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Report of the Executive Manager – Communities 

 
PLEASE NOTE: 

 
1. Slides relating to the application will be shown where appropriate. 

 
2. Plans illustrating the report are for identification only. 

 
3. Background Papers - the application file for each application is available for 

public inspection at the Rushcliffe Customer Contact Centre in accordance 
with the  Local Government Act 1972 and relevant planning 
legislation/Regulations.  Copies  of  the  submitted  application  details  are 
available on the  website http://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online- 
applications/. This report  is  available  as  part  of  the  Planning Committee 
Agenda which can be viewed five working days before the meeting at  

 http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/councilanddemocracy/meetingsandminutes/agend 
asandminutes/. Once a decision has been taken on a planning application the 
decision notice is also displayed on the website. 

 
4. Reports to the Planning Committee take into account diversity and Crime and 

Disorder issues. Where such implications are material they are referred to in the 
reports, where they are balanced with other material planning considerations. 

 
5. With regard to S17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 the Police have 

advised they wish to be consulted on the following types of applications: major 
developments; those attracting significant numbers of the public e.g. public 
houses, takeaways etc.; ATM machines, new neighbourhood facilities including 
churches; major alterations to public buildings; significant areas of open 
space/landscaping or linear paths; form diversification to industrial uses in 
isolated locations. 

 
6. Where the Planning Committee have  power  to  determine  an application  but  

the  decision  proposed  would  be  contrary  to  the recommendation of the 
Executive Manager - Communities, the application may be referred to the 
Council for decision. 

7. The following notes appear on decision notices for full planning permissions: 

“When carrying out building works you are advised to use door types and 
locks conforming to British Standards, together with windows that are 
performance tested (i.e. to BS 7950 for ground floor and easily accessible 
windows in homes). You are also advised to consider installing a burglar 
alarm, as this is the most effective way of protecting against burglary. If you 

http://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-applications/
http://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-applications/
http://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-applications/
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/councilanddemocracy/meetingsandminutes/agendasandminutes/
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/councilanddemocracy/meetingsandminutes/agendasandminutes/
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/councilanddemocracy/meetingsandminutes/agendasandminutes/


have not already made a Building Regulations application we would 
recommend that you check to see if one is required as soon as possible. Help 
and guidance can be obtained by ringing 0115 914 8459, or by looking at our 
web site at  
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/buildingcontrol/ 

 
 
Application Address Page      

   
17/02292/OUT Land Off Lantern Lane, East Leake, Nottinghamshire     38 - 63 

   
 Outline planning application for the erection of up to 

195 dwellings, with public open space, landscaping 
and sustainable drainage system (SuDS) and 
vehicular access point from Lantern Lane LE12 6QN. 
All matters reserved except for means of access. 

 

   
Ward Leake  
   
Recommendation 
 

Planning permission be refused. 

   

   
17/02829/FUL 101 Wilford Lane, West Bridgford, Nottinghamshire          64 - 70 

NG2 7RN 
   
 Single storey rear extension, extension of raised 

terrace, new front wall and sliding gate, replacement 
windows and Juliet balcony. 

 

   
Ward Compton Acres  
   
Recommendation Planning permission be granted subject to conditions 
   
   
17/02884/FUL Weir House, Main Street, Hickling, Nottinghamshire 

LE14 3AQ 
 
Proposed car port, widening of driveway and 
associated works. 

   71 - 76 

   
Ward Nevile and Langar  
   
Recommendation Planning permission be granted subject to conditions  

 
 
 
 
 

http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningandbuilding/buildingcontrol/
https://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=OX2TZJNLL7D00
https://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=P0464TNLLZX00
https://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=P0H4S5NLM3500


 
  

 
 

 

17/02812/FUL 
 
 
 
 

58 Crosby Road West Bridgford Nottinghamshire 
NG2 5GH 
 
Single storey rear extension, internal alterations and 
raised deck/patio to rear. 

 77 - 82 

   
Ward Lady Bay 

 
 

Recommendation Planning permission be granted subject to conditions  
 

   
   

 
 
17/02962/FUL 129 Main Street, Willoughby on the Wolds,                      83 - 87 

Nottinghamshire LE12 6SY 
 
Two storey rear extension, single storey extension to front of 
garage, insert window in side elevation. 

   
   
Ward Keyworth and Wolds  
   
Recommendation Planning permission be granted subject to conditions 
   
   

 

https://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=OZYM8YNLLYF00
https://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=summary&keyVal=P0XSR9NLM7P00
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 17/02292/OUT 
  

Applicant Gladman Developments 
  
Location Land Off Lantern Lane East Leake Nottinghamshire   
 

Proposal Outline planning application for the erection of up to 195 dwellings, 
with public open space, landscaping and sustainable drainage 
system (SuDS) and vehicular access point from Lantern Lane LE12 
6QN. All matters reserved except for means of access. 

 

  
Ward Leake 

 
THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 
 
1. The application site is located to the north east of East Leake village to the 

north of Lantern Lane.  To the south of the site, beyond Lantern Lane, is the 
Harry Carlton Secondary School, East Leake Leisure Centre and open 
countryside.  To the west of the site is a housing development for up to 170 
homes approved in 2013 that is currently under construction.  To the north 
west of the site is the British Gypsum site.  To the north and east is open 
agricultural land.    
 

2. The rectangular application site measures approximately 14.08 hectares and 
is split into a number of fields by established hedgerows.  The majority of the 
site is flat, with the northern field rising quite steeply in a northerly direction. 

 
3. The centre of the application site is located approximately 1.25km from the 

centre of East Leake. 
 
DETAILS OF THE PROPOSAL 
 
4. The application seeks outline planning permission (with all matters reserved 

except for access) for residential development with vehicular access from 
Lantern Lane, public open space, sustainable drainage system (SuDS) and 
landscaping. 
 

5. An indicative site layout plan in the form of an illustrative masterplan has 
been submitted which illustrates the construction of up to 195 houses 
focused towards the south-western corner of the site extending no further 
north than the neighbouring development approved in 2013.  The northern 
and eastern parts of the application site would be landscaped.  The applicant 
also owns a parcel of land to the immediate north which would be retained as 
agricultural land. 
 

6. A single access point is proposed off Lantern Lane.  Within the middle of the 
proposed developable area of the site a drainage basin and open space is 
indicated.  For absolute clarity the application is only seeking permission in 
principle, i.e. whether or not up to195 dwellings could be built on the site.  
With the exception of the proposed access arrangements all other matters, 
i.e. the appearance of the proposed dwellings, the layout of the development, 
the scale of the dwellings and landscaping, are reserved matters for future 



consideration as part of further submissions. 
 

7. A formal screening opinion under the Town and Country Planning 
(Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales) Regulations 2011 
was issued on 1 February 2017 concluding that an Environmental Impact 
Assessment was not required. 
 

8. A number of supporting documents have been submitted with the application 
including Location Plan; Development Framework Plan; Design and Access 
Statement; Transport Assessment; Travel Plan; Ecological Appraisal; 
Arboricultural Report (Tree Survey); Flood Risk Assessment; Air Quality 
Assessment; Noise Assessment; Archaeological & Heritage Statement; 
Statement of Community Involvement; Socio-Economic Report; Foul 
Drainage Analysis; Site Access Plan; Mining Report; Renewable Energy 
Report; Landscape Visual Impact Assessment and a Utilities Appraisal. 
 

RELEVANT SITE CONSTRAINTS 
 

9. The site is located adjacent to, but outside, the built up part of the existing 
settlement and is located within the open countryside, and is also in an area 
of the village where known mining activity has occurred. 

 
SITE HISTORY 
 
10. Application ref: 8/J1/79/D/376 to convert a farm building into a residential 

bungalow was refused in July 1979. 
 

11. As stated above, the neighbouring site to the immediate west has is currently 
being developed pursuant to planning permission granted in 2013 under ref: 
12/01821/OUT (outline permission) and reserved matters approval in 2014,  
ref:14/00815/REM for the erection of up to 170 dwellings and a new primary 
school annexe. 
 

12. Application ref: 16/03119/OUT for outline planning permission (with all 
matters reserved save for access) for residential development with vehicular 
access from Lantern Lane, public open space, sustainable drainage system 
(SuDS) and landscaping was refused in May 2017.  The application was 
refused for the following reasons: 

 
1. The proposal would comprise residential development of a greenfield 

site outside of the built up part of the settlement. The site is not 
allocated for development in the development plan and, although East 
Leake is identified as a key settlement for growth in Policy 3 of the 
Rushcliffe Core Strategy, the development would exceed the minimum 
target of houses to be provided in and around East Leake by over 
150% when considered cumulatively with schemes already granted 
planning permission. This level of housing delivery for East Leake 
would be contrary to the Council's housing distribution strategy set out 
in Policy 3 and would lead to the unplanned expansion of development 
significantly beyond the established built edge of the village with 
resultant adverse impact on its rural setting and adverse impact on 
access to services. 

 
 



2. It has not been demonstrated that a suitable access to serve the new 
development can be provided or that the traffic generated by the 
proposed development would not result in an unacceptable increase in 
danger to the users of the highway due to the use of the access.  The 
proposal would therefore be contrary to the provisions of Policy GP2 of 
the Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan, which 
states that planning permission for changes of use and new 
development will be granted provided that, inter alia; 

 
b)  A suitable means of access can be provided to the development 

without detriment to the amenity of adjacent properties or 
highway safety, the provision of parking is in accordance with the 
guidance in the County Council's parking provisions for new 
developments and the design of the proposal accords with 
guidance produced by the Highway Authority. 

 
3. It has not been adequately demonstrated that the proposal would not 

impact on any protected species and/or their habitats or that adequate 
mitigation measures against the harm of the development on any 
protected species and/or their habitats could be implemented.  The 
proposal would therefore be contrary to the provisions of Policy EN12 
of the Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan, 
which states, inter alia, that planning permission will not be granted 
unless the application includes measures to mitigate the impact of the 
development on habitats; to reduce disturbance; and to provide 
adequate alternative habitats to sustain to current levels of population. 

 
13. Although not relating to this site, of relevance to the consideration of the 

current proposal is application ref. 16/01881/OUT, which sought outline 
planning permission for up to 235 dwellings, primary school, infrastructure, 
green space, associated surface water attenuation & landscaping at a site to 
the south east of the village on land North of Rempstone Road which was 
refused in March 2017.  The application was the subject of a subsequent 
appeal which was allowed on 20 November 2017 (ref:  
APP/P3040/W/17/3178343). 

 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
Ward Councillor(s) 
 
14. One Ward Councillor (Cllr Males) objects to the proposal, in summary they 

state the site has been turned down in the past by Councillors and local 
residents, the only change is to the access but it makes no difference.  Traffic 
on Lantern Lane backs up onto the Gotham Road Main Road junction at busy 
times.  No change to the schools, health centre and drainage situation. 
 

15. One Ward Councillor (Cllr Thurman) has declared a non-pecuniary interest. 
 

16. An Adjacent Ward Councillor (Cllr Brown) objects to the proposal, in 
summary he agrees with Nottinghamshire County Council Highway 
comments, even though the school is being extended East Leake does not 
meet the numbers required, development would add further traffic to the 
crowded gridlocked streets around Lantern Lane School, East Leake Health 
Centre doesn’t meet Government standards to accommodate the local 



population, the sewage system is running at near full capacity, the National 
defence site on the boarder of East Leake will add to the already poor 
infrastructure and he strongly objects to the impact on surrounding villages 
which share a health centre and schools.   

 
Town/Parish Council  
 
17. East Leake Parish Council objects to the proposal commenting, “East Leake 

Parish Council (ELPC) is disappointed that this application has been 
submitted again with minimal changes. There were 369 objections to the 
previous application, 16/03119/OUT, and very little has been done to 
alleviate the concerns that residents expressed. ELPC held a public meeting 
on 31 October 2017 to discuss the current application and 42 residents 
attended. It was clear that there is still overwhelming objection. It should be 
noted that objections come from residents across East Leake, not just those 
in the immediate vicinity, reflecting the widely held view that this development 
is inappropriate. 
 

18.  ELPC reiterates all our concerns expressed previously – please find these in 
Appendix A below. We update and amplify some of our objections below. 
 

19. 1. The Principle of Further Development in East Leake - East Leake had 
around 2700 homes at the start of the plan period (2013) and since then has 
already provided sites for well over 800 homes, expanding the village by 
about a third. Rushcliffe’s Core Strategy specifies a minimum of 400 new 
homes for the entire plan period to 2028. Such massive over allocation at 
East Leake distorts the provision of homes across the Borough and thus 
conflicts with the spatial strategy of the Local Plan. It also departs 
significantly from the planned phasing of delivery at East Leake as 
documented in Appendix D of the Core Strategy (Housing Trajectory). 
Providing a further large number of homes at the far south of the county at 
East Leake would conflict with the requirement in the Core Strategy for 
Rushcliffe to provide sites on the urban edge of Nottingham. It would also 
conflict with emerging Local Plan Part 2 which proposes to allocate no further 
sites at East Leake. 
 

20. The NPPF is about achieving sustainable development. Further development 
in East Leake would fail to meet the economic, social, and environmental 
criteria for sustainable development set out in paragraph 7 of the NPPF. For 
the Core Strategy, East Leake was assessed by Rushcliffe as a sustainable 
location for a minimum of 400 additional houses. Since then 816 have been 
approved, but no further infrastructure assessment has been undertaken. It is 
the Parish Council’s view that East Leake can no longer be considered a 
sustainable location for development due to lack of school places, Health 
Centre capacity, sewerage capacity and the limitations of the local road 
network. Housing development is spreading the size of the village so that it is 
no longer easy to walk from the outskirts to the central village facilities. 
Developer led housing is providing the wrong mix of housing to support a 
balanced community. No employment opportunities are being created 
alongside the housing. Couple this with a mediocre bus service linking only to 
Nottingham and Loughborough and not other local centres of employment, 
and it is clear that the housing is generating additional car journeys. 
 



21. 2. Access and Transport Plan - ELPC believes that access to this 
development via Lantern Lane is inadequate. In the current version of the 
plans changes are made to the design of the junctions into the development 
from Lantern Lane, and some modifications to the Falcon Way/Lantern Lane 
Junction plus other measures. We remain of the opinion that Lantern Lane is 
too narrow to form access to this development. There are road safety issues 
given the location of the leisure centre and two schools and the spilt site of 
Lantern Lane School, and the volume of associated traffic. We particularly 
note the concerns expressed in the current and previous consultations by the 
two schools. Additionally there would be land ownership issues to be 
resolved to implement the proposals. 
 

22. We refer you to the detailed response by a resident, quoted below. - I object 
to the proposals on highways and transport grounds. Many of the reasons 
are the same as those I raised previously on the first application but I have 
also taken the opportunity to expand my objections further. Despite the 
issues raised by both myself and the NCC Highways on the previous 
application, the submitted Transport Assessment remains vague and is still 
not fit for purpose. The highway authority should therefore again recommend 
refusal. 
 

23. National Planning Policy Framework Paragraph 32 requires decision makers 
to take into account the following objectives: 

 
- "the opportunities for sustainable transport modes have been taken up 

depending on the nature and location of the site, to reduce the need 
for major transport infrastructure 

-  safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people, and  
-  improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost 

effectively limit the significant impacts of the development. 
Development should only be prevented or refused on transport 
grounds where the residual cumulative impacts of development are 
severe." 

 
24. The submitted proposals fail on all three points. The site is not accessible by 

sustainable modes; safe and suitable access is not achievable; and the 
development would result in severe impacts. I expand on each of these 
points in my comments below, and wish these to be fully considered in the 
application decision. 
 

25. 1) Firstly, the vehicular access proposals are inadequate and do not conform 
to the design standards within the 6Cs Design Guide. To cover this, the 
Transport Assessment makes a throw away comment that the application of 
rigid design standards is neither appropriate or desirable (paragraph 2.5), a 
point which I doubt would have been stated if the required design standards 
were achievable! 
 

26. The proposal is to access the development via an extension of the Lantern 
Lane BOAT (byway open to all traffic). Given that this is not adopted 
highway, it is not clear whether the access proposal is actually achievable. I 
believe that there are third party land issues, and no highway boundary 
information or land ownership plans have been provided within the Transport 
Assessment to evidence that the access road is deliverable without using 



Barratts land (third party land), particularly around the Redwing Close 
junction. 
 

27. Also, Lantern Lane currently serves the 170 dwellings within the adjacent 
Barratt Homes development via a single point of access - with all traffic 
having to funnel along the single stretch between Falcon Way and Sharpley 
Drive. The proposed development will add another 195 dwellings served 
through this single "pinchpoint". That totals 365 dwellings all routing through 
the same stretch of road. The Transport Assessment notes that Lantern Lane 
is only 6.1m wide between Sharpley Drive and Falcon Way (the pinchpoint) 
(para 3.3.4), and is only 6.3-6.8m wide between Falcon Way and Redwing 
Close (para 3.3.2). Meanwhile, the 6C's Design Guide states that no more 
than 150 dwellings should be served from a single point of access/junction, 
unless the road is 6.75 metres wide, where up to 400 dwellings can be 
served from a single access. The existing road width to access the 
development is therefore not sufficiently wide to serve this amount of 
development. This can cause operational and highway safety issues, with the 
potential for the road to become blocked. The Transport Assessment simply 
states that if a car broke down at 2m wide, there would still be space for two 
cars to pass each other (para 4.3.2.1). This is not an acceptable justification 
for a substandard stretch of road measuring circa 250 metres and forming the 
main access to the development!! It is also a rather weak argument given the 
number of potential unknowns (e.g. do cars break down right at the edge of 
the carriageway, even if two cars can get passed, what about emergency 
vehicles or refuse vehicles etc). Furthermore, in this location, the potential for 
the road to be blocked would be exacerbated further by the known 
congestion caused by on-street parking around school drop off and collection 
times - which I note is downplayed in the Transport Assessment. Whilst 
contributions towards 'no waiting' parking restrictions are proposed, unless 
these are suitably enforced, they will be ignored as evidenced by schools 
across the country. I do not comment on the school congestion as several 
other residents have already raised their concerns. However, I consider that 
the development should therefore be refused on access and highway safety 
grounds. 
 

28. 2) Secondly, the Transport Assessment includes a drawing showing 
proposals to realign Lantern Lane into the site and to alter the Lantern 
Lane/Redwing Close junction to make a T-junction with Redwing Close 
forming the minor arm. Again, as no highway boundary information/land 
ownership plans have been submitted, it is not clear whether these proposals 
are achievable as the alterations to Redwing Close appear to be within 
Barratts land. The proposals would also affect the drainage ditch, which is not 
within land controlled by Gladman. The proposed footway on the northern 
side of the junction between the site boundary and Redwing Close may also 
therefore not be deliverable. The 6C's Design Guide requires footways on 
both sides of the carriageway and therefore the development is not suitably 
accessible for pedestrians. Furthermore, if the footway cannot be provided, 
this has implications for the 43 metres junction visibility from Redwing Close 
(on the basis that the future use of this land cannot be secured by Gladman 
because it is Barratt land), and again this is not acceptable on highway safety 
grounds. 
 

29. 3) Thirdly, the Transport Assessment does not include any swept path 
analysis of bin lorries and fire engines accessing the site. The proposed 



junction radius on the Redwing Close junction is too small for bin lorries to 
negotiate if they intend to route through the Barratts development before 
serving the Gladman development (i.e. turning left at the junction). There may 
therefore be highway safety issues as vehicles cross onto the wrong side of 
the road. I also note that the drawing of this proposed junction arrangement is 
poorly prepared in terms of tying into the existing road layout on Redwing 
Close - presumably because the designers are aware that this is land that is 
not available to them. 
 

30. 4) Fourthly, the access design is based on a 30mph road speed along 
Lantern Lane. As Lantern Lane is a BOAT along the site frontage and is not 
currently adopted public highway, it is presumably subject to a derestricted 
speed limit. No information is provided on the drawing or within the Transport 
Assessment itself as to whether traffic regulation orders are proposed to 
achieve the 30mph speed limit. If the traffic regulation orders are not 
proposed, the design speed should be 60mph, which has implications on the 
visibility splays from the site access junctions. Furthermore, section DG5 of 
the 6C's Design Guide notes that long straight sections of road (as proposed 
via the improvement to Lantern Lane) should be avoided when trying to 
control speeds. 
 

31. 5) Fifthly, the site is not accessible for public transport users. The 6C's 
Design Guide states that "walking distances to bus stops in urban areas 
should be a maximum of 400m and desirably no more than 250m. In rural 
areas the walking distance should not be more than 800m." The Transport 
Assessment states that the nearest bus stops on Gotham Road "are about 
800 metres from the site". In fact, the furthest parts of the proposed built 
development are over 1000 metres from the bus stop, and this should not be 
acceptable when compared to the required 400 metres walking distance. 
 

32. 6) Finally, the highway impact of the development proposals has not been 
adequately assessed. The Transport Assessment uses a low trip rate of 0.6, 
when a more appropriate trip rate would be 0.7-0.8 in this location. It 
therefore suggests that 195 dwellings would only generate 122 car trips in an 
hour. Given the location of the site with poor connectivity to the village and 
long walking distances to the bus stops, this number of trips is unrealistically 
low. The Transport Assessment suggests that 73% of this will turn south 
along Gotham Road and into the village. No assessment has been 
undertaken of the impact of these additional passing flows on the Gotham 
Road/Stonebridge Drive T-junction, which has poor visibility. The additional 
traffic could therefore lead to congestion and road safety issues as drivers 
struggle to exit Stonebridge Drive. Further south, the Transport Assessment 
concludes that the Gotham Road/Main Street would operate "in an 
acceptable manner" with the development traffic in place. However, the 
PICADY output in Table 9 shows the junction operating at 91.6% increasing 
to 101.7% with the development in place. This is above the accepted 85% 
level of operation. Furthermore, the queue length doubles from 7 to 12 
vehicles, and the delay almost doubles, increasing by 65 seconds from 96 to 
161 seconds. Appropriate mitigation is therefore required, despite the 
Transport Assessment concluding that the impact is not severe. The 
increased queue length and delay is not acceptable from capacity or safety 
perspective, and is a severe impact. Therefore the highway impact does not 
accord with the principles of NPPF. 
 



33. Overall, there are several highways and transport reasons for why this 
development should be refused, and it is requested that the highway 
authority retain their reason for refusal. 
 

34. We have concerns about the validity of the Transport Assessment and Travel 
Plan provided by the applicant. We are not convinced that the times and 
dates of the traffic survey are representative of the traffic flow, having been 
conducted (according to residents) during fine weather and a day when one 
school was not open. Residents and the schools report that the road is 
frequently gridlocked at school start and end times, at odds with the survey 
data provided. There are reports of queues tailing back around the Gotham 
Road/Lantern Lane traffic island. 
 

35. The Lantern Fields development is not fully occupied now, and building work 
was not far advanced at the time of the survey. The full effects of the other 
housing developments in the village have not been felt yet either, nor have 
the effects of the DNRC at Stanford Hall and the 3000 homes South of 
Clifton. The schools down Lantern Lane will have to increase their numbers 
of students to cope with these developments, which will in turn lead to more 
car journeys. 
 

36. We draw your attention to the fact that the Lantern Lane BOAT is used for 
agricultural traffic, servicing a large area of farmland with tractors plus trailers 
and huge items of machinery which have to navigate past parked cars, 
children crossing the road etc. 
 

37. The route along Lantern Lane is unsuitable for children to use to cycle to 
school. 
 

38.  With a single, congested access route along Lantern Lane emergency 
vehicles could be held up, endangering residents, schools, and users of the 
leisure centre. 
 

39. To quote from another resident’s response: 
  

(1) The summary document (https://planningon-line. 
rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-
applications/files/E8A0CA8DE26D4359EF8D1F2ACFF5A872/pdf/17_0
2292_OUT-07_TRANSPORT_ASSESSMENT_PART_1_OF_6-
1079096.pdf) has a number of statements used to support the 
application that are not fully accurate.  

(2) The submitted traffic survey reports only on roadside parking east of 
the school/leisure centre junction. The previously rejected application 
drew attention to the problems area being to the west of the junction 
towards Gotham Road roundabout at peak times. This application 
presents no solution to ameliorating the congestion identified daily 
between 8-9am and 3.15-4pm.  

(3) The application will increase vehicular traffic along Lantern Lane. This 
will incur further delays to incoming traffic to the school/leisure centre, 
particularly at peak time. This will also prevent residents at the 
proposed new estate from leaving their property promptly in the 
morning. This will undoubtedly cause distress.  

(4) Safety of pupils learning in the Lantern Lane Primary School annex to 
the north of Lantern Lane will be exposed to increased traffic flux and, 



by definition, increased risk. The proposal for a raised section of road 
as traffic calming measure will not reduce the traffic flux, but might 
reduce the severity of injury if a collision occurred. 

(5) I support Rushcliffe Council's strategy of sustainable transportation. 
However, the application relies on increased sustainable transport use 
to justify the development. This fails to take into account the 
geography of most staff, students and users of East Leake Academy 
and Leisure Centre who come from south Nottinghamshire villages. 
For a large proportion of users, regular cycling is not feasible due to 
the distances and there are no public transport links.  

(6) Section 6.6 summary is misleading as the public transport links 
described do not link users of the school/leisure centre site to most of 
the surrounding villages (with the exception of Stanford on Soar and 
Gotham).  

(7) I strongly disagree with the statement that Lantern Lane is a suitable 
route for school children to cycle along, during peak times. This is 
based on my own experience as a cyclist and observation of the 
queuing traffic, buses and roadside parking between Gotham Road 
roundabout and the school site in peak times. The application does not 
make any proposal to improve the safety of cycling along this stretch of 
highway. 

 
40. 3. Infrastructure Concerns - The infrastructure in East Leake cannot cope 

with rapid expansion in such a short time. Policy H1 of the Neighbourhood 
Plan requires that infrastructure be provided in time to serve the needs of the 
development. The Health Centre is past its sell-by date and too small. The 
primary schools, sewerage system, and roads cannot cope. 
 

41. 3.1 Primary Schools - Even with expansion undertaken and planned the 
primary schools do not have capacity for any homes over and above those 
already approved. Both schools are currently full or oversubscribed in years 1 
and 2, despite the recent expansion of Lantern Lane to two form entry, yet 
only about half the new homes with planning permission are occupied at 
present. 
 

42. There is no further room for expansion at Lantern Lane. The Education 
Authority is planning to expand Brookside school, not build a new school. 
There is no funding available to build a new school. This development would 
not provide enough children to warrant a third primary school in East Leake. 
The Local Education Authority is not intending to build a new school on the 
site offered by the Rempstone Road landowners, who are currently appealing 
the decision to refuse planning permission for their site. 
 

43. 3.2 Health Centre - There are no plans to provide a new Health Centre, and 
no site has been identified. The existing building is too small for the size that 
East Leake has become and unsuitable for a modern Health Centre. A 
second Doctor’s surgery in the village closed in recent years. 
 

44. 3.3 The Road Network - The volume of housing development already 
approved in East Leake, plus the huge Defence and National Rehabilitation 
Centre development at Stanford Hall (which will have 682 car park spaces) is 
already causing road safety concerns at several roads and junctions around 
the village, including: 

 



 Gotham Road/Main Street T-junction in the centre of East Leake  

 Junction onto the A60 at Costock  

 A60/A6006 crossroads at Rempstone  

 A6006 Melton Road  

 The A6006 staggered junction with Loughborough Road  

 Loughborough Road / Rempstone Road junction  
 
45. As far as we are aware no traffic assessment has considered the cumulative 

effect of all the housing developments in East Leake plus Stanford Hall. 
There is also the impact of the 3000 houses south of Clifton to be considered. 
 

46. 3.4 Sewerage - The sewerage provision is believed to have insufficient 
capacity. The situation as it was in 2015 is documented in the Neighbourhood 
Plan statement of consultation, (see references in our previous submission). 
There may now be plans to expand the water treatment plant on West Leake 
road, but we have no details of either the plans or the timescales. As far as 
we are aware there are no plans to expand the pumping station in the centre 
of the village. 
 

47. The Foul Drainage Analysis provided (Sept 2017) speaks of a sewer capacity 
assessment being commissioned. This has not been made available with the 
documents for the application. Paragraph B7 of the Foul Drainage Analysis 
allows 2 years from grant of planning permission for Severn Trent to expand 
their capacity, however Severn Trent indicate a lead time of 3-4 years. See 
responses to Rushcliffe’s consultation on the East Leake Neighbourhood 
Plan:  
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/media/rushcliffe/media/documents/pdf/planninga
ndbuilding/neighbourhoodplans/All%20ELNP%20reps%20redacted.pdf  
Severn Trent response is on P107. 

 
48. 4. Environment - Residents attach significant amenity value to this area of 

green fields, crossed by a footpath, and adjacent to the Lantern Lane BOAT, 
with connecting footpaths to Bunny and Gotham and a large area of farmland 
and woodland. The area is enjoyed by ramblers, dog walkers and horse 
riders. It forms part of an important green corridor. We have reports of a 
significant bat roost at Taft Leys Farm, and these fields provide habitat to 
support these bats. There are also reports of deer, hares, buzzards and other 
wildlife. 
 

49. The loss of the pond and nearby trees would be deeply regrettable and 
should this development go ahead we would wish to see these retained as a 
feature. We remind you again that there are great crested newts present in 
significant numbers on the Gypsum site at a distance of 725m, considerably 
closer than the 1.64km quoted in 5.3.15 of the Ecological Impact 
Assessment. 
 

50. There are concerns about the loss of air quality caused by the traffic journeys 
along Lantern Lane, and the impact on the health of children at the schools. 
 

51. 5. Lack of Conformance with East Leake Neighbourhood Plan - We refer you 
to the analysis provided in our response to the previous application (see 
Appendix A below), in particular lack of conformance with H6(a) and H6(d). 
We remind you also of the requirement for market homes housing mix in 



policy H3 of the Neighbourhood Plan, which should be strictly enforced 
should this application be granted. 
 

52. 6. Consultation - As they say in their Statement of Community Involvement, 
Gladman have not undertaken any further public consultation on the current 
proposals. We noted in our previous response that we believe the original 
consultation over Christmas 2016 was inadequate. 
 

53. 7. Section 106 contributions and conditions - Should this development go 
ahead despite our strong and valid objections, we would require S106 
contributions and conditions imposed as in our previous submission (see 
Appendix A below). In addition we would request a condition that no 
construction traffic be permitted to/from the site during the peak school start 
and end times.” 
 

54. The appendix referred to in the comments from the Parish Council contains 
their comments submitted in respect of the previous application, which are 
broadly reflective of the concerns raised in respect of the current application.  
The document is available on the Borough Council’s website at: 
https://planningon-line.rushcliffe.gov.uk/online-
applications/simpleSearchResults.do?action=firstPage  

 
Statutory and Other Consultees 
 
55. Severn Trent Water does not object to the proposal subject to the inclusion of 

a condition to secure a drainage plans for the disposal of surface water and 
foul sewage. 
 

56. Trent Valley Internal Drainage Board does not object to the application, there 
is no Board maintained water courses within the site, and provide their 
standard advice. 
 

57. The Environment Agency confirms no response will be given. 
 

58. East Midlands Airport Safeguarding does not object to the application, the 
proposal does not conflict with any safeguarding criteria. 
 

59. The Clinical Commissioning Board has yet to provide formal comments but it 
has been indicated via the combined comments co-ordinated by 
Nottinghamshire County Council Planning that a financial contribution would 
be sought. 
 

60. Nottinghamshire County Council as Lead Local Flood Authority do not object 
subject to the provision of a detailed surface water design and management 
proposal being approved before construction begins on site. 
 

61. Nottinghamshire County Council as Highway Authority remain in active 
discussions with the applicant’s Highway Consultant to address outstanding 
issues relating to the access off Lantern Lane and the connectivity of the site 
to the village and surrounding area.  As the application currently stands they 
object to the application on the grounds that the width of the site access is in 
part of an inadequate width to serve the number of dwellings proposed, and it 
has not been sufficiently demonstrated that there would be no resulting harm 
to highway safety.  They also object on grounds of the traffic impact on the 



surrounding road network, in particular the Main Street/Gotham Road and the 
A60 Costock Road junctions, as well as the general connectivity and 
sustainability of the site.  
 

62. Nottinghamshire County Council as Education Authority does not object to 
the proposal.  Current and previous pupil projections clearly show the existing 
pressure on school places in East Leake. They seek an education 
contribution of £469,655 (41 x £11,455) to provide primary and £535,060 (31 
x £17,260) to provide secondary provision to accommodate the additional 
pupils projected to arise from the proposed development.  They confirm that 
the primary contribution would be used towards the provision or cost of 
primary educational facilities in or within the vicinity of East Leake (which for 
the avoidance of doubt may include the cost of transporting children to and 
from school) to serve the residents in or within the vicinity of East Leake.  The 
secondary contribution would be used towards the provision of additional 
capacity at East Leake Academy. 

 
63. Nottinghamshire County Council Landscape Visual Impact (LVI)Team does 

not object.  In summary they are satisfied that the information provided has 
clarified the impacts on the Policy Zone which would be moderate in close 
proximity to the development. There are moderate – major adverse visual 
impacts on views from Lantern Lane close to the proposed site.  They 
consider that it is necessary to increase the landscape treatment to the 
eastern and northern boundary to at least 10 metres to form a defining 
boundary to the village’s expansion.  They state an Arboricultural Method 
Statement is required as a condition to confirm that the existing trees to be 
retained will be protected during the works. 
 

64. Nottinghamshire County Council Archaeology Officer does not object.  They 
note the desk based assessment of the site submitted indicates there is ridge 
and furrow surviving on at least part of the application area.  This form of 
Medieval earthworks can conceal earlier buried archaeological remains.   
Although they would normally prefer to see a geophysical investigation of a 
greenfield site they accept that on this occasion the underlying geology of the 
site is not particularly good for geophysical survey. Therefore, they are 
content to follow the recommendation of the archaeological consultant and 
recommend the inclusion of a pre-commencement condition for a scheme for 
archaeological monitoring of the site. 
 

65. Nottinghamshire County Council Travel and Transport Services advise that 
they would wish to negotiate with the developer and Highways Development 
Control regarding provision of monies towards appropriate bus services to 
serve the site and improvements to the two bus stops on Gotham Road 
(RU0339 and RU0315) in the form of a developer contribution (s106) of 
£12,200 to provide improvements to the two bus stops and £100,000 to 
provide improvements to the local bus service. 

 
66. Nottinghamshire County Council as Waste and Minerals Authority has 

confirmed that there are no existing waste sites within the vicinity of the site 
whereby the proposed development could cause an issue in terms of 
safeguarding the existing waste management facilities. However, they advise 
of the presence of the operations, process and distribution centre for the 
Marbleagis Mine (gypsum) which lies to the north west of the site suggesting 
that British Gypsum be contacted. 



 
67. The Borough Councils Environmental Health Officer does not object.  In 

summary they agree with the assessment and conclusions of the air quality 
assessment dated December 2016.  They recommend the inclusion of a dust 
mitigation plan and a construction management plan (to control noise and 
vibration emissions during construction) secured by condition.  They have no 
comments to make in relation to contaminated land.     
 

68. The Borough Council’s Environmental Sustainability Officer does not object 
to the application.  In summary they comment that the ecology survey 
appears to have been completed in accordance to best practice.  There are 
habitats within the site which offer potential to support wildlife and provide 
opportunities for enhancement.  The one pond lost will be offset by the new 
SUDs sites.  Areas of green infrastructure are proposed, the development of 
details for these plans should keep both the recreational and ecological 
benefits in mind.  They are generally happy with the travel plan submitted but 
note the plan fails to identify the cycle route across Meadow Park and, 
therefore, does not address the potential to provide cycle improvements 
across Gotham Road to connect with that cycling route, providing an 
alternative, quiet/off road cycle route into the centre of East Leake.  They 
recommend the inclusion of conditions relating to the provision of a travel 
plan and the protection and enhancement of the sites species, habitats, 
ecology and landscape. 
 

69. The Borough Council’s Waste and Recycling Officer does not object to the 
proposal subject to a Note to Applicant being attached to any grant of 
permission informing the developer of the cost of providing wheeled bins to 
new residential developments. 
 

70. The Borough Council’s Economic Growth Manager objects to the application.  
In summary they comment the number of new homes would be taken well 
over that identified in the Core Strategy, putting additional strain on local 
services.  Employment uses need to be the focus of growth in East Leake to 
match/complement the existing growth in housing.  Rushcliffe Borough 
Council has established an East Leake Growth Board to bring together all 
relevant local stakeholders to try and mitigate some of the impacts of this 
growth on local services. 
 

71. The Borough Council’s Planning Policy Manager objects to the application. 
The Policy Officer highlights paragraph 49 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), which advises that policies for the supply of housing 
should not be considered up to date if the LPA cannot demonstrate a 5 year 
supply of deliverable housing sites. Paragraph 14 states that where the 
development plan is out of date, planning permission should be granted 
unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 
outweigh the benefits when assessed against the policies in the Framework 
taken as a whole. 
 

72. Rushcliffe only has a 3.1 year supply of housing and the Policy Officer 
advises that this is a material consideration which should not completely 
overrule adopted policy but should be weighed against relevant policies and 
the degree to which the development is contrary to them. Whilst Policy 3 of 
the Core Strategy is a housing supply policy and has reduced weight. 
Policies 10, 16 and 18 do not relate to housing supply and should therefore 



be afforded full weight irrespective of whether there is a 5 year supply. They 
reference a recent court ruling that supports this interpretation. 
 

73. They conclude that the level of exceedance of the minimum target for 
housing in East Leake cannot be considered reasonable or compliant with 
the Core Strategy and that the implications of this outweigh Para.49 of the 
NPPF. Likewise they advise that conflict with policies H1 and H6 of the 
Neighbourhood Plan is not outweighed. They also highlight the need to 
consider the potential pooling of S106 contributions arising from this 
development in the light of the other permitted developments in East Leake. 

 
Local Residents and the General Public  
 
74. A total of 459 representations have been received objecting to the 

application, mainly from local residents and including the Head Teacher of 
Lantern Lane Primary School and a Governor of East Leake Academy.  The 
comments submitted can be summarised as follows: 
 
a. The village cannot sustain more houses, the infrastructure and 

services will be overloaded including schools, health centre, sewage 
and roads. 
 

b. Other villages and towns should also take the strain of new houses, 
why are other villages not taking their fair share of new houses? 

 
c. East Leake should not be expanded further without the provision of 

additional doctors, schools, bus service, parking, traffic calming 
management schemes, shops, restaurants etc. 

 
d. Lantern Lane has recently had a big development and there has been 

lots of new housing in the village. 
 
e. New development has not contributed to healthcare and schools and 

the roads have not been repaired. 
 
f. The village is in danger of losing the advantages which makes it a nice 

place to live, the development will ruin village life. 
 
g. Harm to the character and appearance of the village through its 

increased size and loss of surrounding countryside, loss of a stunning 
view. 

 
h. Building so close to the school will cause danger to pupils – children 

have to cross Lantern Lane during the day to get between the split 
school sites, there is no safe crossing space. 

 
i. Increased pollution and carbon emissions will harm children’s health. 
 
j. The roads round the school are too narrow and poorly surfaced, they 

are not safe to pedestrians or road users and more traffic will cause 
more danger. 

 
k. Inadequate access for a site of this size, getting in and out of the 

access to the estate is hard and would get worse, another access onto 



Lantern Lane is needed.  The roads already become very congested 
and will not cope with more traffic – Lantern Lane serves two schools 
and a leisure centre. 

 
l. Speeding traffic outside of school hours is a danger to all residents of 

which a high proportion is elderly. 
 
m. Cars park where they shouldn’t, area is a death trap. 
 
n. Emergency services and refuse vehicles won’t be able to access the 

site and the estate roads would be too narrow for them. 
 
o. Not enough parking spaces are provided per house. 
 
p. Significant harm to residential amenity including overlooking, loss of 

privacy and overshadowing. 
 
q. Drainage is an issue, the village suffers from flooding in the winter 

months. 
 
r. This was previously refused, what has changed, the developer has not 

addressed the previous problems, how many more times do greedy 
developers have to be stopped from ruining the village. 

 
s. Loss of recreation area, space to walk and walk dog. 
 
t. Ruin/loss of wildlife and habitat. 
 
u. There is no demand for executive housing, need smaller houses to 

enable younger people to get onto the housing ladder.  Not enough 
affordable housing is being built in the village. 

 
v. Application discovered on Facebook, proper consultation has not been 

done. 
 
w. Recent increase in litter and fly tipping adjacent to Lantern Lane 

following the road widening, further development may mean more 
people chose to fly tip here. 

 
x. Generate problems of social unrest and anti-social behaviours 

because there are too many people in such a small area.  There has 
already been an increase in anti-social behaviour in the area. 

 
y. Is it now policy to build over the Green Belt? 
 
z. Development of a greenfield site outside built up settlement, outside 

the building line for the village. 
 
aa. Loss of valuable agricultural land. 
 
bb. The application does not accord with the adopted Neighbourhood 

Plan. 
 
cc. Loss of public rights of way. 



dd. Intentions of the developers for the area of land which is marked 'land 
under the applicant's control' is questioned. 

 
ee. It is naive to think that people will sign up to a travel plan and not do 

what is convenient to themselves.  The site is not accessible by 
sustainable modes; safe and suitable access is not achievable; and 
the development would result in severe impacts. 

 
ff. Doesn’t comply with the 6C’s design guide. 
 
gg. It's further than the required distance from the bus stop. 
 
hh. Documents submitted to support the application are not accurate. 
 
ii. Stanford Hall development will bring more cars into the village, are 

these houses supposed to house the Hall’s employees? 
 
jj. Not acceptable for children to be bussed to a neighbouring villages to 

go to school. 
 
PLANNING POLICY 
 
75. The Development Plan for Rushcliffe consists of the 5 saved policies of the 

Rushcliffe Borough Local Plan (1996), the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1: Core 
Strategy and the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan. 

 
76. Other material considerations include the National Planning Policy 

Framework (NPPF), the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) and 
the Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan (2006). 

 
77. Any decision should, therefore, be taken in accordance with the Rushcliffe 

Core Strategy, the Neighbourhood Plan, the NPPF and NPPG and policies 
contained within the Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local 
Plan where they are consistent with or amplify the aims and objectives of the 
Core Strategy and Framework, together with other material planning 
considerations. 

 
Relevant National Planning Policies and Guidance 
 
78. The National Planning Policy Framework carries a presumption in favour of 

sustainable development and states that planning permission should be 
granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and 
demonstrably outweigh the benefits.  It states that Local Planning Authorities 
should seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity for 
all existing and future occupants of land and buildings.   
 

79. Paragraph 7 of the NPPF confirms that there are three dimensions to 
sustainable development; economic, social and environmental.  Paragraph 8 
of the NPPF goes on to clarify that these three dimensions should not be 
undertaken in isolation, because they are mutually dependent and that to 
achieve sustainable development economic, social and environmental gains 
should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning system. 
 



80. The NPPF, at Paragraph 17 states the overarching roles that the planning 
system ought to play, setting out 12 principles of planning.  One of these is to 
"always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of amenity 
for all existing and future occupants of land and buildings." 
 

81. In terms of housing, paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires local planning 
authorities to identify a five year housing supply with an additional 5% buffer 
to ensure choice and competition.  Where there has been a record of 
persistent under delivery of housing, local planning authorities should 
increase the buffer to 20%. 
 

82. Paragraph 55 of the NPPF states that “To promote sustainable development 
in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or maintain 
the vitality of rural communities”. 
 

83. Paragraph 58 of the NPPF states, “…Planning policies and decisions should 
aim to ensure that developments… respond to local character and history, 
and reflect the identity of local surroundings and materials, while not 
preventing or discouraging appropriate innovation;…” 
 

84. Paragraph 64 of the NPPF states, “Permission should be refused for 
development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities available for 
improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions.” 

 
Relevant Local Planning Policies and Guidance 
 
85. The Core Strategy sets out the overarching spatial vision for the development 

of the Borough to 2028.  Policy 1 deals with The Presumption in Favour of 
Sustainable Development, Policy 2 deals with Climate Change, Policy 3 
deals with Spatial Strategy, Policy 8 deals with Housing Size, Mix and Choice 
and Policy 10 with Design and Enhancing Local Identity. 
 

86. The Rushcliffe Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan has been used in 
decision making since 2006 and despite the Core Strategy having been 
recently adopted its policies are still a material consideration in the 
determination of any planning application, where they are consistent with or 
amplify the aims and objectives of the Core Strategy and have not been 
superseded.  The following policies of the Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory 
Replacement Local Plan (NSRLP) are relevant to the consideration of this 
application. 
 

87. Policy GP1 (Delivering Sustainable Development), Policy GP2 (Design and 
Amenity Criteria), Policy GP3 (Development Requirements), Policy EN7 (Site 
of Archaeological Importance), Policy EN12 (Habitat Protection), Policy EN13 
(Landscaping Schemes), Policy EN19 (Impact on the Green Belt and the 
Open Countryside), Policy EN20 (Protection of Open Countryside), Policy 
EN21 (Loss of Agricultural Land), Policy HOU2 (Development on Unallocated 
Sites), Policy HOU7 (Affordable Housing), Policy MOV5 (Contributions to 
Public Transport Infrastructure), Policy MOV7 (Footpath and Cycle Links in 
New Developments), MOV9 (Car Parking Standards), COM2 (New 
Residential Development and Community Facilities), COM5 (Provision of 
Open Space on New Development), and Policy WET3 (Groundwater 
Resources). 
 



88. In addition the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan has been adopted. The plan 
forms part of the Development Plan and should be afforded appropriate 
weight.  The relevant policies in assessing the proposal are Policies E1, H1, 
H3, H5, T1 and T2.   

 
APPRAISAL 
 
89. This application is the resubmission of a previously refused scheme (ref. 

16/03119/OUT).  Planning Committee determined to refuse the 2016 
application at Planning Committee in May 2017.  There have been no 
significant changes to planning policy since this date and there have been no 
changes to the immediate site context, but elsewhere within East Leake 
planning permission has been granted at appeal for up to 235 dwellings, 
primary school, infrastructure, green space, associated surface water 
attenuation and landscaping on land north of Rempstone Road, East Leake 
ref. APP/P3040/W/17/3178343. 
 

90. As highlighted in the comments received from the Planning Policy Manager 
this appeal decision is of significance.  The Planning Inspector reasoned that 
“in the absence of five years supply of deliverable homes, the tilted balance 
in favour of granting planning permission is engaged and that whilst such a 
large concentration at East Leake was a divergence from the Core Strategy, 
East Leake is a Key Settlement and it is not appropriate to delay delivery on 
the basis that the minimum number has been exceeded.”   
 

91. Also critical to the decision was the inspector’s conclusion that, “harm to the 
character and appearance of the area would be limited; the site is not in an 
inherently unsustainable location (within walking and cycling distance of the 
village centre); and that, in the light of no formal investigation into whether 
capacity at the primary schools can be increased, provision could be made to 
meet increased demand for places either within East Leake’s schools, or in 
other schools beyond the village.” 
 

92. Whilst the Rempstone Road appeal decision is a material planning 
consideration it should not dictate the outcome of this planning application, 
“that it should also be approved due an absence of a five years supply of 
deliverable homes.”  
 

93. The application site is not considered to constitute previously developed land 
in accordance with the definition contained within Annex 2: Glossary of the 
National Planning Policy Framework as its current use is considered to be 
agricultural. However, the settlement of East Leake has been identified in 
Policy 3 (Spatial Strategy of the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy 
(Core Strategy) as a key settlement for growth, capable of accommodating a 
minimum of 400 new homes. These 400+ new homes would form part of the 
Borough Council's five year housing land supply as required by the NPPF 
and be supported by the Government's growth agenda. Whilst the location of 
these additional dwellings had not been established through the preparation 
of the Core Strategy, it was apparent that there was insufficient land available 
within the existing built up part of the village and that appropriate sites on the 
edge of the settlement would be required to provide these 400+ new homes. 
 

50. It should be noted that whilst the Neighbourhood Plan for East Leake does 
not seek to identify or allocate housing development sites it also doesn't seek 



to discourage housing development in this particular part of the village, 
whereas Policy E1 does identify areas of the village it does not wish to see 
housing development take place e.g. to the west and to the north-west of the 
village.  Policy H1 of the Plan acknowledges that a minimum 400 new homes 
are to be delivered in East Leake by 2028 and requires that any new 
development above this minimum figure will need to demonstrate that 
improved infrastructure can be achieved to serve the needs of the 
development.  Policy H3 requires schemes to deliver the mix of housing 
specified in the policy. 
 

94. The proposed development would be on a greenfield site, clearly outside of 
the settlement boundary, although adjacent to a site benefitting from planning 
permission for housing that is currently under construction. East Leake is 
identified in Policy 3 of the Core Strategy as a key settlement, being relatively 
well served by local facilities and services. Part 2 b) iv) of Policy 3 identifies 
East Leake as providing for a minimum of 400 homes. Whilst identified as a 
minimum, this number was deemed appropriate through the Local Plan 
process, balanced against access, infrastructure and environmental 
constraints. Given its location beyond the Green Belt, East Leake has proven 
to be an attractive location for developers and planning permission has been 
granted for 1044 new homes on 9 sites. A further 195 would take the total 
over 1239, three times the minimum figure. 
 

95. This level of exceedance is not in accordance with the Council's distribution 
strategy set out in Policy 3 and would place additional strain on the village 
infrastructure, as evidenced in the highway safety concerns and the 
comments received from the County Council’s Education and Health 
Departments. The further encroachment into the surrounding countryside 
would also be harmful to the rural character of the settlement. Whilst Policy 3 
allows for flexibility in provision within the identified settlements, the level of 
housing that would be provided at East Leake would be disproportionate in 
scale and undermine the Council's strategy for the distribution of housing 
around the Borough.  Critically the housing target for Rushcliffe and the focus 
of development on the edge of the main urban area, in strategic allocations, 
meets the housing needs of the Greater Nottingham Area, not just Rushcliffe. 
Therefore, further significant development in East Leake, 5 miles south of 
Nottingham, would not meet this need and would conflict with the Core 
Strategy’s sustainable distribution of new housing. 

 
Impact on character and appearance of the area 

 
96. The application site is located on the edge of the settlement, on an area of 

open agricultural land with the land levels rising towards the north. The 
application seeks outline planning permission for residential development for 
up to 195 dwellings with only the access to be considered along with the 
principle of development. 
  

97. Whilst a Masterplan has been submitted showing how the site could be laid 
out, little certainty can be placed on the proposed layout. As the design and 
siting of the proposed dwellings along with landscaping are reserved matters 
and broad compliance with the Masterplan could be conditioned, the visual 
appearance of the proposal is reserved at this stage as only the access 
arrangements and the principle of development are to be determined as part 
of this application. Nevertheless, as the site is currently undeveloped any 



proposed housing would appear as an incursion into the rural setting of this 
part of the village, clearly extending the settlement beyond its existing limits 
and significantly changing its form and character. It is acknowledged that by 
restricting the houses to the lower lying land, and by using and 
supplementing existing tree planting and hedgerows, the visual prominence 
of the development could be reduced. The substantial areas of peripheral 
open space and high quality landscaping indicated on the Masterplan would 
also assist in the transition between built development and the countryside. 
However, whilst these factors would mitigate the impact of the development 
to a degree, it is considered that they could not disguise the impression that 
one of the few remaining areas where the countryside approaches the heart 
of the settlement had been breached. 
 

98. The applicant has also made clear that there are moderate to major adverse 
visual impacts on views from Lantern Lane close to the proposed site.  
However, subject to conditions securing additional landscaping the County 
Council Landscape Team accept this as an accurate assessment of the 
landscape and visual impacts of the proposed scheme and do not object to 
the proposal. 

 
Impact on residential amenity 
 
99. Should outline planning permission be granted the exact siting, scale, design 

and final number of the dwellings would be dealt with under a Reserved 
Matters application.  There is an indicative layout plan included as part of the 
proposal in the form of an illustrative Masterplan.  A landscape buffer along 
the eastern edge of the site is indicated on the Masterplan with the site’s 
other existing boundaries along the east and south of the site, which could be 
secured by means of condition.  The site is considered physically capable of 
accommodating up to 195 dwellings whilst providing adequate separation 
distances to the existing dwellings to the immediate west side of site, which 
are partially constructed.  Therefore it is considered that the site is capable of 
being developed so as not to have an excessive or detrimental impact on the 
privacy or amenities of surrounding dwellings, particularly those on the 
recently approved development off Lantern Lane. 

 
Highway/pedestrian safety and sustainable travel 

 
100. In assessing the technical highway documents and drawings submitted as 

part of the application the Highway Authority (Nottinghamshire County 
Council) initially objected to the proposal on grounds of a substandard access 
and the impact of the proposal on the road network, in particular the Main 
Street/Gotham Road and the A60 Costock Road junctions.  However, the 
applicant is in active discussions with the Local Highway Authority to address 
their outstanding concerns, however, at the time of writing the objections 
remain. 
 

101. In terms of public rights of way, there is a footpath (East Leake Footpath 27) 
which runs through the site and is contained in the areas indicated to be 
access roads and the community park on the Masterplan.  There are also a 
number of paths shown as informal footpaths and pedestrian links to aid 
movement around and through the site. 

 
 



Drainage and flood risk 
 
102. The site is not located within either Floodzone 2 or Floodzone 3 as being at 

high risk of flooding, however the central part of East Leake is.  Storm water 
balancing ponds are indicated on the western edge of the development, to be 
surrounded by informal public open space and landscaping. 

 
103. The applicant is indicating that they would incorporate flood storage 

measures within the low-lying south-west corner of the site to control the rate 
of water run-off from the site to current greenfield rates, with an allowance for 
climate change. 

 
104. It is noteworthy that the Environment Agency does not object to the proposal, 

nor does the Lead Local Flood Authority, subject to conditions being attached 
to any grant of permission.  It is also noteworthy that the Trent Valley Internal 
Drainage Board does not object to the proposal.  

 
105. The application proposal incorporates a sustainable approach to surface 

water drainage and the application also indicates on the Masterplan that it 
would include a flood alleviation scheme which would reduce the risk of 
flooding.  On-going maintenance of the surface water mitigation measures 
would be undertaken by a Management Company that could be established 
through a S106 agreement and conditions. 

 
106. From a drainage and flood risk point of view it is, therefore, considered that 

outline planning permission could be granted for the proposed development 
subject to a number of planning conditions requiring the details contained 
within the Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) to be implemented prior to 
development commencing, and the provision of details for a surface water 
drainage scheme to be submitted and approved in writing prior to 
development taking place. 

 
Archaeology 
 
107. The County Archaeologist does not object to the proposal. The site is 

previously undeveloped and the desktop study submitted shows there is 
ridge and furrow, a form of Mediaeval earthworks, across part of the site.  In 
accordance with the archaeological consultants advice a condition requiring 
an archeological watching brief has been suggested.  Therefore, subject to 
the inclusion of this condition, there would be no grounds to refuse the 
proposal on grounds of impacts on potential buried archaeology. 
 

Ground stability   
 
108. There is a history of gypsum mining to the north, north-east of the application 

site, however, the application is accompanied by a mining report and there 
have been no objections received from British Gypsum.  Building Regulations 
would ensure that the foundations of all buildings are designed to suit the 
local ground conditions. 

 
Ecology/trees 

 
109. The application was accompanied by a full ecological survey which 

concludes that the proposal would not result in harm to protected species or 



their habitat.  The County Council Ecologists and the Borough Council’s 
Environmental and Sustainability Officer advise that they do not object to the 
proposal subject to conditions being attached to any grant of permission.  
 

110. In terms of habitat enhancements, it is considered conditions could be 
attached to any planning permission relating to the protection of habitats and 
breeding birds during construction, together with the provision of bat and bird 
boxes.   

  
111. The proposal does not include details of landscaping as these matters are 

reserved at this stage.  However, the LVIA response from the County Council 
suggests conditioning a 10m belt of landscaping at identified boundaries of 
the site to minimize the visual impact of the proposal.  All the significant areas 
of trees and hedgerows to the boundaries of the site are indicated for 
retention.   

 
112. Tree protection measures and detailed landscape plans would form part of 

any reserved matters or full planning application. Given the amount of open 
space indicated on the Masterplan, its future maintenance (preferably by a 
management company) should be secured via a S106 should permission be 
granted. 
 

Education and primary school capacity 
 

113. Nottinghamshire County Council Education has not objected to the 
application subject to s106 contributions being secured to mitigate the impact 
of the additional pupils on both the primary and secondary school demand 
that they would generate.  Officers have sought clarification from the 
Education Authority in light of the Rempstone Road, East Leake appeal 
decision.  They have confirmed that although they do not object to the 
proposal, “Current and previous pupil projections clearly show the existing 
pressure on school places in that area. Following the decision into the appeal 
on the Rempstone Road development (16/01881/OUT) the County Council 
will need to undertake a full strategic review of education in the East Leake 
area looking at the options available and undertake risk assessments.” 

 
Section 106 contributions 

 
114. Affordable Housing - Paragraph 50 of the NPPF states that Local Planning 

Authorities should, where they have identified that affordable housing is 
needed, set policies for meeting this need on site…..and the agreed 
approach contributes to the objective of creating mixed and balanced 
communities. 
 

115. Policy 8 of the Core Strategy (Housing size, mix and choice) states that new 
residential developments within East Leake would only be required to provide 
up to 20% affordable housing on sites of 5 dwellings or more or 0.2ha or 
more.  Therefore the requirement would be to provide up to 20% affordable 
housing which would be secured in perpetuity through a S106 agreement.  
This would equate to 39 units based on 195 dwellings being constructed, the 
tenure (social rented/affordable rented/shared ownership), house types and 
size of which would be included as part of a scheme for consideration by the 
Borough Council to assess its compliance with the local housing needs 
identified in using the Nottingham Core Strategic Housing Market (SHMA) 



Needs Update 2012. 
 

116. Travel and Transport - The Highway Authority (Nottinghamshire County 
Council) have not confirmed what contribution they would require towards 
sustainable transport measures due to the fact that they are currently 
objecting to the proposed access arrangements to the site, but discussions 
are ongoing.   
 

117. Rights of Way - In terms of Public Rights of Way, there is a footpath (East 
Leake Footpath 27) which runs through the site initially parallel to a service 
road within the development and is then contained in the area marked as 
open space on the Masterplan.  It is considered that the right of way is 
capable of being satisfactorily accommodated in the development but the 
exact design and location of the development in relation to the public right of 
way and its connectivity to the existing rights of way network, and the long 
term management of these would also need to be considered as part of the 
reserved matters application.  (The long term management and maintenance 
of all the open spaces and footpaths should be secured at the outline stage 
and it is considered that this could be achieved via a section 106 agreement).    
 

118. Education Provision – The Education Authority are currently not objecting to 
the proposal and request financial contributions towards meeting the need for 
additional capacity in both primary and secondary schools. 

 
119. The County Council’s Planning Obligations Strategy (April 2014) states that 

the cost per school place is £11,455 for primary education and £17,260 for 
secondary education.  The Education Authority advise that an additional 41 
primary school places and 31 secondary school places would be generated 
by the proposal. 
 

120. Health Provision - The proposed housing scheme would generate increased 
demand for health care facilities but as yet no formal request for contributions 
has been received from the NHS Clinical Commissioning Group (CCG).  The 
CCG’s standard formula is £920 per 2+ bed dwelling and £600 per 1-bed 
dwelling.  If a formal request is received it could be secured by s106 
agreement, provided that evidence of the need is provided.         
 

121. Public Open Space/Play Equipment - The Borough Council Community 
Development Manager has as yet provided no response.  
 

122. To date S106 discussions have not progressed with the applicant, given the 
fundamental Policy concerns and, until late in the process, uncertain 
Education Authority requirements. However, the applicants have indicated 
their willingness to enter into a S106 Agreement including contributions 
towards Affordable Housing, Education, Healthcare, Play/Sport and 
recreation and monitoring. 
 

123. CIL Regulations – Under the CIL regulations, a planning obligation may not 
constitute a reason for granting planning permission to the extent that the 
obligation provides for the funding or provision of an infrastructure project or 
type of infrastructure and five or more separate planning obligations which 
provide for the funding or provision of that project, or type of infrastructure 
have been entered into before the date of the new obligation.  Given the level 
of development which has already been granted planning permission in the 



East Leake area, this could have implications for the funding which could 
legitimately be sought from this development.  

 
Conclusion 

 
124. The Core Strategy identifies East Leake as a key settlement for growth, 

capable of accommodating a ‘minimum’ of 400 new homes. The application 
site, whilst not allocated for housing, is clearly well related to East Leake and 
is not constrained by any local or national designation. 

 
125. However, given the scale of new housing recently granted permission around 

East Leake, the granting of permission for this further, significant new 
housing would result in a level of exceedance that would undermine the 
Council's distribution strategy set out in Policy 3 and would place additional 
strain on the village infrastructure, as evidenced in the highway safety 
concerns. The further encroachment into the surrounding countryside would 
also be harmful to the rural character of the settlement. In the light of the 
policy conflicts and the current objections from the Highway Authority it is 
recommended that planning permission is refused. 

 
126. There is a fundamental policy objection to the proposal and it is considered 

that this cannot be overcome.   However, discussions have taken place with 
the applicant in an attempt to address the technical (highway) issues and to 
limit the reasons for refusal to those which cannot, in the opinion of the 
Borough Council, be overcome. 

 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
It is RECOMMENDED that planning permission be refused for the following 
reason(s) 
 
1. The proposal would comprise residential development of a greenfield site 

outside of the built up part of the settlement. The site is not allocated for 
development in the development plan and, although East Leake is identified 
as a key settlement for growth in Policy 3 of the Rushcliffe Core Strategy, the 
development would exceed the minimum target of houses to be provided in 
and around East Leake by over 150% when considered cumulatively with 
schemes already granted planning permission. This level of housing delivery 
for East Leake would be contrary to the Council's housing distribution 
strategy set out in Policy 3 and would lead to the unplanned expansion of 
development significantly beyond the established built edge of the village with 
resultant adverse impact on its rural setting and adverse impact on access to 
services. 

 
 2. It has not been demonstrated that a suitable access to serve the new 

development can be provided or that the traffic generated by the proposed 
development would not result in an unacceptable increase in danger to the 
users of the highway due to the use of the access.  The proposal would 
therefore be contrary to the provisions of Policy GP2 of the Rushcliffe 
Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan, which states that planning 
permission for changes of use and new development will be granted provided 
that, inter alia; 

 
b)  A suitable means of access can be provided to the development 



without detriment to the amenity of adjacent properties or highway 
safety, the provision of parking is in accordance with the guidance in 
the County Council's parking provisions for new developments and the 
design of the proposal accords with guidance produced by the 
Highway Authority. 
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17/02829/FUL 
  

Applicant Mrs M Charles 
  
Location 101 Wilford Lane West Bridgford Nottinghamshire NG2 7RN  
 

Proposal Single storey rear extension, extension of raised terrace, new front 
wall and sliding gate, replacement windows and Juliet balcony.  

  
Ward Compton Acres 

 
THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 
 
1. The application relates to a two storey detached residential property with a 

front drive approximately 9 metres deep and 30 metre deep rear garden. The 
dwelling is faced in red brick with a pyramidal pitched roof covered in 
rosemary plain tiles. The frontage is faced in a dark red/brown brick with a 
render facing to the first floor, the frontage features a double height bay 
window with tile hanging and mock Tudor gable. A garage adjoins the south 
west side elevation. The front drive has a single ungated vehicular access off 
Wilford Lane which is a classified highway. The front boundary consists of 
trees and shrubs set behind a low stone retaining wall.  
 

2. The rear elevation of the dwelling features a 2.2 metre deep rear projecting 
store/utility room and a ground floor bay window. There is a 4.8 metre deep 
rear patio, beyond which there is a fall in land levels of approximately 0.8 
metre down to the main garden. The garden is enclosed by a closeboard 
timber fence approximately 1.8 metre high which is stepped in height to 
follow the level of the patio and rear garden. 

 
DETAILS OF THE PROPOSAL 
 
3. The application seeks planning permission for a single storey rear extension 

and the extension of the raised rear terrace, alterations to windows including 
the addition of a first floor rear Juliet balcony, and the construction of a new 
front boundary wall and sliding gates. 
 

4. The proposed rear extension would measure 4.4 metres in width and 5.2 
metres in depth with a side sun screen projecting an additional metre beyond 
the rear to bring the total projection to 6.2 metres from the rear of the 
dwelling. The roof form would be a side mono-pitch metal roof rising up away 
from the boundary with 99 Wilford Lane, measuring 2.3 metres to the eaves 
adjacent to the boundary and 3.8 metres to the highest part of the roof from 
finished floor level, this being 0.2 metres above the level of the patio. The 
extension would be constructed of brick with floor to ceiling glazing and 
sliding doors to the rear and south west side elevation.  
 

5. The existing rear bay window would be squared off, above which a first floor 
Juliet balcony is proposed. The raised patio would extend 7.2 metres from 
the rear of the dwelling, representing an approximately 2.4 metre increase in 
depth. Windows would be replaced throughout the property.  
 



6. A 1.5 metre high stone wall is proposed along the front boundary, 
incorporating a pedestrian gate. There would be an electric sliding gate 
across the existing vehicular access. The plans as originally submitted 
proposed a 1.8 metre high front boundary wall, however, discussions took 
place with the agent during the application process and the wall has been 
reduced in height.  

 
SITE HISTORY 
 
7. No planning history 

 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
Ward Councillor(s) 
 
8. One Ward Councillor (Cllr Phillips) declared an interest on behalf of himself 

and Cllr Wheeler. In light of this, both Cllr Phillips and Cllr Wheeler will not be 
making any comments regarding this application. 

 
Statutory and Other Consultees 
 
9. No comments received. 
 
Local Residents and the General Public  
 
10. One neighbour objects to the proposal with comments summarised as 

follows: 
 
a. Concerns over height and length of proposed rear extension and its 

effect on views and sunlight on the rear of 99 Wilford Lane. 
 

b. Concerns over proposed 1.8 metre high front wall, it is understood that 
the deeds require wall heights to be restricted to 5ft (1.52m) to be in 
keeping with adjacent properties. 

 
c. Concerns regarding the proposed 1.8 metre high fence on the east 

side of the front garden as the fence belongs to No. 99, query over 
whether a second fence is to be erected within the boundaries of No. 
101. 

 
d. Need to clarify front garden boundary treatments as it is considered 

the new wall and fence will create a danger to pedestrians from 
vehicles leaving Nos. 101 and 99. 

 
e. The rear flue for the wood burner would be visible above the roof line 

but is not shown on the front elevation drawings. 
 

11. One neighbour made comments neither objecting to nor supporting the 
application, commenting that they have concerns the new rear balcony would 
overlook 5 Gresham Gardens.  

 
 
 
 



PLANNING POLICY 
 
12. The Development Plan for Rushcliffe consists of The Rushcliffe Local Plan 

Part 1: Core Strategy and the 5 saved policies of the Rushcliffe Borough 
Local Plan 1996.  Other material planning considerations include the National 
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the Rushcliffe Borough Non Statutory 
Replacement Local Plan (2006) and the Rushcliffe Borough Residential 
Design Guide (2009). 

 
Relevant National Planning Policies and Guidance 
 
13. 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. The proposal 
should also be considered under section 7 of the NPPF in terms of promoting 
good design, particularly the criteria outlined in paragraph 58. Development 
should function well and add to the overall quality of the area, not just in the 
short term but over the lifetime of the development. In line with NPPF 
paragraph 64, permission should be refused for development of poor design 
that fails to take the opportunities available for improving the character and 
quality of an area and the way it functions. 

 
Relevant Local Planning Policies and Guidance 
 
14. Policy 1 of the Core Strategy sets out the need for a positive and proactive 

approach to planning decision making that reflects the presumption in favour 
of sustainable development contained in the National Planning Policy 
Framework. The proposal should be considered under Core Strategy Policy 
10 (Design and Enhancing Local Identity). Development should make a 
positive contribution to the public realm and sense of place, and should have 
regard to the local context and reinforce local characteristics. Development 
should also be assessed in terms of the criteria listed under section 2 of 
Policy 10, and of particular relevance to this application are 2(b) whereby 
development should be assessed in terms of its impacts on neighbouring 
amenity; 2(f) in terms of its massing, scale and proportion; and 2(g) in terms 
of assessing the proposed materials, architectural style and detailing. 
 

15. None of the five saved policies from the 1996 Local Plan apply to this 
application. 
 

16. Whilst not a statutory document, the policies contained within the Rushcliffe 
Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan should be given weight as a 
material consideration in decision making. The proposal falls to be 
considered under the criteria of Policy GP2 (Design and Amenity Criteria) of 
the Rushcliffe Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan. Of particular relevance 
is GP2(d) whereby development should not have an overbearing impact on 
neighbouring properties, nor lead to a loss of amenity. The scale, density, 
height, massing, design and layout of the proposal all need to be carefully 
considered, and should not lead to an over-intensive form of development. 

 
17. The Residential Design Guide (2009) is a material consideration in 

determining applications. This implies that the style and design of any 
extension should respect that of the original dwelling and should not 



dominate over it. Extensions should be designed so that they are not readily 
perceived as merely 'add-ons' to the original building and therefore scale, 
proportion and roof form are very important. 

 
APPRAISAL 
 
18. The main consideration is the relationship between the proposed extension 

and the neighbouring properties, particularly 99 Wilford Lane. The 
neighbour’s comments on the scale of the proposal are noted. This neighbour 
has a similar arrangement with a raised rear patio and a step down of 
approximately 0.8 metre to the main rear garden area. The application 
property projects approximately a metre beyond the rear of No. 99 and 
therefore the extension would project approximately 7.2 metres beyond the 
rear of this neighbouring property. The rear of the extension would have a 
finished floor level raised approximately a metre above the existing ground 
level of the neighbouring garden. Careful consideration has therefore been 
given to the overall scale of the extension, the changes in land levels and the 
relative positioning of the two properties.  
 

19. The neighbouring dwelling at 99 Wilford Lane is set off the side boundary 
with a garage to the side and consequently there would be a separation of 
approximately 3.6 metres between the extension and this neighbouring 
dwelling. It is not considered that the extension would result in an 
overbearing impact or a loss of light to the rear windows of this neighbouring 
dwelling.  
 

20. In terms of impacts upon the rear garden of 99 Wilford Lane, the extension 
would project 4 metres beyond the rear line of the existing single storey rear 
store/utility building. The outer side wall would be in line with the side wall of 
the dwelling, set off the boundary with No. 99 by between 0.9 and 1.3 metres. 
The eaves of the proposed extension would only be approximately 0.2 
metres higher than the eaves of the existing store/utility building. The roof 
form would be a mono-pitch rising up away from the boundary with this 
neighbour. Given the roof form and the set back from the boundary, it is not 
considered that there would be a significant overbearing or overshadowing 
impact on this neighbour. 

 
21. In considering other comparable developments in the vicinity, it is noted that 

there is a 6 metre deep single storey rear extension at 95 Wilford Lane 
(granted under planning ref: 09/01017/FUL). In this instance, the side wall of 
the extension is stepped out to meet the boundary with 93 Wilford Lane. The 
proposed extension would, therefore, arguably have a better relationship with 
99 Wilford Lane than the relationship between Nos. 95 and 93 Wilford Lane. 
 

22. The extension would have a large area of glazing in the south west elevation 
looking across the terrace towards 103 Wilford Lane.  The distance between 
this glazing and the boundary would measure 5 metres.  The provision of a 
fence along the boundary at a height of 1.8 metres above the level of the 
raised terrace would prevent any unacceptable overlooking of or loss of 
privacy to the neighbouring property. 
 

23. The neighbour comments in relation to the proposed Juliet balcony are noted. 
The balustrade would be fixed to the rear wall of the dwelling without a rear- 
projecting balcony platform on which to stand. The Juliet balcony would 



replace an existing rear window and it is not considered that there would be a 
significantly greater, or unacceptable overlooking impact on properties either 
side or to the rear.  
 

24. The proposed extended terrace would be 22 metres from the rear boundary 
which consists of a fence and high conifer hedge, proving a good degree of 
screening. It is not considered that the terrace would result in a loss of 
privacy to rear neighbouring properties. The side boundary fences would be 
extended to follow the extended raised patio at a height of 1.8 metres relative 
to the level of the terrace, providing screening from both adjacent neighbours.  

 
25. In terms of the proposed front boundary wall, the plans as originally 

submitted proposed a 1.8 metre high wall. A well-used bus stop is located 
directly outside of the property and it is understood that the applicant sought 
a high wall to provide privacy and security. Having carefully assessed the 
front boundary treatments along Wilford Lane, it was noted that there were no 
front boundary walls of comparable height in the vicinity. Discussions took 
place with the agent during the application process and revised plans have 
been submitted, proposing a lower front boundary wall of 1.5 metres in 
height. It is considered that this revised wall height would provide a degree of 
security and privacy to the applicant without compromising the character of 
the street scene.  One neighbour made reference in their representation to 
deeds limiting the height of front boundary walls, this is not a material 
consideration and is not relevant to the consideration of this application. 
 

26. The proposed sliding vehicular gate would be electronically operated, 
however, in the event of this being manually operated there would be 
sufficient space to the front to station a vehicle without obstructing traffic. 
 

27. The neighbour makes reference to the positioning of the boundary fence 
between the property and 99 Wilford Road. Boundary disputes would be a 
civil matter and not relevant to the consideration of the application.  

 
28. Negotiations have taken place during the consideration of the application to 

address adverse impacts identified by officers in connection with the 
proposal. Amendments have been made to the proposal, addressing the 
identified adverse impacts, thereby resulting in a more acceptable scheme 
and a recommendation to grant planning permission. 

 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
It is RECOMMENDED that planning permission be granted subject to the following 
condition(s) 
 
1. The development must be begun not later than the expiration of three years 

beginning with the date of this permission. 
 
           [To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as 

amended by the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004]. 
 
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 

the following approved plans: 11224/10 (Proposed Ground Floor Plan, 
Proposed First Floor Plan, Proposed Roof Plan), received on 28 November 
2017; and 11224/11A (Proposed Front Elevation, Proposed Rear Elevation, 



Front Wall and Entrance Detail), 11224/18B (Proposed Block Plan), and 
11224/12A (Proposed Side Elevations), received on 22 January 2018. 

 
[For the avoidance of doubt and to comply with policy GP2 (Design & 
Amenity Criteria) of the Rushcliffe Borough Non Statutory Replacement Local 
Plan]. 

 
3. The materials specified in the application shall be used for the external walls 

and roof of the development hereby approved and no additional or alternative 
materials shall be used. 

 
[To ensure the appearance of the development is satisfactory and to comply 
with policy GP2 (Design and Amenity Criteria) of the Rushcliffe Borough Non-
Statutory Replacement Local Plan]. 

 
4. The replacement first floor windows to both side elevations of the dwelling 

shall be rendered permanently obscured to Group 5 level of privacy or 
equivalent.  Thereafter, the windows shall be retained to this specification. 

 
 [To ensure a satisfactory development in the interests of amenity and to 
comply with policy GP2 (Design & Amenity Criteria) of the Rushcliffe Borough 
Non Statutory Replacement Local Plan] 

 
5. Prior to the extension and raised terrace hereby approved being brought into 

use, a close boarded fence with a height of 1.8 metres above the level of the 
terrace shall be erected on the south west and north east boundary along the 
full depth of the terrace, as shown on drawing number 11224/18B.  
Thereafter the fence shall be retained and maintained for the life of the 
development. 

 
 [To ensure a satisfactory development in the interests of amenity and to 
comply with policy GP2 (Design & Amenity Criteria) of the Rushcliffe Borough 
Non Statutory Replacement Local Plan] 

 
 
Notes to Applicant 
 
This permission does not give any legal right for any work on, over or under land or 
buildings outside the application site ownership or affecting neighbouring property, 
including buildings, walls, fences and vegetation within that property.  If any such 
work is anticipated, the consent of the adjoining land owner must first be obtained.  
The responsibility for meeting any claims for damage to such features lies with the 
applicant. 
 
This grant of planning permission does not alter the private legal situation with 
regard to the carrying out of any works involving land which you do not own or 
control. You will need the consent of the owner(s) involved before any such works 
are started. 
 
You are advised to ensure disturbance to neighbours is kept to a minimum during 
construction by restricting working hours to Monday to Friday 7.00am to 7.00pm, 
Saturday 8.00am to 5.00pm and by not working on Sundays or Bank Holidays. If 
you intend to work outside these hours you are requested to contact the 
Environmental Health Officer on 0115 9148322. 
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17/02884/FUL 
  

Applicant Ms Clarke 
  
Location Weir House Main Street Hickling Nottinghamshire LE14 3AQ 
 

Proposal Proposed car port, widening of driveway and associated works 
 

Ward Nevile and Langar 
 
THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 
 
1. Weir House is a traditional two storey white rendered dwelling situated at the 

junction of Main Street and Clawson Lane. Vehicular access to the property 
is gained from Clawson Lane. Whilst there is a garage on the site, it is used 
for storage purposes. Due to the existence of a tree and shrubs adjacent to 
the drive, there are currently no turning facilities within the site. 
 

2. The property lies within the Conservation Area and is described as a “positive 
building” in the Hickling Conservation Area Appraisal and Management Plan. 

 
DETAILS OF THE PROPOSAL 
 
3. The application relates to the construction of a car port, which would be 

located adjacent to the north-west elevation of the dwelling. It is also 
proposed to widen the drive within the site, to be surfaced with gravel, to 
create a turning area though there would be no increase in the width of the 
access point to the highway. A number of shrubs and one tree would be 
removed to facilitate the work. 

 
4. The car port would measure 7.7m in width with a depth of 6.6m, including 

overhang of footpaths on two sides. It would be supported on four circular 
columns painted or powder coated white and have a single ply roof with white 
metal fascia. The south and west elevations would comprise white timber 
louvres, the other two sides would be open. The height would be 2.5m. 

 
5. When originally submitted, the application included a 2.4m high wall and gate 

at the side of the car port. This was subsequently reduced to 2m high, 
making it permitted development. 

 
SITE HISTORY 
 
6. In April 2008, planning permission was granted for the erection of a single 

storey dwelling on land within the curtilage of Weir House, to the rear of 
Ambleside, served by a new access from Clawson Lane. This property has 
been built and is known as The Clarke House. 

 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
Ward Councillor  
 
7. The Ward Councillor (Cllr Combellack) objects and agrees with the Parish 



Council’s comments (set out below). 
 

Town/Parish Council 
 
8. The Parish Council objects commenting, “The Parish Council does not feel 

that the design of the flat roofed car port is appropriate for the Conservation 
Area. Members do not support the removal of the mature hedge but if the 
application is approved, it is felt that a condition needs to be set insisting that 
the mature hedge is replaced and maintained to screen the car port. There is 
no objection to the widening of the drive.” 

 
Statutory and Other Consultees 
 
9. Historic England has offered no comment and suggest that the views of our 

specialist conservation and archaeological advisers are sought, as relevant. 
 
9. The Borough Council’s Conservation and Design Officer points out that the 

widening of the drive would not include any works of relevant demolition, also 
it would have no impact visually outside the site and would in no way affect 
the sites contribution to the special architectural and historic character and 
appearance of the conservation area. There is a car port of similar design 
within the curtilage of the adjacent property, as highlighted in the Design and 
Access Statement, although the Conservation Officer acknowledges that 
each case must be considered on its own merits.  He comments that the site 
is not as well screened as the Design and Access Statement suggests and 
there are some viewpoints where there would be limited screening. 
 

10. Whilst he questions the justification put forward by the applicant, it is 
concluded that there is no objection in principle to the proposed car port, 
subject to the timber louvres being painted or powder coated white to be 
sympathetic to the existing white render of the dwelling, on the basis that the 
structure would most often be seen against the backdrop of the blank white 
gable end wall of the dwelling. 

 
11. The Borough Council’s Landscape Officer acknowledges that one tree would 

be removed, however, it is not visually prominent and would not justify a 
preservation order. He does, however, recommend a condition requiring a 
landscaping scheme. 

 
Local Residents and the General Public  
 
12. No representations received. 
 
PLANNING POLICY 
 
13. The Development Plan for Rushcliffe consists of the 5 saved policies of the 

Rushcliffe Borough Local Plan (1996) and the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1: 
Core Strategy. 
 

14. Other material considerations include the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) and 
the Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan (2006). 
 
 



15. Any decision should therefore be taken in accordance with the Rushcliffe 
Core Strategy, the NPPF and NPPG and policies contained within the 
Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan where they are 
consistent with or amplify the aims and objectives of the Core Strategy and 
Framework, together with other material planning considerations. 

 
Relevant National Planning Policies and Guidance 
 
16. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) includes a presumption in 

favour of sustainable development. Local Planning Authorities should 
approach decision making in a positive way to foster the delivery of 
sustainable development and look for solutions rather than problems, seeking 
to approve applications where possible. In assessing and determining 
development proposals, local planning authorities should apply the 
presumption in favour of sustainable development.  
 

17. There are three dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social 
and environmental. These dimensions give rise to the need for the planning 
system to perform a number of roles. The environmental role refers to 
‘contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic 
environment’. 
 

18. Two of the core planning principles state that planning should: 
 
 Always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard of 

amenity for all existing and future occupants of buildings and land. 
 
 Conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance. 
 

19. Chapter 7: ‘Requiring good design’ states that good design is a key aspect of 
sustainable development and should contribute to making places better for 
people. Planning policies and decisions should aim to ensure that 
developments will function well and add to the overall quality of the area and 
respond to local character and history, and reflect the identity of local 
surroundings and materials, while not preventing or discouraging appropriate 
innovation. Permission should be refused for development of poor design that 
fails to improve the character and quality of an area. Planning policies and 
decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular tastes 
and they should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through 
unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or 
styles. It is, however, proper to seek to promote or reinforce local 
distinctiveness. 
 

20. Chapter 12: ‘Conserving and enhancing the historic environment’ states that, 
in determining planning applications, local planning authorities should take 
account of: 

 
 The desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of 

heritage assets. 
 
 The desirability of new development making a positive contribution to 

local character and distinctiveness. 
 
 



21. Section 72 of The Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990 requires that special attention is given to the desirability of preserving or 
enhancing the character or appearance of that area. 

 
Relevant Local Planning Policies and Guidance 
 
22. Policies 10 (Design and enhancing local identity) and 11 (Historic 

Environment) of the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy requires 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 
local characteristics. Development shall be assessed in terms of the criteria 
listed under section 2 of Policy 10 and, of particular relevance to this 
application, are 2(b) whereby the proposal shall be assessed in terms of its 
impacts on neighbouring amenity, 2(f) in terms of its massing, scale and 
proportion and 2(g) in terms of assessing the proposed materials, 
architectural style and detailing. 

 
23. Policies GP2 (Design & Amenity criteria) and EN2 (Conservation Areas) of 

the Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan are also of 
relevance. 

 
APPRAISAL 
 
24. Whilst the proposed car port is contemporary in design, it should be noted 

that paragraph 58 of the NPPF states that appropriate innovation should not 
be discouraged whilst paragraph 60 states that planning policies and 
decisions should not attempt to impose architectural styles or particular taste 
and should not stifle innovation, originality or initiative through 
unsubstantiated requirements to conform to certain development forms or 
styles whilst preserving or reinforcing local distinctiveness.  

 
25. In principle, it is considered that there is no overriding reason why a 

contemporary approach should not be taken to the proposed development. It 
is noted that reference is made to a mature hedgerow being lost but this is in 
fact a group of shrubs and not a hedgerow. It should, however, be noted that 
even allowing for the removal of existing vegetation, the impact on views from 
the public realm would be limited due its limited size, lightweight structure and 
the fact that it would be set back in the site and partially screened by the 
dwelling. Also, painting or powder coating the structure white would be 
sympathetic to the render on the dwelling. Nevertheless, it is considered that 
in the interests of biodiversity and the overall character and appearance of 
the Conservation Area, a replacement landscaping scheme should be 
required.   

 
26. In terms of impact on neighbours, it is not considered that there would be a 

material impact in terms of loss of light, overbearing impact/overlooking or 
noise and disturbance as a result of traffic generated by the development. 
 

27. It should be noted that the widening of the drive internally in the site and 
formation of a turning area would avoid vehicles having to reverse onto 
Clawson Lane, with consequential highway safety benefits. 

 
28. It is considered that the proposed development would not cause harm to and 

would, therefore, preserve the character of the Conservation Area as required 



by Government guidance and local plan policies, and described as desirable 
by Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 
1990. 

 
29. Negotiations have taken place during the consideration of the application to 

address the potential adverse impacts identified by officers in connection with 
the proposal. Amendments have been made to the proposal, addressing the 
identified adverse impacts, thereby resulting in a more acceptable scheme 
and a recommendation to grant planning permission. 

 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
It is RECOMMENDED that planning permission be granted subject to the following 
condition(s) 

 
1. The development must be begun not later than the expiration of three years 

beginning with the date of this permission. 
 

[To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as 
amended by the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004]. 

 
2. The materials to be used on the proposed development shall be as described 

in the application as amended by the e-mail from the applicant’s agent dated 
23rd January 2018, confirming that the car port would be finished in white. 
 
[To ensure the appearance of the development is satisfactory and to comply 
with Policy 11 (Historic Environment) of the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1: Core 
Strategy and Policies GP2 (Design and Amenity Criteria) and EN2 
(Conservation Areas) of the Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory Replacement 
Local Plan]. 

 
3. No development shall take place until a detailed landscaping scheme for the 

site has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Borough Council. 
The approved scheme shall be carried out in the first tree planting season 
following the substantial completion of the development. Any trees or plants 
which within a period of 5 years from the completion of the development die, 
are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in 
the next planting season with others of similar size and species, unless the 
Borough Council gives written consent to any variation. 

 
 [In the interests of amenity and to comply with policy EN13 (Landscape 

Schemes) of the Rushcliffe Borough Non Statutory Replacement Local Plan. 
Commencement of the development in advance of the submission of a 
landscaping scheme could result in insufficient space being available to carry 
out a satisfactory scheme]. 

 
4. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the submitted plans 

134/01/C and 134/03/D and the email from the applicant’s agent dated 23rd 
January 2018, confirming that the car port would be finished in white. 

 
 [For the avoidance of doubt and to comply with policy GP2 (Design & 

Amenity Criteria) of the Rushcliffe Borough Non Statutory Replacement Local 
Plan]. 
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17/02812/FUL 
  

Applicant Mr & Mrs Nichols 
  
Location 58 Crosby Road West Bridgford Nottinghamshire NG2 5GH  
 

Proposal Single storey rear extension, internal alterations and raised 
deck/patio to rear.  

  
Ward Lady Bay 

 
THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 
 
1. The property is a two storey semi-detached dwelling of traditional Victorian 

design and construction, having a rear projection forming an 'L' shape layout.  
It has dark red brick walls with a slate roof.  It sits within a street of similar 
dwellings in an established residential area of West Bridgford 
 

DETAILS OF THE PROPOSAL 
 
2. The current application seeks planning permission for a single storey 

rear/side extension incorporating a raised decked area.  
 
SITE HISTORY 
 
3. There is an existing small extension on the rear of the dwelling. 
 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
Ward Councillor(s) 
 
4. One Ward Councillor (Cllr S Mallender) has declared an interest in the 

application. 
 
Local Residents and the General Public  
 
5. The neighbour to the north at 56 Crosby Road has objected to the application 

on the following grounds: 
  

a. The extension has the potential to lead to a loss of privacy and will 
increase the overbearing consequences of the development for the 
adjoining property. 
 

b. The proposed extension of the patio/deck would be intrusive. 
 
c. The alteration of the pitch of the roof on the existing rear extension to 

construct a gable next to the adjoining property has the potential to 
cause drainage issues to the neighbouring extension. The existing rear 
extension is attached by lead. It is noted the plan shows the down pipe 
leading from this increased pitch into the ground, into a soakaway 
perhaps, but this is far from clear. 



6. On submission of a revised plan indicating the inclusion of a privacy screen 
along the side of the raised deck/patio, the neighbour at 56 Crosby Road still 
objects to the proposal commenting that the privacy screen would 
significantly reduce light through a window in their property. 

 
PLANNING POLICY 
 
7. The Development Plan for Rushcliffe consists of the 5 saved policies of the 

Rushcliffe Borough Local Plan (1996) and the adopted Rushcliffe Local Plan 
Part 1: Core Strategy (December 2014).  
  

8. Other material considerations include the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) and 
the Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan (2006). 
 

9. Any decision should therefore be taken in accordance with the Core Strategy, 
the NPPF and NPPG, policies contained within the Rushcliffe Borough Non-
Statutory Replacement Local Plan where they are consistent with or amplify 
the aims and objectives of the Framework, together with any other material 
planning consideration 

 
Relevant National Planning Policies and Guidance 
 
10. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) includes a presumption in 

favour of sustainable development. Local Planning Authorities should 
approach decision making in a positive way to foster the delivery of 
sustainable  development and look for solutions rather than problems, 
seeking to approve  applications where possible. In assessing and 
determining development  proposals, local planning authorities should apply 
the presumption in favour of sustainable development. There are three 
dimensions to sustainable development, economic, social and environmental. 
One of the core planning principles of the NPPF state that planning should, 
‘Always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard amenity for 
all existing and future occupants of land and buildings.’ 

 
Relevant Local Planning Policies and Guidance 
 
11. The Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy was formally adopted in 

December 2014. It sets out the overarching spatial vision for the development 
of the Borough to 2028. Policies 1:  ‘Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 
Development’ and 10: ‘Design and Enhancing Local Identity’ are relevant. 
 

12. None of the 5 saved policies of the Rushcliffe Local Plan are relevant to this 
application. 

 
13. The Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan (RBNSRLP) 

is a material consideration. Whilst not part of the Development Plan, the 
Borough Council has adopted the RBNSRLP for development control 
purposes in the determination of planning applications. Policy GP2 (Design 
and Amenity Criteria) is relevant. 

 
 
 
 



APPRAISAL 
 
14. At the rear of the ground floor of 56 Crosby Road is an existing utility 

room/wc and part of the kitchen diner.  This section of residential 
accommodation has a projection of 2.6m from the original rear elevation. It 
has an eaves height of 3m from ground level and a lean-to ridge height of 4m 
from ground Ievel.  There is a raised platform/patio abutting the rear of the 
dwelling with height of 300mm from ground level.  This projects 2.05m into 
the garden area.   

 
15. The dwelling adjacent to the north, no. 56 Crosby Road forms the other half 

of the semi-detached pair and it has a rear extension, with mono-pitch roof 
with height of 3m adjacent to the common boundary, which projects 1.3m 
beyond the rear elevation of the lean-to extension to no. 58. 
 

16. The floorspace of the existing utility/wc and dining area at 58 Crosby Road 
would be incorporated into the proposed extension meaning that structures 
on the boundary with 58 Crosby Road to the north would not change as a 
result of the proposed extension, the height of the roof where it meets the 
rear elevation of the original building remaining at 4m and the eaves height at 
3m.  The main ridge of the extension would be slightly higher, approximately 
450mm, although this would be around 2.8m from the boundary with 56 
Crosby Road. 
 

17. There is a raised patio at the rear of 58 Crosby Road which projects 2.05m 
beyond the rear of the property and 0.85m beyond rear wall of the extension 
at 56 Crosby Road.  The boundary between these two dwellings consists of a 
1m high brick wall with a 1m close boarded fence on top.  On top of this on 
the side of 56 Crosby Road is a 600mm high trellis with shrubs and trees to a 
height of 3m-3.5m.  The first 1.3m of the boundary is also taken up with the 
3m high side wall of the extension at 56 Crosby Road 
 

18. Due to the proposed extension having the same footprint on the boundary 
with 56 Crosby Road and the heights on the boundary remaining the same as 
the existing structure it is not considered that the proposed extension would 
have a detrimental effect on the amenities of the dwelling at 56 Crosby Road 
in terms of loss of light or over-shadowing. 
 

19. No windows in the extension would over-look the garden at 56 Crosby Road 
and it is not considered that the extension would have a negative impact on 
the neighbouring property in terms of over-looking or loss of privacy, the 
boundary between the two dwellings being established, substantial and 
robust 
 

20. The existing raised patio area to the rear of the property would be extended 
to a maximum depth of approximately 4m and slightly increased in height 
compared with the existing patio.  However, the increased projection and 
gradual fall in ground level would result in the patio/decking having a 
maximum height above ground level of 500mm. Given the existing boundary 
treatment, it is not considered that the increase in height would give rise to 
unacceptable overlooking towards 56 Crosby Road, however, the neighbour 
has raised a concern regarding over-looking from the raised area.  The 
applicant has subsequently agreed to incorporate a privacy screen 1.8m high 
from the top level of the raised platform for the full depth of the raised 



platform, 2.7m of which would be screening the shared boundary, 1.3m of 
which would be adjacent the high wall of the neighbouring extension. 
 

21. On the submission of a revised plan showing the incorporation of the privacy 
screen to alleviate the neighbour’s concerns regarding overlooking, the 
neighbour at 56 Crosby Road still raised objections stating the privacy screen 
would block light to a ground floor window. However, given the nature of the 
existing boundary treatment and limited projection of the fence beyond the 
rear wall of the neighbouring extension, it is not considered that the privacy 
screen would have an excessive or unacceptable effect on the residential 
amenities of the neighbouring property in terms of over-shadowing or loss of 
light. 
 

22. Matters of drainage would be dealt with under the Building Regulations and 
are not a planning consideration, however due to the proximity of the 
proposed works to the shared boundary it would be prudent to include a note 
to the applicant on any planning approval in respect of works close to a 
boundary. 
 

23. The rear/side extension coming off the existing kitchen would be 2m wide 
and run parallel with the side boundary with the adjacent dwelling to the 
south, 60 Crosby Road, for 8.55m, sitting 1.04m from the boundary and 
around 2.02m from the side wall of 60 Crosby Road. It would have an eaves 
height of 3.3m and a maximum ridge height of 4.5m.  This maximum ridge 
would be 2.8m from the boundary with no. 56 Crosby Road and 3.8m from 
the boundary with no.60 Crosby Road. 
 

24. There are two windows and door proposed in the side elevation of the 
extension facing 60 Crosby Road. There would be 4 roof lights in the lean to 
side roof a minimum of 2.7m from floor level.  The boundary with 60 Crosby 
Road consists of a.1.8m high close boarded fence.  Due to the height of the 
roof windows above the floor level of the extension, it is not considered that 
these openings would have an unacceptable impact on the amenities of 60 
Crosby Road in terms of over-looking or loss of privacy.  However, whilst 
there are existing windows in the side elevation of the original property, the 
extension would bring the proposed windows closer to the boundary and 
whilst they would not necessarily look out onto an area of high amenity value, 
it is considered that they should be obscure glazed to avoid any conflict with 
windows in the side elevation of the neighbouring property. 

 
25. The application site is to the north of 60 Crosby Road and as such it is not 

considered that the proposal would result in unacceptable over-shadowing of 
the neighbouring property and would be similar to that already experienced 
from the main dwelling itself. 
 

26. Overall it is considered that the proposal complies with planning policies and 
would not have a detrimental impact on the residential amenity of the 
neighbouring properties. 
 

27. Negotiations have taken place during the consideration of the application to 
address concerns raised by neighbouring residents.  Amendments have been 
made to the proposal thereby resulting in acceptable scheme and the 
recommendation to grant planning permission.  

 



RECOMMENDATION  
 
It is RECOMMENDED that planning permission be granted subject to the following 
condition(s) 

 
1. The development must be begun not later than the expiration of three years 

beginning with the date of this permission. 
 
           [To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as 

amended by the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004]. 
 
2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 

the following approved plan(s): 504 002 rev E. 
 
 [For the avoidance of doubt and to comply with policy GP2 (Design & 

Amenity Criteria) of the Rushcliffe Borough Non Statutory Replacement Local 
Plan]. 

 
 3. The extension(s) hereby permitted shall be constructed in suitable facing and 

roofing materials to match the elevations of the existing property. 
 
 [To ensure the appearance of the development is satisfactory and to comply 

with policy GP2 (Design and Amenity Criteria) of the Rushcliffe Borough Non-
Statutory Replacement Local Plan]. 

 
4. The windows in the southern elevation of the extension hereby approved 

(excluding the roof-lights) shall be fitted with glass which has been rendered 
permanently obscured to Group 5 level of privacy or equivalent. Thereafter 
the windows shall be retained to this specification unless otherwise agreed in 
writing by the Borough Council. No additional windows shall be inserted in 
this elevation without the prior written approval of the Borough Council. 

 
 [In the interests of the amenities of neighouring properties and to comply with 

policy GP2 (Design and Amenity) of the Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory 
Replacement Local Plan]. 

 
 
NOTES TO APPLICANT 
 
This grant of planning permission does not alter the private legal situation with 
regard to the carrying out of any works involving land which you do not own or 
control. You will need the consent of the owner(s) involved before any such works 
are started. 
 
The provisions of the Party Wall Act 1996 may apply in relation to the boundary with 
the neighbouring property. A Solicitor or Chartered Surveyor may be able to give 
advice as to whether the proposed work falls within the scope of this Act and the 
necessary measures to be taken. 
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17/02962/FUL 
  

Applicant Mr & Mrs Edyvean 
  
Location 129 Main Street Willoughby On The Wolds Nottinghamshire LE12 

6SY   
 

Proposal Two storey rear extension, single storey extension to front of garage, 
insert window in side elevation.  

  
Ward Keyworth and Wolds 

 
THE SITE AND SURROUNDINGS 
 
1. The application site is a large two storey detached house in the centre of 

Willoughby on the Wolds.  The dwelling appears to be an early 20th century 
property, shown on the site on the survey plans of 1900-1915. 
 

2. It is of traditional construction having a red brick frontage with a slate roof.  
The rear elevation and western side elevation have been pebble-dashed 
rendered and painted.  There are surviving ancillary features such as a partial 
front boundary of railing topped dwarf wall. 

 
DETAILS OF THE PROPOSAL 
 
3. The application seeks planning permission for a two storey rear extension, a 

single storey front extension to the garage and the provision of a first floor 
side window to serve a bathroom. 

 
SITE HISTORY 
 
4. The dwelling has been extended in the past, most recently with a first floor 

rear extension constructed pursuant to permission granted in December 2002 
(ref. 02/01486/FUL). 
 

5. There is an attached garage to the east of the dwelling which is an older 
addition. 

 
REPRESENTATIONS 
 
Ward Councillor(s) 
 
6. The applicant is one of the Ward Councillors (Cllr Edyvean) and he has, 

therefore, declared an interest. 
 
Town/Parish Council  
 
7. Willoughby on the Wolds Parish Council does not object to the proposal 
 
 
 
 



Statutory and Other Consultees 
 
8. The Conservation and Design Officer raises no objection and his comments 

can be summarised as follows: 
 
a. There are no designated heritage assets nearby. 

 
b. The proposed garage extension would not affect the character of the 

house itself, and would leave the garage still deeply recessed behind 
the front elevation of the house where it has an ancillary and 
subservient character. 

 
c. The rear extension would simply switch the relationship of two existing 

rear gable ranges; instead of being the shorter of an asymmetrical pair 
it would become the larger of an asymmetrical pair retaining the 
asymmetrical relationship with contributes to its architectural character. 

 
PLANNING POLICY 
 
9. The Development Plan for Rushcliffe consists of the 5 saved policies of the 

Rushcliffe Borough Local Plan (1996) and the adopted Rushcliffe Local Plan 
Part 1: Core Strategy (December 2014).  
  

10. Other material considerations include the National Planning Policy 
Framework (NPPF), the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) and 
the Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan (2006). 
 

11. Any decision should therefore be taken in accordance with the Core Strategy, 
the NPPF and NPPG, policies contained within the Rushcliffe Borough Non-
Statutory Replacement Local Plan where they are consistent with or amplify 
the aims and objectives of the Framework, together with any other material 
planning consideration 

 

Relevant National Planning Policies and Guidance 
 
12. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) includes a presumption in 

favour of sustainable development. Local Planning Authorities should 
approach decision making in a positive way to foster the delivery of 
sustainable  development and look for solutions rather than problems, 
seeking to approve  applications where possible. In assessing and 
determining development  proposals, local planning authorities should apply 
the presumption in favour of sustainable development. There are three 
dimensions to sustainable development, economic, social and environmental. 
One of the core planning principles of the NPPF states that planning should, 
“Always seek to secure high quality design and a good standard amenity for 
all existing and future occupants of land and buildings.” 

 

Relevant Local Planning Policies and Guidance 
 
13. The Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy was formally adopted in 

December 2014. It sets out the overarching spatial vision for the development 
of the Borough to 2028. Policies 1:  ‘Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 
Development’ and 10: ‘Design and Enhancing Local Identity’ are relevant. 
 



14. None of the 5 saved policies of the Rushcliffe Local Plan are relevant to this 
application. 

 
15. The Rushcliffe Borough Non-Statutory Replacement Local Plan (RBNSRLP) 

is a material consideration. Whilst not part of the Development Plan, the 
Borough Council has adopted the RBNSRLP for development control 
purposes in the determination of planning applications. Policy GP2 (Design 
and Amenity Criteria) is relevant. 

 

APPRAISAL 
 
16. The rear elevation of the dwelling comprises of three gables, all of varying 

lengths accommodating bedrooms and the garage.  The proposed two storey 
extension would extend the centre gable outwards by 4.90m and would 
project 0.930m beyond the adjoining two storey gabled element to the west. 
 

17. It would have eaves and ridge heights to match the existing two storey gable, 
being 4.6m to the eaves and 6.2m to the ridge. The proposed extension 
would be 2.4m from the rear boundary and 5.3m from the eastern boundary. 
 

18. The main garden of 129 Main Street is to the western side of the dwelling. 
The dwelling to the east is around 22m from the rear extension with the side 
garden of 129 Main Street in between the two dwellings.   
 

19. The eastern elevation of 129 Main Street forms the boundary with the 
dwelling to the east, Farringdon House.  When viewed from this property the 
two storey extension would be largely screened by the existing garage.   

 

20. It is not considered that the two storey rear extension would have a negative 
impact on the amenities of neighbouring dwellings in terms of over-
shadowing or overbearing impacts. 
 

21. There is a window proposed at first floor on the rear elevation and full height 
double patio doors proposed at ground floor.  The rear of the dwelling looks 
across a paddock and open fields.  It is not considered that the additional 
windows would have a negative impact of neighbouring dwellings in terms of 
loss of privacy or over-looking. 
 

22. A first floor window is proposed in the eastern elevation of the dwelling 
looking towards Farringdon House.  This window would serve a bathroom.  It 
would be largely hidden from both the street scene and Farringdon House by 
the presence of the extended garage roof. Any outlook from this window 
would potentially be limited to the side elevation of the neighbouring property, 
which does not contain any windows, with views over the rear garden 
screened by the exiting garage roof, and more so if the extension to the front 
of the garage was to be constructed. Therefore, it is not considered that this 
window would have any adverse impact on the street scene, neighbouring 
amenities or the area in general.   
 

23. The proposal also includes a front extension to the garage.  This would have 
a forward projection of 1.4m and a ridge and eaves height to match that of 
the existing garage, 2.6m to the eaves and 4.6m to the ridge. 
 



24. It is not considered that the garage extension would have a negative effect on 
the character of the house itself or the street scene in general.  The garage 
would remain recessed behind the front elevation of the house and continue 
to have an ancillary and subservient character. 
 

25. Overall it is considered that the proposal complies with planning policies and 
would not have a detrimental impact on the residential amenity of the 
neighbouring properties. 
 

26. There were no perceived problems with the application and, therefore, no 
requirement for negotiations with the applicant or agent or the need to 
request any amendments. Consequently there was no delay in dealing with 
the application. 

 
RECOMMENDATION  
 
It is RECOMMENDED that planning permission be granted subject to the following 
condition(s) 

 
1. The development must be begun not later than the expiration of three years 

beginning with the date of this permission. 
 
           [To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as 

amended by the Planning & Compulsory Purchase Act 2004]. 
 
 2. The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with 

the following approved plan(s): 362.03A, 362.04A and 362.05A. 
 
 [For the avoidance of doubt and to comply with policy GP2 (Design & 

Amenity Criteria) of the Rushcliffe Borough Non Statutory Replacement Local 
Plan]. 

 
 3. The extension(s) hereby permitted shall be constructed in suitable facing and 

roofing materials to match the elevations of the existing property. 
 
 [To ensure the appearance of the development is satisfactory and to comply 

with policy GP2 (Design and Amenity Criteria) of the Rushcliffe Borough Non-
Statutory Replacement Local Plan]. 
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