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Councillor Yes 
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1945105 
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1945850 

Resident Yes 



REFERENCE 
NUMBER ORGANISATION 

PARTICIPATING IN 
HEARING 
SESSIONS 

1945939 

Resident No 

1945966 

Resident No 

1945982 

Resident Yes 

1946014 

Bassetlaw District Council Councillor and Notts County 
Councillor Yes 

1946034 

Resident No 

1946117 

Resident No 
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Ltd Yes 

1946370 Asbury Planning Yes 

1946488 
Bassetlaw District Council Councillor and Notts County 
Councillor Yes 

1946616 Resident No 

1946642 Resident Yes 

1946687 Resident No 
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Planning Policy 
Queen's Buildings 
Potter Street 
Worksop 
S80 2AH
 
VIA EMAIL 
 
 

29883/A3/MAS/JB/bc 
 

21st October 2021 
 

 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
REPRESENTATIONS TO THE DRAFT BASSETLAW LOCAL PLAN (PUBLICATION VERSION – 
REGULATION 19): SEPTEMBER – OCTOBER 2021 
 
We write on behalf of our Client, Heyford Developments Ltd and welcome the opportunity to respond 
to the Draft Bassetlaw Local Plan (the ‘draft Plan’). We respond in respect of our Client’s land interests 
at Park Farm, Blyth (‘the site’, as shown on the appended red line plan).  
 
The site was promoted through the Blyth Neighbourhood Plan (‘BNP’) for around 50 dwellings, which 
has now been formally ‘made’ following the referendum held on the 6th May 2021. 
 
We have responded to previous versions of the draft Plan, most recently the Regulation 18 
consultation in November 2020 – January 2021. We do not consider that the revisions address our 
concerns. 
 
As was the case in the November 2020, The Council’s assessment through the August 2021 Land 
Availability Assessment (LAA) (Appendix J) concludes that our Client’s site (reference LAA435) has a 
capacity of 54 dwellings, is considered “suitable” for development and has “no significant constraints 
identified at this stage”. We consider it is an appropriate site to allocate through the Local Plan to 
deliver much needed housing in a sustainable rural large village. This is demonstrated on the Vision 
Document also appended. 
 
We set out our response to the current draft Plan consultation in chronological order below.  
 
Policy ST1: Bassetlaw’s Spatial Strategy  
 
The draft Policy identifies that the District will provide a minimum of 10,047 dwellings (591 dwellings 
per annum) for the plan period 2020-2037. This figure is marginally higher than the target in the 
previous draft Plan Regulation 18 (10,013 or 589 dwellings per annum). We welcome the inclusion of 
additional sites in excess of this, plus the windfall allowance, to increase flexibility in supply (total 
supply being 12,198 dwellings). However, we continue to raise issues with the manner in which the 
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housing supply is distributed within the District, and we consider that more growth should be directed 
to the Large Rural Settlements, particularly Blyth.  
 
Policy ST1 states the District’s housing need will be delivered in accordance with the settlement 
hierarchy below: 
 

a) “at the Main Towns: 
(i) approximately 2,569 dwellings in Worksop Outer Area; 
(ii) approximately 700 dwellings in the Worksop Central DPD; 
(iii) approximately 2,128 dwellings in Retford; 
(iv) approximately 1,758 in Harworth and Bircotes; 

b) by supporting the delivery of 1,496 dwellings in the Large Rural Settlements; 
c) by supporting the delivery of 1,733 dwellings in the eligible Small Rural 

Settlements; 
d) by supporting the development of 500 dwellings through a site allocation at the 

Bassetlaw Garden Village”. 
 
The spatial strategy now splits out Worksop Outer Area, Worksop Central, Retford and Harworth / 
Bircotes, with a total of 7,155. When the above (a) to (d) are added together, it comes to 10,884 
dwellings. The January 2021 housing requirement totalled 10,013. 
 
The difference appears to be as a result of an increase in 328 dwellings in Retford, 165 dwellings in 
Worksop Outer Area, 56 dwellings in Harworth / Bircotes, 94 dwellings in the Large Rural Settlements 
and 231 dwellings in Small Rural Settlements. The difference between the Plan’s total minimum 
requirement (10,047) and the cumulative total of the sites (10,884) should be explained. 
 
We continue to have no objections and no specific comments to the growth being directed to the 
main towns, providing there is sufficient infrastructure to support the allocations and they are backed 
up by evidence around viability and deliverability. Our principal concern is with the Garden Village 
and Rural Settlements. 
 
We continue to have concerns around the distribution of growth and spatial strategy in our response 
to draft Policy ST2 below. We also set out concerns around the deliverability of the 500 dwellings at 
the Garden Village in response to draft Policy ST4. Whilst we support the ambition to deliver beyond 
the Plan period, we do not consider these 500 dwellings are deliverable in the Plan period and should 
be removed from the overall supply.  
 
As we set out in our previous responses to the draft Plan, the growth identified in Policy ST1 (and 
ST2) is in part reliant on the Neighbourhood Plans. Whilst we generally support the locally-led 
approach which underpins the neighbourhood plan process, the recently adopted Blyth 
Neighbourhood Plan is reliant on one site to deliver the majority of its housing requirement, despite 
our view that it is of questionable deliverability / developability. This therefore presents a risk to the 
Council meeting its housing growth targets. 
 
We continue to object the arbitrary 20% growth cap for Large Rural Settlements, including Blyth (see 
Policy ST2 below for further detail).  
 
In our response to Policy ST2 we also raise issues with the list of settlements and growth allocated 
to each. From the five Large Rural Settlements, the total delivery over the Plan period is expected to 
be 1,496 dwellings, made up of 48 completions (2020-21), 1,171 extant permissions, 202 made 
Neighbourhood Plan allocations and 75 new dwellings allocated in Tuxford. 
 
In the Land Availability Assessment (August 2021), the extant permissions and Neighbourhood Plan 
allocations appear to be as follows: 
 

• Blyth – 78 
• Carlton - 410 
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• Costhorpe – 0 
• Langold/Hodstock – 465 
• Misterton – 134 
• Tuxford – 86  
• Total – 1,173 

 
With the completions (48) and 75 new dwellings in Tuxford, this totals 1,296. This is 200 dwellings 
less than the specified 1,496 dwellings. Under Policy ST2 it requires each settlement to by 20%, and 
together this list on page 39 totals only 1,297 dwellings; 199 less than the settlement hierarchy states. 
Clarification is required as to what level of growth will delivered for each of the Large Rural 
Settlements and what the contribution is to the overall housing requirement. We think Neighbourhood 
Plan allocations have been double counted. 
 
The same table on page 39 has Small Rural Settlements totalling 510 dwellings if each is to grow by 
20%. No new allocations are proposed as there are 324 completions (2020-21), 1,188 extant 
permissions and 261 made Neighbourhood Plan allocations; totalling 1,773 dwellings. Again, this list 
of commitments should be checked and the relationship between them and the 20% Growth 
Requirement clarified. 
 
As we set out in representations to previous versions of the draft Plan, the spatial strategy needs to 
ensure that housing and employment needs are aligned, so that housing is proposed where there is 
demand for employment. As paragraph 3.6 of the draft Plan notes:  
 

“The logistics sector continues to grow, with significant 
investment taking place, and market interest evidenced, along 
the A57 and A1 growth corridors”.  

 
The recently upgraded A1 junction to the north of Blyth offers a significant opportunity to meet this 
need and assist in delivering economic growth in the District, particularly in sustainable rural locations 
to ensure growth is balanced. Housing should be located nearby to ensure jobs and workers are 
closely located and accessible by public transport – there are regular buses running between Blyth 
and the A1 roundabout to the north.  
 
In summary, we therefore continue to object to Policy ST1. It is not justified as the evidence 
supporting it is not clear how the housing requirement will be delivered, meaning it is also not 
positively prepared or effective. As insufficient growth is directed to Blyth, the Plan will not deliver 
balanced growth spread across the more sustainable rural settlements and so this will not be 
consistent with the NPPF and its aims to deliver sustainable development.  
 
Suggested changes: 
 
1. The difference between the Plan’s total requirement (10,047) and the cumulative total of the 

draft allocations (10,884) should be explained. Clarification is required as to what level of 
growth will delivered for each of the Rural Settlements (and whether Neighbourhood Plan 
allocations have been double counted) and what the contribution is to the overall housing 
requirement. 

 
2. The anticipated supply set out in Policy ST1 and the supporting evidence (particularly around 

viability) should be reviewed in light of the evidence of deliverability for Bassetlaw Garden 
Village (see our concerns set out in response to Policy ST4).  

 
3. The growth targets for specific settlements should be updated to contain mechanism for 

guarding against non-delivery of housing through Neighbourhood Plans (see Policy ST2).  
 

4. In light of the matters raised in relation to Policy ST1, and issues around supply, trajectory 
and deliverability, further growth should be directed to the sustainable settlement of Blyth. 
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Policy ST2: Rural Bassetlaw 
 
The Bassetlaw Rural Settlement Study Update (November 2020) acknowledges at page 4 that an out-
of-date Plan in the past has: 
 

“contributed to the inconsistent management of rural growth 
across Bassetlaw. Some settlements have grown by hundreds 
of houses and others have had none, contributing to a growing 
conflict between the balance of sustainable growth and the 
benefits that generally accompany new development.  
 
In Bassetlaw, these conflicts are translated – most apparently 
- into a lack of infrastructure being delivered to support a 
growing population and a large oversupply of residential 
planning permissions (or commitments) in areas – particularly 
those that, perhaps, do not have an adequate level of services 
and facilities to support such a high level of growth. 

 
We note that the Council do not consider a blanket growth requirement for all the Rural Settlements 
to be appropriate, as set out in paragraph 5.2.7 in the Draft Plan. This is suggested by differentiating 
between Large and Small Rural Settlements. Whilst we support splitting the settlements and the 
methodology behind it, there is a blanket growth approach for both Large and Small Rural Settlements. 
Blyth is one of the Large Rural Settlements determined to be eligible to grow by 20% in the plan 
period, along with several others, in addition to several eligible Small Rural Settlements. However, 
there is no distinction between the level of services, facilities and amenities between the settlements 
and the a blanket growth requirement will perpetuate this imbalance and unsustainable growth that 
has been created in a policy vacuum. Instead, further growth should be directed to sustainable 
settlements, such as Blyth, which has a higher capacity for growth than the arbitrary 20% cap allows. 
The policy is its current form raises concerns over its consistency with the NPPF’s objective to 
significantly boost the supply of homes (paragraph 60). 
 
Growth in Rural Settlements is largely dependent on commitments, but as above, the Plan is unclear 
as to what will be delivered. There is an apparent inconsistency between Figure 8 (suggesting total 
growth of 1,496 dwellings in Large Rural Settlements) and the commitments in the Land Availability 
Assessment (suggesting 1,296 dwellings, when taking into account the proposed allocation in 
Tuxford). It appears that the Neighbourhood Plan allocations have been double counted. We query 
whether the same has been done for Small Rural Settlements. This needs to be addressed, otherwise 
there is a potential shortfall of at least 202 dwellings and possibly 463 dwellings or more. 
 
The revised housing distribution at Policy ST1 appears to suggest an increase over and above the 
January 2021 consultation of 94 dwellings in the Large Rural Settlements and 231 dwellings in Small 
Rural Settlements. It is difficult to understand why this is the case given the findings of the Bassetlaw 
Rural Settlement Study Update and Spatial Strategy Background Paper (Update November 2020), 
which clearly set out the distinction between Small and Large Rural Settlements and their comparative 
capacity for growth. If there is an issue with double counting Neighbourhood Plan commitments, then 
the shortfall should be directed towards Blyth. 
 
Part 3 of Policy ST2 sets out the principles for which additional residential development will be 
supported above the 20% growth requirement. The only mechanism appears to be a community-led 
approach via the neighbourhood plan process. We strongly object to Part 3 on the basis that it will 
limit growth coming forward in sustainable locations given the strict adherence to a cap. Whilst the 
opinions of the local community are important to consider through the planning process, there are a 
wider range of material considerations that should also be appropriately assessed. It is considered 
that this element should be removed and replaced with a more specific set of criteria to which 
applications should be assessed. This is particularly important given the points we raise above in 
relation to Policy ST1 and the potential for Neighbourhood Plans to allocate sites which may not be 
ultimately deliverable or developable in the Plan period. If there is no requirement or mechanism to 



29883/A3/MAS/JB/bc         5 21st October 2021 
 
 

 

require a review of a Neighbourhood Plan, then there is no means of approving alternative housing 
under Policy ST2 Part 3. 
 
To assist with this, Policy ST2 should also include a reference to the need for ongoing monitoring of 
delivery and supply within the Rural Settlements. It should make provisions for instances where 
Neighbourhood Plan allocations (or permissioned sites) are not being implemented, and the 20% 
growth not being achieved (see LAA which states a historic lapse rate of 24% for such sites). The 
policy should state that in these circumstances a review of those allocations will be necessary and 
additional supply will be brought forward ahead of such reviews via a reasonable criteria-based policy, 
so as to ensure an ongoing supply of housing (in accordance with NPPF paragraphs 74-77) The 
criteria-based policy could reflect that of the current Bassetlaw District Core Strategy (2011) Policy 
CS1 and approach of the Council in relation to developments outside of the settlement boundaries 
(as stated in the Authority Monitoring Report (AMR) 2020/21 in relation to Indicator H5: Number of 
houses built and permitted outside the settlement boundaries).   
 
We therefore continue to object to Policy ST2. It is not justified as the evidence supporting it 
is not clear how the housing requirement will be delivered, meaning it is also not positively prepared 
or effective. As insufficient growth is directed to Blyth, the Plan will not deliver balanced growth 
spread across the more sustainable rural settlements and so this will not be consistent with the NPPF 
and its aims to deliver sustainable development.  
 
Suggested changes: 
 
1. The Policy should set out clearly what the breakdown is in terms of commitments (including 

reductions for lapse rates) and new housing, with a particular focus on clarifying whether 
Neighbourhood Plan allocations have been double counted in the commitments. It should also 
address the imbalance between the significantly higher quantum of development that the 
Small Rural Settlements are set to accommodate compared to the Large Rural Settlements. 
This can be rebalanced if there is a shortfall due to double counting. 

 
2. The draft Plan should revisit the 20% growth requirement/cap applied to Large Rural 

Settlements and should account for lapse rates. Additional growth should be directed to more 
sustainable settlements such as Blyth. This should consider the relationship between 
employment and housing growth as noted in our response to Policy ST1. 

 
3. The policy should remove reference to the weight to be afforded to local community support 

in determining applications as this could undermine the assessment of an application on its 
merits. This should be replaced with a more appropriate set of criteria (see 4 below also). 

 
4. The policy should incorporate an ongoing monitoring of delivery and supply within the Rural 

Settlements, with a policy basis to support additional supply in the event Neighbourhood Plan 
allocations and other commitments are not being delivered.  

 
 
Policy ST4: Bassetlaw Garden Village 
 
In relation to the proposed Bassetlaw Garden Village, we have previously raised significant concerns 
in the deliverability of this allocation. Whilst we welcome the ambition to deliver growth at scale 
beyond the Plan period, and the production of the Bassetlaw Garden Village Vision Statement 
(September 2021), we do not consider this addresses our previous comments. 
 
As we have previously raised, we think it is inappropriate to draw direct comparisons between the 
Garden Village proposed and other large schemes in the District (namely the Harworth Colliery site) 
which appear to be very different in both scale and site-specific circumstances. Harworth Colliery is 
a site within single ownership in an established urban area that benefits from existing residents, 
services, facilities and public transport. The proposed Garden Village is relatively isolated from 
Worksop and Retford and has significant infrastructure requirements, including transport and utilities. 
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The LAA states that the Harworth Colliery site had a lead in time of approximately 8 years. Assuming 
adoption of the Plan in 2022, this suggests a similar lead-in time for the Garden Village. Given it is 
some four times the size of the Colliery site, we consider more evidence is needed to support the 
draft Plan’s assertion that this site will deliver housing in the Plan period, particularly given the lack 
of supporting evidence around viability (further commentary provided below). Whilst we support the 
ambition, we do not think any reliance can be placed upon this allocation within the Plan period, even 
for 500 dwellings.  
 
We continue to raise concerns around the ability to deliver sustainable housing in the Plan period in 
line with Garden Community Principles. The LAA acknowledges the importance of this: 
 

“The suitability of the site for development would depend on 
the sites ability to deliver the range of services and facilities 
necessary to create a sustainable settlement.” 

 
The level of services, facilities and/or public transport early on in the life of the development is 
essential, and there is no detail to set out how this is expected to viably be delivered. 
 
The Bassetlaw New Station Feasibility Technical Note 2 (November 2020) does not demonstrate that 
there is sufficient capacity on the line to allow the new station to be delivered, particularly as the 
existing ‘slack’ which may currently be there may not be available at the point at which the new 
station is actually delivered (this will not be for some time). The estimated £8-11m cost is significant 
and this station is unlikely to be delivered early given there will not be any new dwellings before at 
least 2031/32, and even then the number of new residents will be so low that significant revenue 
support would be required to subsidise the service. A draft SoCG with Network Rail has only been 
discussed, rather than agreed. The proposals are therefore dependent on a good bus service in the 
early years. 
 
The updated Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP (August 2021) sets out a substantial list of 
infrastructure requirements. The IDP suggests a contribution of £460,000 towards the bus service. It 
is not clear whether this is just for the 500 dwellings or the full 4,000. Even for 500 dwellings this 
seems very low. 
 
All key infrastructure costs need to be considered carefully, including as access (increased cost given 
A1), other transport improvements (including costly A57 improvements), utilities and other social / 
education infrastructure and services / facilities to ensure a sustainable community is created. Many 
of the costs associated with the IDP are left blank (including the highway infrastructure works listed 
at Policy ST54). Therefore it is not clear what the total costs will be, when they are required and how 
they will be funded.  
 
The updated Viability Assessment (August 2021) sets out a series of key assumptions for the strategic 
site assessments in terms of contributions. In respect of the Bassetlaw Garden Village, the 
assumptions are: 
 

“216Ha Greenfield (40% green infrastructure) 
500 Dwellings 45000qm 
Land Value £11,025,000 
S106 Contributions Total £11,144,750 
Education £3,789,445 
School transport £55,000 
Health £339,500 
Public Transport £588,400 
Transport & Highways £5,000,000 
Sports facilities £172,405 
Open Space £1,000,000 
Play Space £150,000 
Tree Planting/Biodiversity £50,000 
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20% net gain” 
 
It does not explain how the Council has arrived at these figures, which we consider to be substantially 
short of the real costs, particularly the transport and highways figure, which has decreased since the 
previous October 2019 version. The IDP and the Viability Assessment are also not consistent with 
each other. Education is stated in the IDP as £500,000, which is based on a generic per pupil 
approach; presumably based on expanding an existing school. The Viability Assessment assumes 
£3,789,445, which we assume is the per pupil approach for 4,000 dwellings rather than 500. This 
would not be sufficient to even build a primary school and so the approach needs to be explained.  
 
The Viability Assessment notes at paragraph 1.23: 
 

“The study is a strategic assessment of whole plan viability and 
as such is not intended to represent a detailed viability 
assessment of every individual site. The study applies the 
general assumptions in terms of affordable housing, planning 
policy costs impacts and identified site mitigation factors based 
on generic allowances. It is anticipated that more detailed 
mitigation cost and viability information may be required at 
planning application stage to determine the appropriate level 
of affordable housing and planning obligation contributions 
where viability issues are raised. The purpose of the study is to 
determine whether the development strategy proposed by the 
Plan is deliverable given the policy cost impacts of the Plan with 
sufficient additional viability margin for CIL.” 

 
Whilst Planning Practice Guidance advises that not every site needs to be assessed for viability, it 
does advise that “in some circumstances more detailed assessment may be necessary for particular 
areas or key sites on which the delivery of the plan relies.”1 
 
It goes on to specify that typologies may be appropriate, but that strategic sites should be assessed: 
 

“It is important to consider the specific circumstances of 
strategic sites. Plan makers can undertake site specific viability 
assessment for sites that are critical to delivering the strategic 
priorities of the plan. This could include, for example, large 
sites, sites that provide a significant proportion of planned 
supply, sites that enable or unlock other development sites or 
sites within priority regeneration areas. Information from other 
evidence informing the plan (such as Strategic Housing Land 
Availability Assessments) can help inform viability assessment 
for strategic sites.”2 

 
The Viability Assessment does not carry out a specific assessment of the Garden Village and its likely 
significant upfront infrastructure costs.  
 
The Council has continued to take a general approach to development across the draft Plan, rather 
than looking at the very specific and significant costs and cash flow issues for a new settlement. It 
states that the approach to abnormal construction costs (including utilities diversions) is “based on 
generic tests” (page 30) and then assumes a generic cost of mitigation of between £1,750 and £6,000 
per dwelling. The Council’s estimation is substantially short of the real costs of delivering a 
development of this scale in this location. The Aecom January 2018 publication ‘Garden towns and 

 
1 Paragraph: 003 Reference ID: 10-003-20180724 
2 Paragraph: 005 Reference ID: 10-005-20180724 
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villages cost model’ suggests that a new garden village in 5,000 residential units on a 350 hectare 
greenfield site in the South East of England would have construction costs of £53,568 per unit. The 
very high cost of strategic infrastructure and the impacts on cash flow (which isn’t mentioned in the 
Council’s evidence), needs to be considered in detail to demonstrate that this site will be delivered 
in the timescales set out. 
 
As such it has not been demonstrated that the 500 dwellings in the plan period are viable or 
deliverable. Whilst we appreciate the difficulty in planning for development of this scale that is largely 
beyond the Plan period, there needs to be evidence that the site will deliver sustainable growth in 
this Plan period and beyond. Planning Practice Guidance states: 
 

“The government recommends that when preparing a plan 
strategic policy-making authorities use available evidence of 
infrastructure requirements to prepare an Infrastructure 
Funding Statement. This should set out the anticipated funding 
from developer contributions, and the choices local authorities 
have made about how these contributions will be used. At 
examination this can be used to demonstrate the delivery of 
infrastructure throughout the plan-period. 
 
… 
 
Where plans are looking to plan for longer term growth through 
new settlements, or significant extensions to existing villages 
and towns, it is recognised that there may not be certainty 
and/or the funding secured for necessary strategic 
infrastructure at the time the plan is produced. In these 
circumstances strategic policy-making authorities will be 
expected to demonstrate that there is a reasonable prospect 
that the proposals can be developed within the timescales 
envisaged.”3 

 
The evidence base, particularly the IDP and Viability Assessment do not demonstrate there is a 
reasonable prospect that the proposals will be developed. As such we consider that the 500 dwellings 
should be deleted from the supply and the site should be considered an ambition for growth beyond 
the Plan period, with further detail to be set out through a DPD or similar. Without the changes 
below we object to Policy ST4 as it is not justified or effective due to the lack of proportionate 
evidence to demonstrate deliverability.  
 
Suggested change: 
 
Address the significant concerns in relation to the IDP and Viability Assessment regarding the 
infrastructure requirements and deliverability of the proposed Garden Village. Further detail is 
required to demonstrate that it can contribute 500 dwellings within the Plan period in a sustainable 
manner in line with the Garden Community Principles set out in Policy ST3. 
 
We trust these representations are helpful to inform the preparation of the Local Plan. Should you 
require any clarifications of the points raised please contact me or Mark Singer. 
 
Yours sincerely 
 

 
Associate Planner 
 

 
3 Paragraph: 059 Reference ID: 61-059-20190315 
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The site 

The site is approximately 3.9 hectares (ha), on land 
most recently used as a farm. It includes a number 
of agricultural buildings and structures, as well as 
agricultural grassland. 

The site lies to the south-west of Blyth and is bounded 
by the A634 and existing development to the north, 
residential and commercial development to the east, 
Worksop Road (B6045) to the south and an unnamed 
access track (accommodating a Public Right of Way 
(PRoW) with agricultural fields beyond to the west. 

View of site from north west site boundary
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2. Planning Policy Context

Development Plan

The Development Plan in relation to this site comprises 
the Bassetlaw District Council (BDC) Core Strategy and 
Proposals Maps (adopted 22 December 2011):

Bassetlaw Core Strategy
The Core Strategy sets out an overall housing requirement 
of 6,384 houses (355 per annum) over the Plan Period 
2010 – 2028). It identifies Blyth as a ‘Rural Service 
Centre’ in the settlement hierarchy, offering a range of 
services and facilities, and the access to public transport, 
that makes them suitable locations for limited growth 
(Policy CS8). According to Policy CS8, up to 10% (599 
houses) of the District’s housing requirement will be 
delivered in the Rural Service Centres. The affordable 
housing target for Blyth is 25%.

Within the Proposals Maps, Blyth is shown on Inset Map 
02. The site is shown as sitting outside the development 
boundary and adjacent to (within a small area falling 
within) the Conservation Area boundary, which is limited 
to the eastern site boundary to the rear of Park Farm. 

The Plan also includes development management policies 
which are key for informing both the Concept Masterplan 
within this Vision Document, but also any future planning 
application.

Other Material Considerations

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 
February 2019)
The NPPF (2019) continues to require Councils to 
significantly increase the supply of housing and several 
important changes have been made to reflect the need 
to demonstrate and ensure deliverability, including the 
Housing Delivery Test and the Standard Method for 
calculating housing needs. The Draft Bassetlaw Local Plan 
will need to respond to these requirements.

Emerging Policy

Draft Bassetlaw Local Plan (2018-2035)
A new Local Plan is currently being prepared. A 
Regulation 18 consultation for the Part 1 Strategic 
Plan took place between 14th January and 10th March 
2019, which suggested an overall housing requirement 
of 6,630 dwellings (390 per annum). The draft Plan 
encourages Neighbourhood Plans to allocate housing 
development to meet local requirements. The indicated 
housing requirement for Blyth between 2018 and 2035 
is 56 dwellings (representing 10% growth), with a capped 
growth (20%) of 106 dwellings.

Part 2 of the Local Plan consultation is timetabled to take 
place in June 2019, with a Regulation 19 draft expected in 
January 2020 and formal adoption of the full Local Plan 
in February 2021.

Blyth Neighbourhood Plan (2018-2035)
The site falls within the boundary of the Blyth 
Neighbourhood Plan area, which was designated on 
28th September 2017. A Regulation 14 Consultation took 
place between 18th February and 7th April 2019. The 
draft Neighbourhood Plan looks to deliver the full capped 
growth of 106 dwellings as proposed in the draft Local 
Plan. The draft Neighbourhood Plan seeks to meet this 
primarily through a draft allocation for 53 new dwellings, 
located to the south-east of Blyth. As we set out in this 
Vision Document, the site being that of the site at Park 
Farm to the west of Blyth is a more appropriate and 
sustainable site to deliver the village’s housing needs.
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3. Local Context

Access and Movement
The site is located on and is accessible via Worksop Road 
(B6045), which runs along the eastern boundary of the 
site. The site is also accessible via sustainable modes of 
transport. The site also benefits from excellent foot and 
cycle linkages to local schools, the High Street, bus stops 
and formal sports and recreational facilities. 

Worksop Road (A6045)
Worksop Road is a single carriageway B-road, subject to a 
40mph speed limit. Worksop Road varies between 5.6m in 
width at points along the frontage of the site, to 7.3m width 
adjacent to the southern boundary of the site. There is a 
footway on the eastern side of the carriageway measuring 
1.7m in width and separated from the carriageway by a 
1.6m grass verge. On the northern side of the carriageway, 
east of the proposed site, a 1.6m footway runs for a 
distance of 80m from the priority junction with High 
Street. 

High Street (A634)
The A634 runs to the north of the site in a west-east 
alignment. This road runs through the heart of the village 
and provides access to a range of local amenities, retail and 
community uses. This road is subject to National Speed 
Limit until the road approaches Blyth, where it is reduced 
to a 30mph speed limit. The A634 varies between 5.6m 
and 6.2m in width along its route with footways on either 
side of the carriageway at 2.1m in width. 

Worksop Road (B6045) High Street (A634)

Public Transport 
Local bus stops are located within walking distance from 
the site, providing regular services to local destinations 
such as Doncaster, Worksop and Gainsborough. The 
nearest bus stop to the site is located on Worksop Road, 
approximately 150m walking distance from the proposed 
site access. There is a further stop located on Retford Road, 
350m from the proposed pedestrian access, from which 
further bus services can be accessed. 

The closest railway station to the site is Worksop Station, 
located approximately 5 km south of Blyth. Worksop 
Station is accessible via the Stagecoach 25 Bus Service 
from Worksop Road, an approximate journey time of 15 
minutes. Worksop Station provides rail services to Leeds, 
Lincoln and Nottingham (all depart once per hour). 

Pedestrians and Cycles
The site also benefits from excellent foot and cycle linkages 
to local schools, Blyth High Street, bus stops, formal sports 
and recreational facilities. 

A PRoW is located to and forms the western boundary of 
the site. 
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Landscape Character 

National Landscape Character: NCA: 39 
Humberhead Levels
The site and its immediate surroundings lie within the 
National Character Area profile: NCA 39 Humberhead 
Levels. The site and its surroundings are situated at the 
south-western edge of NCA 39. Humberhead Levels 
extends to a considerable area (171,805 ha). The site at 
3.5 ha in area and the setting, exhibits a few of the key 
characteristics of the national NCA:

»» A low-lying, predominantly flat landscape…

»» Views to distant horizons are often long and unbroken, 
with big expansive skies, and vertical elements like 
water towers, power stations and wind turbines are 
very prominent

»» Despite settlements, motorways and main roads, there 
is still a sense of remoteness to be experienced on the 
Levels

Regional Landscape Character: Bassetlaw 
Landscape Character Assessment (2009)

The Bassetlaw Landscape Character Assessment (BLCA) 
defines the landscape character of the administrative area 
of Bassetlaw District Council (BDC). The BLCA divides the 
area into five regional Landscape Character Areas. The 
site and its immediate surroundings lie within the northern 
edge of ‘Sherwood’ character area. 
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Local Landscape Character: Landscape 
Description Units

The ‘Sherwood’ regional character area has been 
subdivided into smaller homogeneous units at a local scale 
know as Landscape Description Units (LDUs). The site and 
the majority of its setting lies within LDU 384. The eastern 
surroundings of the site, being part of the urban area of 
Blyth, falls under LDU 157. The LDUs have been further 
divided into survey units known as Landscape Character 
Parcels (LCPs).

Local Landscape Character: Landscape 
Character Parcels

The LCPs are assessed in terms of their individual 
landscape character. The site and its surroundings 
fall within LCP SH60. The landform of SH60 is gently 
undulating and comprises “fields interspersed with small 
areas of mixed and coniferous woodland and bounded with 
well maintained trimmed hawthorn hedges.” 

LCPs that have similar attributes have been combined to 
form Policy Zones (PZs). The site lies within the northern 
end of SH PZ 39: Blyth which is in very good landscape 
condition with a coherent pattern of elements with few 
detracting features. The area “retains a rural character 
despite the close proximity of the A1”. The PZ has “a moderate 
sense of place combined with moderate visibility equates to 
moderate landscape sensitivity”. The overarching policy for 
SH PZ 39 is ‘Conserve’.
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Landform of the site and the setting

Landform is a key component of landscape character as it 
influences many other attributes of landscape character: 
land use, settlement pattern, tree cover etc. The site has a 
gently sloping landform falling northwards towards River 
Ryton further north. The landform is characteristic of 
the wider landscape being gently undulating. The many 
watercourses including River Rytion and Oldcotes Dyke 
form shallow valleys, giving the land its undulation. 

Landform across the wider setting, tends to rise towards 
the north at Styrrup with Oldcotes and the west, past 
Doncaster Road (A60). Some hills are noted within the 
landscape including Bracken Hill to the north, Blyth 
Law Hill to the south and Malpas Hill to the north-west 
amongst others. These hills are generally not very high 
and thereby providing the undulation to the land.

Land Use and Settlement Pattern

The site adjoins the village of Blyth to the north, east and 
south-east. The closest town to the site is Worksop, the 
largest town in Bassetlaw District with a population of 
41,820 in the 2011 Census. The centre of Worksop lies 
approximately 8km to the south-west of the site. The site 
is located to the west of relatively new (late 20th century) 
housing along Worksop Road (B6045). However, to the 
north along Sheffield Road (A634) and east along the 
High Street, the site is situated adjacent to and in parts 
within a more historic area which comprises the Blyth 
Conservation Area. 

The landscape is criss-crossed by major transport 
corridors generally traversing in a north-south alignment 
including the A1, A638 and A60. Another major route, 
the A634, crosses the landscape from the north-west to 
the south-east through the centre of Blyth. The B6045 
running alongside the site’s eastern boundary is the 
primary link between Blyth and Worksop. Settlements 
are common in the wider landscape and tend to be 
nucleated. Some scattered farmsteads are present across 
the landscape.

The site, being situated to the south of the A634 and west 
of the B4065 and adjoining the established urban area is 
well related to the settlement to the north and east.
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4. Opportunities and Constraints 

The findings from the initial site and 
context assessment have been evaluated 
to identify the emerging constraints and 
opportunities relevant to the development 
of the site. 

The plan in this section presents an analysis of these 
elements, the qualities of the site and technical surveys 
that provides the context for future development 
proposals. It should read alongside the following 
technical summaries:

Access and Movement 
Vehicle access to the site will be provided from a new 
access on Worksop Road, to meet the required visibility 
based on measured vehicle speeds. There is the potential 
to retain the existing farmhouse access on Worksop Road 
in the form of a private drive, providing access to a small 
number of dwellings. 

Pedestrian access and facilities can be provided utilising 
existing infrastructure, such as the existing footway 
along Worksop Road. There is the potential for a further 
pedestrian access points from Worksop Road and to the 
north of the site. 

Pedestrian linkages also provide the opportunity 
to connect across the site to the existing PRoW and 
Bridgeway that bounds the site to the west. This will 
provide a variety of routes and decrease walking 
distances to local amenities within Blyth and improve the 
permeability of the site. 
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Ecology

An extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey and desk-based 
data search was undertaken in April 2019, to identify any 
key ecological features associated with the site and the 
surrounding area and to inform future development.

In summary, the site is currently generally grassland and 
ephemeral vegetation with boundary scrub, trees and 
hedgerow, and hard standing surrounding the existing 
farm buildings. 

The site has potential to support nesting birds, and roosts 
for Tawny Owl within the boundary vegetation. The site 
may also support foraging and commuting bats, with 
several farm buildings on site and trees on the boundary 
identified as having potential for roosting. 

Surveys of these identified species are recommended 
within the PEA in line with The Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 which include 
provisions for European Protected Species, and will 
be considered as appropriate to support any future 
planning applications. Appropriate mitigation measures 
will be reviewed in line with the development proposals.

Arboriculture

The site is lined on the western boundary by a group of 
mature Category B trees, which form a canopy for the 
PRoW. A number of mature trees (Category B and C) and 
hedgerows are located along Worksop Road (B6045). 
A single mature Category A tree exists in the eastern 
section of the site, this Sycamore is on the site boundary 
and adjacent to the access for farm buildings. 

Generally, the tree resource is confined to the 
boundaries, and this vegetation will be retained and 
enhanced, where possible. Ecological and arboricultural 
features associated with the site (where specified) should 
be retained and inform any future development proposal.

Arboricultural input will continue to inform the design 
process and an Arboricultural Impact Assessment will be 
provided at the appropriate standards and guidance once 
the layout is finalised. 

Appropriate tree protection measures will be provided 
during any future construction phase in accordance 
with BS standard 5837:2012 and best practice policy and 
procedures.
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Heritage and Archaeology
A desk-based review of the site and its locality with 
regard to potential impacts on archaeological and 
heritage assets has been undertaken as part of the initial 
site analysis.

There are no designated or non-designated heritage 
assets within the boundary. Within 1km of the site there 
are 40 listed buildings.

Listed Buildings
The closest Listed Buildings are the Grade II Park Farm 
House and Grade II Parish Room which lie approximately 
50m to the east of the site. Park Farm House will be 
subject to impact by development in the east of the site 
as the existing vegetation between the site and Park Farm 
House is unlikely to provide comprehensive screening. 
This impact would be reduced by sensitive development 
orientation, and rear gardens backing onto the eastern 
boundary. The Parish Room is less likely to experience 
an impact due to being single storey and the presence 
of existing farm outbuildings and vegetation acting as a 
barrier to the site. 

22 and 24/26 High Street, c 120m to the northeast of the 
site may experience some impact from development of 
the site although this cannot be confirmed at present. 
However, due to distance and separation of these 
buildings form the site, and the existing buildings in 
the intervening spaces, this impact is likely to be low/
negligible.

The main clustering of listed buildings is along the north 
to south A634 High Street and to the north at the junction 
of the A634 and B6045, the majority of these will be 
screened by the existing 19th/20th century development 
and vegetation. 

The exception to this is the Grade I Listed Blyth Priory 
Church of St Mary and Saint Martin which lies c 300m to 
the north of the site. Whilst the site would not be inter-
visible from ground level, it is likely that a significant 
proportion of the site, barring those locations screened 
by existing mature vegetation, would be visible from the 
church tower resulting in some impact, if the entire site 
were to be brought forward for development. Similarly, 

development is likely to impact upon views towards the 
church tower when approaching Blyth from the south 
along the B6045 Worksop Road.

Despite this, mid-20th century residential development to 
the east of the site (Spitalfields/ Briber Road) has already 
impacted and defined the southern extent of Blyth when 
approaching from the south west along Worksop Road 
and looking southwards from the church tower.

The sole Listed Building not associated with the village 
core is the Grade I Blyth New Bridge located c 600m 
to the northwest; this is screened from the site by 
topography and vegetation.

Conservation Area
The site lies immediately to the south and west of the 
Blyth Conservation Area which therefore, without 
sensitive masterplanning could be impacted upon due 
to the aforementioned designated heritage assets which 
are considered to contribute towards the character of the 
Conservation Area. 

There are three Scheduled Monuments within 1km of the 
site, the former Blyth Priory, the former St John’s Hospital 
chapel (referred to in the scheduling report as Blyth 
School) and Blyth New Bridge.

There are also 79 non-designated assets recorded by 
the Nottinghamshire Historic Environment Record 
within 1 km, some of which are repetitions of previously 
mentioned assets such as the Listed Buildings and 
Scheduled Monuments.

Of the non-designated, archaeological assets, the nearest 
is a ring ditch of unknown date recorded via aerial 
photography which lies immediately adjacent to the 
western boundary. The site also lies immediately to the 
east of the unregistered park and garden, Blyth Park. 

Overall from a desk-based review, the designated 
asset requiring most consideration, will be the 
setting of the Grade 1 Listed Building which will 
be considered through careful design within the 
masterplan.
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Landscape of the site

The site has well defined boundaries. Sheffield Road 
and field boundaries define the northern boundary, 
properties on the High Street and Worksop Road form the 
eastern and south-eastern boundaries. Field boundary in 
combination with the Public Right of Way (PRoW) – Blyth 
FP2 define the site’s western limit. 

The landform of the site is gently sloping towards the 
north and north-east ranging from 19m AOD to the north-
east to 28m AOD to the south. The site is of an irregular 
shape following the existing field pattern and Worksop 
Road. It comprises two fields that are pastureland and 
several built units part of the Park Farm located within 
the northern and eastern part of the site. The fields are 
located on either side of the farm buildings – the larger 
to the west and the smaller to the east. A smaller shed is 
located at the northern boundary edge. 

Mature trees border the site along the western, southern 
and eastern boundaries. The double line of trees, on either 
side of the PRoW, to the west form a tunnelled canopy 
walkway forming a key feature of the site. The fields in 
general are open with tree cover in the remaining areas 
being limited to the boundary hedgerow vegetation 
along the field boundaries. Although mature trees line 
Worksop Road, the understorey in parts is thin providing 
permeability to the site and a greater connection with 
existing built area of Blyth. 

There is one Public Rights of Way (PRoW) on site, located 
at the western edge Blyth FP2 which runs in a north-
south alignment. PRoW Blyth FP1, although not on site, 
adjoins with Blyth FP2 in an east-west direction providing 
connectivity to the wider countryside. 
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Views and Visual Amenity

The site is visually contained from its immediate setting 
to the west and the north due to the dipping topography. 
From the south-east and east visibility is limited to the 
immediate setting of Worksop Road. The urban area of 
Blyth to the north and east, limits views further north and 
east. On the approach to Blyth from the south, the site 
is visible through the trees and is part of one of the first 
views of Blyth. 

Views from the north are limited due to the built-up 
area of Blyth which borders the site, providing almost no 
public views. The land also dips to the north which causes 
the site to be contained. The northern tip of the site can 
be seen as it borders Sheffield Road and views along the 
access road provide a degree of visibility of the site. 

Views of the site are afforded from the immediate 
boundaries due to the close proximity to the site. Filtered 
views of the site are noted all along Worksop Road, with 
the occasional more open view due to an access gate 
or break in vegetation. Park Farm and the built form 
in association with it are also seen from this direction. 
Clear views in are rare from the south-eastern boundary, 
although clear views of the built form on site are noted 
along Worksop Road. Further east, the site is not seen due 
to the intervening built form.

Views from the south are afforded in close proximity to 
the site, however most of these views are limited to the 
vegetation boundary, with the occasional view of the 
shed and other buildings of Park Farm. The Church of 
St. Mary and St Martin is a notable feature in the skyline 
and is present in most views from this direction, in 
some instances filtered by the intervening site boundary 
vegetation. The site lies within the foreground of this view, 
although it is viewed alongside the properties off Worksop 
Road

Views from the west are wide, due to the countryside. 
The site is seen through the boundary vegetation from 
PRoW Blyth FP1 against the backdrop of the properties 
along Worksop Road. In the wider view, the Church of St. 
Mary and St Martin is also seen to the far left rising above 
and forming a key feature in the skyline. Views of the 
site diminish further west. The roll of the land assists in 
concealing the site further west.

From within the site, along the PRoW Blyth FP2 to the 
west the Church of St Mary and St Martin is experience at 
varying degree. In places the trees frame the church tower, 
in others it provides filtered views and at times the trees 
obscure views of the church. Where the church is seen, it 
is viewed over the tops of the buildings within the village 
and is a key landmark in the skyline.
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Off site view from PRoW Blyth FP1, looking east towards the site

Park Farm

Approximate extent of site
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On site view from the northern end of the site looking south-east

Properties along 
Worksop Road







42

5. Concept Plan

The concept masterplan plan for the 
site has been informed by the vision, site 
analysis and identified constraints and 
opportunities. The concept masterplan 
shows the key design principles which 
underpin the development of the site, as 
set out below: 

»» The proposals provide approximately 2.1ha of 
residential development land, achieving 53 dwellings 
using an average density of 25 dwellings per hectare 
(dph).

»» Vehicular access to the site will be provided from 
Worksop Road. A potential second local access could 
also be taken from Worksop Road that serves a small 
number of dwellings. 

»» The existing PRoW has been retained and integrated 
with a new network of informal footpath routes, 
aiding the creation of easy and accessible linkages for 
pedestrians. 

»» Heritage, both designated and non-designated assets 
and their setting have been sympathetically considered 
within the development proposals.

»» The structure of development blocks has been 
arranged to ensure the creation of a permeable and 
legible places that promotes safe streets and spaces. 

»» Development blocks will overlook streets and spaces. 
This will also help to ensure the provision of an 
attractive and active green corridor that adjoins the 
western boundary of the site. 

»» Existing green capital has been retained wherever 
possible and will be enhanced to promote a distinctive 
character for the development. The public open space 
and attenuation / swale area creates important and 
valuable green infrastructure, maintains a wildlife 
corridor and could enhance biodiversity habitat.

»» A significant area of public open space adjoins the 
western area of the site, recognising the importance 
of the existing PRoW and mature tree planting. It will 
be multi-functional in nature, accommodating areas 
for recreation, formal play, attenuation and ecological 
enhancement. 

»» The new area of public open space is also located 
to retain the view line to the Church, ensuring that 
development is not located on higher land within 
the southern area of the site. The approach to storey 
heights will also consider this view, being restricted to 
a maximum of 2 storeys. 
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The objective of the Landscape Strategy 
is to set the development into the host 
landscape in a manner that achieves a 
sympathetic and successful assimilation 
in the countryside at the settlement edge 

The key objectives for Landscape Strategy are: 

»» to make an important contribution to integrating the 
development with the host landscape of the immediate 
setting; 

»» to create a development that respects the setting of the 
Church of St Mary and St Martin;

»» to create a public asset of attractive green space to 
serve the needs of the development; and 

»» to ensure the effects of the development are limited 
and contained in a manner that makes an attractive 
and in essence a new edge to the settlement. 

Existing components: Field pattern, hedgerows and trees, 
in association with new green spaces will give form 
and structure to the new Green Infrastructure (GI). The 
existing components will be connected by new areas of 
public open space to form a network of biodiverse planted 
linked spaces and habitats. It will also provide linkage to 
other GI assets beyond the site. The existing components 
will be retained and further enhanced where appropriate, 
and the development arranged around it, to provide 
strategic and meaningful space with a strong sense of 
place. 

The Landscape Strategy has at this early stage of 
conceptual development design work, been identified by 
Landscape and Visual Appraisal work that is set out in this 
VD. Landscape Character at a national and local level has 
informed the understanding of the site and its relationship 
to the countryside and settlement. A high-level GI and 

Landscape Strategy proposes the division and softening 
of the development, retention of the tree and hedgerow 
boundaries and addresses the setting of the Church by 
retaining public open space along the main identified 
viewlines. This led to a scheme informed by the visual 
constraints to respond to the needs of the wider setting. 
The development units are therefore located to the north-
east and east.

New publicly accessible open green space within the 
development will be created that follows a linear north-
south route, with the area of green space widening 
towards the south. This would assist in providing an 
appropriate green setting for the views towards the 
Church of St Mary and St Martin. Both areas of green 
space feature at the pedestrian entrances of the site 
providing an attractive gateway to the site. 

The public open space along the site’s western end would 
allow the countryside to bleed into the site, providing a 
suitable soft edge to the settlement. The retained double 
row of trees at the boundary would be retained and 
provided with sufficient green setting to ensure the site 
retains its distinctive boundary edge.

The Sustainable Urban Drainage system will incorporate a 
basin to attenuate surface water along the eastern edge in 
addition to the existing boundary vegetation, ensuring the 
GI connectivity. The edge planting to the west would also 
assist the development on site to assimilate with the wider 
settlement pattern. 

The Sustainable Urban Drainage system will require a 
storage basin to be created to attenuate rainwater along 
the site’s north-western and western extent. This has been 
located to serve drainage operational requirements and is 
likely to be ephemeral in nature. This would also have a 
biodiversity role as well as providing an enhancement to 
the development. The basin will be designed, planted and 
managed in a manner that serves as a public amenity.

6. Landscape Strategy
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Landscape Strategy Plan









The following page is an amended Concept Masterplan submitted to the January 2020 
Blyth Neighbourhood Plan consultation, following discussions with Bassetlaw District 
Council regarding heritage and landscape 
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