastructure, etc. The Housing LAA and 

policy assessment Report outlines each criterion used to assess a site in more detail.   

 

4.11 The remaining sites which are considered deliverable and in line with the policy criteria (on non-

Green Belt land) have a potential yield of 6,380 dwellings. However, 688 of these dwellings are 

located in level 3 and 4 settlements, or immediately adjacent to a neighbouring district, and 

have therefore been excluded from the capacity, due to sustainability considerations. 

Furthermore, sites below 10 dwellings have been discounted (106 dwellings) and 815 dwellings 

are tied up in larger strategic sites and allocations which are not expected to come forward in 

their entirety (table 6, row 6) within the Plan Period. This leaves 4,771 dwellings which are 

                                                           
10 On 31/03/2017 
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considered to be developable, in line with the policy criteria (on non-Green Belt land), and in a 

sustainable location.  

 

4.12 Of these 4,771 dwellings, 3268 dwellings have planning permission and are allocated as 

described in para 4.9 above. This leaves a potential supply of 1,503 dwellings to choose from.  

Table 6: Supply considerations 

 

 Table 7: Supply with Planning Permission 

 

4.13 A next step in the site selection process is to look at major sites which are pending decision on 

a planning application and which are considered developable within the Council’s ‘Housing 

Land Availability Assessment (LAA) and further policy assessment, November 2017’ should be 

allocated. This includes a total of 334 dwellings. This leaves a requirement of 1,409 dwellings to 

find (1,743 dwellings remaining requirement minus 334 dwellings suitable pending applications). 

It also means that the overall remaining supply has dropped from 1,503 dwellings to 1,169 

dwellings.  

 

4.14 Table 8 shows clearly that the remaining supply cannot meet the remaining requirement. The 

shortfall is 240 dwellings. 

 

Table 8: Remaining requirement vs remaining District supply  

Remaining requirement 1,743 - 334=1,409 dwellings 

Remaining supply 1,503 - 334=1,169 dwellings 

Difference 240 dwellings 

 

  

Starting yield  35,215 dwellings  

Undeliverable, or not in line with policy  28,835 dwellings  

Remaining  deliverable dwellings (on non GB land)  6,380 dwellings  

Dwellings in less sustainable settlements (level 3, 4 and remote 

locations, as well as near neighbouring authorities)  

688 dwellings  

Sites with less than 10 dwellings (between 5 and 9 dwellings) 106 dwellings 

Delivery beyond the Plan Period 815 dwellings 

Remaining developable dwellings in sustainable locations (on 

non GB land) which may be developed within the Plan Period 

4,771 dwellings 

Total 4,771 dwellings 

With Planning Permission 3,268 dwellings 

Without Planning Permission 1,503 dwellings 
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4.15 However, not all of the 1,169 dwellings are located within the four most sustainable towns (see 

test 3); 693 dwellings are located within the level 2 settlements and only 476 dwellings in the 

level 1 settlements. To be able to focus at least 50% of development at the four main towns and 

Strategic Sites, the remaining requirement should be focussed on the four main towns of Clay 

Cross, Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh, as described in para 4.8 above. Table 9 shows that 

the only remaining supply without planning permission or pending planning applications is in the 

four main settlements is located in Clay Cross. The sites which make up this supply have 

therefore been explored further and the results show that three sites with a yield of 155 

dwellings are developable, but that the other two, with a potential yield of 321 dwellings have 

many constraints which cumulatively makes it very uncertain that a suitable and achievable 

development can come forward (para 4.48 provides further detail on the inherent constraints).  

 

4.16 This means that the four main towns can supply an additional 155 dwellings to the remaining 

requirement of 1,409. Table 10 shows clearly that the remaining supply cannot meet the 

remaining requirement. The shortfall is 1254 dwellings. This shortfall is larger than the 

shortfall identified in paragraph 4.14 because it does not include the supply in the level 2 

settlements. If the level 2 settlement supply were to be included, the Local Plan strategy of 

focussing the majority of development on the four main towns would not be met. 

 

Table 9: Potential supply without planning permission in level 1 settlements and Strategic Sites 

 Major sites without Planning Permission 

Clay Cross 476, of which 155 is realistically developable 

Dronfield 0 

Eckington 0 

Killamarsh 0 

Strategic Sites 0 

Total 155 

 

Table 10: Remaining requirement vs remaining supply in the level 1 settlements and strategic 

sites  

Remaining requirement 1,409 dwellings 

Remaining supply in level 1 settlements 

and strategic sites 

155 dwellings 

Difference 1254 dwellings 

 

 

Implications for the Northern Settlements  

4.17 The above shows that the four northern settlements of Dronfield, Eckington, Killamarsh and 

Renishaw have a very limited housing land supply. This would have implications on the 

affordability of housing in these areas. The Housing Needs, Market, and Affordability Study 

(HNMAS) (2012) identifies a significant need for affordable housing in the North of the District 

specifically. The lack of housing land supply will increase market prices in high demand areas 

and therefore exacerbate the affordability issue.  

 

4.18 Furthermore, a limited housing land supply would result in a limited new population who could 

provide the labour supply to support the existing safeguarded employment land. It would be 

http://www.ne-derbyshire.gov.uk/environment-planning/planning/planning-policy/local-plan-2011-2031/evidence-base/housing-needs-market-and-affordability-study
http://www.ne-derbyshire.gov.uk/environment-planning/planning/planning-policy/local-plan-2011-2031/evidence-base/housing-needs-market-and-affordability-study
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very difficult for these settlements to maintain their contribution to the economic growth of the 

District and City-Region, compromising both. Also, investment to improve the existing town 

centres, in line with the Regeneration Frameworks, may only happen if more spending power is 

expected. Limited new population would also limit new spending in the existing town centres, 

which therefore may limit investments.   

 

4.19 Some areas also see an imbalance in the demographic profile. For example, the Coal Aston 

ward as part of Dronfield, sees the highest percentage of elderly people in the entire District 

(43.5% of population is 61+ years). Limited new housing will not be able to address this 

imbalance.  

 

4.20 Limited housing land supply in high demand areas may also put more pressure upon land 

currently used for services, employment and recreation provision to be converted to housing, as 

well as more garden development, resulting in town cramming.      

 

 

Test 2: The inherent constraints on supply/availability of land suitable for sustainable 

development  

 

4.21 The Green Belt accounts for around 36% of the total area of the district. This significantly 

impacts on the availability of land for development within the district. Test 1 (para 4.13) has 

explained that the housing land supply of 1503 dwellings on non Green Belt land cannot meet 

the remaining housing requirement of 1743 dwellings. Furthermore, paragraph 4.16 sets out 

that in particular the three most sustainable settlements within the Green Belt have a very 

limited supply. Dronfield, arguably the most sustainable settlement in the District11, has the 

lowest housing land supply within its boundaries and no possible larger sites. To meet the 

strategy of more than 50% of the housing provision in the four main towns and strategic sites, a 

minimum of 3301 dwellings should be located in these towns and strategic sites. However, land 

for only 2620 is available. 

 

4.22 This demonstrates that the existing supply cannot meet the overall housing requirement (240 

dwellings shortfall), and has an even larger shortfall (at least 681 dwellings) to meet the strategy 

approach to the distribution of housing development. 

 

4.23 This test looks at the inherent constraint on the supply of land in detail. 

 

Supply within Green Belt settlements 

 

4.24 Due to the very limited supply in the settlements surrounded by the Green Belt, as identified in 

the Housing Land Availability Assessment and Policy Assessment, further work was carried out 

to identify any other potential housing capacity in the four level 1 and 2 settlements within the 

Green Belt, unconstraint by the site size or the landowner availability12. 

 

                                                           
11 Settlement Hierarchy Study, December 2017 
12 The LAA and Further Policy Assessment used a minimum 5 dwellings threshold in line with the National 

Planning Policy Guidance. The NPPF and PPG also require sites to be available. In the LAA and Further Policy 

Assessment, sites were discounted where the landowner was not known. Both constraints were not applied in the 

capacity study. 
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4.25 The Council published two Housing Capacity Studies for the Northern Parishes and the Rural 

West in 2012, looking at housing land within the settlements in the Green Belt. These 2012 

Studies showed that only limited housing land was available within the boundary of the 

settlements. This lack of developable housing land informed the preparation of the Consultation 

Draft Local Plan, February 2017. 

 

4.26 Due to the length of time which has passed since the preparation of the 2012 studies and the 

publication of an updated Housing Land Availability Assessment in 2017, it was considered 

appropriate to update the Housing Capacity Studies. The updated Study was finalised in 

October 2017, looking at all possible capacity for housing on non-Green Belt land within the four 

settlements of Dronfield, Eckington, Killamarsh and Renishaw, both on private and public sector 

land. This study considers both Brownfield and Greenfield sites and clearly distinguishes 

between them. It should be noted that the aim of the study was to find potential capacity and 

that the deliverability assessment of these was therefore less rigorous than sites within the 

Housing Land Availability Assessment. 

 

4.27 The sources of potential capacity which were considered as part of the study include:  

1. extant planning permissions,  

2. suitable sites within the Housing LAA and policy assessment, February 2017,  

3. expired planning permissions,  

4. recreation land,  

5. employment land, 

6. existing commercial, retail or community facilities,  

7. subdivision of existing houses,  

8. flats over shops,  

9. empty homes,  

10. garden land, 

11. incidental housing green spaces,  

12. redevelopment of existing sites (or intensification of existing sites),  

13. redevelopment of public car parks,  

14. previous capacity studies: National Land Use Database 2012 and Urban Capacity Study 

2003  

15. desktop review. 

 

4.28 The results of the Study show that the capacity within these four settlements is low at 495 

dwellings. Table 11 below shows the distribution per settlement.  

 

4.29 The table also includes the capacity of sites with planning permission in these settlements, with 

a yield of 251 dwellings, and allocation sites on non Green Belt land which do not have planning 

permission, with a yield of 23 dwellings. The Local Plan allocates two sites with planning 

permission in Eckington and four sites in Killamarsh, three of which have planning permission. 

This would leave a remaining capacity of 221 dwellings13. These remaining suitable sites are 

either smaller than 10 dwellings, or have uncertainties regarding availability and suitability. This 

is particularly the case for land adjacent to proposed allocations ‘EC2’ and ‘EC3’ in Eckington (it 

is proposed to amend the Settlement Development Limit to include the site within the 

                                                           
13 29 of these remaining 221 dwellings have already been counted in the Housing LAA and policy assessment and 

subsequently filtered out during the site selection process due to their size (below 10 dwellings) 
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settlement). These larger uncertain sites have a total capacity of 102 dwellings, which is less 

than half of the remaining capacity. There are no suitable sites with a yield of 10 or more 

dwellings in Dronfield and Renishaw. Due to their small size, it is not considered appropriate 

and efficient to allocate these sites.  

 

 Table 11: Capacity within Dronfield, Eckington, Killamarsh and Renishaw  

 Capacity14 Planning 

Permission 

capacity (at 

31/03/2017) 

Allocations on 

non GB land 

(without planning 

permission) 

Remaining 

Capacity 

Dronfield 105 48 0 57 

Eckington 237 132 0 105 

Killamarsh 128 69 23 36 

Renishaw 25 2 0 23 

TOTAL 495 251 23 221 

 

4.30 Table 11 demonstrates that the capacity for housing on non-Green Belt land within the four 

settlements of Dronfield, Eckington, Killamarsh and Renishaw, on suitable sites which are not 

allocated and do not have planning permission is very low, and is mostly based on small sites, 

or sites with availability uncertainties. 

 

4.31 The low capacity also corresponds with the low level of completions in these settlements over 

the last few years15. Completion rates for Dronfield, Eckington, Killamarsh and Renishaw from 

2001 to 2011 averaged 106 dwellings per year. However in the last 6 years, (2011 to 2017) this 

has decreased to 39 dwellings per year. Table 12 below shows the total completions and 

average annual completions between 2001 and 2011, and between 2011 and 2017. This 

decrease was particularly seen in Dronfield, Killamarsh and Renishaw, whereas Eckington’s 

completion rate stayed the same. Possible reasons for this decrease could be the aftermath of 

the 2008 economic downturn, or could be an indication that sources of available capacity in 

these settlements is becoming exhausted. It is not considered that this reflects the level of 

demand.   

 

  

                                                           
14 227 dwellings have already been identified in the LAA and Policy Assessment (either with or without planning 

permission) 
15 Chapter 2, Housing Capacity Study 2017 
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Table 12: Total Dwelling Completions and Average Annual Completions, 2001-2011 and 2011-2017 

 Total Dwelling 

completions 

(2001-2011)16 

Total Dwelling 

completions  

(2011-2017) 

Average 

completions 

per Annum 

(2001-2011) 

Average 

completions 

per Annum 

(2011-2017) 

Dronfield 384  83 38 14 

Eckington 181 91 18 15 

Killamarsh 170  48 17 8 

Renishaw 327 10 33 2 

TOTAL 1062 232 106 39 

 

 

4.32 Representations to the Consultation Draft Local Plan, February 2017, suggest that there are 

sufficient brownfield sites available within the settlements. An example provided is the old 

Padley and Venables site on Callywhite Lane in Dronfield. This site has been included within 

the LAA and Policy Assessment as DRO/1603. However, it was not found suitable because of 

potential issues with regards to the neighbouring industrial use, such as noise and odour, as 

well as highway safety. Residential development would also result in the loss of employment 

land. The Employment Sites Review 2017 recommends that the existing employment sites 

within Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh should be retained for employment due to the low 

vacancy levels and high demand for employment uses in the settlement. There is no indication 

that the Padley and Venables site is vacant due to low demand.  

 

4.33 The Housing White Paper suggests that Local Planning Authorities should examine fully all 

other reasonable alternatives for meeting their identified need, including making effective use of 

suitable brownfield sites and the opportunities offered by estate regeneration. The Housing 

Capacity Study for the Northern Settlements and the Housing Land Availability Assessment and 

Policy Assessment, covering the whole of the District, identify both brownfield and greenfield 

sites, but find many brownfield sites to be unsuitable, because of their location within an 

industrial estate or because of highway access or safety issues. All suitable brownfield sites in 

the Housing Land Availability Assessment have informed the Brownfield Land Register and the 

majority of the sites on the Brownfield Land Register are either allocated or included within the 

supply as a permission. 

 

4.34 With regard to estate regeneration, over the last few years, three redevelopment schemes have 

been completed in Eckington, Killamarsh and Grassmoor as part of the regeneration of the 

Council’s housing stock, which was made possible through funding to meet the Decent Homes 

Standard. There are currently no further redevelopment plans in the near future.  

 

                                                           
16 The Monitoring system between 2001 and 2011 only monitored dwelling completions on a Parish level, rather 

than settlement level. Therefore some of the completions may not relate to the settlement itself and are within the 

countryside. Eckington Parish in particular includes several settlements, Eckington itself, Renishaw, Ridgeway, 

Marsh Lane and other smaller hamlets. The completion figures for Eckington and Renishaw are therefore 

approximate. The overall Eckington Parish completions between 2011 and 2011 is 561 dwellings. This included 

approximately 327 dwellings at Renishaw and approximately 53 in other small settlements and hamlets. This leaves 

561-327-53= 181 dwellings for Eckington settlement itself. 
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4.35 Representations to the Consultation Draft Local Plan, February 2017 also refer to bringing 

empty homes back into use. The Housing White Paper also touches on this through suggesting 

the potential offered by land which is currently underused, including surplus public sector land, 

as a reasonable alternative to Green Belt release.  

 

4.36 National Planning Policy Guidance states that empty homes can help to contribute towards 

meeting housing need. However, the guidance also makes it clear that empty homes can only 

contribute if they had not been counted within the existing stock of dwellings when calculating 

the overall need for additional dwellings in local plans. The Updated Council’s Strategic Housing 

Market Assessment sets out that a 2.4% allowance was added to make provision for some 

vacant and second homes within the housing stock. Therefore, empty homes which are brought 

back into use cannot be used to count towards the overall supply of new housing. 

 

4.37 In terms of surplus public sector land, as mentioned by the Housing White Paper, the Housing 

Land Availability Assessment includes many District and County Council owned sites both 

within the northern settlements, constraint by the Green Belt, and settlements in other parts of 

the District. Often these are surplus garage or small depot sites, which are either fairly small or 

have some highway access issues. However, wherever possible they have been included within 

the supply, either as a small site with planning permission, or an allocation site, such as the 

depot site at Stretton Road, Clay Cross 17 . Evidence from the Playing Pitch Strategy and 

Recreation Survey also shows that there is no oversupply in sports pitches and recreation 

facilities, which are often public sector owned, either.  

 

Supply in areas not covered by the Green Belt (within the South, East and South-West of 

the District) 

 

4.38 Since supply for housing in the four level 1 and 2 settlements surrounded by the Green Belt has 

proven to be limited even after further capacity work, it also necessary to evaluate the reasons 

for the inherent constraints in supply within the south, east and south-west of the District, which 

is not constrained by the Green Belt, as stated in para 4.13.  

 

4.39 It should however first be said that there are implications for the northern settlements of very 

little housing development, as described in paragraphs 4.17 to 4.20. Additionally, the 

Sustainability Appraisal which assessed two spatial distribution options18 with the majority of 

development in the south did not find either of these the most preferable option. Overall, these 

two spatial options would result in very little development in level 1 settlements over a 20 year 

period and would therefore be considered to be directing new development in the district away 

from the most sustainable locations.  These two spatial options would therefore be more likely 

to have adverse sustainability impacts, or less likely to have positive impacts, on various SA 

objectives, including climate change mitigation, natural resources and rural barriers. 

 

Local Settlement Gaps policy 

4.40 One of the criteria upon which sites were assessed as part of the Housing Land Availability 

Assessment and further Policy Assessment was their location within a Local Settlement Gap. 

                                                           
17 Public Sector land on greenfield sites outside the Green Belt, have also been considered. 
18 Option 2 and 4 in the 2017/18 spatial options assessment in the Reg19 Sustainability 
Appraisal Report 
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Some may suggest that this criterion places additional constraint on the supply of sites, in 

particular as it is more locally defined rather than a more standard national approach such as 

impact on designated heritage assets. Without the Local Settlement Gap constraints, 

approximately 2000 dwellings would be available within the level 1 and 2 settlements outside 

the Green Belt19.  

 

4.41 It is however considered that Green Belt designation in the district based upon strategic 

separation considerations does not negate the need for the proper consideration and policy 

mechanisms for settlement identity, form and separation objectives elsewhere in the plan area. 

 

4.42 Conservation and management of the character and settlement identity of towns and villages 

across North East Derbyshire District is a legitimate policy objective, and has emerged through 

community concerns for historic and more recent dilution of settlement identity.  Increasing 

pressure for development has justified an approach in policy which affords recognition and 

proportionate levels of protection to these important community and environmental components 

of the plan area whilst seeking to avoid undue constraint on meeting objectively assessed need 

for development. 

 

4.43 The Local Settlement Gap policy is specific to protection of the certain functions of space 

between settlements for the reasons stated in the supporting text to policy SS11, building upon 

the 2014 LSG Report findings and 2017 Update. 

 

Market demand and housing delivery 

4.44 However, even if the supply in the most sustainable settlements in the south and east20 was 

increased, the main issue is that the majority of these sites are located in a relatively small area. 

It is considered that there may not be sufficient market demand for 330 dwellings per year in 

this area.  

 

4.45 This is already evident in past housing delivery figures. With the Green Belt restraint policy in 

force, over the last 15 years there have been very few years when housing delivery in the 

district has met or exceeded the 330 dwelling target (See table 13 below). Whilst a lack of 

housing supply may have contributed in some part, the restricted narrow range of potential 

development locations at settlements predominately in the south and east of the district has 

played a significant part in this level of housing delivery.  

 

4.46 A majority of these southern and eastern locations also fall within some of the lowest property 

value areas in the district where viability is known to be more marginal with consequential 

effects for the deliverability of both market and affordable housing.  

 

4.47 Therefore to achieve higher levels of housing delivery in line with the proposed housing target, 

a broader range of locations needs to be considered with the proposed land release at the 

towns of Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh in the north of the district. Also development at 

these northern settlements would relate to a different local market which not be in direct 

competition with that in/adjoining the town of Clay Cross and/or the surrounding villages in the 

                                                           
19 Although many of these may have other constraints such as landscape and build form 
20 The western area only has settlements with limited sustainability, except for Shirland, which can be included in 

this assessment, due to its location further south rather than west. 
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south. They would also be in areas where property values are higher and viability is likely to be 

more positive leading to greater prospects and reliability for the delivery of housing. 

 

Table 13: Housing completions by year 

Year 

 

Net Dwellings 

Completed 

2002/03 46 

2003/04 298 

2004/05 231 

2005/06 284 

2006/07 493 

2007/08 305 

2008/09 230 

2009/10 208 

2010/11 142 

2011/12 116 

2012/13 158 

2013/14 49 

2014/15 262 

2015/16 431 

2016/17 282 

 

 

Clay Cross 

4.48 The above deals with the inherent issues of the overall supply, but does not hone into the 

specific supply of Clay Cross. Clay Cross is the only main town (level 1 settlement) which is not 

constraint by the Green Belt. Chapter 2 indicated that to be able to meet the spatial distribution 

strategy of focussing the majority of development in the four main town and strategic sites, with 

without releasing Green Belt land, and with limited available land in Dronfield, Eckington and 

Killamarsh, 1415 dwellings (table 1) would need to be found in Clay Cross. 

 

4.49 The Housing Topic Paper, January 2018, explains that in addition to the planning permission of 

15 dwellings, the remaining developable yield in Clay Cross within the Plan Period is 476 

dwellings located on five sites. These five sites are then explored in more detail. It is found that 

three sites with a yield of 155 dwellings should be allocated, but that the other two, with a 

potential yield of 321 dwellings have many constraints which cumulatively makes it very 

uncertain that a suitable and achievable development can come forward.  

 

4.50 Clay Cross does not have sufficient supply to meet the entire requirement for the four main 

towns. In addition, as explained above, even if the supply in Clay Cross were to be increased, 

this would not mean that these dwellings could all be delivered within the Plan Period, as there 

may not be sufficient market demand for all of these. In particular since one of the strategic 

sites, a largely brownfield site, is located within Clay Cross, providing an additional 825 

dwellings. Directing a very large percentage of development to one settlement would put these 

sites in competition with each other, do nothing to avoid the prospect of market saturation and 
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fail to achieve the delivery of houses.  It would also mean directing new development away from 

three of the most sustainable locations, resulting in adverse sustainability impacts, or less 

positive impacts, as identified by the Sustainability Appraisal. 

 

New Strategic Site / Settlement 

4.51 The Local Plan Strategy of distributing the majority of development to level 1 settlements and 

strategic sites may also be achieved without Green Belt release by identifying another strategic 

site/new settlement. However, no clearly identifiable strategic sites have come forward through 

the Council’s numerous Call for Sites’ exercises, and the search area for strategic sites is fairly 

limited once constraints such as Green Belt land in the north, high value landscape areas in the 

west and HS2 implications in the east have been discounted.  

 

4.52 Furthermore, the Sustainability Appraisal does not find the option of the new settlement a 

sustainable option. It states that it is considered to be likely that the new settlement would have 

a significantly adverse impact on the character of the local landscape.  Additionally, it would 

require developing on a significant quantity of previously undeveloped land and would thereby 

result in the loss of ecologically and agriculturally valuable soils.  This is in addition to the likely 

significant impact the option would have on the climate change mitigation objective, which is 

partially the result of limited access to sustainable transport modes and the high reliance on 

personal car use that is therefore anticipated 

 

Supply from neighbouring authorities 

 

4.53 The Housing White Paper proposes that Local Authorities should explore whether other 

authorities can help to meet some of the identified development requirement. North East 

Derbyshire decided to formally write to each of the local authorities in the North Derbyshire and 

Bassetlaw Housing Market Area together with other neighbouring authorities to ask whether 

there would be any non-Green Belt land within their administrative areas that could be used to 

meet North East Derbyshire’s shortfall of around 1,300 dwellings. 

 

4.54 Amber Valley, Derbyshire Dales, Rotherham, and the Peak District National Park Authority have 

confirmed that they would not be able to accommodate any of the housing need arising within 

North East Derbyshire in their areas. Similarly, Chesterfield have confirmed that they are not 

currently in a position to assist North East Derbyshire in meeting its objectively assessed 

housing need as they have yet to complete their land availability assessment process. In 

addition, they have highlighted that the Borough has struggled to deliver levels of housing 

growth, and they would be cautious about taking on any additional need that made it more 

challenging to meet their delivery target. 

 

4.55 On the other hand whilst Sheffield have confirmed that there is no additional supply within 

Sheffield’s existing built-up area that could be developed in principle to meet North East 

Derbyshire’s housing target, they have indicated that they would welcome the opportunity to 

discuss whether the potential for a cross-boundary urban extension should be considered 

further or discounted on the basis of environmental impact. Bolsover have indicated that it has 

land that could be used for additional allocations to help meet some of the identified need. 

Notwithstanding this, it has highlighted that not all of this land is in sustainable locations and 

much of it is not well-related to North East Derbyshire. In addition, in relation to those 

sustainable settlements that are geographically better related to North East Derbyshire such as 
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Clowne and Bolsover, concerns have been raised by Bolsover that adding further development 

to these areas would undermine the sustainability, deliverability, and thus soundness of the 

Bolsover Local Plan. At the time of writing no response has been received from Bassetlaw. 

 

Densities 

 

4.56 The Housing White Paper proposes that Local Authorities should consider optimising the 

density of developments. Particular scope is identified for higher-density housing in urban 

locations well served by public transport. The White Paper suggests sites which provide scope 

to replace or build over low-density uses (such as retail warehouses, lock-ups and car parks), 

and avoiding low density where there is a shortage of land to meet housing requirements. North 

East Derbyshire District is a semi-rural district with small towns and therefore there is limited 

scope for the high densities envisaged by the Housing White Paper, which seems to be more 

angled at cities and major transport hubs.   

 

4.57 The density assumptions that are made in the LAA are 30 dwellings per hectare, assuming 90% 

(+0.65ha), 80% (+6ha) or 70% (+11ha) developable area; this corresponds with a gross density 

of 27 dwellings/ha, 24 dwellings/ha and 21 dwellings/ha respectively. The LAA only deviates 

from these where planning permission for a different yield has been granted. The Housing Topic 

Paper has considered the appropriateness of the density assumptions in more detail and finds 

that the Council’s density assumptions can be considered as accurate and that increasing the 

densities on non-Green Belt sites is not an appropriate alternative.  

 

 

Test 3: The consequent difficulties in achieving sustainable development without 

impinging on the Green Belt 

 

4.58 The NPPF states that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of 

sustainable development (para 6). This includes the need to perform three roles: economic, 

building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the 

right type is available in the right places and at the right time to support growth and innovation; 

social, supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing 

required to meet the needs of present and future generations by creating high quality built 

environments with accessible local services; and environmental, protecting and enhancing our 

natural, built and historic environment.  

 

4.59 The aim of the Local Plan is to provide for the most sustainable approach to meet the 

development needs of the district, through the allocation of housing and employment land in 

accessible locations where there will be limited environmental harm together with economic and 

social benefits. The Plan’s Preferred Spatial Strategy directs growth to the District’s more 

sustainable settlements in order to take advantage of their greater employment opportunities, 

better transport links and services and facilities. This was based on evidence from the 

Settlement Hierarchy Study, which analysed the roles that different settlements perform for their 

communities.  A settlement’s position in the hierarchy reflects its relative sustainability derived 

from scores associated with population levels, facilities and services, employment opportunities, 

and public transport provision.  
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4.60 The Study identified Clay Cross, Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh as the four most 

sustainable towns. The Sustainability Appraisal confirmed that these four towns are the most 

sustainable settlements in the District, for a variety of reasons, such as such as better access to 

sustainable transport links and better access to key services and employment opportunities in 

these main towns. Development at these settlements would also be likely to help avoid severe 

adverse impacts on natural landscapes and sensitive biodiversity sites whilst also directing new 

residents away from land at risk of flooding.    

 

4.61 During the preparation of the Local Plan, the Council has considered and consulted on several 

alternative options for the distribution of development across the District, which were all 

appraised as part of the Sustainability Appraisal. Although all previous assessments going back 

in 2009, are still valid in theory and have informed the preparation of the Local Plan, they were 

in practice outdated by more recent evidence on housing need and existing supply from 

planning permissions.  The Council therefore updated the spatial options in 2017/18, to reflect 

the latest evidence and constraints, and assessed these as part of the Sustainability Appraisal. 

It is important to note that the updated assessment only applied to the remaining distribution of 

1,743 dwellings that the Council still has a choice over after deducting completions and 

permissions from the overall target 

 

4.62 Spatial option 1 which focusses the remainder of the housing provision in the four most 

sustainable settlements has been considered to be the most sustainable distribution strategy for 

delivering the housing requirement. This is the spatial distribution that the Local Plan is 

proposing. 

 

4.63 Three out of the four most sustainable towns are however surrounded by the Green Belt. 

Without Green Belt release, they - the most sustainable settlements - would see very limited 

development, as demonstrated by paragraph 4.16 and table 7, and confirmed by further 

capacity as part of the Housing Capacity Study. A limited supply would have adverse 

implications for these three main settlements, in particularly regarding the affordability of 

housing in these areas, as well as economic implications, as described in paragraphs 4.17 to 

4.20. 

 

4.64 Furthermore, as described in paragraphs 4.44 to 4.47, even if the supply in Clay Cross and the 

South and East were to be increased, this would not mean that these dwellings could all be 

delivered within the Plan Period, as there may not be sufficient market demand for all of these. 

Directing a very large percentage of development to one settlement or a relatively small area 

would put these sites in competition with each other, do nothing to avoid the prospect of market 

saturation and fail to achieve the delivery of houses. As described in paragraph 4.39, the 

Sustainability Appraisal also assessed two spatial distribution options (spatial option 2 and 4)  

with the majority of development in the south and did not find either of these the most preferable 

option.  

 

4.65 With the possible market saturation in the southern settlements and no Green Belt release in 

the northern settlements, development may be forced towards the smaller settlements in the 

District (level 3 and 4 settlements). More development in these settlements would however 

have a significant adverse impact on traffic levels and commuting. These settlements only have 

a very limited levels of services and facilities, and only limited employment opportunities, if any 

at all. This would result in more trips to services and employment in larger settlements within or 
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outside the District. The Sustainability Appraisal assesses an option (spatial option 3) which 

would place the majority of new residents in rural locations where access to modes of public 

and sustainable transport are very limited.  This option would therefore be expected to have a 

more severe impact on the climate change mitigation objective than other options as a result of 

road transport associated GHG emissions. Providing housing development in level 3 and 4 

settlements is a less sustainable alternative. 

 

4.66 It is therefore considered that releasing a small percentage of Green Belt land would achieve 

the most sustainable form of development for the District, of focussing development on all four 

main towns and thereby reducing the adverse impacts of limited development in the three main 

towns in the north and reducing the risk of under-delivery in Clay Cross. 

 

4.67 Case studies from other areas seem to suggest that rolling back parts of the Green Belt in order 

to ensure that allocations are made in the most sustainable locations are justifiable as 

exceptional circumstances. For example, Lichfield District Local Plan Strategy Inspector’s 

Report accepted the need for allocations to be made in the most sustainable locations as 

exceptional circumstances. It made clear the importance of a sustainable overall strategy. The 

Inspector stated: “In my judgement the lack of more sustainable sites outside the Green Belt to 

meet the identified need for housing in a way that is consistent with the Plan’s urban and key 

centre strategy amounts, in this instance, to the exceptional circumstances that justify the 

release of Green Belt land at Deanslade Farm and Cricket Lane and their allocation for 

development.” 

 

 

Test 4: The nature and extent of the harm to the Green Belt, or those parts of it which 

would be lost if the boundaries were reviewed. 

 

4.68 As set out in paragraph 1.6, the North East Derbyshire Green Belt has its formal origins within 

the County of Derby Development Plan 1975, which identified its primary purpose as “to prevent 

the coalescence of Chesterfield and Sheffield and to maintain the integrity of settlements in 

between”. In total 65.93 ha Green Belt land is proposed to be released. This is 0.6% of the 

overall Green Belt in North East Derbyshire. Overall this does not negatively impact the original 

purpose of the North East Derbyshire Green Belt, as great care has been taken to prevent the 

coalescence of the larger urban areas and the integrity of the settlements in between.  

 

4.69 The identification of sites for release has been based on the finding of a comprehensive Green 

Belt Review.  As explained in section 3 above, the Green Belt Review, February 2017 identified 

two parcels that no long fulfil a Green Belt purpose, located on the edges of Holymoorside and 

Cutthorpe. The Local Plan proposes to remove these two areas from the Green Belt.   

 

4.70 Additionally, the Green Belt Review identified further parcels where development would have 

least impact on the function of the Green Belt in North East Derbyshire, by removing the scoring 

against Purpose 3 (safeguarding the countryside). The Green Belt Review explains this 

approach in its methodology, stating that “as highlighted in the PAS guidance21, most land 

within the Green Belt makes a contribution towards Purpose 3.  Only those parcels which have 

                                                           
21 Planning Advisory Service - Planning on the Doorstep: The Big Issues – Green Belt 
(Updated February 2015) 



Green Belt Topic Paper, January 2018  37 | P a g e  
 

already been significantly developed, and therefore have limited opportunity for future 

development, do not make a contribution towards the safeguarding of the countryside.”   

 

4.71 Section 3 above subsequently lists the land which the Council is proposing to release from the 

Green Belt, after discounting the Green Belt parcels in less sustainable settlements (except for 

those two parcels that no longer fulfil a Green Belt purpose) and identifying those parcels with 

the least impact on the Green Belt and which are considered achievable and deliverable 

(partially) within the first five years after adoption of the Local Plan.  

 

4.72 All of these sites were thoroughly analysed as part of the Green Belt Review, both in relation to 

the five purposes of the Green Belt, as well as regarding the deliverability of the site. Proposed 

releases from the Green Belt are based on recognisable features, with strong defensible 

boundaries. They are shown to have minimal impact on the overall Green Belt purpose, in 

particular in relation to the purpose of the original designation of the North East Derbyshire 

Green Belt was “to prevent the coalescence of Chesterfield and Sheffield and to maintain the 

integrity of settlements in between”. Each site and its impact is described in Appendix F. 

 

Test 5: The extent to which the consequent impacts on the purposes of the Green Belt 

may be ameliorated or reduced to the lowest reasonably practicable extent 

 

4.73 The Council is committed to ensuring a sustainable approach to development is adhered to, 

within the plan period, and beyond. Although the release of the proposed Green Belt sites will 

not damage the overall purposes of the Green Belt as a whole in these locations, appropriate 

mitigation measures can help to reduce any impact further. 

 

4.74 The proposed Local Plan policies aim to mitigate the loss of Green Belt land by ensuring 

development schemes maintain any physical boundaries that provide visual and functional 

separation from the Green Belt, and enhance these, where possible. Schemes should 

incorporate effective landscaping schemes and buffers, where required, to create long term 

defensible boundaries. Local Plan Policy SCD12 refers to this.  

 

4.75 In addition to this, the description of the housing allocations includes a requirement for 

compensatory improvements to the environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining 

Green Belt land where appropriate, in order to off-set the effect of removing the land from the 

Green Belt. This is in line with the proposals in paragraph A.62 of the Housing White Paper. 

 

4.76 The Affordable Housing Policy LC2 also requires higher affordable housing percentage in one 

of the Green Belt settlements, Dronfield, based on the higher values, as identified in the Whole 

Plan Viability Study. This may also satisfy the proposals in the Housing White Paper, which 

suggest higher contributions to be collected from development as a consequence of land being 

released from the Green Belt. 

 

4.77 The Green Belt Review also reviewed the option of including more land into Green Belt. 

Paragraph 82 of the NPPF sets out that new Green Belt should only be established in 

exceptional circumstances, for example when planning for larger scale development such as 

new settlements or major urban extensions. It includes further criteria for a Local Authority to 

demonstrate these exceptional circumstances, including the reason why normal planning and 

development management policies would not be adequate.  
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4.78 The Green Belt Review found that there is little robust evidence to demonstrate that the 

proposed Local Settlement Gaps policy would not be successful in resisting development within 

these proposed areas. Therefore, including further land into the Green Belt is not considered 

appropriate. 

 

 

4.79 Chapter 4 above shows that the Council has addressed all five issues which the court identified 

in the Calverton case. Although it is not referred to in the Calverton case, the Council believes 

that the circumstances considered under each issue can be considered cumulatively in 

justifying exceptional circumstances. The Council’s justification in showing that exceptional 

circumstances to releasing Green Belt land exist is that it would accommodate the most 

sustainable development pattern by focusing on the most sustainable towns in terms of the 

range of services and facilities they provide and support and because they generate the 

greatest needs for new housing, jobs, services and facilities. Without Green Belt release, the 

Local Plan would not be able to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development, as 

the developable housing supply on non Green Belt land in the four main towns is not sufficient 

to meet the requirement. 
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5. Conclusion 

 

5.1 This Topic Paper sets out the Council’s approach to Green Belt release within the proposed 

Local Plan for North East Derbyshire. It has taken into account the available evidence and 

considers this in light of the legally provided framework and Housing White Paper proposals for 

assessing whether exceptional circumstances exist to justify release of Green Belt land. 

 

5.2 The NPPF advises that in drawing up and reviewing Green Belt boundaries “local planning 

authorities should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development” 

(para 84). Sustainable development is one of the main aims of the planning system. This Topic 

Paper describes in detail how the proposed Local Plan strategy and subsequent Green Belt 

release delivers the most sustainable pattern of development. The proposed Local Plan 

Strategy is focussed on the most sustainable settlements in order to take advantage of their 

greater employment opportunities, better transport links and services and facilities. The Paper 

has demonstrated that insufficient supply exists in the four most sustainable settlements to 

meet the housing requirement and provide the most sustainable distribution.   

 

5.3 Based on the assessment in this Topic Paper, it is considered that exceptional circumstances 

exist to justify the release of Green Belt land at specific locations adjacent to Dronfield, 

Eckington and Killamarsh: 

1. There is an acuteness / intensity of objectively assessed need, in particular to be able to 

achieve the Local Plan Strategy of focusing development in the four most sustainable 

towns.  

2. There is an inherent constraint on the supply of land suitable for sustainable 

development given the low level of supply within the settlements surrounded by the 

Green Belt and the market saturation issues in the south and east of the District, which 

justifies the release of Green Belt land. 

3. In line with the above two points, there are difficulties in achieving development in the 

most sustainable locations of Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh without impinging on 

the Green Belt 

4. The nature and extent of the harm to the Green Belt and its purposes are not 

compromised through the limited proposed release of Green Belt land for development 

5. The consequential impacts of the proposed Green Belt release on the purposes of the 

Green Belt have been mitigated and reduced to the lowest reasonably practical extent 

through the introduction of policy requirements for these sites to maintain any physical 

boundaries that provide visual and functional separation from the Green Belt, and enhance 

or create these, where possible. 

 

5.4 The NPPF also emphasises the importance of ensuring Plans are viable and deliverable (paras 

173 - 177). Plans that do not ensure that this is achieved will simply fail to see development 

delivered. The Council believes that the proposed Local Plan strategy and subsequent Green 

Belt release is the most sustainable and deliverable option. Test 2 clearly explains that an 

alternative strategy which does not include Green Belt release in the northern settlements will 

fail to achieve the delivery of housing that is needed to meet the District’s housing target. 

 

5.5 The Housing White Paper proposes that Local Planning Authorities must demonstrate that they 

have examined fully all other reasonable alternatives for meeting their identified need. The 
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reasonable alternatives suggested in the Housing White Paper have been examined fully in this 

paper, as well as other reasonable alternatives:    

 Making effective use of suitable brownfield sites and opportunities offered by estate 

regeneration: all brownfield site options have been reviewed as part of the Housing 

Land Availability Assessment, and the Housing Capacity Study for the Northern 

Settlements, but many brownfield sites were found to be unsuitable, because of their 

location within an industrial estate or because of highway access or safety issues. 

Those that were found suitable have been included within the supply. Estate 

regeneration has also been explored. However, it is not sufficient to meet the housing 

requirement. 

 Potential offered by land which is currently underused, including surplus public sector 

land where appropriate: both empty homes and underused public sector land has 

been explored. Empty Homes which are brought back into use cannot be used to 

count towards the overall supply of new housing, as they have already been taken 

into account when assessing the housing need.  Wherever possible surplus public 

sector land has been included within the supply, either as a small site with planning 

permission, or an allocation site. However, it is not sufficient to meet the housing 

requirement. 

 Optimising densities: the Council’s density assumptions can be considered as 

accurate and increasing the densities on non-Green Belt sites is not an appropriate 

alternative. 

 Exploring whether other authorities can help to meet some of the identified 

development: North East Derbyshire has formally written to each of the local 

authorities in the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw Housing Market Area together with 

other neighbouring authorities to ask whether there would be any non-Green Belt 

land within their administrative areas that could be used to meet North East 

Derbyshire’s shortfall of around 1,300 dwellings. None have clearly indicated that 

they could help. 

 

5.6 Furthermore, other reasonable alternatives have been explored throughout this paper. These 

are as follows: 

 Reducing the target in Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh: This would have adverse 

implications for these settlements, in particularly regarding the affordability of housing 

in these areas. The lack of housing land supply will increase market prices in high 

demand areas and therefore exacerbate the affordability issue. Furthermore it would 

be very difficult for these settlements to maintain their contribution to the economic 

growth of the District and City-Region, compromising both. 

 Focus development on Clay Cross: Clay Cross is the fourth main town located in the 

south of the District and is outside the Green Belt. Its overall supply is not sufficient to 

be able to meet the Local Plan housing requirement or distribution strategy.   

 Focus development on level 2 settlements in the South, East and West: this 

alternative strategy would put even more sites in competition with each other, do 

nothing to avoid the prospect of market saturation, and above all fail to achieve a step 

change in the delivery of housing that is clearly needed to meet the district’s housing 

target. 

 Focus development on level 3 and 4 settlements in the South, East and South West: 

an alternative strategy of providing housing growth in less sustainable settlements is 
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not considered to be in line with the NPPF and local policy and would result in an 

increase of less sustainable forms of travel to access services and employment, 

which is contrary to the aims of the Local Plan. 

 Using minor capacity sites within Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh: The capacity 

for further housing development within these settlements is low, and is mostly based 

on small sites or sites with uncertain availability. 

 New strategic sites/settlement: suitable sites have not been identified, and stand-

alone new settlements are not considered sustainable in the Sustainability Appraisal; 

 

5.7 The above demonstrates that the exceptional circumstances are such that they necessitate 

revisions to the Green Belt boundary. 
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Appendix A: Decision to carry out the Green Belt Review  

 

Early stages of Local Plan development 

1. During the early stages of preparation of the Local Plan, the Council aimed to pursue a strategy 

based upon local circumstances and the principles of protecting the Green Belt in the North of 

the District and providing for development in the South.  It was agreed to consider new 

evidence as it emerged and decide whether there was a need to undertake a review of the 

Green Belt to meet the essential needs arising in the North of the District, that could not be met 

within existing settlement boundaries. 

 

2. The Housing Needs, Market & Affordability Study 2012 investigated the detailed housing needs 

of North East Derbyshire District. The study found that the North of the District had a net annual 

need for 244 affordable dwellings, which was almost half of the District’s affordable housing 

need. At the same time, the northern area was found to only have a limited capacity for 50 

dwellings per year on non-Green Belt land, significantly lower than the identified need. 

 

3. It was therefore considered that the high level of local need for affordable homes and the limited 

supply of non-Green Belt land was sufficient to justify a Review of the Green Belt in the North of 

the District to identify suitable land and for affordable housing to be controlled by a specific 

Local Plan policy. Additionally it was considered appropriate to carry out a Review of the Green 

Belt in the West of the District to identify suitable land to provide for localised affordable housing 

needs. 

 

4. It is important to note that there was no expectation that the full net need for affordable housing 

in either sub-area would be met through the planning system, or by the release of Green Belt 

land.  The scale of the release of land from the Green Belt was to be restricted and balanced 

against the need to provide local affordable housing to meet local needs and the need to protect 

the integrity of the wider Green Belt. 

 

5. For these reasons, in August 2012, the Council consulted on a Green Belt Review 

Methodology, in order to try to identify potential sites for affordable housing in the north and 

west of the district. The first step as identified in the methodology was to carry out a more 

strategic review of the Green Belt, focused upon areas surrounding the settlements in the north 

and west of the district. The sole purpose was to identify wider areas of land that are capable of 

providing affordable needs housing in line with the emerging strategy and policies in the Local 

Plan. 

 

Green Belt Functionality Study 

6. The Planning & Environment Studio / Bayou Blue Environment carried out the Green Belt 

Functionality Study on the Council’s behalf in 2013/2014, in line with the methodology. It 

explains the process for carrying out the Council’s adopted methodology for the strategic review 

and sets out initial findings in relation to the relative Green Belt functionality of each of those 

areas.  

 

7. The Study assessed and ranked 37 identified areas against the 5 Green Belt Purposes. The 

Study informed the preparation of the Local Plan and was a valuable tool to assess future 

development proposals by examining the Green Belt functionality of each area and highlighting 

particular issues of sensitivity. However, it was recognised that other wider factors needed to be 
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considered in taking decisions about overall suitability of individual Green Belt sites for any 

affordable housing development to meet local needs.  

 

8. The Green Belt Functionality Study was updated in 2015 to include the areas around 

neighbouring districts Chesterfield and Sheffield, which were previously omitted. 

 

Sheffield City Region Common Approach 

9. At the same time as the Functionality Study was finalised and in accordance with the principles 

of Duty to Cooperate, Local Authorities within the Sheffield City Region came together in 2014 

to share Green Belt Review experience and produce a common approach for future reviews, 

with a view to achieving consistency across local authority boundaries.  It was also felt that 

Local Plan examination inspectors are likely to give greater weight to individual local authority 

methodologies which share a common approach accepted by other City Region authorities. 

This document was finalised in the summer of 2014. 

Local Plan development and the decision to undertake a detailed Green Belt Review 

10. In early 2015 the Council consulted on a Local Plan Part 1: Initial Draft Written statement and a 

separate schedule of potential housing sites.  

 

11. The representations received to the 2015 consultation were numerous and varied.  However, 

there was a clear strong message from a wide range of developers and land owners who 

considered that: 

 

a) There is a clear need to undertake a strategic Green Belt review across the District, and 

in particular in the North, rather than ‘reconfirm’ existing Green Belt boundaries.  

b) Without a Green Belt Review the existing policy constraints will prevent new housing 

from being brought forward around the main towns were the greatest needs are.  

c) The plan sets out that a disproportionate volume of proposed housing is intended to be 

delivered in inappropriate and fundamentally unsustainable locations (smaller 

settlements and in southern sub-area), due to the impact of the Green Belt in the north 

and west. The southern sub-area is both incapable of delivering the proposed volume of 

housing, and unsuitable to accommodate mission 

d) The assertion that the level of growth needed can be accommodated without the need 

for a strategic review of the Green Belt is strongly contested.  

e) Green Belt boundaries cause a disconnection between the focus of employment 

provision and housing land for the Principal Settlements. 

f) Whilst the Council claim to direct new growth to the most sustainable settlements, in 

practice the existing Green Belt prevents this from happening. 

g) The actual strategy of spreading development around the District results in a less 

sustainable solution and misses an opportunity to strengthen the role of the principal 

and secondary towns  

h) If NEDDC are entering into a Local Plan in which Green Belt boundaries will knowingly 

require alteration before the end of the plan period, it is not compliant with paragraph 83 

of the NPPF and will not be a sound Plan.  

 

12. In addition to the issues raised through consultation responses, work undertaken on site 

assessments had revealed significant problems in identifying sufficient sites in appropriate 

locations to demonstrate that the proposed strategy could be delivered successfully.  There was 
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a potential oversupply in the south of the district, and an undersupply in the three other areas 

and across the district as a whole. 

 

13. Based on all of this information, the Council realised that it was necessary to undertake a Green 

Belt review at this stage in accordance with the previously agreed SCR methodology. This 

decision was also supported by the fact that the proposed approach, to have a 2 part plan, was 

also heavily criticised in favour of a single document. Such an approach would not allow for any 

further delay to the process, such that the issue of a Green belt review had to be addressed.  

 

14. On the 5th August 2015, NEDDC’s Cabinet gave approval to commence preparation of a single 

Local Plan, to consider options for an alternative strategic distribution of housing and other 

development, and importantly agreed to carrying out a comprehensive review of the Green Belt, 

as it was accepted: “Given the apparent and clear mismatch between spatial distribution, land 

availability and demand, it is becoming increasingly difficult to justify the postponement of a 

Green Belt review until after the adoption of the Local Plan Part 1” 

 

15. Also, at this time the Council acknowledged that under the Duty to Co-operate, we would be 

obliged to consider requests to accommodate any unmet needs from other local authority 

areas. Although no formal requests had been received, requests could be expected from both 

Derbyshire Dales District Council and Sheffield City Council. In order to provide a robust basis 

for assessing available capacity the Council would need to have undertaken a Green Belt 

review in order to demonstrate that all reasonable alternatives had been assessed.  

 

Green Belt Review 

16. Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners were appointed in 2016 to prepare a review of the North East 

Derbyshire Green Belt, which concluded in February 2017. The Green Belt Review builds on 

the 2015 Green Belt Functionality Study which provided a strategic overview of the North East 

Derbyshire Green Belt and identified areas that are particularly important to the strategic 

function of the Green Belt in North East Derbyshire.   

 

17. The Green Belt Review included two components, namely: 

1. Part 1 – Assessment of a wide range of issues in relation to best practice and the 

approach to be taken in North East Derbyshire.  It considered the implications of 

different growth scenarios and the need for safeguarded land and additional Green Belt 

designations. 

 

2. Part 2 – Assessment of the Green Belt around the principal towns (including the edges 

of Sheffield and Chesterfield), secondary towns, large settlements and small settlements 

surrounded by the North Derbyshire and Sheffield Green Belt as it falls across North 

East Derbyshire to determine if any areas of land no longer fulfil the purposes of the 

Green Belt. 

 

18. Chapter 3 provides more detailed information about the site selection process.  
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Appendix B: Green Belt Review 2017:  Green Belt Parcels Not Robustly Meeting or Partially Meeting Green Belt Purposes 

Settlement Parcel Ref. Address Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 4 Purpose 5 Overall Potential 

Capacity 

Stage 

Dronfield DRO/GB/025 Land East of Birches Lane AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER AMBER AMBER 358 Initial 

 DRO/GB/042 Land Parallel To Chesterfield Road GREEN AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 237 Supp A 

 DRO/GB/047A Hallowes Golf Club AMBER GREEN RED GREEN AMBER RED 229 Supp A 

 DRO/GB/051 Land West of Hilltop Way / South of Longacre 

Road 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 35 Supp A 

 DRO/GB/052 Land East of Unstone Dronfield Bypass (A61) AMBER GREEN RED GREEN AMBER RED 157 Supp A 

 DRO/GB/081 Land  west of Unstone Dronfield Bypass and 

south of Stubley Hollow 

GREEN GREEN RED GREEN AMBER RED 51 Supp B 

 DRO/GB/082 Land  west of Unstone Dronfield Bypass and 

South of Stubley Hollow 

GREEN GREEN RED GREEN AMBER RED 75 Supp B 

       1,142  

Chesterfield CHEST/GB/009 Land to the South West of Mansfield Road 

(B6039) 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 154 Supp A 

 CHEST/GB/011 Land off Harehill Road GREEN GREEN RED GREEN AMBER RED 139 Supp B 

       293  

Eckington ECK/GB/013 Land East of Littlemoor (A6135) AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 231 Supp A 

 ECK/GB/015 Land West of Park Hill/Southgate GREEN  AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 55 Supp A 

 ECK/GB/021 Land East of Chesterfield Road (B6052) and 

south of Ash Crescent 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 354 Supp A 

 ECK/GB/022 Land East of Chesterfield Road (B6052) west of 

Ash Crescent 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 48 Supp A 

 ECK/GB/024 Land North of Bolehill Lane AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 38 Supp A 

 ECK/GB/029A Land West of Staniforth Avenue AMBER AMBER RED GREEN  AMBER RED 74 Supp A 

 ECK/GB/032 Land North East of Back Lane GREEN  AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 74 Supp A 

       874  

Killamarsh KIL/GB/002 Land on the B6058 to the east of Barber’s Lane AMBER AMBER AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 60 Initial 
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Settlement Parcel Ref. Address Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 4 Purpose 5 Overall Potential 

Capacity 

Stage 

 KIL/GB/006 Land east of Rotherham Road and north of 

Pealfield Road 

AMBER AMBER AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 96 Initial 

 KIL/GB/011 Land south of Sheffield Road and east of 

Belklane Drive 

GREEN  AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 68 Supp A 

 KIL/GB/0021 Land north of Manor Road and east of 

Upperthorpe Road 

GREEN AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 103 Supp A 

 KIL/GB/0025 Land east of Green lane and west of 

Upperthorpe Road 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 330 Supp A 

       65  

Walton WAL/GB/004 Land to the North of Walton Back Lane and East 

and West of Acorn Ridge 

GREEN  AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 0 Supp A 

       0  

Grassmoor GRA/GB/004 Land East of B6038 (North Wingfield Road) 

North of Cotswold Drive 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 121 Supp A 

       121  

Holymoorsid

e 

HOLY/GB/010 Land to the East of Holymoor Road and North of 

Loads Road 

AMBER AMBER AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 75 Supp A 

 HOLY/GB/024 Land to the North of Loads Road AMBER GREEN GREEN GREEN AMBER GREEN 0 Initial 

       75  

Renishaw REN/GB/004A Land to the North East of Hague Lane (B6419) GREEN AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 269 Supp A 

       269  

Cutthorpe CUT/GB/003 Land on the B6050 adj Rosene Cottages GREEN GREEN GREEN AMBER AMBER GREEN 0 Initial 

 CUT/GB/006 Land west of Common Lane AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 0 Supp A 

 CUT/GB/008 Land on B6050 adj The Three Merry Lads AMBER AMBER GREEN GREEN AMBER AMBER 0 Initial 

 CUT/GB/014 Land B6051 adj to Upper Newbold Four Lane 

Ends 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 18 Supp A 

 CUT/GB/015 Land bounded by Brockwell Lane and adj to 

Cutthorpe Road 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 108 Supp A 
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Settlement Parcel Ref. Address Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 4 Purpose 5 Overall Potential 

Capacity 

Stage 

       12  

Holmesfield HOLM/GB/008 Land & Buildings North of Main Road and 

Cowley Lane 

AMBER RED AMBER GREEN AMBER RED 0 Initial 

 HOLM/GB/017 Land & Buildings to the south of Main Road 

(B6054) and east of Cartledge Lane 

GREEN  GREEN AMBER AMBER AMBER AMBER 0 Initial 

 HOLM/GB/018 Land East of Cartledge Road AMBER GREEN AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 13 Initial 

 HOLM/GB/023 Land between Millthorpe Lane and Cartledge 

Lane 

GREEN GREEN RED AMBER AMBER RED 15 Supp A 

 HOLM/GB027 Land West of Cartledge Lane and South of Main 

Road (B6054) 

GREEN GREEN RED AMBER AMBER RED 9 Supp A 

 HOLM/GB/028 Land South of Main Road (B6054) nr Corner of 

Cartledge Lane 

AMBER GREEN RED AMBER AMBER RED 8 Supp A 

       45  

Ridgeway RID/GB/006A Main Road Opp Kent House Close AMBER AMBER AMBER AMBER AMBER AMBER 86 Initial 

       86  

Marsh Lane ML/GB/005 Land and buildings at Bramley Moor Farm GREEN GREEN AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 0 Initial 

 ML/GB/006 Land to the North of the B6056, East of Ford 

Road 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 85 Supp A 

 ML/GB/009 Land to the South of the B6056 AMBER AMBER AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 0 Initial 

       8  

Barlow 

Commonside 

BARC/GB/001 Land to the east of Valley Road AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER AMBER AMBER 73 Initial 

 BARC/GB/009 Land off Valley Rise GREEN AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 0 Supp A 

       73  

Barlow 

Village 

BARV/GB/009 Land at Parish Church of Saint Lawrence Great 

Barlow 

AMBER AMBER RED AMBER AMBER AMBER 0 Supp A 

       0  

Old OBRAM/GB/009 Land to the South of Main Road and South East AMBER GREEN AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 0 Initial 
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Settlement Parcel Ref. Address Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 4 Purpose 5 Overall Potential 

Capacity 

Stage 

Brampton of Grove Lane 

       0  

Unstone 

Crow Lane 

UNCL/GB/014 Land to the South West of St John’s Road AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 0 Supp A 

       0  

         

TOTAL       3,846  
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Appendix C: Green Belt parcels site assessment results 

Settlemen

t 

Parcel Ref. Address Developabl

e Capacity 

Site assessment results 

Dronfield DRO/GB/025 

(LAA 

DRO/704) 

Land north of 

Eckington Road, 

Coal Aston, 

Dronfield 

200 Formal recreation facilities in the west of the parcel should be 

excluded from the development site. The site is located in close 

proximity to the Moss Valley Woods SSSI and is within the Moss 

Valley Conservation Area. The site is visually open and offers long 

distance views across the countryside to the north. The potential loss 

of these views should be mitigated by the sensitive design and layout 

of the development, which emphasises permeability and facilitates 

intermittent views through the new development.  

 DRO/GB/042 

(LAA 

DRO/1607(2)) 

Land off 

Shakespeare 

Crescent & Sheffield 

Road, Dronfield 

237 The site has a considerable sloping gradient down to Chesterfield 

Road, as well as a difference in levels between the site and the 

Highway. This would need to be given consideration in the layout and 

design of a development proposal. Green infrastructure should be 

provided to help new development integrate into the landscape. There 

are also trees protected by TPO No 7 along the north-western and 

western boundary of the site and in the southwest of the site. These 

would need to be retained within the layout of the development.  

 DRO/GB/047A 

(LAA 

DRO/701) 

Hallowes Golf Club 230 Operational reasons of the golf course make housing development a 

complicated and long term process. The existing five holes, the club 

house and associated facilities such as parking would first need to be 

relocated before housing development could take place. No evidence 

has been submitted to show landowner's intention and plans. Highway 

implications due to narrow carriageway with limited footways. Mature 

trees and rough grassland on site. Hallowes Golf Clubhouse is a 

Grade II listed building (not located in the Green Belt). The site has 

been found undeliverable within the Plan Period. 

 DRO/GB/051 

(LAA 

DRO/702) 

Land off Hilltop Way 

/ South of Longacre 

Road 

159 Site could be combined with DRO/GB/052. No satisfactory access can 

be achieved, because the site has no direct frontage to a highway. 

Initial work has indicated a potential access through Southwood 

Avenue, but no verification whether this is a suitable option.  

 DRO/GB/052 

(LAA 

DRO/2104) 

Land off Hilltop Way 

/East of Unstone 

Dronfield Bypass 

(A61) 

30 Site could be combined with DRO/GB/051. No satisfactory access can 

be achieved, because the site has no direct frontage to a highway. 

Initial work has indicated a potential access through Southwood 

Avenue, but no verification whether this is a suitable option.  

 DRO/GB/081 

(LAA 

DRO/1606) 

Land at Stubley 

Lane, Stubley 

Hollow, Dronfield 

40 Options for the creation of suitable highway access need to be 

assessed. The site may also have potential ecological constraints 

which would need to be assessed. Multiple landowners - site yield 

adjusted to 40 to accommodate majority landowner.  

 DRO/GB/082 

(LAA 

DRO/2403) 

Land  west of 

Unstone Dronfield 

Bypass and South of 

Stubley Hollow 

75 Landowner unknown. Significant level difference between site and 

highway, which may affect the viability of the site. The site is on the 

inside of a bend on Stubley Hollow so exit visibility may also be an 

issue. Further detailed site assessments would be required to 

determine whether the site could accommodate an adoptable layout. 

Possible noise nuisance from A61. The site has been found 

undevelopable. 

   

Eckingto

n 

ECK/GB/013 

(LAA 

ECK/2402) 

Land East of 

Littlemoor (A6135) 

0 Installation of a 2500m³ underground storage tank approved; Possible 

highway impact. Flood Risk Zone 3 in the north, almost entire site 

within Zone 2;  development could limit further business activities - 

Employment Sites Review 2014 recommends this land for employment 

if further employment demand is identified; within Eckington & 

Renishaw Park CA. Possible impact on setting of Renishaw Hall. The 

site has been found undevelopable. 

 ECK/GB/015 

(LAA 

Land West of Park 

Hill/Southgate 

0 Highway access possible, but further work needed to investigate 

possible visibility issues due to the topography. This open space 

makes an important contribution to the historic character of Eckington. 
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Settlemen

t 

Parcel Ref. Address Developabl

e Capacity 

Site assessment results 

ECK/2403) Entire site is Amenity Green Space, although initial survey work has 

shown that this site is not used as a Green Space.  Within the 

Eckington & Renishaw Park CA and in close proximity to the entrance 

to Renishaw Hall. The site has been found undevelopable. 

 ECK/GB/021 

(LAA 

ECK/2106a) 

Eckington South / 

Land East of 

Chesterfield Road 

(B6052) and south 

of Ash Crescent  

373 Site could be combined with ECK/GB/022. A development proposal for 

this site would need to show that satisfactory highway access can be 

achieved and that the nearby highway network has sufficient capacity 

for this scale of development, or that improvement works can be 

carried out. Initial work has been carried out. The site also has some 

sensitive ecological features along the southern boundary which would 

need to be addressed and a suitable buffer created. Potential impacts 

on long distance views into the countryside to the south should also be 

mitigated.  

 ECK/GB/022 

(LAA 

ECK/801) 

Eckington South / 

Land East of 

Chesterfield Road 

(B6052) west of Ash 

Crescent  

43 Site could be combined with ECK/GB/021. A development proposal for 

this site would need to show that satisfactory highway access can be 

achieved and that the nearby highway network has sufficient capacity 

for this scale of development, or that improvement works can be 

carried out. Initial work has been carried out. The site also has some 

sensitive ecological features along the southern boundary which would 

need to be addressed and a suitable buffer created. Potential impacts 

on long distance views into the countryside to the south should also be 

mitigated.  

 ECK/GB/024 

(LAA 

ECK/2102) 

Land at Bolehill 

Lane  

37 No satisfactory access can be achieved, because the site has no 

frontage to adopted highway. 3rd party land needed, which has 

agreement of landowner. There is concern long distance views may be 

affected from residential properties to the north and east. The change 

in scene may be softened by appropriate planting and design of new 

properties.  

 ECK/GB/029A 

(LAA 

ECK/2404) 

Land West of 

Staniforth Avenue 

0 Highway access can unlikely be achieved; adverse impact on highway 

capacity; within Moss Valley CA; Owner unknown. The site has been 

found undevelopable. 

 ECK/GB/032 

(LAA 

ECK/2405) 

Land North East of 

Back Lane 

0 Highway access can unlikely be achieved; adverse impact on highway 

capacity. Main part used as playing field and as children's play area. 
The site has been found undevelopable. 

   

Killamars

h 

KIL/GB/002 

(LAA 

KIL/2304) 

Land on the B6058 

to the east of 

Barber’s Lane 

60 County Highways has raised a possible adverse impact on the 

surrounding highway network, as the road is heavily trafficked and 

right-turning traffic into the site may cause queuing, potentially 

affecting the brow of the hill nearby. They state that further 

investigations would be required to determine achievable visibility, 

including forward visibility in the event that a queue should form due to 

right-turning traffic into the site. The landowner commissioned 

consultants to consider highway access, safety and capacity and do 

not foresee any issues. Flood Risk Zone 2 on a smaller part; the Coal 

Mining Risk Assessment commissioned by the landowner states that 

there is a potential for unrecorded workings in shallow depth. 

Development is likely to affect views from residential properties at 

Primrose Lane and Nethergreen Avenue towards the Rother Valley 

Country Park to the north west of the site. Development may also 

affect views from the Cuckoo Way LDP which may affect the visitor 

experience. Development at this site may cause a loss of the 

hedgerows and trees located within the site boundary. Planting trees in 

the site boundary may reduce visual impacts of development 

particularly from residential properties at Primrose Lane and from 

Nethergreen Avenue. 

 KIL/GB/006 

(LAA 

KIL/2102) 

Land off Rotherham 

Road / north of 

Pealfield Road 

70 A development proposal for this site would need to show that 

satisfactory highway access can be achieved and that the nearby 

highway network has sufficient capacity for this scale of development, 
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Settlemen

t 

Parcel Ref. Address Developabl

e Capacity 

Site assessment results 

or that improvement works can be carried out. Although the site does 

not have a direct frontage onto the highway, third party land within 

control of the same landowners offers a solution.  

 KIL/GB/011 

(LAA 

KIL/2401) 

Land south of 

Sheffield Road and 

east of Belklane 

Drive 

0 Landowner unknown. Uncertain if satisfactory access can be 

achieved. Possible impact on highway safety.  Recreation ground, 

children's play area and allotments cover most of the site; only a 

relocation of these facilities could allow development. The site has 

been found undevelopable. 

 KIL/GB/0021 

(KIL/2402) 

Land at Upperthorpe 

Road / north of 

Manor Road  

50 Although initial highway comments indicated that a satisfactory access 

could not be achieved to serve the whole site as it appears to have a 

relatively narrow frontage to Upperthorpe Road when taking into 

account the existing permissions. The footway and verge are raised 

above the carriageway in this location and access works would 

therefore require engineering works to regrade the footway / verge. 

However, one of the granted developments along Upperthorpe Road 

leaves an access into the site. The developer believes this could 

provide the visibility sightlines as required and provides evidence from 

the Highway authority confirming this. Topography may presents a 

problem within the highway. 

There is concern that further development would cause a loss of long 

distance views from residential properties principally along Dumbleton 

Road and Upperthorpe Road. There is concern development may 

cause a loss of hedgerows and trees at the site. Mitigation measures 

may help. 

The Historic Landscape Assessment identifies the main part of the site 

as "Ancient Enclosure - Fossilised Strip System. DCC Archeaology 

notes that in particular the long strip fields in the north eastern part of 

the site are a strong contributor to the historic landscape character and 

should be protected. Development should therefore focus on the 

western part of the site only. The yield to be reduced to 50 dwellings. 

 KIL/GB/0025 

(KIL/2302) 

Land at Westthorpe 

/ east of Green lane 

and west of 

Upperthorpe Road 

319 A development proposal for this site would need to show that the 

nearby highway network has sufficient capacity for this scale of 

development, or that improvement works can be carried out. 

Consideration will also need to be given to the design of future 

junction(s). The site may also have potential ecological constraints 

which would need to be assessed. Ecology study provided. Potential 

impacts on long distance views into the countryside to the south 

should also be mitigated and green space planning carefully 

considered to help integrate new development within the south of the 

site and the interface with the countryside. (9 dwellings can be located 

on part of the site which is not in the Green Belt) 
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Appendix D: Further detailed consideration of Green Belt Parcels  

Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

Dronfield      

Land off 

Shakespeare 

Crescent & 

Sheffield Road, 

Dronfield 

(DRO/GB/042) 

237 1G,2A,3R,4G 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

The parcel is located about 800m to the west of 

Unstone Crow Lane, but this is no closer than 

existing development, therefore not reducing the 

strategic gap. 

Development of the parcel would strengthen 

Green Belt boundaries as the resultant boundary 

would predominantly comprise Chesterfield Road.  

Transport ++ 

Rural barriers + 

Health + 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape – 

Biodiversity - 

Accessibility to services scores 

red, due to other sites closer 

to services. However, the SA 

scores access to services very 

positively. 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated.  

DWT do not identify any 

biodiversity issues. SA results 

based on nearby assets. 

Owned by Redmiles & 

Sons, represented by DLP.   

Landowners are in a 

position to being able to 

submit a planning 

application fairly quickly 

after the adoption of the 

Local Plan. This will likely 

result in partial 

completion within the 

first five years of Local 

Plan adoption. 

Land north of 

Eckington Road, 

Coal Aston, 

Dronfield 

(DRO/GB/025) 

200 1A,2G,3A,4A 

This is the only site in Dronfield which was 

identified at the initial assessment, and did not 

score red on purpose 3. The reason for the purpose 

3 amber score is that there is 10% existing 

development on the site (agricultural buildings in 

the east and changing rooms/recreational uses in 

the west) 

The parcel is partially contained by the urban area 

Transport ++ 

Rural barriers + 

Health + 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

Heritage Impact Assessment 

carried out - Impact on 

Conservation Area considered 

very limited 

Landscape concerns, which 

can be mitigated 

Ward has most ageing 

population of entire District. 

Joint owners Mr &Mrs J 

Prestwich and Mr&Mrs C 

Prestwich, represented 

by DLP. 

No evidence of 

developer, however 

landowners have had 

several studies carried 

out, which means they 
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Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

(up to 75%). 

Parcel would leave a gap marginally above 1km to 

the Sheffield urban area, but this is no closer than 

existing developments.  

Development would neither strengthen nor 

weaken the Green Belt Boundary. 

will be able to submit a 

planning application fairly 

quickly after the adoption 

of the Local Plan. This will 

likely result in partial 

completion within the 

first five years of Local 

Plan adoption. 

Land off Hilltop, 

Dronfield  

(DRO/GB/051 

and 

DRO/GB/052) 

190 Consists of two GB parcels: 

1A,2G,3R,4A (smaller parcel 2A) 

Smaller eastern part: 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

Releasing the site would not reduce the strategic 

open gap and the site is located about 1.8km to the 

north west of Unstone Green. 

Development would neither strengthen nor 

weaken the Green Belt boundary. 

Larger western part: 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 50%). 

Transport + 

Rural barriers + 

Health + 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

Highway access issues, which 

may be resolved through third 

party land. Written 

information provided looks for 

access through an existing 

estate. This may cause 

highway network issues. 

No available information on 

other highway access 

proposals. 

Potential air quality issues and 

noise, due to A61 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

Hallam Land 

Management, 

represented by Freeths. 

No evidence of 

developer. 

Although a traffic and 

transport appraisal has 

been carried out, this 

shows access through an 

existing estate which may 

cause further issues.  

These access 

arrangements need to be 

explored further and 

therefore it is considered 

that this site would only 
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Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

Releasing the site would not reduce the strategic 

open gap and the site is located about 1.8km to the 

north west of Unstone Green.  

Development of the parcel would strengthen the 

Green Belt boundary. 

be able to come forward 

towards the end of the 

first five years after 

adoption, or from year six 

onwards.  

Land at Stubley 

Lane, Stubley 

Hollow, Dronfield 

(DRO/GB/081) 

40 1G,2G,3R,4G 

 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

The parcel is located approximately 1.3km to the 

south of the edge of the urban area of Sheffield. 

 

Development of the parcel would arguably 

strengthen the green belt boundary; the current 

boundary is defined by trees and hedgerows, but 

the resultant boundary would be contained by a 

road. 

Transport + 

Rural barriers 0 

Health + 

 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

Electricity sub station may 

impact on access, however, 

transport evidence by the 

developer/owner shows this is 

not an issue. 

Owned by Mr Whittam 

and Mr Grayson, 

represented by IBA 

Planning.  

No evidence of 

developer. 

 

Initial transport work 

undertaken, which has 

identified suitable access. 

 

Likely to commence 

within the first five years 

of Local Plan adoption. 

Eckington      

Eckington South 

(ECK/GB/021 and 

400 Consist of two GB parcels 

1A, 2A, 3R, 4G (score same for both) 

Transport + 

Rural barriers + 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

Two landowners. Site can 

come forward as a whole 
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Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

ECK/GB/022) Smaller northern parcel: 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

Developing the site would reduce the strategic 

open gap between Eckington and Marsh Lane to 

about 1km on this side of Eckington, but this is 

larger than the existing gap between the two 

settlements to the north west part of Eckington. 

The release of the parcel would neither weaken 

nor strengthen the Green Belt boundary. 

 

Larger southern parcel: 

Only the northern boundary of the parcel connects 

to the urban area. (up to 50% contained) 

Developing the site would reduce the strategic 

open gap between Eckington and Marsh Lane to 

about 1km on this side of Eckington, but this is 

larger than the existing gap between the two 

settlements to the north west part of Eckington. 

The release of the parcel would result in a 

marginally stronger Green Belt boundary. 

Health + 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

DWT do not identify any 

biodiversity issues. SA results 

based on nearby assets. 

 

or separately. 

Hallam Land 

Management, 

represented by Freeths. 

Eckington Management 

Company, represented by 

DLP 

Initial Transport 

Assessment carried out 

for both parcels. 

No evidence of 

developer, however 

landowners have had 

several studies carried 

out, in particular the 

smaller northern section, 

which means they will be 

able to submit a planning 

application fairly quickly 

after the adoption of the 

Local Plan. This will likely 

result in partial 

completion within the 

first five years of Local 
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Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

Plan adoption (overall 

completion will take 

longer due to large site 

area) 

Land at Bolehill 

Lane, Eckington 

(ECK/GB/024) 

35 1A, 2A,3R,4G 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

The release of the parcel would result in the 

strategic open gap between Eckington and Marsh 

Lane being reduced to approximately 1km. 

However this gap would be no less than the built 

development to the north of the parcel. 

 

The release of the parcel would neither strengthen 

nor weaken the Green Belt boundary. 

Transport + 

Rural barriers + 

Health + 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

Landowners are working 

together, with a joint agent. 

Some transport work carried 

out on drawings, but no 

further highway assessment 

on impacts.  

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

Two landowners, 

represented by RCA 

Regeneration Limited. 

No evidence of 

developer. 

Third party landowner 

agreement for access 

widening (access road is 

within Green Belt). Initial 

access drawing 

submitted. 

However, no other 

evidence base work 

carried out. Therefore it 

would be unlikely that 

the site would be able to 

deliver within the first 

five years after adoption 

of the plan. 
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Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

Killamarsh      

Land at 

Westthorpe, 

Killamarsh 

(KIL/GB/025) 

330 1A,2A,3R,4G 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

Although the gap between Killamarsh and 

Highmoor to the east and Spinkhill to the south 

would be less than 1km, the existing urban area 

already provides a gap of this size. 

The release of the parcel would not strengthen nor 

weaken the Green Belt boundary. 

Transport + 

Rural barriers + 

Health - 

Cultural heritage - 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity 0 

(only site which 

scores 0 at pollution 

– others score -) 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

Ecological assessment carried 

out. 

Harworth Estates, 

represented by CODA 

Planning 

Are ready to go and 

waiting to submit an 

application. This will likely 

result in partial 

completion within the 

first five years of Local 

Plan adoption. 

Land at 

Upperthorpe 

Road, Killamarsh 

(KIL/GB/021) 

50 1G,2A,3R,4G 

The parcel is well contained by Killamarsh (more 

than 75%). 

Developing the site would reduce the strategic 

open gap between Killamarsh and Highmoor in this 

area of Killamarsh, but the gap would be no 

smaller than the existing gap between the 

settlements elsewhere. 

The release of the parcel would neither strengthen 

Transport + 

Rural barriers + 

Health - 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

Highway access through a 

recently completed 

development – fairly narrow. 

DCC Highways have 

commented on the Housing 

LAA site, raising concern 

regarding narrow access, but 

developer has provided 

evidence from DCC, saying the 

access would be sufficient for 

further development. 

Options held by 

Persimmon Homes, 

represented by DLP.  

Although a developer is 

involved, no detailed 

evidence base work has 

been carried out. 

Therefore it would be 

unlikely that the site 

would be able to deliver 

within the first five years 
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Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

nor weaken the Green Belt boundary. A large part of the site area 

includes remnants of ancient 

landscape types, in the form 

of fossilised field strip system 

– solved through reducing 

yield. 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

after adoption of the 

plan. Delivery may also 

be jeopardised by the 

neighbouring proposed 

site at Westthorpe, which 

is further advanced.  

 

Land off 

Rotherham Road, 

Killamarsh 

(KIL/GB/006) 

70 1A, 2A, 3A, 4G 

Is one of the two KIL sites identified at the initial 

assessment, due to not scoring red on purpose 3. 

The reason for the p3 amber score is that the land 

is partly used as a domestic curtilage.  It is 

considered that the land is therefore in partial 

countryside use and the score adapted to amber. 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

The release of the parcel would reduce the 

strategic open gap between Killamarsh and Wales 

Bar to approximately 1.1km.  

 

The release of the parcel would neither strengthen 

nor weaken the Green Belt boundary. 

Transport + 

Rural barriers - 

Health - 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

Highway access issues have 

been solved. 

Site borders Local Wildlife 

Site. 

A few landowners, now 

working together with an 

agent. Have recently got 

Gleesons involved. 

Landowners have had 

several studies carried 

out, which means they 

will be able to submit a 

planning application fairly 

quickly after the adoption 

of the Local Plan. This will 

likely result in partial 

completion within the 

first five years of Local 

Plan adoption. 



Green Belt Topic Paper, January 2018  59 | P a g e  
 

Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

Land to the East 

of Barber’s Lane, 

Killamarsh 

(KIL/GB/002) 

60 1A, 2A, 3A, 4G 

Is one of the two KIL sites identified at the initial 

assessment, due to not scoring red on purpose 3. 

The reason for the p3 amber score is that the land 

is partly used as a domestic curtilage.  It is 

considered that the land is therefore in partial 

countryside use and the score adapted to amber. 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

The development of the parcel would reduce the 

strategic gap between Killamarsh and the Holbrook 

Industrial Estate to approximately 1.2km. 

The release of the parcel would neither strengthen 

nor weaken the Green Belt boundary. 

Transport + 

Rural barriers - 

Health + 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity 0 

Possible highway network 

difficulties identified by DCC. 

Landowner commissioned 

further work, which does not 

foresee any issues.  

The Coal Mining Risk 

Assessment commissioned by 

the landowner states that 

there is a potential for 

unrecorded workings in 

shallow depth. 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

Local Landowner, 

represented by Andrew 

Cooper from A&D 

Architecture.  

No evidence of 

developer, however 

landowners have had 

several studies carried 

out, which means they 

will be able to submit a 

planning application fairly 

quickly after the adoption 

of the Local Plan. This will 

likely result in partial 

completion within the 

first five years of Local 

Plan adoption. 
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Appendix E: Green Belt release map 
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Appendix F: Green Belt sites proposed for release 

 

1. The identification of sites for release has been based on the finding of a comprehensive Green 

Belt Review, as well as the Housing Land Availability Assessment and further Policy 

Assessment, and Sustainability Appraisal.   

 

Dronfield 

2. Site allocation “DR1” – DRO/GB/042 – This parcel is strongly enclosed from the south-west to 

the north-west by existing residential development, and would therefore be a logical expansion 

to the urban area. Developing this site would create a stronger Green Belt boundary; the 

revised northern boundary would be Chesterfield Road. Mature planting to the north, east and 

south of the site would make the visual containment of the site strong, despite its steep 

topography. Green infrastructure should be provided to help new development integrate into the 

landscape. There are also trees protected by TPO No 7 along the north-western and western 

boundary of the site and in the southwest of the site. These would need to be retained within 

the layout of the development. The strategic open gap between Unstone and Dronfield would 

not be affected by developing this parcel. As such, release of this site from the Green Belt is not 

considered to affect the purpose of the original designation of this Green Belt in preventing the 

coalescence with Chesterfield and maintaining the integrity of Dronfield. 

 

3. Development will be required to provide or contribute towards improvements to key road 

junctions to support growth at Dronfield including the B6057 Chesterfield Road / B6158 Green 

Lane / Callywhite Lane, and A61 Bowshaw Roundabout, where justified. In order to off-set the 

effect of removing this land from the Green Belt, compensatory improvements to the 

environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land will be required where 

appropriate. 

 

4. Site allocation “DR2” – DRO/GB/025 – The entire Green Belt parcel is proposed to be released 

from the Green Belt and included within the Settlement Development Limit. However, the 

playing field are not allocated for housing development.  

 

5. This parcel has strong boundaries and is well contained. The existing residential development 

of Coal Aston/Dronfield is to the south and west. To the north there is a strong hedgerow and 

tree line, similarly there is a strong hedgerow to the east. Although the parcel contributes to 

preventing encroachment into the wider countryside, this is not significant, as development of 

the site would not weaken the existing Green Belt boundaries and its containment could even 

be made stronger through further landscaping. The strategic open gap between Dronfield and 

Sheffield would not be affected by development of this site. As such, release of this site from 

the Green Belt is not considered to affect the purpose of the original designation of this Green 

Belt in preventing the coalescence with Sheffield and maintaining the integrity of Coal Aston, in 

particular with a sensitively designed development scheme.  

 

6. The site is located in close proximity to the Moss Valley Woods SSSI and is within the Moss 

Valley Conservation Area. Any impacts from the development proposal on these assets should 

be considered. The Heritage Impact Assessment considers there is no impact on the 

Conservation Area. The site is visually open and offers long distance views across the 

countryside to the north. The potential loss of these views should be mitigated by the sensitive 
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design and layout of the development, which emphasises permeability and facilitates 

intermittent views through the new development. 

 

7. Development will be required to provide or contribute towards improvements to key road 

junctions to support growth at Dronfield including the B6057 Chesterfield Road / B6158 Green 

Lane / Callywhite Lane, and A61 Bowshaw Roundabout, where justified. In order to off-set the 

effect of removing this land from the Green Belt, compensatory improvements to the 

environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land will be required where 

appropriate. 

 

8. Site allocation “DR3” – DRO/GB/081 – The entire Green Belt parcel is proposed to be released 

from the Green Belt and included within the Settlement Development Limit. However, only the 

developable part of the parcel is proposed for housing allocation. The areas not allocated are 

existing gardens, a tree line and the road.  

 

9. This parcel was identified through the Green Belt Review Supplementary Assessment B. This 

means that it is located within a wider strategic Green Belt ‘zone’ which makes a significant 

contribution to the function of the Green Belt, as identified in the Green Belt Functionality Study 

2015. However, the Functionality Study acknowledges that its strategic nature can also be a 

limitation and that the functionality of the wider study zones can and do mask individually 

important variations in performance at the very local level. The Green Belt Review 2017 looked 

at these local parcels further. It is considered that the strategic function of the Green Belt is not 

affected. This parcel is a logical extension to the urban area and it has a limited visual and 

functional connection with the wider open countryside. The eastern and southern boundaries of 

the parcel are contained by existing residential development and the northern and western 

boundaries are bound by Stubley Lane. The new Green Belt boundary would therefore be 

stronger as it would be comprised of Stubley Lane. The strategic open gap between Dronfield 

and Sheffield would not be reduced as existing development already lies closer to Sheffield.  

 

10. Development will be required to provide or contribute towards improvements to key road 

junctions to support growth at Dronfield including the B6057 Chesterfield Road / B6158 Green 

Lane / Callywhite Lane, and A61 Bowshaw Roundabout, where justified. In order to off-set the 

effect of removing this land from the Green Belt, compensatory improvements to the 

environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land will be required where 

appropriate. 

 

Eckington 

11. Site allocation “EC1” – ECK/GB/021, ECK/GB/022 – This proposed allocation site includes two 

Green Belt parcels. The site is bound by the existing urban area of Eckington along its northern 

boundary. The B6052 makes up the western boundary, there is a strong mature tree belt and 

residential and employment to the south. The eastern boundary is weaker and could be made 

stronger by well designed development. Although the site contributes to preventing 

encroachment into the wider countryside, this is not significant, as development of the site 

would make the revised Green Belt boundary marginally stronger. Sensitively designed 

development schemes on the sloping land can also reduce the visual impact on the surrounding 

area. Potential impacts on long distance views into the countryside to the south should also be 

mitigated. The site also has some sensitive ecological features along the southern boundary 

which would need to be addressed and a suitable buffer created. Developing the site would 
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reduce the strategic open gap between Eckington and Marsh Lane to about 1km on this side of 

Eckington, but this is larger than the existing gap between the two settlements to the north west 

part of Eckington. As such, release of this site from the Green Belt is not considered to affect 

the purpose of the original designation of this Green Belt in preventing the coalescence with 

Chesterfield, nor with Marsh Lane, and maintaining the integrity of Eckington. 

 

12. In order to off-set the effect of removing this land from the Green Belt, compensatory 

improvements to the environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land will 

be required where appropriate.  

 

Killamarsh 

13. Site allocation “KL1” – KIL/GB/025 – Development of this parcel would be a logical extension to 

the urban area of Killamarsh due to the site’s strong boundaries and being contained by the 

existing residential area on three sides. The northern boundary is residential, Green Lane is to 

the west, and Upperthorpe Road and residential development make up the eastern boundary. 

The southern boundary comprises of intermittent hedgerows ad trees, this boundary could be 

made stronger with well designed landscaping. Potential impacts on long distance views into 

the countryside to the south should also be mitigated and green space planning carefully 

considered to help integrate new development within the south of the site and the interface with 

the countryside. Creating a stronger boundary would separate this site from the surrounding 

countryside and reduce the impact of encroachment into the countryside. Although the gap 

between Killamarsh and Highmoor to the east and Spinkhill to the south would be less than 

1km, the existing urban area already provides a gap of this size. As such, release of this site 

from the Green Belt is not considered to affect the purpose of the original designation of this 

Green Belt in preventing the coalescence with Sheffield, nor with Highmoor or Spinkhill, and 

maintaining the integrity of Killamarsh. 

 

14. In order to off-set the effect of removing this land from the Green Belt, compensatory 

improvements to the environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land will 

be required where appropriate.  

 

15. Site allocation “KL2” – KIL/GB/006 – This parcel was assessed as having a ‘limited contribution’ 

against all Green Belt purposes. The parcel is bound by residential development to the west 

and south and intermittent trees and hedge lines make up the northern and eastern boundaries. 

Although development of the parcel would not weaken the existing Green Belt boundaries, its 

containment could be made stronger through further landscaping. The strategic open gap 

between Killamarsh and Wales Bar would be reduced to about 1.1km but this gap is only 

marginally smaller than the existing gap. As such, release of this site from the Green Belt is not 

considered to affect the purpose of the original designation of this Green Belt in preventing the 

coalescence with Sheffield, nor with Wales Bar, and maintaining the integrity of Killamarsh. 

 

16. In order to off-set the effect of removing this land from the Green Belt, compensatory 

improvements to the environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land will 

be required where appropriate.   
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Appendix G: Reasonable alternatives 

 

1. In line with the Housing White Paper, proposals regarding examining all other reasonable 

alternatives, this paper has considered several alternatives: those suggested in the White 

Paper, as well as other alternatives. These are listed here for ease of use: 

 

 making effective use of suitable brownfield sites and the opportunities offered by estate 

regeneration:  

Paragraph 4.32 of the Paper refers to the Housing Capacity Study 2017 and the Housing 

Land Availability Assessment and Policy Assessment which considered both Brownfield and 

Greenfield sites, but found many brownfield sites to be unsuitable, because of their location 

within an industrial estate or because of highway access or safety issues. All suitable 

brownfield sites in the Housing Land Availability Assessment have informed the Brownfield 

Land Register and the majority of the sites on the Brownfield Land Register are either 

allocated or included within the supply as a permission. 

 

Paragraph 4.33 mentions estate regeneration and the fact that over the last few years, three 

redevelopment schemes have been completed in Eckington, Killamarsh and Grassmoor as 

part of the regeneration of the Council’s housing stock, which was made possible through 

funding to meet the Decent Homes Standard. There are currently no further redevelopment 

plans in the near future. 

 

 the potential offered by land which is currently underused, including surplus public sector 

land where appropriate:  

Paragraphs 4.34 and 4.35 considers whether empty properties which are brought back into 

use can county towards the housing supply.. National Planning Policy Guidance makes it 

clear that empty homes can only contribute if they had not been counted within the existing 

stock of dwellings when calculating the overall need for additional dwellings in local plans. 

The Updated Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment, 2017, sets out that a 2.4% 

allowance was added to make provision for some vacant and second homes within the 

housing stock. Therefore, empty homes which are brought back into use cannot be used to 

count towards the overall supply of new housing. 

 

Paragraph 4.36 states that in terms of surplus public sector land, the Housing Land 

Availability Assessment includes many District and County Council owned sites. Often these 

are surplus garage or small depot sites, which are either fairly small or have some highway 

access issues. However, wherever possible they have been included within the supply, 

either as a small site with planning permission, or an allocation site, such as the depot site 

at Stretton Road, Clay Cross. 

 

 optimising the proposed density of development;  

Paragraphs 4.55 and 4.56 explore whether density assumptions that are made in the LAA 

are correct (30 dwellings per hectare, assuming 90% (+0.65ha), 80% (+6ha) or 70% 

(+11ha) developable area). The Housing Topic Paper has considered the appropriateness 

of the density assumptions in more detail and finds that the Council’s density assumptions 

can be considered as accurate and that increasing the densities on non-Green Belt sites is 

not an appropriate alternative. Furthermore, North East Derbyshire District is a semi-rural 
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district with small towns and therefore there is limited scope for the high densities envisaged 

by the Housing White Paper, which seems to be more angled at cities and major transport 

hubs. 

 

 exploring whether other authorities can help to meet some of the identified development 

requirement:  

Paragraphs 4.52 to 4.54 explain that North East Derbyshire has formally written to each of 

the local authorities in the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw Housing Market Area together 

with other neighbouring authorities to ask whether there would be any non-Green Belt land 

within their administrative areas that could be used to meet North East Derbyshire’s shortfall 

of around 1,300 dwellings.  

 

Amber Valley, Derbyshire Dales, Rotherham, and the Peak District National Park Authority 

have confirmed that they would not be able to accommodate any of the housing need 

arising within North East Derbyshire in their areas. Similarly, Chesterfield have confirmed 

that they are not currently in a position to assist North East Derbyshire in meeting its 

objectively assessed housing need as they have yet to complete their land availability 

assessment process. In addition, they have highlighted that the Borough has struggled to 

deliver levels of housing growth, and they would be cautious about taking on any additional 

need that made it more challenging to meet their delivery target. 

 

On the other hand whilst Sheffield have confirmed that there is no additional supply within 

Sheffield’s existing built-up area that could be developed in principle to meet North East 

Derbyshire’s housing target, they have indicated that they would welcome the opportunity to 

discuss whether the potential for a cross-boundary urban extension should be considered 

further or discounted on the basis of environmental impact. Bolsover have indicated that it 

has land that could be used for additional allocations to help meet some of the identified 

need. Notwithstanding this, it has highlighted that not all of this land is in sustainable 

locations and much of it is not well-related to North East Derbyshire. In addition, in relation 

to those sustainable settlements that are geographically better related to North East 

Derbyshire such as Clowne and Bolsover, concerns have been raised by Bolsover that 

adding further development to these areas would undermine the sustainability, deliverability, 

and thus soundness of the Bolsover Local Plan. At the time of writing no response has been 

received from Bassetlaw. 

 

2. Other reasonable alternatives have been explored throughout this paper. These are as follows: 

 Reducing the target in Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh: This would have adverse 

implications for these settlements, in particularly regarding the affordability of housing in 

these areas. The lack of housing land supply will increase market prices in high demand 

areas and therefore exacerbate the affordability issue. Furthermore it would be very difficult 

for these settlements to maintain their contribution to the economic growth of the District 

and City-Region, compromising both. 

 Focus development on Clay Cross: Clay Cross is the fourth main town located in the south 

of the District and is outside the Green Belt. Its overall supply is not sufficient to be able to 

meet the Local Plan housing requirement or distribution strategy.   

 Focus development on level 2 settlements in the South, East and West: this alternative 

strategy would put even more sites in competition with each other, do nothing to avoid the 
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prospect of market saturation, and above all fail to achieve a step change in the delivery of 

housing that is clearly needed to meet the district’s housing target. 

 Focus development on level 3 and 4 settlements in the South, East and South West: an 

alternative strategy of providing housing growth in less sustainable settlements is not 

considered to be in line with the NPPF and local policy and would result in an increase of 

less sustainable forms of travel to access services and employment, which is contrary to the 

aims of the Local Plan. 

 Using minor capacity sites within Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh: The capacity for 

further housing development within these settlements is low, and is mostly based on small 

sites or sites with uncertain availability. 

 New strategic sites/settlement: suitable sites have not been identified, and stand-alone new 

settlements are not considered sustainable in the Sustainability Appraisal; 
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Appendix A: Decision to carry out the Green Belt Review  

 

Early stages of Local Plan development 

1. During the early stages of preparation of the Local Plan, the Council aimed to pursue a strategy 

based upon local circumstances and the principles of protecting the Green Belt in the North of 

the District and providing for development in the South.  It was agreed to consider new 

evidence as it emerged and decide whether there was a need to undertake a review of the 

Green Belt to meet the essential needs arising in the North of the District, that could not be met 

within existing settlement boundaries. 

 

2. The Housing Needs, Market & Affordability Study 2012 investigated the detailed housing needs 

of North East Derbyshire District. The study found that the North of the District had a net annual 

need for 244 affordable dwellings, which was almost half of the District’s affordable housing 

need. At the same time, the northern area was found to only have a limited capacity for 50 

dwellings per year on non-Green Belt land, significantly lower than the identified need. 

 

3. It was therefore considered that the high level of local need for affordable homes and the limited 

supply of non-Green Belt land was sufficient to justify a Review of the Green Belt in the North of 

the District to identify suitable land and for affordable housing to be controlled by a specific 

Local Plan policy. Additionally it was considered appropriate to carry out a Review of the Green 

Belt in the West of the District to identify suitable land to provide for localised affordable housing 

needs. 

 

4. It is important to note that there was no expectation that the full net need for affordable housing 

in either sub-area would be met through the planning system, or by the release of Green Belt 

land.  The scale of the release of land from the Green Belt was to be restricted and balanced 

against the need to provide local affordable housing to meet local needs and the need to protect 

the integrity of the wider Green Belt. 

 

5. For these reasons, in August 2012, the Council consulted on a Green Belt Review 

Methodology, in order to try to identify potential sites for affordable housing in the north and 

west of the district. The first step as identified in the methodology was to carry out a more 

strategic review of the Green Belt, focused upon areas surrounding the settlements in the north 

and west of the district. The sole purpose was to identify wider areas of land that are capable of 

providing affordable needs housing in line with the emerging strategy and policies in the Local 

Plan. 

 

Green Belt Functionality Study 

6. The Planning & Environment Studio / Bayou Blue Environment carried out the Green Belt 

Functionality Study on the Council’s behalf in 2013/2014, in line with the methodology. It 

explains the process for carrying out the Council’s adopted methodology for the strategic review 

and sets out initial findings in relation to the relative Green Belt functionality of each of those 

areas.  

 

7. The Study assessed and ranked 37 identified areas against the 5 Green Belt Purposes. The 

Study informed the preparation of the Local Plan and was a valuable tool to assess future 

development proposals by examining the Green Belt functionality of each area and highlighting 

particular issues of sensitivity. However, it was recognised that other wider factors needed to be 
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considered in taking decisions about overall suitability of individual Green Belt sites for any 

affordable housing development to meet local needs.  

 

8. The Green Belt Functionality Study was updated in 2015 to include the areas around 

neighbouring districts Chesterfield and Sheffield, which were previously omitted. 

 

Sheffield City Region Common Approach 

9. At the same time as the Functionality Study was finalised and in accordance with the principles 

of Duty to Cooperate, Local Authorities within the Sheffield City Region came together in 2014 

to share Green Belt Review experience and produce a common approach for future reviews, 

with a view to achieving consistency across local authority boundaries.  It was also felt that 

Local Plan examination inspectors are likely to give greater weight to individual local authority 

methodologies which share a common approach accepted by other City Region authorities. 

This document was finalised in the summer of 2014. 

Local Plan development and the decision to undertake a detailed Green Belt Review 

10. In early 2015 the Council consulted on a Local Plan Part 1: Initial Draft Written statement and a 

separate schedule of potential housing sites.  

 

11. The representations received to the 2015 consultation were numerous and varied.  However, 

there was a clear strong message from a wide range of developers and land owners who 

considered that: 

 

a) There is a clear need to undertake a strategic Green Belt review across the District, and 

in particular in the North, rather than ‘reconfirm’ existing Green Belt boundaries.  

b) Without a Green Belt Review the existing policy constraints will prevent new housing 

from being brought forward around the main towns were the greatest needs are.  

c) The plan sets out that a disproportionate volume of proposed housing is intended to be 

delivered in inappropriate and fundamentally unsustainable locations (smaller 

settlements and in southern sub-area), due to the impact of the Green Belt in the north 

and west. The southern sub-area is both incapable of delivering the proposed volume of 

housing, and unsuitable to accommodate mission 

d) The assertion that the level of growth needed can be accommodated without the need 

for a strategic review of the Green Belt is strongly contested.  

e) Green Belt boundaries cause a disconnection between the focus of employment 

provision and housing land for the Principal Settlements. 

f) Whilst the Council claim to direct new growth to the most sustainable settlements, in 

practice the existing Green Belt prevents this from happening. 

g) The actual strategy of spreading development around the District results in a less 

sustainable solution and misses an opportunity to strengthen the role of the principal 

and secondary towns  

h) If NEDDC are entering into a Local Plan in which Green Belt boundaries will knowingly 

require alteration before the end of the plan period, it is not compliant with paragraph 83 

of the NPPF and will not be a sound Plan.  

 

12. In addition to the issues raised through consultation responses, work undertaken on site 

assessments had revealed significant problems in identifying sufficient sites in appropriate 

locations to demonstrate that the proposed strategy could be delivered successfully.  There was 
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a potential oversupply in the south of the district, and an undersupply in the three other areas 

and across the district as a whole. 

 

13. Based on all of this information, the Council realised that it was necessary to undertake a Green 

Belt review at this stage in accordance with the previously agreed SCR methodology. This 

decision was also supported by the fact that the proposed approach, to have a 2 part plan, was 

also heavily criticised in favour of a single document. Such an approach would not allow for any 

further delay to the process, such that the issue of a Green belt review had to be addressed.  

 

14. On the 5th August 2015, NEDDC’s Cabinet gave approval to commence preparation of a single 

Local Plan, to consider options for an alternative strategic distribution of housing and other 

development, and importantly agreed to carrying out a comprehensive review of the Green Belt, 

as it was accepted: “Given the apparent and clear mismatch between spatial distribution, land 

availability and demand, it is becoming increasingly difficult to justify the postponement of a 

Green Belt review until after the adoption of the Local Plan Part 1” 

 

15. Also, at this time the Council acknowledged that under the Duty to Co-operate, we would be 

obliged to consider requests to accommodate any unmet needs from other local authority 

areas. Although no formal requests had been received, requests could be expected from both 

Derbyshire Dales District Council and Sheffield City Council. In order to provide a robust basis 

for assessing available capacity the Council would need to have undertaken a Green Belt 

review in order to demonstrate that all reasonable alternatives had been assessed.  

 

Green Belt Review 

16. Nathaniel Lichfield & Partners were appointed in 2016 to prepare a review of the North East 

Derbyshire Green Belt, which concluded in February 2017. The Green Belt Review builds on 

the 2015 Green Belt Functionality Study which provided a strategic overview of the North East 

Derbyshire Green Belt and identified areas that are particularly important to the strategic 

function of the Green Belt in North East Derbyshire.   

 

17. The Green Belt Review included two components, namely: 

1. Part 1 – Assessment of a wide range of issues in relation to best practice and the 

approach to be taken in North East Derbyshire.  It considered the implications of 

different growth scenarios and the need for safeguarded land and additional Green Belt 

designations. 

 

2. Part 2 – Assessment of the Green Belt around the principal towns (including the edges 

of Sheffield and Chesterfield), secondary towns, large settlements and small settlements 

surrounded by the North Derbyshire and Sheffield Green Belt as it falls across North 

East Derbyshire to determine if any areas of land no longer fulfil the purposes of the 

Green Belt. 

 

18. Chapter 3 provides more detailed information about the site selection process.  
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Appendix B: Green Belt Review 2017:  Green Belt Parcels Not Robustly Meeting or Partially Meeting Green Belt Purposes 

Settlement Parcel Ref. Address Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 4 Purpose 5 Overall Potential 

Capacity 

Stage 

Dronfield DRO/GB/025 Land East of Birches Lane AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER AMBER AMBER 358 Initial 

 DRO/GB/042 Land Parallel To Chesterf ield Road GREEN AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 237 Supp A 

 DRO/GB/047A Hallow es Golf Club AMBER GREEN RED GREEN AMBER RED 229 Supp A 

 DRO/GB/051 Land West of Hilltop Way / South of Longacre 

Road 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 35 Supp A 

 DRO/GB/052 Land East of Unstone Dronfield Bypass (A61) AMBER GREEN RED GREEN AMBER RED 157 Supp A 

 DRO/GB/081 Land  w est of Unstone Dronfield Bypass and 

south of Stubley Hollow  

GREEN GREEN RED GREEN AMBER RED 51 Supp B 

 DRO/GB/082 Land  w est of Unstone Dronfield Bypass and 

South of Stubley Hollow  

GREEN GREEN RED GREEN AMBER RED 75 Supp B 

       1,142  

Chesterfield CHEST/GB/009 Land to the South West of Mansfield Road 

(B6039) 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 154 Supp A 

 CHEST/GB/011 Land off Harehill Road GREEN GREEN RED GREEN AMBER RED 139 Supp B 

       293  

Eckington ECK/GB/013 Land East of Littlemoor (A6135) AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 231 Supp A 

 ECK/GB/015 Land West of Park Hill/Southgate GREEN  AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 55 Supp A 

 ECK/GB/021 Land East of Chesterf ield Road (B6052) and 

south of Ash Crescent 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 354 Supp A 

 ECK/GB/022 Land East of Chesterf ield Road (B6052) w est of 

Ash Crescent 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 48 Supp A 

 ECK/GB/024 Land North of Bolehill Lane AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 38 Supp A 

 ECK/GB/029A Land West of Staniforth Avenue AMBER AMBER RED GREEN  AMBER RED 74 Supp A 

 ECK/GB/032 Land North East of Back Lane GREEN  AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 74 Supp A 

       874  

Killamarsh KIL/GB/002 Land on the B6058 to the east of Barber’s Lane AMBER AMBER AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 60 Initial 
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Settlement Parcel Ref. Address Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 4 Purpose 5 Overall Potential 

Capacity 

Stage 

 KIL/GB/006 Land east of Rotherham Road and north of 

Pealf ield Road 

AMBER AMBER AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 96 Initial 

 KIL/GB/011 Land south of Sheff ield Road and east of 

Belklane Drive 

GREEN  AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 68 Supp A 

 KIL/GB/0021 Land north of Manor Road and east of 

Upperthorpe Road 

GREEN AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 103 Supp A 

 KIL/GB/0025 Land east of Green lane and w est of 

Upperthorpe Road 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 330 Supp A 

       65  

Walton WAL/GB/004 Land to the North of Walton Back Lane and East 

and West of Acorn Ridge 

GREEN  AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 0 Supp A 

       0  

Grassmoor GRA/GB/004 Land East of B6038 (North Wingfield Road) 

North of Cotsw old Drive 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 121 Supp A 

       121  

Holymoorsid

e 

HOLY/GB/010 Land to the East of Holymoor Road and North of 

Loads Road 

AMBER AMBER AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 75 Supp A 

 HOLY/GB/024 Land to the North of Loads Road AMBER GREEN GREEN GREEN AMBER GREEN 0 Initial 

       75  

Renishaw REN/GB/004A Land to the North East of Hague Lane (B6419) GREEN AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 269 Supp A 

       269  

Cutthorpe CUT/GB/003 Land on the B6050 adj Rosene Cottages GREEN GREEN GREEN AMBER AMBER GREEN 0 Initial 

 CUT/GB/006 Land w est of Common Lane AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 0 Supp A 

 CUT/GB/008 Land on B6050 adj The Three Merry Lads AMBER AMBER GREEN GREEN AMBER AMBER 0 Initial 

 CUT/GB/014 Land B6051 adj to Upper New bold Four Lane 

Ends 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 18 Supp A 

 CUT/GB/015 Land bounded by Brockw ell Lane and adj to 

Cutthorpe Road 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 108 Supp A 
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Settlement Parcel Ref. Address Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 4 Purpose 5 Overall Potential 

Capacity 

Stage 

       12  

Holmesfield HOLM/GB/008 Land & Buildings North of Main Road and 

Cow ley Lane 

AMBER RED AMBER GREEN AMBER RED 0 Initial 

 HOLM/GB/017 Land & Buildings to the south of Main Road 

(B6054) and east of Cartledge Lane 

GREEN  GREEN AMBER AMBER AMBER AMBER 0 Initial 

 HOLM/GB/018 Land East of Cartledge Road AMBER GREEN AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 13 Initial 

 HOLM/GB/023 Land betw een Millthorpe Lane and Cartledge 

Lane 

GREEN GREEN RED AMBER AMBER RED 15 Supp A 

 HOLM/GB027 Land West of Cartledge Lane and South of Main 

Road (B6054) 

GREEN GREEN RED AMBER AMBER RED 9 Supp A 

 HOLM/GB/028 Land South of Main Road (B6054) nr Corner of 

Cartledge Lane 

AMBER GREEN RED AMBER AMBER RED 8 Supp A 

       45  

Ridgeway RID/GB/006A Main Road Opp Kent House Close AMBER AMBER AMBER AMBER AMBER AMBER 86 Initial 

       86  

Marsh Lane ML/GB/005 Land and buildings at Bramley Moor Farm GREEN GREEN AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 0 Initial 

 ML/GB/006 Land to the North of the B6056, East of Ford 

Road 

AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 85 Supp A 

 ML/GB/009 Land to the South of the B6056 AMBER AMBER AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 0 Initial 

       8  

Barlow 

Commonside 

BARC/GB/001 Land to the east of Valley Road AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER AMBER AMBER 73 Initial 

 BARC/GB/009 Land off Valley Rise GREEN AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 0 Supp A 

       73  

Barlow 

Village 

BARV/GB/009 Land at Parish Church of Saint Law rence Great 

Barlow  

AMBER AMBER RED AMBER AMBER AMBER 0 Supp A 

       0  

Old OBRAM/GB/009 Land to the South of Main Road and South East AMBER GREEN AMBER GREEN AMBER AMBER 0 Initial 
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Settlement Parcel Ref. Address Purpose 1 Purpose 2 Purpose 3 Purpose 4 Purpose 5 Overall Potential 

Capacity 

Stage 

Brampton of Grove Lane 

       0  

Unstone 

Crow Lane 

UNCL/GB/014 Land to the South West of St John’s Road AMBER AMBER RED GREEN AMBER RED 0 Supp A 

       0  

         

TOTAL       3,846  
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Appendix C: Green Belt parcels site assessment results 

Settlemen

t 

Parcel Ref. Address Developabl

e Capacity 

Site assessment results  

Dronfield DRO/GB/025 

(LAA 

DRO/704) 

Land north of 

Eckington Road, 

Coal Aston, 

Dronfield 

200 Formal recreation facilities in the w est of the parcel should be 

excluded from the development site. The site is located in close 

proximity to the Moss Valley Woods SSSI and is w ithin the Moss 

Valley Conservation Area. The site is visually open and offers long 

distance view s across the countryside to the north. The potential loss 

of these view s should be mitigated by the sensitive design and layout 

of the development, w hich emphasises permeability and facilitates 

intermittent view s through the new  development.  

 DRO/GB/042 

(LAA 

DRO/1607(2)) 

Land off 

Shakespeare 

Crescent & Sheffield 

Road, Dronfield 

237 The site has a considerable sloping gradient dow n to Chesterf ield 

Road, as w ell as a difference in levels betw een the site and the 

Highw ay. This w ould need to be given consideration in the layout and 

design of a development proposal. Green infrastructure should be 

provided to help new  development integrate into the landscape. There 

are also trees protected by TPO No 7 along the north-western and 

w estern boundary of the site and in the southw est of the site. These 

w ould need to be retained w ithin the layout of the development.  

 DRO/GB/047A 

(LAA 

DRO/701) 

Hallow es Golf Club 230 Operational reasons of the golf course make housing development a 

complicated and long term process. The existing f ive holes, the club 

house and associated facilities such as parking w ould f irst need to be 

relocated before housing development could take place. No evidence 

has been submitted to show  landowner's intention and plans. Highw ay 

implications due to narrow  carriageway with limited footw ays. Mature 

trees and rough grassland on site. Hallow es Golf Clubhouse is a 

Grade II listed building (not located in the Green Belt). The site has 

been found undeliverable w ithin the Plan Period. 

 DRO/GB/051 

(LAA 

DRO/702) 

Land off Hilltop Way 

/ South of Longacre 

Road 

159 Site could be combined w ith DRO/GB/052. No satisfactory access can 

be achieved, because the site has no direct frontage to a highw ay. 

Initial w ork has indicated a potential access through Southwood 

Avenue, but no verif ication whether this is a suitable option.  

 DRO/GB/052 

(LAA 

DRO/2104) 

Land off Hilltop Way 

/East of Unstone 

Dronfield Bypass 

(A61) 

30 Site could be combined w ith DRO/GB/051. No satisfactory access can 

be achieved, because the site has no direct frontage to a highw ay. 

Initial w ork has indicated a potential access through Southwood 

Avenue, but no verif ication whether this is a suitable option.  

 DRO/GB/081 

(LAA 

DRO/1606) 

Land at Stubley 

Lane, Stubley 

Hollow , Dronfield 

40 Options for the creation of suitable highw ay access need to be 

assessed. The site may also have potential ecological constraints 

w hich would need to be assessed. Multiple landow ners - site yield 

adjusted to 40 to accommodate majority landow ner.  

 DRO/GB/082 

(LAA 

DRO/2403) 

Land  w est of 

Unstone Dronfield 

Bypass and South of 

Stubley Hollow  

75 Landow ner unknown. Signif icant level difference between site and 

highw ay, which may affect the viability of the site. The site is on the 

inside of a bend on Stubley Hollow  so exit visibility may also be an 

issue. Further detailed site assessments would be required to 

determine w hether the site could accommodate an adoptable layout. 

Possible noise nuisance from A61. The site has been found 

undevelopable. 

   

Eckingto

n 

ECK/GB/013 

(LAA 

ECK/2402) 

Land East of 

Littlemoor (A6135) 

0 Installation of a 2500m³ underground storage tank approved; Possible 

highw ay impact. Flood Risk Zone 3 in the north, almost entire site 

w ithin Zone 2;  development could limit further business activities - 

Employment Sites Review  2014 recommends this land for employment 

if  further employment demand is identif ied; w ithin Eckington & 

Renishaw  Park CA. Possible impact on setting of Renishaw  Hall. The 

site has been found undevelopable. 

 ECK/GB/015 

(LAA 

Land West of Park 

Hill/Southgate 

0 Highw ay access possible, but further work needed to investigate 

possible visibility issues due to the topography. This open space 

makes an important contribution to the historic character of Eckington. 
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Settlemen

t 

Parcel Ref. Address Developabl

e Capacity 

Site assessment results  

ECK/2403) Entire site is Amenity Green Space, although initial survey work has 

show n that this site is not used as a Green Space.  Within the 

Eckington & Renishaw  Park CA and in close proximity to the entrance 

to Renishaw  Hall. The site has been found undevelopable. 

 ECK/GB/021 

(LAA 

ECK/2106a) 

Eckington South / 

Land East of 

Chesterf ield Road 

(B6052) and south 

of Ash Crescent  

373 Site could be combined w ith ECK/GB/022. A development proposal for 

this site w ould need to show that satisfactory highway access can be 

achieved and that the nearby highw ay network has sufficient capacity 

for this scale of development, or that improvement w orks can be 

carried out. Initial w ork has been carried out. The site also has some 

sensitive ecological features along the southern boundary w hich would 

need to be addressed and a suitable buffer created. Potential impacts 

on long distance view s into the countryside to the south should also be 

mitigated.  

 ECK/GB/022 

(LAA 

ECK/801) 

Eckington South / 

Land East of  

Chesterf ield Road 

(B6052) w est of Ash 

Crescent  

43 Site could be combined w ith ECK/GB/021. A development proposal for 

this site w ould need to show that satisfactory highway access can be 

achieved and that the nearby highw ay network has sufficient capacity 

for this scale of development, or that improvement w orks can be 

carried out. Initial w ork has been carried out. The site also has some 

sensitive ecological features along the southern boundary w hich would 

need to be addressed and a suitable buffer created. Potential impacts 

on long distance view s into the countryside to the south should also be 

mitigated.  

 ECK/GB/024 

(LAA 

ECK/2102) 

Land at Bolehill 

Lane  

37 No satisfactory access can be achieved, because the site has no 

frontage to adopted highw ay. 3rd party land needed, w hich has 

agreement of landow ner. There is concern long distance view s may be 

affected from residential properties to the north and east. The change 

in scene may be softened by appropriate planting and design of new  

properties.  

 ECK/GB/029A 

(LAA 

ECK/2404) 

Land West of 

Staniforth Avenue 

0 Highw ay access can unlikely be achieved; adverse impact on highw ay 

capacity; w ithin Moss Valley CA; Ow ner unknown. The site has been 

found undevelopable. 

 ECK/GB/032 

(LAA 

ECK/2405) 

Land North East of 

Back Lane 

0 Highw ay access can unlikely be achieved; adverse impact on highw ay 

capacity. Main part used as playing f ield and as children's play area. 
The site has been found undevelopable. 

   

Killamars

h 

KIL/GB/002 

(LAA 

KIL/2304) 

Land on the B6058 

to the east of 

Barber’s Lane 

60 County Highw ays has raised a possible adverse impact on the 

surrounding highw ay network, as the road is heavily traff icked and 

right-turning traff ic into the site may cause queuing, potentially 

affecting the brow of the hill nearby. They state that further 

investigations w ould be required to determine achievable visibility, 

including forward visibility in the event that a queue should form due to 

right-turning traff ic into the site. The landow ner commissioned 

consultants to consider highw ay access, safety and capacity and do 

not foresee any issues. Flood Risk Zone 2 on a smaller part; the Coal 

Mining Risk Assessment commissioned by the landow ner states that 

there is a potential for unrecorded workings in shallow depth. 

Development is likely to affect views from residential properties at 

Primrose Lane and Nethergreen Avenue tow ards the Rother Valley 

Country Park to the north w est of the site. Development may also 

affect views from the Cuckoo Way LDP w hich may affect the visitor 

experience. Development at this site may cause a loss of the 

hedgerow s and trees located w ithin the site boundary. Planting trees in 

the site boundary may reduce visual impacts of development 

particularly from residential properties at Primrose Lane and from 

Nethergreen Avenue. 

 KIL/GB/006 

(LAA 

KIL/2102) 

Land off Rotherham 

Road / north of 

Pealf ield Road 

70 A development proposal for this site w ould need to show  that 

satisfactory highway access can be achieved and that the nearby 

highw ay network has sufficient capacity for this scale of development, 
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Settlemen

t 

Parcel Ref. Address Developabl

e Capacity 

Site assessment results  

or that improvement w orks can be carried out. Although the site does 

not have a direct frontage onto the highw ay, third party land w ithin 

control of the same landow ners offers a solution.  

 KIL/GB/011 

(LAA 

KIL/2401) 

Land south of 

Sheff ield Road and 

east of Belklane 

Drive 

0 Landow ner unknown. Uncertain if  satisfactory access can be 

achieved. Possible impact on highw ay safety.  Recreation ground, 

children's play area and allotments cover most of the site; only a 

relocation of these facilities could allow  development. The site has 

been found undevelopable. 

 KIL/GB/0021 

(KIL/2402) 

Land at Upperthorpe 

Road / north of 

Manor Road  

50 Although initial highw ay comments indicated that a satisfactory access 

could not be achieved to serve the w hole site as it appears to have a 

relatively narrow  frontage to Upperthorpe Road w hen taking into 

account the existing permissions. The footway and verge are raised 

above the carriageway in this location and access works would 

therefore require engineering w orks to regrade the footway / verge. 

How ever, one of the granted developments along Upperthorpe Road 

leaves an access into the site. The developer believes this could 

provide the visibility sightlines as required and provides evidence from 

the Highw ay authority confirming this. Topography may presents a 

problem w ithin the highw ay. 

There is concern that further development w ould cause a loss of long 

distance view s from residential properties principally along Dumbleton 

Road and Upperthorpe Road. There is concern development may 

cause a loss of hedgerow s and trees at the site. Mitigation measures 

may help. 

The Historic Landscape Assessment identif ies the main part of the site 

as "Ancient Enclosure - Fossilised Strip System. DCC Archeaology 

notes that in particular the long strip f ields in the north eastern part of 

the site are a strong contributor to the historic landscape character and 

should be protected. Development should therefore focus on the 

w estern part of the site only. The yield to be reduced to 50 dw ellings. 

 KIL/GB/0025 

(KIL/2302) 

Land at Westthorpe 

/ east of Green lane 

and w est of 

Upperthorpe Road 

319 A development proposal for this site w ould need to show  that the 

nearby highw ay network has sufficient capacity for this scale of 

development, or that improvement w orks can be carried out. 

Consideration w ill also need to be given to the design of future 

junction(s). The site may also have potential ecological constraints 

w hich would need to be assessed. Ecology study provided. Potential 

impacts on long distance view s into the countryside to the south 

should also be mitigated and green space planning carefully 

considered to help integrate new  development w ithin the south of the 

site and the interface w ith the countryside. (9 dwellings can be located 

on part of the site w hich is not in the Green Belt) 
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Appendix D: Further detailed consideration of Green Belt Parcels  

Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

Dronfield      

Land off 

Shakespeare 

Crescent & 

Sheffield Road, 

Dronfield 

(DRO/GB/042) 

237 1G,2A,3R,4G 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

The parcel is located about 800m to the west of 

Unstone Crow Lane, but this is no closer than 

existing development, therefore not reducing the 

strategic gap. 

Development of the parcel would strengthen 

Green Belt boundaries as the resultant boundary 

would predominantly comprise Chesterfield Road.  

Transport ++ 

Rural barriers + 

Health + 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape – 

Biodiversity - 

Accessibility to services scores 

red, due to other sites closer 

to services. However, the SA 

scores access to services very 

positively. 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated.  

DWT do not identify any 

biodiversity issues. SA results 

based on nearby assets. 

Owned by Redmiles & 

Sons, represented by DLP.   

Landowners are in a 

position to being able to 

submit a planning 

application fairly quickly 

after the adoption of the 

Local Plan. This will likely 

result in partial 

completion within the 

first five years of Local 

Plan adoption. 

Land north of 

Eckington Road, 

Coal Aston, 

Dronfield 

(DRO/GB/025) 

200 1A,2G,3A,4A 

This is the only site in Dronfield which was 

identified at the initial assessment, and did not 

score red on purpose 3. The reason for the purpose 

3 amber score is that there is 10% existing 

development on the site (agricultural buildings in 

the east and changing rooms/recreational uses in 

the west) 

The parcel is partially contained by the urban area 

Transport ++ 

Rural barriers + 

Health + 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

Heritage Impact Assessment 

carried out - Impact on 

Conservation Area considered 

very limited 

Landscape concerns, which 

can be mitigated 

Ward has most ageing 

population of entire District. 

Joint owners Mr &Mrs J 

Prestwich and Mr&Mrs C 

Prestwich, represented 

by DLP. 

No evidence of 

developer, however 

landowners have had 

several studies carried 

out, which means they 
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Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

(up to 75%). 

Parcel would leave a gap marginally above 1km to 

the Sheffield urban area, but this is no closer than 

existing developments.  

Development would neither strengthen nor 

weaken the Green Belt Boundary. 

will be able to submit a 

planning application fairly 

quickly after the adoption 

of the Local Plan. This will 

likely result in partial 

completion within the 

first five years of Local 

Plan adoption. 

Land off Hilltop, 

Dronfield  

(DRO/GB/051 

and 

DRO/GB/052) 

190 Consists of two GB parcels: 

1A,2G,3R,4A (smaller parcel 2A) 

Smaller eastern part: 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

Releasing the site would not reduce the strategic 

open gap and the site is located about 1.8km to the 

north west of Unstone Green. 

Development would neither strengthen nor 

weaken the Green Belt boundary. 

Larger western part: 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 50%). 

Transport + 

Rural barriers + 

Health + 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

Highway access issues, which 

may be resolved through third 

party land. Written 

information provided looks for 

access through an existing 

estate. This may cause 

highway network issues. 

No available information on 

other highway access 

proposals. 

Potential air quality issues and 

noise, due to A61 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

Hallam Land 

Management, 

represented by Freeths. 

No evidence of 

developer. 

Although a traffic and 

transport appraisal has 

been carried out, this 

shows access through an 

existing estate which may 

cause further issues.  

These access 

arrangements need to be 

explored further and 

therefore it is considered 

that this site would only 



Green Belt Topic Paper, January 2018  54 | P a g e  
 

Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

Releasing the site would not reduce the strategic 

open gap and the site is located about 1.8km to the 

north west of Unstone Green.  

Development of the parcel would strengthen the 

Green Belt boundary. 

be able to come forward 

towards the end of the 

first five years after 

adoption, or from year six 

onwards.  

Land at Stubley 

Lane, Stubley 

Hollow, Dronfield 

(DRO/GB/081) 

40 1G,2G,3R,4G 

 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

The parcel is located approximately 1.3km to the 

south of the edge of the urban area of Sheffield. 

 

Development of the parcel would arguably 

strengthen the green belt boundary; the current 

boundary is defined by trees and hedgerows, but 

the resultant boundary would be contained by a 

road. 

Transport + 

Rural barriers 0 

Health + 

 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

Electricity sub station may 

impact on access, however, 

transport evidence by the 

developer/owner shows this is 

not an issue. 

Owned by Mr Whittam 

and Mr Grayson, 

represented by IBA 

Planning.  

No evidence of 

developer. 

 

Initial transport work 

undertaken, which has 

identified suitable access. 

 

Likely to commence 

within the first five years 

of Local Plan adoption. 

Eckington      

Eckington South 

(ECK/GB/021 and 

400 Consist of two GB parcels 

1A, 2A, 3R, 4G (score same for both) 

Transport + 

Rural barriers + 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

Two landowners. Site can 

come forward as a whole 
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Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

ECK/GB/022) Smaller northern parcel: 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

Developing the site would reduce the strategic 

open gap between Eckington and Marsh Lane to 

about 1km on this side of Eckington, but this is 

larger than the existing gap between the two 

settlements to the north west part of Eckington. 

The release of the parcel would neither weaken 

nor strengthen the Green Belt boundary. 

 

Larger southern parcel: 

Only the northern boundary of the parcel connects 

to the urban area. (up to 50% contained) 

Developing the site would reduce the strategic 

open gap between Eckington and Marsh Lane to 

about 1km on this side of Eckington, but this is 

larger than the existing gap between the two 

settlements to the north west part of Eckington. 

The release of the parcel would result in a 

marginally stronger Green Belt boundary. 

Health + 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

DWT do not identify any 

biodiversity issues. SA results 

based on nearby assets. 

 

or separately. 

Hallam Land 

Management, 

represented by Freeths. 

Eckington Management 

Company, represented by 

DLP 

Initial Transport 

Assessment carried out 

for both parcels. 

No evidence of 

developer, however 

landowners have had 

several studies carried 

out, in particular the 

smaller northern section, 

which means they will be 

able to submit a planning 

application fairly quickly 

after the adoption of the 

Local Plan. This will likely 

result in partial 

completion within the 

first five years of Local 
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Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

Plan adoption (overall 

completion will take 

longer due to large site 

area) 

Land at Bolehill 

Lane, Eckington 

(ECK/GB/024) 

35 1A, 2A,3R,4G 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

The release of the parcel would result in the 

strategic open gap between Eckington and Marsh 

Lane being reduced to approximately 1km. 

However this gap would be no less than the built 

development to the north of the parcel. 

 

The release of the parcel would neither strengthen 

nor weaken the Green Belt boundary. 

Transport + 

Rural barriers + 

Health + 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

Landowners are working 

together, with a joint agent. 

Some transport work carried 

out on drawings, but no 

further highway assessment 

on impacts.  

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

Two landowners, 

represented by RCA 

Regeneration Limited. 

No evidence of 

developer. 

Third party landowner 

agreement for access 

widening (access road is 

within Green Belt). Initial 

access drawing 

submitted. 

However, no other 

evidence base work 

carried out. Therefore it 

would be unlikely that 

the site would be able to 

deliver within the first 

five years after adoption 

of the plan. 
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Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

Killamarsh      

Land at 

Westthorpe, 

Killamarsh 

(KIL/GB/025) 

330 1A,2A,3R,4G 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

Although the gap between Killamarsh and 

Highmoor to the east and Spinkhill to the south 

would be less than 1km, the existing urban area 

already provides a gap of this size. 

The release of the parcel would not strengthen nor 

weaken the Green Belt boundary. 

Transport + 

Rural barriers + 

Health - 

Cultural heritage - 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity 0 

(only site which 

scores 0 at pollution 

– others score -) 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

Ecological assessment carried 

out. 

Harworth Estates, 

represented by CODA 

Planning 

Are ready to go and 

waiting to submit an 

application. This will likely 

result in partial 

completion within the 

first five years of Local 

Plan adoption. 

Land at 

Upperthorpe 

Road, Killamarsh 

(KIL/GB/021) 

50 1G,2A,3R,4G 

The parcel is well contained by Killamarsh (more 

than 75%). 

Developing the site would reduce the strategic 

open gap between Killamarsh and Highmoor in this 

area of Killamarsh, but the gap would be no 

smaller than the existing gap between the 

settlements elsewhere. 

The release of the parcel would neither strengthen 

Transport + 

Rural barriers + 

Health - 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

Highway access through a 

recently completed 

development – fairly narrow. 

DCC Highways have 

commented on the Housing 

LAA site, raising concern 

regarding narrow access, but 

developer has provided 

evidence from DCC, saying the 

access would be sufficient for 

further development. 

Options held by 

Persimmon Homes, 

represented by DLP.  

Although a developer is 

involved, no detailed 

evidence base work has 

been carried out. 

Therefore it would be 

unlikely that the site 

would be able to deliver 

within the first five years 
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Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

nor weaken the Green Belt boundary. A large part of the site area 

includes remnants of ancient 

landscape types, in the form 

of fossilised field strip system 

– solved through reducing 

yield. 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

after adoption of the 

plan. Delivery may also 

be jeopardised by the 

neighbouring proposed 

site at Westthorpe, which 

is further advanced.  

 

Land off 

Rotherham Road, 

Killamarsh 

(KIL/GB/006) 

70 1A, 2A, 3A, 4G 

Is one of the two KIL sites identified at the initial 

assessment, due to not scoring red on purpose 3. 

The reason for the p3 amber score is that the land 

is partly used as a domestic curtilage.  It is 

considered that the land is therefore in partial 

countryside use and the score adapted to amber. 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

The release of the parcel would reduce the 

strategic open gap between Killamarsh and Wales 

Bar to approximately 1.1km.  

 

The release of the parcel would neither strengthen 

nor weaken the Green Belt boundary. 

Transport + 

Rural barriers - 

Health - 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity - 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

Highway access issues have 

been solved. 

Site borders Local Wildlife 

Site. 

A few landowners, now 

working together with an 

agent. Have recently got 

Gleesons involved. 

Landowners have had 

several studies carried 

out, which means they 

will be able to submit a 

planning application fairly 

quickly after the adoption 

of the Local Plan. This will 

likely result in partial 

completion within the 

first five years of Local 

Plan adoption. 
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Site address (GB 

parcel ref) 

Dw  Green Belt Review outcome SA outcome  LAA outcome Deliverability 

Land to the East 

of Barber’s Lane, 

Killamarsh 

(KIL/GB/002) 

60 1A, 2A, 3A, 4G 

Is one of the two KIL sites identified at the initial 

assessment, due to not scoring red on purpose 3. 

The reason for the p3 amber score is that the land 

is partly used as a domestic curtilage.  It is 

considered that the land is therefore in partial 

countryside use and the score adapted to amber. 

The parcel is partially contained by urban 

development (up to 75%). 

The development of the parcel would reduce the 

strategic gap between Killamarsh and the Holbrook 

Industrial Estate to approximately 1.2km. 

The release of the parcel would neither strengthen 

nor weaken the Green Belt boundary. 

Transport + 

Rural barriers - 

Health + 

Cultural heritage 0 

Landscape - 

Biodiversity 0 

Possible highway network 

difficulties identified by DCC. 

Landowner commissioned 

further work, which does not 

foresee any issues.  

The Coal Mining Risk 

Assessment commissioned by 

the landowner states that 

there is a potential for 

unrecorded workings in 

shallow depth. 

Landscape concerns which can 

be mitigated. 

Local Landowner, 

represented by Andrew 

Cooper from A&D 

Architecture.  

No evidence of 

developer, however 

landowners have had 

several studies carried 

out, which means they 

will be able to submit a 

planning application fairly 

quickly after the adoption 

of the Local Plan. This will 

likely result in partial 

completion within the 

first five years of Local 

Plan adoption. 
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Appendix E: Green Belt release map 
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Appendix F: Green Belt sites proposed for release 

 

1. The identification of sites for release has been based on the finding of a comprehensive Green 

Belt Review, as well as the Housing Land Availability Assessment and further Policy 

Assessment, and Sustainability Appraisal.   

 

Dronfield 

2. Site allocation “DR1” – DRO/GB/042 – This parcel is strongly enclosed from the south-west to 

the north-west by existing residential development, and would therefore be a logical expansion 

to the urban area. Developing this site would create a stronger Green Belt boundary; the 

revised northern boundary would be Chesterfield Road. Mature planting to the north, east and 

south of the site would make the visual containment of the site strong, despite its steep 

topography. Green infrastructure should be provided to help new development integrate into the 

landscape. There are also trees protected by TPO No 7 along the north-western and western 

boundary of the site and in the southwest of the site. These would need to be retained within 

the layout of the development. The strategic open gap between Unstone and Dronfield would 

not be affected by developing this parcel. As such, release of this site from the Green Belt is not 

considered to affect the purpose of the original designation of this Green Belt in preventing the 

coalescence with Chesterfield and maintaining the integrity of Dronfield. 

 

3. Development will be required to provide or contribute towards improvements to key road 

junctions to support growth at Dronfield including the B6057 Chesterfield Road / B6158 Green 

Lane / Callywhite Lane, and A61 Bowshaw Roundabout, where justified. In order to off-set the 

effect of removing this land from the Green Belt, compensatory improvements to the 

environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land will be required where 

appropriate. 

 

4. Site allocation “DR2” – DRO/GB/025 – The entire Green Belt parcel is proposed to be released 

from the Green Belt and included within the Settlement Development Limit. However, the 

playing field are not allocated for housing development.  

 

5. This parcel has strong boundaries and is well contained. The existing residential development 

of Coal Aston/Dronfield is to the south and west. To the north there is a strong hedgerow and 

tree line, similarly there is a strong hedgerow to the east. Although the parcel contributes to 

preventing encroachment into the wider countryside, this is not significant, as development of 

the site would not weaken the existing Green Belt boundaries and its containment could even 

be made stronger through further landscaping. The strategic open gap between Dronfield and 

Sheffield would not be affected by development of this site. As such, release of this site from 

the Green Belt is not considered to affect the purpose of the original designation of this Green 

Belt in preventing the coalescence with Sheffield and maintaining the integrity of Coal Aston, in 

particular with a sensitively designed development scheme.  

 

6. The site is located in close proximity to the Moss Valley Woods SSSI and is within the Moss 

Valley Conservation Area. Any impacts from the development proposal on these assets should 

be considered. The Heritage Impact Assessment considers there is no impact on the 

Conservation Area. The site is visually open and offers long distance views across the 

countryside to the north. The potential loss of these views should be mitigated by the sensitive 
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design and layout of the development, which emphasises permeability and facilitates 

intermittent views through the new development. 

 

7. Development will be required to provide or contribute towards improvements to key road 

junctions to support growth at Dronfield including the B6057 Chesterfield Road / B6158 Green 

Lane / Callywhite Lane, and A61 Bowshaw Roundabout, where justified. In order to off-set the 

effect of removing this land from the Green Belt, compensatory improvements to the 

environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land will be required where 

appropriate. 

 

8. Site allocation “DR3” – DRO/GB/081 – The entire Green Belt parcel is proposed to be released 

from the Green Belt and included within the Settlement Development Limit. However, only the 

developable part of the parcel is proposed for housing allocation. The areas not allocated are 

existing gardens, a tree line and the road.  

 

9. This parcel was identified through the Green Belt Review Supplementary Assessment B. This 

means that it is located within a wider strategic Green Belt ‘zone’ which makes a significant 

contribution to the function of the Green Belt, as identified in the Green Belt Functionality Study 

2015. However, the Functionality Study acknowledges that its strategic nature can also be a 

limitation and that the functionality of the wider study zones can and do mask individually 

important variations in performance at the very local level. The Green Belt Review 2017 looked 

at these local parcels further. It is considered that the strategic function of the Green Belt is not 

affected. This parcel is a logical extension to the urban area and it has a limited visual and 

functional connection with the wider open countryside. The eastern and southern boundaries of 

the parcel are contained by existing residential development and the northern and western 

boundaries are bound by Stubley Lane. The new Green Belt boundary would therefore be 

stronger as it would be comprised of Stubley Lane. The strategic open gap between Dronfield 

and Sheffield would not be reduced as existing development already lies closer to Sheffield.  

 

10. Development will be required to provide or contribute towards improvements to key road 

junctions to support growth at Dronfield including the B6057 Chesterfield Road / B6158 Green 

Lane / Callywhite Lane, and A61 Bowshaw Roundabout, where justified. In order to off-set the 

effect of removing this land from the Green Belt, compensatory improvements to the 

environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land will be required where 

appropriate. 

 

Eckington 

11. Site allocation “EC1” – ECK/GB/021, ECK/GB/022 – This proposed allocation site includes two 

Green Belt parcels. The site is bound by the existing urban area of Eckington along its northern 

boundary. The B6052 makes up the western boundary, there is a strong mature tree belt and 

residential and employment to the south. The eastern boundary is weaker and could be made 

stronger by well designed development. Although the site contributes to preventing 

encroachment into the wider countryside, this is not significant, as development of the site 

would make the revised Green Belt boundary marginally stronger. Sensitively designed 

development schemes on the sloping land can also reduce the visual impact on the surrounding 

area. Potential impacts on long distance views into the countryside to the south should also be 

mitigated. The site also has some sensitive ecological features along the southern boundary 

which would need to be addressed and a suitable buffer created. Developing the site would 
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reduce the strategic open gap between Eckington and Marsh Lane to about 1km on this side of 

Eckington, but this is larger than the existing gap between the two settlements to the north west 

part of Eckington. As such, release of this site from the Green Belt is not considered to affect 

the purpose of the original designation of this Green Belt in preventing the coalescence with 

Chesterfield, nor with Marsh Lane, and maintaining the integrity of Eckington. 

 

12. In order to off-set the effect of removing this land from the Green Belt, compensatory 

improvements to the environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land will 

be required where appropriate.  

 

Killamarsh 

13. Site allocation “KL1” – KIL/GB/025 – Development of this parcel would be a logical extension to 

the urban area of Killamarsh due to the site ’s strong boundaries and being contained by the 

existing residential area on three sides. The northern boundary is residential, Green Lane is to 

the west, and Upperthorpe Road and residential development make up the eastern boundary. 

The southern boundary comprises of intermittent hedgerows ad trees, this boundary could be 

made stronger with well designed landscaping. Potential impacts on long distance views into 

the countryside to the south should also be mitigated and green space planning carefully 

considered to help integrate new development within the south of the site and the interface with 

the countryside. Creating a stronger boundary would separate this site from the surrounding 

countryside and reduce the impact of encroachment into the countryside. Although the gap 

between Killamarsh and Highmoor to the east and Spinkhill to the south would be less than 

1km, the existing urban area already provides a gap of this size. As such, release of this site 

from the Green Belt is not considered to affect the purpose of the original designation of this 

Green Belt in preventing the coalescence with Sheffield, nor with Highmoor or Spinkhill, and 

maintaining the integrity of Killamarsh. 

 

14. In order to off-set the effect of removing this land from the Green Belt, compensatory 

improvements to the environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land will 

be required where appropriate.  

 

15. Site allocation “KL2” – KIL/GB/006 – This parcel was assessed as having a ‘limited contribution’ 

against all Green Belt purposes. The parcel is bound by residential development to the west 

and south and intermittent trees and hedge lines make up the northern and eastern boundaries. 

Although development of the parcel would not weaken the existing Green Belt boundaries, its 

containment could be made stronger through further landscaping. The strategic open gap 

between Killamarsh and Wales Bar would be reduced to about 1.1km but this gap is only 

marginally smaller than the existing gap. As such, release of this site from the Green Belt is not 

considered to affect the purpose of the original designation of this Green Belt in preventing the 

coalescence with Sheffield, nor with Wales Bar, and maintaining the integrity of Killamarsh. 

 

16. In order to off-set the effect of removing this land from the Green Belt, compensatory 

improvements to the environmental quality or accessibility of the remaining Green Belt land will 

be required where appropriate.   
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Appendix G: Reasonable alternatives 

 

1. In line with the Housing White Paper, proposals regarding examining all other reasonable 

alternatives, this paper has considered several alternatives: those suggested in the White 

Paper, as well as other alternatives. These are listed here for ease of use: 

 

 making effective use of suitable brownfield sites and the opportunities offered by estate 

regeneration:  

Paragraph 4.32 of the Paper refers to the Housing Capacity Study 2017 and the Housing 

Land Availability Assessment and Policy Assessment which considered both Brownfield and 

Greenfield sites, but found many brownfield sites to be unsuitable, because of their location 

within an industrial estate or because of highway access or safety issues. All suitable 

brownfield sites in the Housing Land Availability Assessment have informed the Brownfield 

Land Register and the majority of the sites on the Brownfield Land Register are either 

allocated or included within the supply as a permission. 

 

Paragraph 4.33 mentions estate regeneration and the fact that over the last few years, three 

redevelopment schemes have been completed in Eckington, Killamarsh and Grassmoor as 

part of the regeneration of the Council’s housing stock, which was made possible through 

funding to meet the Decent Homes Standard. There are currently no further redevelopment 

plans in the near future. 

 

 the potential offered by land which is currently underused, including surplus public sector 

land where appropriate:  

Paragraphs 4.34 and 4.35 considers whether empty properties which are brought back into 

use can county towards the housing supply.. National Planning Policy Guidance makes it 

clear that empty homes can only contribute if they had not been counted within the existing 

stock of dwellings when calculating the overall need for additional dwellings in local plans. 

The Updated Council’s Strategic Housing Market Assessment, 2017, sets out that a 2.4% 

allowance was added to make provision for some vacant and second homes within the 

housing stock. Therefore, empty homes which are brought back into use cannot be used to 

count towards the overall supply of new housing. 

 

Paragraph 4.36 states that in terms of surplus public sector land, the Housing Land 

Availability Assessment includes many District and County Council owned sites. Often these 

are surplus garage or small depot sites, which are either fairly small or have some highway 

access issues. However, wherever possible they have been included within the supply, 

either as a small site with planning permission, or an allocation site, such as the depot site 

at Stretton Road, Clay Cross. 

 

 optimising the proposed density of development;  

Paragraphs 4.55 and 4.56 explore whether density assumptions that are made in the LAA 

are correct (30 dwellings per hectare, assuming 90% (+0.65ha), 80% (+6ha) or 70% 

(+11ha) developable area). The Housing Topic Paper has considered the appropriateness 

of the density assumptions in more detail and finds that the Council’s density assumptions 

can be considered as accurate and that increasing the densities on non-Green Belt sites is 

not an appropriate alternative. Furthermore, North East Derbyshire District is a semi-rural 
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district with small towns and therefore there is limited scope for the high densities envisaged 

by the Housing White Paper, which seems to be more angled at cities and major transport 

hubs. 

 

 exploring whether other authorities can help to meet some of the identified development 

requirement:  

Paragraphs 4.52 to 4.54 explain that North East Derbyshire has formally written to each of 

the local authorities in the North Derbyshire and Bassetlaw Housing Market Area together 

with other neighbouring authorities to ask whether there would be any non-Green Belt land 

within their administrative areas that could be used to meet North East Derbyshire’s shortfall 

of around 1,300 dwellings.  

 

Amber Valley, Derbyshire Dales, Rotherham, and the Peak District National Park Authority 

have confirmed that they would not be able to accommodate any of the housing need 

arising within North East Derbyshire in their areas. Similarly, Chesterfield have confirmed 

that they are not currently in a position to assist North East Derbyshire in meeting its 

objectively assessed housing need as they have yet to complete their land availability 

assessment process. In addition, they have highlighted that the Borough has struggled to 

deliver levels of housing growth, and they would be cautious about taking on any additional 

need that made it more challenging to meet their delivery target. 

 

On the other hand whilst Sheffield have confirmed that there is no additional supply within 

Sheffield’s existing built-up area that could be developed in principle to meet North East 

Derbyshire’s housing target, they have indicated that they would welcome the opportunity to 

discuss whether the potential for a cross-boundary urban extension should be considered 

further or discounted on the basis of environmental impact. Bolsover have indicated that it 

has land that could be used for additional allocations to help meet some of the identified 

need. Notwithstanding this, it has highlighted that not all of this land is in sustainable 

locations and much of it is not well-related to North East Derbyshire. In addition, in relation 

to those sustainable settlements that are geographically better related to North East 

Derbyshire such as Clowne and Bolsover, concerns have been raised by Bolsover that 

adding further development to these areas would undermine the sustainability, deliverability, 

and thus soundness of the Bolsover Local Plan. At the time of writing no response has been 

received from Bassetlaw. 

 

2. Other reasonable alternatives have been explored throughout this paper. These are as follows: 

 Reducing the target in Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh: This would have adverse 

implications for these settlements, in particularly regarding the affordability of housing in 

these areas. The lack of housing land supply will increase market prices in high demand 

areas and therefore exacerbate the affordability issue. Furthermore it would be very difficult 

for these settlements to maintain their contribution to the economic growth of the District 

and City-Region, compromising both. 

 Focus development on Clay Cross: Clay Cross is the fourth main town located in the south 

of the District and is outside the Green Belt. Its overall supply is not sufficient to be able to 

meet the Local Plan housing requirement or distribution strategy.   

 Focus development on level 2 settlements in the South, East and West: this alternative 

strategy would put even more sites in competition with each other, do nothing to avoid the 
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prospect of market saturation, and above all fail to achieve a step change in the delivery of 

housing that is clearly needed to meet the district’s housing target. 

 Focus development on level 3 and 4 settlements in the South, East and South West: an 

alternative strategy of providing housing growth in less sustainable settlements is not 

considered to be in line with the NPPF and local policy and would result in an increase of 

less sustainable forms of travel to access services and employment, which is contrary to the 

aims of the Local Plan. 

 Using minor capacity sites within Dronfield, Eckington and Killamarsh: The capacity for 

further housing development within these settlements is low, and is mostly based on small 

sites or sites with uncertain availability. 

 New strategic sites/settlement: suitable sites have not been identified, and stand-alone new 

settlements are not considered sustainable in the Sustainability Appraisal; 

 


