24/01525/FUL

Applicant Mr Steve Millett

Location Christmas Cottage, Flawforth Lane, Ruddington

Demolition of existing dwelling. Erection of new
Proposal replacement self build dwelling, New access and
gates, (Part Retrospective)

Ward Ruddington

Full details of the application can be found here.
THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS

1. The site is located at the western edge of a small cluster of properties located
to the east of Ruddington and the south of Flawforth Lane. It is divorced from
the village of Ruddington by open fields.

2. Until recently the site accommodated a one and a half storey dormer bungalow
detached property which has been demolished. The planning statement
submitted states that the dwelling was in the process of being extended under
permitted development and suffered a collapse of the walls.

3. Construction of a self-build replacement dwelling has started on the site, and
this has been constructed up to first floor level. An enforcement notice and stop
notice has been issued on the site and it is understood that works have since
ceased.

4, The site also accommodates a garage/ outbuilding to the north-east which is
still in situ. The site previously accommodated further outbuildings comprising
a brick lean-to building attached to the neighbouring property and two detached
garden rooms, all no longer present on site.

5. The site accommodates a reasonably large garden and open aspect to the
south and west. The site is located in the Green Belt. There are no neighbouring
properties within close proximity to the west of the site. To the east there are
properties of mixed styles.

DETAILS OF THE PROPOSAL

6. The current application seeks retrospective permission for the demolition of the
existing dwelling and the erection of a replacement dwelling. The proposal also
includes the introduction of a new vehicular access and the erection of access
gates.

7. It is recommended that planning permission is refused for the reasons at the
end of the report.


https://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage

SITE HISTORY

8. 24/00253/FUL - Remodel of existing dwelling, includes raising of main roof, two
storey side and single storey rear extensions, rear balcony, alteration to doors
and fenestration. Refused 18.06.2024

9. 22/01462/PAA - Proposed addition of second storey extension to dwelling.
Approved 04.10.22

10. 21/03219/FUL - Demolition of existing dormer bungalow, garage and out
buildings and erection of a replacement dwelling and detached garage.
Landscaping and associated external works including boundary treatments and
alterations to access. Refused 20.4.2022

11. 20/00772/FUL - Demolition of existing two-storey dwelling and double garage.
Erection of replacement two-storey dwelling and separate double garage, with
landscaping. Withdrawn 05.08.2020

12.  19/02298/FUL - Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of 1 new dwelling
with double garage, associated access, parking and boundary treatment
Withdrawn 28.10.2019

13. 81/08717/HIST - Extension of dormer Granted 21.12.1981

14. 81/08715/HIST - Demolish garage and erect new brick garage Granted
04.11.1981

SITE CONSTRAINTS

15. The site is located within the Nottingham/ Derby Green Belt.

REPRESENTATIONS

Ward Member

16. One Ward Councillor (Cllr M. Gaunt) supports the application as it is a proposal
of a family home and the plans seem in keeping with the surrounding properties
and character of Flawforth Lane.

Parish Meeting and Adjacent Parish Councils/Meetings

17. Ruddington Parish Council objects to the application due to it being over
intensive in the greenbelt. They also comment that they are unhappy that the
application is retrospective and concerned as to what the final finish of the
building will be in terms of materials as there are limited details confirming this.

Statutory and Other Consultees

Rushcliffe Borough Council

18. Environmental Health — No objections but request informatives are placed on
any forthcoming permission reminding the application of reasonable



19.

construction hours, mitigation of dust during demolition, and procedures for
asbestos materials.

Ecology — Notes that a Provisional Roost Assessment has been supplied,
supported by survey undertaken on 27 March 2024. Also notes that the
consultant ecologist has stated "No species of bat were discovered ever having
used the property". For planning application 21/03219/FUL an ecological survey
was carried out which concluded "A day roost of a maximum of three common
pipistrelles, one whiskered or Brandt's bat and one unidentified bat was
confirmed by survey". Therefore there are disputed results for this property, this
should be resolved prior to the determination of this application. Natural
England's "Guidance - Protected species and development: advice for local
planning authorities" states "...you need to consider the full impact of the
proposal on protected species before you can grant planning permission”. It is
unknown if this development will have a detrimental impact on populations of
protected species at this time.

Nottinghamshire County Council

20.

Highway Authority (NCC Highways) — Has placed a holding objection and
requested that further information be submitted.

Considers that the proposed car parking spaces in the garage do not meet
minimum standards and are therefore insufficient to be counted as parking
spaces.

Raises concerns that the two parking spaces on the driveway are insufficient
as they are difficult to manoeuvre in and out of due to restricted space and the
boundary treatment.

Considers that the relocation of vehicle access would not cause highway safety
concerns but request that the redundant access is reinstated to verge with full
height kerb.

They raise no objection to the proposed gates but comment that they should
open inwards.

They also comment that the driveway should be surfaced in bound materials to
prevent the discharge of surface water onto the highway.

The full comments from NCC Highways can be viewed on the file here.

Local Residents and the General Public

21.

A total of no. 24 letters have been received in support of the application. The
reasons for support can be summarised as follows:
a. It will be a huge improvement compared to existing bungalow

b. Existing building is in need of renovation
c. Will create family home

d. Will improve the look of the area

e

. All properties along Flawforth Lane are different


https://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-applications/files/6B19174F8A61993FB0D25A9B67377562/pdf/24_01525_FUL-NCC_HIGHWAYS-1885490.pdf

f. Would see the restoration of unusable housing stock

g. Modern contemporary design in keeping with the area

h. Will make the area more appealing to the traffic and neighbours using
the area

I. Other properties along Flawforth Lane have undergone extensive
refurbishment

j.  Introduction of modern systems such as rainwater harvesting and waste

water treatment should be supported

PLANNING POLICY

22.

23.

The Development Plan for Rushcliffe consists of the adopted Rushcliffe Local
Plan Part 1: Core Strategy (December 2014) (LPP1) and the Rushcliffe Local
Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies - adopted October 2019 (LPP2). Other
material considerations include the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF), the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) and the Rushcliffe
Residential Design Guide 2009.

The full text of the Council’s policies are available on the Council’'s website at:
https://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/

Relevant National Planning Policies and Guidance

24,

25.

The relevant national policy considerations for this proposal are those
contained within the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the
proposal should be considered within the context of a presumption in favour of
sustainable development as a core principle of the NPPF.

As such, the following sections in the NPPF with regard to achieving sustainable
development are considered most relevant to this planning application:

Chapter 2 - Achieving sustainable development

Chapter 12 - Achieving Well Designed Places

Chapter 13 - Protecting Green Belt land

Chapter 15 - Conserving and enhancing the natural environment

A copy of the National Planning Policy Framework 2024 can be found_here.
A copy of the Planning Practice Guidance can be found here.

Relevant Local Planning Policies and Guidance

26.

The LPP1 sets out the overarching spatial vision for the development of the
Borough to 2028. The following policies in the LPP1 are of particular relevance:

Policy 1 — Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development
Policy 2 — Climate Change

Policy 3 — Spatial Strategy

Policy 4 — Nottingham-Derby Green Belt

Policy 10 — Design and Enhancing Local Identity


https://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/1005759/NPPF_July_2021.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/planning-practice-guidance

27.

28.

29.

e Policy 17 — Biodiversity

A copy of The Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy (LPP1) can be found
here.

Under LPP2, the following relevant policies are pertinent to highlight in relation
to the proposal:

Policy 1 - Development Requirements

Policy 12 - Housing Standards

Policy 13 — Self-Build and Custom Housing Provision

Policy 21- Green Belt

Policy 37 — Trees and Woodlands

Policy 38 - Non-Designated Biodiversity Assets and the Wider Ecological
Network

e Policy 41 - Air Quality

A copy of The Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies (LLP2) can be
found here.

The Nottinghamshire County Council Highways Design Guide is also a material
consideration and can be found here.

The Ruddington Neighbourhood Plan (2021)

Policy 4: Custom and self-build

Policy 9: Parking

Policy 19: Biodiversity in new developments

Part 2: Design Codes for Minor Developments

- Design Code Al, A2, A3, A5, C1, D1, D2, E1, E2, E3G1, G2

A copy of The Ruddington Neighbourhood Plan can be found here.

APPRAISAL

30.

31.

Planning law requires that applications for planning permission must be
determined in accordance with the development plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. The Framework does not change the
statutory status of the development plan as the starting point for decision
making. Proposed development that accords with an up-to-date Local Plan
should be approved, and proposed development that conflicts should be
refused unless other material considerations indicate otherwise.

The main material planning considerations in the determination of this planning
application are:

e Greenbelt

o Whether the building would be ‘materially larger’ than the one it
replaces (exception d) of para 154)

o Whether it would be limited infilling in villages (exception e) of
para 154)

o Whether it would be considered limited infilling or the partial or
complete redevelopment of previously developed land (exception
g) of para 154)


https://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planning-growth/planning-policy/local-plan/local-plan-part-1/
https://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planning-growth/planning-policy/local-plan/local-plan-part-2/
https://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/media/5082110/41-residential-parking.pdf
https://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planning-growth/planning-policy/neighbourhood-planning/#Ruddington

o Whether the new access would be an ‘engineering operation’ as
outlined in exception h)(ii) of para 154)
o Grey belt and other tests (Framework paragraph 155(a)-(d))
o Conclusion on inappropriate development
e Very Special Circumstances
e Other potential harm arising
o Design and Character of the Area
o Residential Amenity
o Ecology and Biodiversity
o Highways Safety and Parking
e Other matters
e Conclusion

Green Belt

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

The application site is set within the Nottingham-Derby Green Belt. Policy 21 of
the LPP2 sets out that applications for development in the Green Belt will be
determined in accordance with the NPPF.

Paragraph 142 of the NPPF advises ‘The Government attaches great
importance to Green Belts. The fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to
prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open; the essential
characteristics of Green Belts are their openness and their permanence.’

Paragraph 143 advises that ‘Green Belt serves five purposes:

a) to check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas;

b) to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;

C) to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;

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

e) to assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and
other urban land.’

Paragraph 153 of the NPPF states that ‘inappropriate development is, by
definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not be approved except in very
special circumstances’. Paragraph 153 sets out that when considering any
planning application, ‘local planning authorities should ensure that substantial
weight is given to any harm to the Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will
not exist unless the potential harm to the Green Belt by reason of
inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting from the proposal, is clearly
outweighed by other considerations.’

Paragraph 154 sets out development that should be regarded as exceptions to
inappropriate development.

Exceptions to this include:

a) buildings for agriculture and forestry;

b) the provision of appropriate facilities (in connection with the existing use
of land or a change of use), including buildings, for outdoor sport,
outdoor recreation, cemeteries and burial grounds and allotments; as
long as the facilities preserve the openness of the Green Belt and do
not conflict with the purposes of including land within it;

c) the extension or alteration of a building provided that it does not result



in disproportionate additions over and above the size of the original

building;

d) the replacement of a building, provided the new building is in the same
use and not materially larger than the one it replaces;

e) limited infilling in villages;

f) limited affordable housing for local community needs under policies set
out in the development plan (including policies for rural exception sites);
and

g) limited infilling or the partial or complete redevelopment of previously
developed land (including a material change of use to residential or
mixed use including residential), whether redundant or in continuing
use (excluding temporary buildings), which would not cause substantial
harm to the openness of the Green Belt.

h) Other forms of development provided they preserve its openness and
do not conflict with the purposes of including land within it. These are:
i.  mineral extraction;

ii. engineering operations;

iii.  local transport infrastructure which can demonstrate a requirement
for a Green Belt location;

iv. there-use of buildings provided that the buildings are of permanent
and substantial construction;

v. material changes in the use of land (such as changes of use for
outdoor sport or recreation, or for cemeteries and burial grounds);
and

vi. development, including buildings, brought forward under a
Community Right to Build Order or Neighbourhood Development
Order

Whether the building would be ‘materially larger’ than the one it replaces (exception

d) of para 154)

37.

38.

39.

In considering the exceptions listed in paragraph 154 the Planning Statement
submitted in support of this application suggests that the replacement dwelling
should be considered against criteria d). The NPPF does not define materially
larger, and appeal decisions can be found that state even 1% increase in
volume can be regarded as materially larger and therefore inappropriate
development. In these cases judgement will need to be made on the scale,
massing and volume of each individual case.

The original dwelling, until recently demolished, was a single storey, detached
bungalow, albeit with accommodation in the roof space through the addition of
dormer windows to the rear. The bungalow has since been demolished and a
replacement dwelling has partially been constructed to first floor level which
therefore demonstrates it is not the intention of the applicant to abandon the
site. Therefore, notwithstanding the fact that there is no longer a dwelling on
the site, consideration is given in respect of the proposed dwelling as a
replacement dwelling as per exception d) of paragraph 154 of the NPPF.

As per the Planning Statement provided with the application, the bungalow had
a volume of 626.67m3. This volume calculation includes the garage, lean to
additions and outbuildings to the rear of the bungalow which have also since
been demolished, although the garage remains in situ. The proposed
replacement dwelling would have a volume of 950.28m3. According to the



40.

41.

42.

43.

44,

submitted Planning Statement, the proposed dwelling would therefore be circa
51.64% increase of the original bungalow in volume terms.

The Planning Statement points to number of outbuildings which have already
been demolished and have included these within the volumetric calculations for
the existing dwelling. The Council does not have any policy regarding what
distance an outbuilding must be from the existing building to enable it to be
considered as part of the original building for the purposes of determining what
size a replacement dwelling could be. It is generally considered that
outbuildings within 5m of the main dwelling could count towards the size of the
existing building, although in the absence of specific policy on this matter it is a
matter of fact and degree to consider on a case-by-case basis.

One of the outbuildings which has been included within the existing volumetric
calculations is located approx. 19 metres to the south of the dwelling (when it
was in situ). The outbuildings located to the east and south-east of the building
are both located over 5 metres away from the bungalow (when it was in situ).
No information has been provided as to when the buildings were erected and
as such their relationship with the existing building cannot be established at this
time. Therefore, it is considered that the outbuildings identified should not count
towards the volume of the existing dwelling of the purposes of establishing
whether or not the proposed dwelling would be materially larger. It is however,
considered that the existing garage building which has not been demolished
can be included within the volumetric calculations, as it is located within 5
metres of the bungalow (when it was in situ) and has a clear visual and spatial
relationship with the dwelling.

Taking this into account, based on officers volumetric calculations of the
existing building (including extensions) and the garage, the bungalow was 478
m3. As the proposed replacement dwelling would have a volume of 950.28m3,
the proposed dwelling would be circa. 98.8% increase of the original bungalow
in volume terms, resulting in a new dwelling that is significantly larger than the
demolished bungalow.

Notwithstanding the above, ‘materially larger’ is not defined within the NPPF
and such a determination should not be made on a purely volumetric basis, but
by taking in a range of considerations such as scale, bulk, massing and footprint
of the new dwelling. The existing bungalow was a 1.5 storey dwelling with the
limited maximum height of circa 5.6 metres, with much of the built form being
at a lower level. In contrast the proposed dwelling would be 2 storeys, with a
maximum height of 8.2m. The existing bungalow had a modest footprint, with a
width of approx. 10.5 metres and length of approx. 10.1 metres. The proposed
dwelling would have much greater footprint, with a width of 15.7 metres and a
length 11 metres, albeit some of the additional length would be single storey. It
is considered that the proposed addition of a second storey to the existing
bungalow, along with the addition of masing to the eastern side of the building
(which would also be two-storeys) would further enhance the presence of the
proposed building in terms of its scale and massing.

Whilst it is considered that the outbuildings identified should not count towards
the volume of the existing dwelling, even if they were to do so the outbuildings
are small, single storey structures that are spread throughout the application
site. It is therefore considered that the demolition of these buildings, along with



45,

the existing 1.5 storey dwelling, would not be comparable to the added massing
and scale of the new dwelling proposed as part of this application.

Given the matters as outlined above, the scheme is not considered to be an
exception to inappropriate development in accordance with paragraph 154 d)
of the NPPF on the basis that the replacement dwelling would be materially
larger than the building it would replace.

Whether it would be limited infilling in villages (exception e) of para 154)

46.

47.

48.

49.

The Planning Statement submitted with the application makes reference to
‘limited infilling in villages’, which is considered an exemption to inappropriate
development within the Green Belt under limb e) of para 154 of the NPPF.

There is no definition of ‘infilling within the NPPF. However, Rushcliffe’s Local
Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies defines infill as ‘Small scale infilling is
considered to be the development of small gaps within the existing built fabric
of the village or previously developed sites, whose development would not have
a harmful impact on the pattern or character of the area.’

The site is located along a small cluster of ribbon development to the eastern
side of Flawforth Lane and is separated from Ruddington Village from the built-
up part of Ruddington Village by approx. 650 meters of agricultural fields.
Further, the application site is the last plot of the cluster of properties and is
bounded on the western and southern edge by fields. The application site would
therefore not constitute the development of small gaps within the existing built
fabric.

For these reasons, it is considered that the proposal would not represent limited
infilling within a village, and therefore it is considered that the proposal would
not meet exception e) of para 154.

Whether it would be considered limited infilling or the partial or complete

redevelopment of previously developed land (exception g) of para 154)

50.

51.

The Planning Statement submitted with the application also makes reference
to exception g) which permits limited infill or the partial or complete
redevelopment of previously developed land (including a material change of
use to residential or mixed use including residential), whether redundant or in
continuing use (excluding temporary buildings) which would not cause
substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt.

The definition of previously developed land is outlined within Annex 2: Glossary
of the NPPF and is defined as:

‘Land which has been lawfully developed and is or was occupied by a
permanent structure and any fixed surface infrastructure associated with it,
including the curtilage of the developed land (although it should not be assumed
that the whole of the curtilage should be developed). It also includes land
comprising large areas of fixed surface infrastructure such as large areas of
hardstanding which have been lawfully developed. Previously developed land
excludes: land that is or was last occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings;
land that has been developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by



52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

landfill, where provision for restoration has been made through development
management procedures; land in built-up areas such as residential gardens,
parks, recreation grounds and allotments; and land that was previously
developed but where the remains of the permanent structure or fixed surface
structure have blended into the landscape’.

The current situation of the site is that the previous bungalow has been
demolished and a new building has been partially constructed to first floor level.
An enforcement notice and stop notice has been issued on the site and works
have since ceased. It is considered that the applicant has failed to demonstrate
that the works on the site are lawful, and therefore it is considered that the site
would not constitute previously developed land as it only related to ‘land which
has been lawfully developed’.

Despite the above, the submitted Planning Statement argues that the site would
constitute previously developed land, albeit this was submitted prior to the
updated NPPF which added the criteria that the land had to be Tawfully
developed'. Even if the site were to be considered ‘previously developed land’,
the proposal would still need to comply with the other test in that it cannot cause
substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt in order to comply with this
exception.

The site is located on the edge of a ribbon of development and is largely visible
from Flawforth Lane. To the west and south of the site is open fields. The
previous bungalow has been demolished and the ground floor of a replacement
dwelling has been constructed. The existing development in this case is a
partially built dwelling and the proposed dwelling would be much greater in
footprint, massing and scale than the existing situation. It is therefore
considered that the proposal would cause substantial harm to the openness of
the Green Belt.

Further, even when comparing the proposal to the previously demolished
bungalow, the proposal would have a significantly increased footprint, scale and
massing than the previous bungalow and is therefore still considered that the
proposal would cause substantial harm to the openness of the greenbelt
spatially and visually.

It is therefore considered that in either scenario, the proposal would not comply
with exception g) of para 154 of the NPPF as the proposal would cause
substantial harm to the openness of the Green Belt.

Whether the new access would be an ‘engineering operation’ as outlined in exception

h)(ii) of para 154

57.

In terms of the proposed new vehicular access, this can be considered as an
engineering operation, which is listed as an exception to inappropriate
development under limb h)(ii) of para 154 of the NPPF, provided that it
preserves the openness of the green belt and does not conflict with the
purposes of including land within it. The site currently has an existing vehicular
access from Flawforth Lane. No justification has been provided as part of the
application to confirm why the proposed new access would be required.
Notwithstanding this, it appears from the submitted plans that the existing
access would be removed. It is considered that the removal of the existing hard



surfaced access and the relocation of the access point would preserve the
openness of the greenbelt, as the removal of the previous hard surfacing would
offset the proposed hard surfacing require to accommodate the new access. It
is also considered that it would not conflict with the purposes of including the
land within the greenbelt and therefore is considered to accord with exemption
h)(ii) of para 154 of the NPPF.

Grey belt and other tests (Framework paragraph 155(a)-(d))

58.

59.

60.

61.

62.

63.

The Framework defines ‘grey belt’ as land in the Green Belt comprising
previously developed land and/or any other land that, in either case, does not
strongly contribute to any of purposes (a), (b), or (d) in paragraph 143, and
excludes land where the application of the policies relating to the areas or
assets in footnote 7 (other than Green Belt) would provide a strong reason for
refusing or restricting development.

The proposed development would be contained within the existing boundaries
of the dwelling plot and would not result in the unrestricted sprawl of large built-
up areas, the merging of towns, nor affect the setting and special character of
historic towns. It is therefore concluded that the site does not strongly contribute
to purposes (a), (b) and (d) of paragraph 143 of the Framework. In addition, the
proposal would not affect areas or assets in footnote 7 of the Framework (other
than Green Belt). It is therefore considered that, in this case, the development
would utilise grey belt land.

Paragraph 155 of the NPPF states that ‘the development of homes, commercial
and other development in the Green Belt should also not be regarded as
inappropriate where:

a) The development would utilise grey belt land and would not fundamentally
undermine the purposes (taken together) of the remaining Green Belt
across the area of the plan;

b) There is a demonstrable unmet need for the type of development proposed

c) The development would be in a sustainable location, with particular
reference to paragraphs 110 and 115 of this Framework; and

d) Where applicable the development proposed meets the ‘Golden Rules’
requirements set out in paragraphs 156-157 below.’

It is considered that the proposed replacement dwelling would fall within ‘other
development’ within Paragraph 155 of the NPPF.

In terms of limb a) of Para 155, it is considered that the proposal would utilise
grey belt land as previously outlined. It is considered that the proposal would
not fundamentally undermine the purposes (taken together) of the remaining
Green Belt across the area of the plan and therefore would comply with limb a).

In considering limb b) of Para 155 of the NPPF, footnote 56 of the NPPF further
clarifies that ‘In the case of applications involving the provision of housing,
means the lack of a five year supply of deliverable housing sites, including the
relevant buffer where applicable, or where the Housing Delivery Tests was
below 75% of the housing requirement over the previous three years; and in
the case of traveller sites means the lack of a five year supply of deliverable
traveller sites assessed in line with Planning Policy for Traveller sites.’ As the



64.

65.

66.

proposal includes the provision of housing, this test would apply. The Council
has more than a 5 year housing land supply and it is therefore considered that
the proposal would not meet a demonstrable unmet need for the type of
development proposed. As the proposal is for a replacement dwelling, the
provision of housing stock within the Borough would not be increased. It is
therefore considered that the proposal would be contrary to this requirement.

In considering limb c), the application site is located approx. 950 meters to the
east of the A60 (Loughborough Road). The site is segregated from the nearest
residential dwelling to the west by approx. 650 meters of agricultural fields. The
site is not within close walking distance of the centre of Ruddington and is not
near public transportation links and it is therefore considered that the future
occupants of the site would be heavily reliant on cars for transportation. For
these reasons, it is considered that the site is not located within a sustainable
location. It is therefore considered that the proposal would be contrary to this
requirement.

In considering limb d), the proposal is not for major development and therefore
the ‘Golden rules’ do not apply in this instance.

Therefore when considering paragraph 155 it is considered that the proposal
does not meet the exceptions to inappropriate development.

Conclusion on inappropriate development

67.

Given the matters as outlined above, the proposed dwelling is not considered
to be an exception to inappropriate development in accordance with paragraph
154 d) of the NPPF on the basis that the replacement dwelling would be
materially larger than the building it is to replace. There are no other exceptions
within paragraph 154 or 155 that the proposal would comply with. The
introduction of substantial built form would result in encroachment into the
countryside, contrary to one of the purposes of the Green Belt as defined by
paragraph 143 c) of the NPPF.

Very Special Circumstances

68.

69.

70.

As advised above the NPPF states at paragraph 153 that ‘ocal planning
authorities should ensure that substantial weight is given to any harm to the
Green Belt. ‘Very special circumstances’ will not exist unless the potential harm
to the Green Belt by reason of inappropriateness, and any other harm resulting
from the proposal, is clearly outweighed by other considerations.’

Whilst no very special circumstances have been explicitly put forward in this
case, the Planning Statement submitted makes reference to the previously
approved prior approval scheme and considers the extensions being built under
permissive rights are a material consideration of the application.

The current proposal would see erection of a dwelling which would go above
and beyond what could have been achieved under the approved prior approval
scheme and permissive rights prior to the demolition of the building. As the
building has been demolished, the prior approval scheme can no longer be
implemented, as this proposed a second storey extension to an existing
building which no longer exists. Further, now that the dwelling has been



71.

72.

73.

74.

demolished, there is no dwelling on the site that would benefit from permitted
development rights.

Regardless of this, the proposed plans clearly go above and beyond what could
have previously been achieved under permissive rights, by virtue of a further
two-storey side addition and the linking of rear extensions and side extensions.
It is therefore not considered that the circumstances put forward would
represent ‘very special circumstances’ that would clearly outweigh the harm
caused to the greenbelt by virtue of its inappropriateness and harm the
openness. This element is considered therefore to be afforded very limited
weight in the planning balance.

It is also noted that the design and access statement submitted asserts that the
design of the proposal would outweigh the increase in volume of the dwelling
from what would be permissible under permitted development rights. It is
considered that the proposed design of the building is not exceptional, nor is it
high quality design. Design is very rarely considered a very special
circumstance and for these reasons this argument is afforded very limited
weight in the planning balance.

The applicant has also made reference to the accidental collapse of the walls
of the building and that this should form a material consideration of the
application. Whilst no evidence regarding this matter has been supplied with
the application, the fact of the matter remains that the building has been
demolished and an assessment of the application is based on what is currently
on site. The application has been considered as a replacement dwelling,
despite there being no building to replace. This does not alter the assessment
of the application in Green Belt terms and it is considered it does not constitute
‘very special circumstances’ in this case that would outweigh the harm caused
to the Green Belt.

The submitted Planning Statement also makes reference to the Biodiversity Net
Gain, hedge planting and meadow planting proposed. Whilst these benefits are
welcomed, the inclusion of these elements would not alter the assessment that
the proposal would cause harm to the Green Belt by virtue of its
inappropriateness and harm to the openness. Some of the planting shown may
also not be achievable as it would be located on land outside of the applicant’s
control (such as the front boundary hedge). It is therefore considered that these
elements would not represent ‘very special circumstances’ to outweigh the
harm identified.

Other potential harm arising:

Design and Character of the Area

75.

Core Strategy policy 10, Design and Enhancing Local Identity, states that
development should make a positive contribution to the public realm and sense
of place and should have regard to the local context and reinforce valued local
characteristics. Development should be assessed, amongst other things, in
terms of its massing, scale, proportions, materials, architectural style and
detailing. This is reinforced under policy 1 of the Local Plan Part 2, which also
states that development should be sympathetic to the character and
appearance of neighbouring buildings and the surrounding area.



76.

7.

78.

79.

The surrounding area is characterised generally by detached houses in
generous plots. The site is bounded with open fields to the west and south,
which gives the immediate surroundings a predominantly rural character. The
Design and Access Statement submitted showcases the variety of dwellings
along Flawforth Lane, all with varying massing, scale and design.

The application site is highly visible from Flawforth Lane. The original dwelling
comprised a small, detached bungalow with a detached garage located to the
east. The property was small when compared to properties in the vicinity.
Relatively large additions have been permitted historically to many of the nearby
dwellings in this ribbon development. This is in recognition of the range of house
types. The current application would see the erection of a large, detached
dwelling that would be significantly larger in scale. Whilst large dwellings are
prevalent along Flawforth Lane, so the large massing of the resulting dwelling
itself would not be out of character for the area, as outlined above in this case
it is considered to be excessive.

Additionally, concerns are raised with the design quality of the scheme,
particularly with the design of the front elevation of the proposed dwelling. The
proposal would result in a long, flat elevation with very little architectural interest
to break up this massing. The windows on the front elevation are placed
sporadically with little uniformity. There is a two-storey glazed front doorway
proposed which helps to break the massing up slightly, but its impact is limited.
Due to the prominent position of the dwelling, the front elevation would be highly
visible from Flawforth Lane and concerns are raised that the low-quality design
proposed would cause harm to the character of the area.

Overall, whilst the area predominantly consists of large dwellings which are
unique in design, it is considered that the proposed replacement dwelling would
be low quality design and would therefore cause harm to the character of the
area due to the prominence of the dwelling within the street scene. The proposal
would therefore be contrary to the NPPF which states ‘Development that is not
well designed should be refused, especially where it fails to reflect local design
policies and government guidance on design, taking into account any local
design guidance and supplementary planning documents such as design
guides and codes.’

Residential Amenity

80.

81.

In terms of residential amenity, the proposed dwelling would be located approx.
12 metres to the west of the nearest residential dwelling known as Flawforth
House. Whilst the proposed replacement dwelling would be of increased
massing and height compared to the previous bungalow, it is considered that
the dwelling would still be located sufficient distance from the neighbouring
property to not cause undue overbearing impacts. It is also considered that due
to the orientation of the dwellings, the proposal would not cause undue
overshadowing impacts to this neighbour.

The eastern side elevation of the proposed two-storey additions to the dwelling
would have one window opening at first floor level which would serve an en-
suite (non-habitable room). As such, the proposal is not considered to cause
undue overlooking impacts to this neighbour.



82.

There are no other residential dwellings within the immediate vicinity that would
be unduly impacted by the proposal.

Ecology and Biodiversity

83.

84.

85.

86.

It is noted that the Borough Ecologist has raised concerns that the previously
submitted Ecology Report under planning application 21/03219/FUL and the
report under this application contradict one another in terms of their findings.
However, whilst the reports appear to have different findings, it is noted that the
demolition of the dwelling has already taken place. It is therefore considered
that the contradiction between the ecology reports would not warrant a reason
for refusing the application. Destroying the habitats of protected species is a
criminal offence and as the building has already been demolished, this is no
longer a planning matter. It is also considered that mitigation enhancement
measures such as installation of bat boxes could be adequately dealt with via
planning conditions.

Paragraph 13 of Schedule 7A to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
states that planning permission is deemed to have been granted subject to the
“biodiversity gain condition” which means development granted by this notice
must not begin unless:

a) a Biodiversity Gain Plan has been submitted to the planning authority, and
b) the planning authority has approved the plan.

Under Regulation 8 of the Biodiversity Gain Requirements (Exemptions)
Regulations 2024, the statutory biodiversity gain condition required by
Schedule 7A to the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended) does
not apply in relation to planning permission for development which:

a) consists of no more than 9 dwellings

b) is carried out on a site which has an area no larger than 0.5 hectares; and
c) consists exclusively of dwellings which are self-build or custom
housebuilding.

“Self-build or custom housebuilding” has the same meaning as in section 1(A1)
of the Self-build and Custom Housebuilding Act 2015 (as amended).

Based on the information submitted in the planning application documents, the
Planning Authority considers that this permission is exempt from biodiversity
net gain, and as such does not require approval of a biodiversity gain plan
before development is begun. A planning condition could be utilised to secure
the development as a self-build property.

Highways Safety and Parking

87.

The County Council Highways Officer has provided a holding objection due to
the lack of parking provision provided. The proposed site plan indicates that 4
off street parking spaces would be provided, two within a double garage and
two on a driveway. However, the Highways officer has confirmed that the car
parking spaces within the double garage do not meet minimum size
requirements and therefore cannot be counted as parking provision for the
proposal.



88.

89.

90.

91.

92.

93.

94.

Further to this, the officer raised concerns that the two off street parking spaces
proposed on the driveway appear difficult to manoeuvre in an out of, and in the
case of P2, impossible to manoeuvre in an out of due to the restricted spaces
and adjacent proposed hedgerow.

Whilst the officer comments make reference to 5 parking spaces being required
the Nottinghamshire County Council Highways Design Guide states that 4 or
more bedroomed dwellings require a minimum parking provision of 3 no. off-
street parking spaces and this requirement has been confirmed with the officer.
However, as the parking spaces proposed are inadequate, it is considered that
the applicant has failed to demonstrate that sufficient parking provision can be
achieved to accommodate the parking needs of the proposed dwelling. Further,
the site is located on a relatively busy classified C road subject to national speed
limit, and the Highways officer has stipulated that turning space is required to
enable vehicles to egress onto the public highway in a forward gear. This has
not been provided as part of the proposal.

The site is located along Flawforth Lane which is not within close walking
distance of the centre of Ruddington and is not near public transportation links.
It is therefore considered that the future occupants of the site would be heavily
reliant on cars for transportation, and the proposed scheme does not
adequately accommodate the parking provision required for a dwelling of this
size and scale.

In terms of the proposed relocation of the existing vehicular access point, the
Highways Officer has confirmed that this is not considered to have any
significant impact on visibility and general highway safety. They have requested
that the redundant existing access is reinstated to verge alongside full height
kerb, which could be resolved via use of a planning condition.

In terms of the proposed gates, the Highways Officer has not raised concerns
regarding this but have stipulated that the gates should open inwards only, in
line with the Highways Design Guide. Again, this could be resolved vis the use
of a planning condition. They have also stipulated that the driveway should be
surfaced in a bound material within 5.5 metres of the highway with the provision
to prevent the discharge of surface water from the driveway to the public
highway, which could also be resolved via condition.

Overall, whilst some of the concerns raised by the Highway Authority can be
mitigated via the use of planning conditions, it is considered that the current
scheme does not provide adequate provision for parking and turning and would
not conform with the minimum requirements within the Nottinghamshire County
Council Highways Design Guide.

The applicant was made aware of the highway concerns at the earliest
opportunity and was notified that if amendments were not made to the
application prior to its determination, then this would warrant another reason for
refusal. The applicant has since submitted a revised landscaping plan to
address the concerns previously raised which included a change in location of
the access (which also altered the red line of the application site), changed the
location of the proposed parking and removed the front boundary hedge.
However, officers consider that this plan does not address the concerns raised
and has therefore not accepted to consider this plan. This revision has not been



consulted on as part of the application as this would have further delayed the
application determination. This plan is therefore not part of the consideration of
the current application.

Other matters

Water Standards:

95.

The LPP2 sets out in policy 12 that all new dwellings should meet the higher
'‘Optional Technical Housing Standard’ for water consumption as Rushcliffe
being an area that has been identified as having moderate 'water stress' (i.e.
scarcity). It would therefore seem reasonable to condition the dwellings meet
this standard, which will require any developers to notify building control who
will in turn ensure the building meets the higher standards as part of their
process.

Electric Vehicle Charqging:

96.

It is also considered prudent to secure the provision of electric vehicle charging
points to the site car park to comply with the aims of Policy 41 - Air Quality of
the LPP2 and part 11 of policy 1 (Development Requirements) of the LPP2.
The Borough has identified that local air quality issues are largely caused by
'tail pipe' emissions from vehicles, and as such the support and encouragement
for electric vehicle usage would provide the infrastructure for future users to
adopt more sustainable transport modes.

Conclusion

97.

98.

99.

100.

101.

For the reasons set out above it is considered that the proposed development
would represent inappropriate development in the Green Belt with no very
special circumstances demonstrated to justifying considering the proposal
otherwise. The application would therefore be contrary to Policy 21 of the
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2, and Chapter 13 of the NPPF.

The proposed development is also not considered to be of high-quality design
and it is considered that the design and form of the proposed dwelling would
cause harm to the character for the reasons previously outlined and would
therefore be contrary to Policy 1 of Local Plan Part 2.

The proposed development is also not considered to provide sufficient parking
and turning provision and would therefore be contrary to Policy 1 of Local Plan
Part 2.

Whilst concerns are not raised in respect of impact on neighbouring amenity,
ecology and biodiversity these are considered to be neutral factors that would
not outweigh the harm resulting from the proposed development. It is therefore
recommended that planning permission is refused.

The proposal was the subject of pre-application discussions and the applicant
and agent were made aware of the policy objections which identified
unacceptable impacts of the proposed development. The applicant was advised
to submit an application for the erection of a like for like replacement bungalow.
The applicant and agent chose to submit the application without making any



amendments to the proposal and without taking into consideration the pre-
application advice given. In order to avoid further abortive costs to the applicant,
the application has been considered without further negotiation and it is
recommended to refuse planning permission.

RECOMMENDATION
Itis RECOMMENDED that planning permission be refused for the following reason(s)

1. The proposed dwelling would be materially larger than the existing
dwelling, it would not constitute infill within a village, nor would it
constitute development on previously developed land which would not
have a substantial impact on the openness of the Green Belt. The
proposed development would therefore not fall within any of the
exceptions to inappropriate development in the Green Belt listed under
paragraph 154 of the NPPF. The proposed development would utilise
Grey Belt land but would fail to meet criteria (b) and (c) of paragraph 155
of the NPPF. The proposal would constitute an inappropriate and
therefore harmful form of development for which ‘very special
circumstances' have not been demonstrated to clearly outweigh the
harm arising. A decision to refuse planning permission would accord
with paragraph 152 of the NPPF which states that "Inappropriate
development is, by definition, harmful to the Green Belt and should not
be approved except in very special circumstances”. The application is
therefore contrary to Policy 21 of the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2 (2019)
and the National Planning Policy Framework Section 13, particularly
paragraphs 142, and 152 through to 155.

2. The proposed replacement dwelling by reason of design and form would
not represent high quality design and would have a negative impact on
the character of the area. The proposal would therefore be harmful to
character and visual amenities of the area, contrary to Policy 10 (Design
and Enhancing Local Identity) of the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1. Core
Strategy and Policies 1 (Development Requirements) of the Rushcliffe
Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies, and the guidance
contained within the National Planning Policy Framework, specifically
Chapter 12 - Achieving Well Designed Places.

3. The proposed dwelling would result in a property of a greater size than
the existing bungalow which would likely increase the amount of vehicles
serving the property and the application has failed to demonstrate any
consideration of this. The Nottinghamshire County Council Highways
Design Guide, part 4.1.1 Residential Car Parking Standard, outlines
recommended parking standards of 3 or more car parking spaces for a
property of 4 or more bedrooms and the applicant has failed to
demonstrate that adequate on-site parking provision can be achieved.

The proposal would therefore not be in accordance with Policy 1
(Development Requirements) of the Local Plan Part 2 which states
'Planning permission for new development, changes of use, conversions
or extensions will be granted provided that, where relevant, the following
criteria are met' ... 'a suitable means of access can be provided to the
development without detriment to the amenity of adjacent properties or



highway safety and the provision of parking is in accordance with advice
provided by the Highways Authority.'

The proposal would also be contrary to Paragraph 116 of the NPPF which
states ‘Development should only be prevented or refused on highways
grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or
the residual cumulative impacts on the road network, following
mitigation, would be severe, taking into account all reasonable future
scenarios’.

. Thesiteis located on aclassified C road that is the subject of the national
speed limit and, as such, turning space is required within the site to
enable vehicles to egress onto the public highway in a forward gear for
highway safety purposes. The applicant has failed to demonstrate that
adequate turning facilities would be provided as part of the proposal. The
proposal would therefore not be in accordance with Policy 1
(Development Requirements) of the Local Plan Part 2 which states
'Planning permission for new development, changes of use, conversions
or extensions will be granted provided that, where relevant, the following
criteria are met' ... 'a suitable means of access can be provided to the
development without detriment to the amenity of adjacent properties or
highway safety and the provision of parking is in accordance with advice
provided by the Highways Authority.'

The proposal would also be contrary to Paragraph 116 of the NPPF which
states ‘Development should only be prevented or refused on highways
grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or
the residual cumulative impacts on the road network, following
mitigation, would be severe, taking into account all reasonable future
scenarios’.



