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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

These representations are made in respect of the Rushcliffe Local Plan
Part 2: Land and Planning Policies (Further Options) February 2017
consultation (FO), on behalf of our client, Taylor Wimpey UK Limited, in
respect of their land interests at land at Kneeton Road, East Bridgford of
which the entire site is within their control. The site off Kneeton Road is
identified at Appendix 1.

1.2

In summary, these representations seek to argue that amendments
should be made to the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies document (LP2) moving forward to allow for additional housing
growth in the ‘Other Villages’.

1.3

The representations then, consequently, seek to wholly support and
endorse the allocation of land at Kneeton Road (site references EBR3
and EBR4) for the residential development of between 70 - 100 dwellings
(dependant upon extent of heritage and landscaping mitigation measures
required) moving forward in the plan process. The inclusion of land at
Kneeton Road will represent development within a sustainable location
and will assist the Council in addressing its current 5 year housing land
supply shortfall.
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2.

BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

2.1

For a plan to be adopted it must pass an examination and be found to be
‘sound’.

2.2

Paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) refers
to the presumption in favour of sustainable development and makes
specific reference to plan making stating that:


Local Planning Authorities should positively seek opportunities to
meet the development needs of their area;



Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with
sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid change, unless:
–

any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and

demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the
policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or
– specific policies in this Framework indicate development should
be restricted.
2.3

Paragraphs 154 and 157 of the NPPF identify (amongst other criteria)
that Local Plans should be aspirational but realistic and should plan
positively for development to meet the objectives, principles and policies
of the NPPF.

2.4

The NPPF at paragraph 182 also sets out that the plans will need to be
prepared in accordance with the duty to cooperate, legal and procedural
requirements and that they must be ‘sound’. There are four tests of
‘soundness’, which are that each plan must be:


Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a
strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development
and infrastructure requirements, including unmet requirements
from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and
consistent with achieving sustainable development;
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Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when
considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on
proportionate evidence;



Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and
based on effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic
priorities;



Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the
delivery of sustainable development in accordance with the
policies in the Framework (NPPF).
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3.

LAND AT KNEETON ROAD, EAST BRIDGFORD

3.1

The site is wholly greenfield land and equates to approximately 11
hectares in size. The site has capacity for approximately 245 homes
based on a density of 30 dwellings per hectare. However, given the
relatively sensitive nature of the site, it is believed that a much lower
density of development is appropriate and it is proposed that the site
could achieve between 70 – 100 dwellings depending on the level of
heritage and landscaping mitigation measures required.

3.2

The site is located adjacent to the north western settlement boundary for
East Bridgford and directly abuts the Manor Farm Business Park. The
site is gently undulating with the highest point lying at c. 62m AOD along
the north-eastern edge and dropping to c. 58m AOD in the south-west.
The site is bounded to the south by the Grade II Listed Manor House and
Manor Lodge and a small portion of the site is included in the East
Bridgford Conservation Area to, presumably, preserve the significant
trees on the south eastern boundary (further commentary on the local
heritage background is set out in the Heritage Note at Appendix 2).

3.3

The site is in a wholly sustainable location with a good level of facilities
and amenities, including a doctors surgery and primary school, within a
reasonable walking distance of the site. There is also a recognised
business park adjacent to the site and access to other facilities such as
secondary schools and hospitals are within a reasonable travel time by
public transport. In respect of the latter, the site is highly accessible by
public transport with a frequent bus service accessible from the village
centre at Main Street circa 650m away. The Council have acknowledged
in the FO that the allocation of land for development in East Bridgford is
dependant on a range of factors including the capacity of local facilities
and infrastructure to sustain new homes and this is explored in more
detail below.

3.4

The site is not located in an area at high risk of flooding. Initial
investigations into drainage and service infrastructure indicates that there
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is a good system currently in place.
3.5

The site is designated as Green Belt land and representations in respect
of the sites suitability to be removed from the Greenbelt is also being
made to the Rushcliffe Greenbelt Review Part 2 (b) (Detailed Review of
the Nottingham-Derby Greenbelt within Rushcliffe) Assessment of
Additional Sites in Key Settlements and Other Villages. This is also noted
in the FO as a key factor in whether development would be deemed
suitable in the village. This is also explored in more detail below.

3.6

The FO document acknowledges that the delivery from the allocated
SUEs is taking longer than anticipated and that the Plan is now expected
to find land for an additional circa 2,000 homes. The Council have
acknowledged

that

they

need

to

permit

additional

Greenfield

development within the borough in order to address the housing land
supply shortfall during the early part of the plan period and this is
explored in more detail below.
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4.

SPECIFIC REPRESENTATIONS IN RESPECT OF THE
RUSHCLIFFE LOCAL PLAN PART 2: LAND AND
PLANNING

POLICIES

(FURTHER

OPTIONS)

CONSULTATION
Housing Land Supply
Q1. Do you agree with the Council’s assessment of the present housing
supply situation and that enough land will need to be identified by Local
Plan Part 2 to accommodate around 2,000 new homes?
4.1

In principle we wholly agree that the Council need to allocate land for
further development. However, we highly contest that the target should
be circa 2,000 dwellings and should actually be considerably more.

4.2

Firstly, it is also noted that the use of words such as “around” in the FO is
not sound in setting out a target for new homes; the wording applied to
such policies should be set out as a minimum utilising words such as “at
least”. This will then provide the Council with the “sufficient flexibility to
adapt to rapid change” (paragraph 14 of the NPPF) in case there are any
further unexpected delays to the delivery of the large strategic sites
and/or a further increase in the deficit of housing land supply.

4.3

Secondly, in a recent appeal decision at Aslockton (dated 7 December
2016) reference APP/P3040/W/16/3143126 (Appendix 4) the Inspector
identifies at paragraphs 21-24 that there is a high probability that there
could be a shortfall of circa 1,500 dwellings at the end of the Core
Strategy plan period (2028) emanating from an under delivery of circa
750 homes as part of the Clifton Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) and
also 750 homes from the Gamston and Tollerton SUE. Therefore, this
predicted shortfall certainly needs to be factored into the allocation of
sites as part of LP2 moving forward.

4.4

It is however noted that the Inspector in the Aslockton Appeal Decision
(AAD) predicts that the remainder of homes to be delivered through the
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SUE’s and other land allocations identified as part of Local Plan Part 1:
Core Strategy (LP1) might still be achievable before the end of the plan
period (2028).
4.5

Consequently, the starting point is to discount the various SUE and land
allocations of LP1 (proportion that the Inspector deems may be
deliverable) in determining the appropriate level of development to
allocate in LP2 moving forward. Therefore, assuming the SUE’s and
other LP1 allocations will still deliver 7,520 homes in the plan period, and
using the evidence of the Councils Housing Trajectory April 2016 at
appendix A of the FO, completions on unallocated land between 2011/12
– 2015/16 equate to 1,449 homes. This then leaves a shortfall of 6,071
homes to be delivered between 2016/17 and 2027/28. It is then
appropriate to

discount

the

Councils

projected

completions

on

unallocated land to 2028 (again taken from the Councils Housing
Trajectory April 2016) which equates to 1,798 homes leaving a shortfall
of 4,273 homes to find as part of LP2.
4.6

Therefore, it is submitted that the proposed figure of 2,000 homes in the
FO should be amended to be in the region of 4,273 homes.

4.7

In addition, in light of commentary made by the Inspector in the AAD,
there is uncertainty surrounding the deliverability of the 3 SUE’s in any
event. Consequently, it is clear that, as identified above, the Council
should be adopting a flexible approach and should also be identifying a
contingency figure for additional housing numbers in the eventuality that
the full extent of the SUE’s are not delivered and the current deficit
housing land supply position is further exacerbated. Indeed, possible
‘reserve’ sites for development should also be identified in the event that
the Councils preferred site allocations do not come forward for any
reason. Put simply, the Council must ensure that it is not re-consulting on
further changes to the LP2 in a year’s time owning to further slippage.
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Housing Development at ‘Other Villages’
4.8

The FO identifies that a number of ‘other villages’ (of which East
Bridgford is one of them) may also need to accommodate some level of
new housing on Greenfield sites in order to resolve the current shortfall in
the amount of land that is available for housing development over the
next few years. The FO identifies that there is not enough suitable land in
the Main Urban Area and the Key Settlements alone to deliver the
required housing numbers moving forward. East Bridgford has been
identified as an ‘Other Village’ which could be suitable to accommodate
this additional need for housing development due to the level of services
and facilities within the village.
Q17. Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as
suitable for a limited level of housing growth on greenfield sites? Cropwell
Bishop, East Bridgford, Gotham, Sutton Bonington, Tollerton.

4.9

Yes. We wholly support and endorse the proposal that these Other
Villages are suitable to accommodate residential development. However,
the wording ‘limited level of housing growth’ used in Q17 is rather vague
and ambiguous, and the FO should set out a percentage for the level of
growth anticipated in the ‘Other Villages’.

4.10

A number of recently adopted Local Plans identify a reasonable
percentage of growth of around 30% as acceptable in settlements
identified in the 3rd tier of their settlement hierarchies. This is wholly in
accordance with the NPPF which states, that “to promote sustainable
development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will
enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities” (paragraph 55).
The Planning Practice Guidance provides further guidance on this issue,
stating:
“A thriving rural community in a living, working countryside depends, in
part, on retaining local services and community facilities such as schools,
local shops, cultural venues, public houses and places of worship. Rural
housing is essential to ensure viable use of these local facilities” (Rural
March 2017
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Housing: Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 50-001-20140306)
Rural housing is therefore best directed to settlements where it can help
sustain and enhance facilities and services. That is not to say that
development in the lower order settlements should be completely
restricted (also in line with national guidance), but the Council should
consider redirecting rural growth to the more sustainable rural
settlements, where it can be demonstrated that growth can be
sustainably accommodated.
4.11

Therefore, assuming the “best case scenario” that the SUEs and other
site allocations are indeed built out during the plan period (as identified
above) we have already established above that the Council are required
to find 4,273 homes (once all unallocated land completions and projected
completions are taken into account) and the LPA have stated in the FO
that the only land available for development on and around the Main
Urban Area (MUA) equates to 425 homes. This leaves a deficit of 3,848
homes to be allocated in the identified Key Settlements and Other
Villages. In light of comments above, it is assumed that 70% of this
growth can be achieved in the Key Settlements as tier 2 of the settlement
hierarchy and 30% can be achieved in the Other Villages as tier 3 of the
settlement hierarchy. 30% of the 3,848 homes equates to circa 1,155
homes to be allocated in each of the five Other Villages and if this is split
evenly between the five villages, this equates to circa 231 homes per
village.

4.12

It is therefore submitted that, further to a review of the Local Plan Part 2:
Land and Planning Policies Identification of Additional Settlements
Background Paper 2017 (ASBP) alongside the Greater Nottingham
Sustainable Locations for Growth Study 2010 (SLGS), these villages are
relatively sustainable and are capable of accommodating at least 231
dwellings per village (depending on each villages sustainability and land
availability credentials).

4.13

In addition, notwithstanding the above, as noted in paragraph 4.7 of
these representations, it may be deemed appropriate to allocate a further
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contingency number of dwellings (and subsequent reserve site
allocations) to be delivered in the eventuality that the SUE’s and other
site allocations continue to under deliver and further development is
required in the Key Settlements and Other Villages.
4.14

The Council are also reminded to abide to a flexible approach to
allocating development and, in line with the NPPF, any references to
percentage growth should equally reflect this approach by stating “circa
30%” rather than a definitive split.
Q20. If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at East
Bridgford, do you have a view on the total number of new homes that
should be built up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for your
answer.

4.15

As identified above, it is submitted that the Other Villages are capable of
accommodating at least 231 homes per village (and a possible
contingency for further development). However, this is dependant on a
number of factors such as the suitability to release Green Belt land, the
sustainability of each village and the amount of land suitable and
available now to accommodate development in the plan period.

4.16

In addition, it is submitted that East Bridgford may be suitable to
accommodate a good proportion of the dwellings allocated to Other
Villages as it is deemed to be one of the more appropriate villages to
accommodate new development. In this respect, it is noted that the
SLGS (which the Inspector in the AAD afforded great weight to in the
assessment of Aslocktons sustainability (paragraph 29 of the AAD))
reviews the suitability of East Bridgford to accommodate development in
light of a number of factors such as the release of Green Belt land,
sustainability and the environment. It concludes that it has an overall
medium suitability to accommodate growth with sufficient infrastructure
capacity to support growth and growth could help to sustain local
infrastructure and services. It specifically notes that,
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“All criteria including infrastructure and transport score moderately well.
No serious environmental constraints except for flood risk in far northwest of area.
Scale: The assessment has shown that there is potential for a medium
level of growth compared with other settlements in the Greater
Nottingham sub region. The constraints to growth, particularly floodplain,
would need to be taken into consideration and any growth would need to
be proportionate to the existing size of the settlement, the village’s
conservation area and general historic character. This assessment and
all specific proposals for growth would need to be rigorously tested
through the preparation of Local Development Frameworks.”

4.17

However, some of the other ‘Other Villages’ were deemed as having a
lower suitability to accommodate growth in the SLGS. For example, in
respect of Cropwell Bishop, the SLGS identified transport and
landscape/coalescence (with Cropwell Butler) issues as major constraints
resulting in an overall suitability for growth as medium to low; and in
respect of Sutton Bonington, it identifies poor public transport
accessibility and flood risk constraints to west together with poor level of
facilities as the main constraints also leading to a conclusion of medium
to low suitability for growth. Given commentary by the Inspector at
paragraph 29 of the AAD, this should be afforded significant weight when
assessing the level of development appropriate to each of the Other
Villages.

4.18

A key soundness test of Local Plans is that they must be justified (NPPF,
paragraph 182), meaning they must be based upon appropriate and
proportionate evidence. In this respect, it is noted that the FO identifies
that some Other Villages have more land potentially available for
development than others and also some of the Other Villages are less
sustainable than others. This should be weighted appropriately as noted
above when the Council forms a view of the most and least appropriate
locations for development.

4.19

East Bridgford is considered to be a sustainable location for new
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development due to the availability of local facilities and services,
including a primary school, which reduce the need to travel. The
settlement is well served by public transport to enable journeys to higher
order centres to be undertaken as an alternative to the motor car in
addition to access to other important facilities such as secondary schools
and hospitals which are both within a reasonable travel time by public
transport Consequently, East Bridgford performs a key role in the
Borough. Accordingly, it is submitted that East Bridgford is one of the
most suitable Other Villages to accommodate good levels of housing
development and should be considered as a location suitable to
accommodating a higher proportion of homes than some of the remaining
Other Villages.
Q21. Do you support housing development at:


Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential capacity
around 15 homes)



Site EBR2 – Land behind Kirk Hill (west) (potential



capacity around 70 homes)



Site EBR3 – Land north of Kneeton Road (1) (potential



capacity around 95 homes)



Site EBR4 – Land north of Kneeton Road (2) (potential



capacity around 150 homes)



Site EBR5 – Land at Lammas Lane (potential capacity



around 40 homes)



Site EBR6 – Closes Side Lane (west) (potential



capacity around 20 homes)



Site EBR7 – Closes Side Lane (east) (potential



capacity around 20 homes)



Site EBR8 – Land to the north of Butt Lane (potential



capacity around 20 homes)



Site EBR9 – Land to the south of Springdale Lane



(potential capacity around 30 homes)



Any other location (please specify which)
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Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your
answers. For any of the sites, this could include comments on the
services and facilities required to support development and the design,
mix and layout of development.

4.20

With reference to the above question, we wholly support and endorse the
proposed allocation of land north of Kneeton Road (references EBR3 and
EBR4) for housing development particularly when the two site's
characteristics are considered in the context of the NPPF.

4.21

The sites are well connected to the village which in itself is wholly
sustainable and has a number of local facilities including a doctors
surgery and primary school, within a reasonable walking distance of the
site. There is also a recognised business park adjacent to the site and
access to other facilities such as secondary schools and hospitals are
within a reasonable travel time by public transport. In respect of the latter,
the sites are highly accessible by public transport with a frequent bus
service accessible from the village centre at Main Street circa 650m
away.

4.22

In terms of previous analysis of the sites suitability, the Councils Strategic
Housing Land Availability Assessment 2016 (SHLAA) identifies that both
sites EBR3 and EBR4 could be suitable to accommodate development in
LP2 depending on technical constraints and the fact the site would
require sensitive development due to its location opposite the
Conservation Area and potential impact on the setting of Listed Buildings.

4.23

Initial investigation into technical matters such as flooding, drainage,
ecology and highways has not identified any cause for concern at this
stage and any proposal for the sites will be designed at application stage
with each discipline in mind proposing mitigation measures as necessary.

4.24

In respect of flooding (as noted in the SLGS), it is noted that whilst
located to the north west of the village, sites EBR3 and BBR4 are not
located in a high flood risk area. Initial investigations into drainage and
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service infrastructure indicate that there is a good system currently in
place.
4.25

In respect of the heritage concerns (also noted in the SLGS), EBR3 is
bounded to the south by the Grade II Listed Manor House and Manor
Lodge and a small portion of this site is included in the East Bridgford
Conservation Area to, presumably, preserve the significant trees on the
south eastern boundary. The potential impact to these heritage assets
has been professionally assessed by LanPro Archaeology + Heritage
and full commentary on this is provided in the Heritage Appraisal at
Appendix 2. It is concluded in this appraisal that the Grade II listed
Manor Lodge and adjoining walls and gateway is not considered
sensitive to development within the study site. The Grade II listed Manor
House and attached Walls and the East Bridgford Conservation Area are
considered to be sensitive to development within the study site.
Appropriate mitigation in the form of open space along the southern and
south-eastern boundaries of the study site, the retention and (if
applicable) enhancement of hedgerows along Kneeton Road, the setting
back of development from Kneeton Road and the limiting of building
heights in sensitive locations will minimise any impacts upon the
significance, character and appearance of the designated heritage.
Therefore, any harm to the significance of the heritage assets identified in
this report will fall well below the ‘less than substantial’ threshold set out
in paragraph 134 of the NPPF.

4.26

In addition, Taylor Wimpey has also provided a Local Heritage Impact
Note (Appendix 3) which provides a number of examples of where their
developments have been successfully integrated into Conservation Areas
and close to Listed Buildings. Importantly, it is noted that to minimise the
development impacts on these assets, Taylor Wimpey will provide
appropriate mitigation in the form of open space along the boundaries of
the study site. We will look to retain hedgerows along Kneeton Road and
set back development from Kneeton Road whilst the limiting of building
heights in sensitive locations will minimise any impacts upon the
significance, character and appearance of the designated heritage.
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4.27

It is acknowledged that the Rushcliffe Greenbelt Review (Part 2 (b)
(Detailed review of the Nottingham – Derby Green Belt within Rushcliffe)
Assessment of Additional Sites in Key Settlements and Other Villages
(GBR) that these sites have a medium to high sensitivity in Green Belt
terms. However, the GBR places great emphasis on the allocation of this
land as Green Belt in order to protect the Listed Buildings and
Conservation Area from inappropriate development. Since we have
assessed the importance of these heritage assets and the prospect that
development can sensitively incorporated into the setting of these
buildings, it is regarded that the Green Belt status is diminished
somewhat.

4.28

With reference to other factors in support of the Green Belt status, it is
noted that the sites directly adjoins the settlement boundary and
especially in respect of EBR3, where a segment of developed land
partially encompasses its site boundaries (Manor Farm Business Park)
As a result, the openness of the Green Belt together with the five
purposes set out at paragraph 80 of the NPPF would not be wholly
compromised by development of the sites. Put simply, the overall affect
of the proposed development is that in visual terms, it would provide a
logical addition of much needed homes without great affect on the wider
Green Belt.

4.29

Importantly, the development of these sites would not result in the
merging of settlements such as could happen with the Green Belt land
south of the settlement which would close the gap with villages such as
Newton which is especially important when taking into account the extant
allocation of RAF Newton. The boundaries delineated by the River Trent
to the west contains the sites from merging with Gunthorpe and the next
nearest village to the north (Kneeton) is a considerable distance away.
Thus the River Trent performs a natural safeguarding barriers to any
potential merger with other settlements.

4.30

Paragraph 83 of the NPPF sets out the mechanism LPA’s can utilise to
remove land from the Green Belt (through a review of their Local Plans)
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and advises that this should only be considered in ‘exceptional
circumstances’. Paragraph 84 also urges LPA’s to ‘take account of the
need to promote sustainable patterns of development’. Paragraph 85
identifies that LPA’s should ‘ensure consistency with the Local Plan
strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development’
and ‘not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open’.
4.31

Development of these sites would also promote sustainable patterns of
development and it would also be consistent with LP1 in meeting
identified requirements for sustainable development, and because of the
surrounding development, arguably comprises land that is unnecessary
to keep open.

4.32

In accordance with paragraph 83 of the NPPF (which requires LPA’s to
review their Green Belt boundaries through the preparation of Local
Plans having regard to their intended permanence) it is therefore deemed
wholly appropriate to consider the removal of additional sites from the
Green Belt, which is situated adjacent to the built up area of East
Bridgford and thus provides a logical extension to the settlement
boundary.

4.33

All of the above points should then be considered in the context of the
recently issued statement by the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI):
Where should we build new homes? (November 2016) which identifies
that a fresh approach should be taken to solving the housing crisis. With
specific reference to Green Belt land, the RTPI also notes that:
‘it is important to revisit the purposes that green belts need to fulfil over
the coming generation. The value of green belts is not simply about what
is ugly and what is attractive, as some argue. We need to talk about who
green belts are for, and about their social impact, along with their
continued role in shaping and managing urban growth… Green belt
boundaries may well need to change … to ensure that development is
sustainable, affordable and delivered in a timely manner….’
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It is concluded by the RTPI that, ‘effective strategic planning is needed to
address the housing crisis’.

Consequently, in light of the above points; the overarching aims of the
NPPF to adopt a presumption in favour of sustainable development; the
LPA’s deficit in housing land supply; the need to meet the future housing
requirements in the emerging Local Plan, the removal of this land from
the Green Belt for modest residential development is considered to be
wholly justified.
4.34

It is believed that the comprehensive development of these sites is wholly
appropriate and, in order to assist the LPA in demonstrating a genuinely
deliverable supply of housing sites as part of the new Local Plan process,
it is the most logical location to remove land from the Green Belt. The
development of this land will not compromise the five purposes of the
Green Belt as identified in the NPPF and therefore, in the context of the
recent RTPI policy statement, it is clear that this viable development
supported by the landowners would deliver without technical or other
constraint much needed housing in a logical and sustainable location and
thus it is considered wholly appropriate to remove land from the Green
Belt to facilitate it. Failure to release this Green Belt land will result in a
need for the Council to find even more housing land in other potentially
more environmentally and politically sensitive locations.

4.35

Thus, in the context of the NPPF and the presumption in favour of
sustainable development, there are no material considerations which
would substantially outweigh the development of these sites.

4.36

To note, representations in respect of the sites suitability to be removed
from the Greenbelt are also being made to the Rushcliffe Greenbelt
Review Part 2 (b) (Detailed Review of the Nottingham-Derby Greenbelt
within Rushcliffe) Assessment of Additional Sites in Key Settlements and
Other Villages.

4.37

Local Plans also need to be effective in order to meet the soundness
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tests at paragraph 182 of the NPPF. This means that Plans should be
deliverable over the plan period, and in accordance with NPPF
paragraph 47, need to identify a supply of deliverable and developable
sites for housing. EBR3 and EBR4 are being promoted by Taylor Wimpey
who have a strong track record for delivering residential development in
the East Midlands region; and the site should thus be considered
deliverable in the context of footnote 11 to paragraph 49 of the NPPF. It
is clear from the work undertaken by Taylor Wimpey to support the
acceptability of these sites in these representations that they are fully
committed to developing these site allocations out as quickly as possible.
4.38

It is estimated that these sites can accommodate between 70 - 100
dwellings (dependant upon extent of heritage and landscaping mitigation
measures required) moving forward in the plan process. This number of
houses is higher than the number of houses that could be achieved on
some of the smaller potential sites such as EBR5, EBR6, EBR7, EBR8
and EBR9.

4.39

In light of the Borough’s deficit in housing land supply, development of
EBR3 and EBR4 could meet a good proportion of the village's housing
requirement whilst also providing the opportunity to secure community
benefits that other smaller developments in the village might not be able
to deliver. Specifically, it is understood that there may be certainly be
potential issues associated with school capacity and increased traffic,
and it should be noted that Taylor Wimpey are open to providing financial
contributions towards improvements to the local primary school and/or
upgrading the local highway network.

4.40

The proposal would also make provision for policy compliant levels of
affordable housing (or Starter Homes as an alternative) to assist meeting
the needs of local people in the area (if required). However, in the context
of paragraph 173 of the NPPF, the viability of the scheme will be kept
under close review and officers will be made aware at an early stage
should a scheme propose a lower affordable housing provision on
viability grounds.
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4.41

In addition, it should also be taken into account how the SHLAA originally
perceived some of the proposed allocations for East Bridgford. For
example, in respect of site reference 379 (EBR9 in the FO), it is noted in
the SHLAA that the Highways Authority had significant concerns over
visibility splays and access with problems of resolving these due to
Springdale Lane being a private road. It concludes that, due to these
constraints the site cannot be considered as suitable for development
until such matters are resolved.

4.42

In light of the extent of Green Belt within the borough, taking into account
the commentary in relation to heritage concerns above, and the fact that
delivery from the SUEs is likely to slip further as time goes on, it is clear
that the Council are going to have to permit additional Greenfield
development within the borough in order to address the housing land
supply shortfall during the early part of the plan period. This has been
acknowledged by the Council in section 2 of the FO.

4.43

There are very little sites in and adjacent to the Main Urban Area that the
Council regard as suitable for development at present and therefore it is
imperative in light if this that, the Council look to allocate a good level of
development in the Key Settlements and Other Villages through the
emerging LP2 process. In summary, it is considered that sites EBR3 and
EBR4 are suitable for residential development and are deliverable now
and we fully support and endorse the inclusion of these sites as
allocations for development in the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2.

4.44

Notwithstanding all of the above considerations, we also submit that the
Council should be allocating a contingency supply of housing land
(including reserve site allocations) in the event that the SUE’s and
currently allocated sites continue to under deliver. This flexible approach
would be more consistent with the overarching aims of national planning
policy.
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1.

INTRODUCTION AND SCOPE OF STUDY

1.1

This heritage appraisal of land off Kneeton Road, East Bridgford, Nottinghamshire has been
researched and prepared by Lanpro Services Ltd. on behalf of Taylor Wimpey.

1.2

The appraisal considers c.11ha of land to the north-west of Kneeton Road, on the northern
edge of the village of East Bridgford, centred at NGR SK 6956 4383 (henceforth referred to
as the ‘study site’). The site is being promoted for residential development.

1.3

Information regarding Listed Buildings, Scheduled Monuments, Registered Historic Parks or
Gardens, Registered Battlefields and World Heritage Sites was obtained from Historic
England’s National Heritage List for England.

1.4

The assessment incorporates published and unpublished material, and charts historic landuse through a map regression exercise.

1.5

This study has been prepared in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework
and provides an assessment of the significance of heritage assets on the site and in its
vicinity.
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PLANNING BACKGROUND AND DEVELOPMENT PLAN
FRAMEWORK

2.1

In considering any planning application for development, the local planning authority will be
guided by current legislation, the policy framework set by government planning policy, by
current Local Plan policy and by other material considerations.

2.2

Current Legislation

2.2.1

The applicable legislative framework is summarised as follows:
•

2.2.2

Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) (P(LBCA)) Act 1990

The P(LBCA) Act provides for the protection of Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas, and
is largely expressed in the planning process through policies in regional and local planning
guidance.

2.2.3

The P(LBCA) Act is the primary legislative instrument addressing the treatment of Listed
Buildings and Conservation Areas through the planning process.

2.2.4

Section 66 of the 1990 Act states that ‘...in considering whether to grant planning permission
for development which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning authority or,
as the case may be, the Secretary of State shall have special regard to the desirability of
preserving the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or historic
interest which it possesses’.

2.2.5

Section 72 then adds that “...with respect to any buildings or other land in a conservation
area, of any powers under any of the provisions mentioned in subsection (2), special attention
shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of
that area”.

2.2.6

As far as Section 72 is concerned, it has previously been established by the Courts that
development which does not detract from the character or appearance of a conservation
area is deemed to be in accordance with the legislation. In other words, there is no statutory
requirement to actively ‘enhance’.
WIM001/0760H/1
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2.3

National Planning Policy Framework

2.3.1

In March 2012, the Government published the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).

2.3.2

Section 12 of the NPPF, entitled Conserving and enhancing the historic environment
provides guidance for planning authorities, property owners, developers and others on the
conservation and investigation of heritage assets. Overall, the objectives of Section 12 of the
NPPF can be summarised as seeking the:
•

Delivery of sustainable development

•

Understanding of the wider social, cultural, economic and environmental benefits
brought by the conservation of the historic environment, and

•
2.3.3

Conservation of England's heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance.

Section 12 of the NPPF recognises that intelligently managed change may sometimes be
necessary if heritage assets are to be maintained for the long term. Paragraph 128 states
that planning decisions should be based on the significance of the heritage asset, and that
the level of detail supplied by an applicant should be proportionate to the importance of the
asset and should be no more than sufficient to review the potential impact of the proposal
upon the significance of that asset.

2.3.4

Paragraph 134 advises that where a development will cause less than substantial harm to
the significance of a designated heritage asset, this harm should be weighed against the
public benefits of the proposal, including securing its optimum viable use.

2.3.5

Heritage Assets are defined in Annex 2 of the NPPF as: a building, monument, site, place,
area or landscape positively identified as having a degree of significance meriting
consideration in planning decisions, because of its heritage interest. They include designated
heritage assets (as defined in the NPPF) and assets identified by the local planning authority
during the process of decision-making or through the plan-making process.

2.3.6

A Designated Heritage Asset comprises a World Heritage Site, Scheduled Monument, Listed
Building, Protected Wreck Site, Registered Park and Garden, Registered Battlefield or
Conservation Area.
WIM001/0760H/1
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Significance is defined as: The value of a heritage asset to this and future generations
because of its heritage interest. This interest may be archaeological, architectural, artistic or
historic. Significance derives not only from a heritage asset’s physical presence, but also from
its setting.

2.3.8

In short, government policy provides a framework which:
•

Protects nationally important designated Heritage Assets (which include World Heritage
Sites, Scheduled Ancient Monuments, Listed Buildings, Protected Wreck Sites, Registered
Parks and Gardens, Registered Battlefields or Conservation Areas)

•

Protects the settings of such designations

2.4

Planning Practice Guide

2.4.1

The NPPG is a web-based resource which is to be used in conjunction with the NPPF. It is
aimed at planning professionals and prescribes best practice within the planning sector. The
relevant section is entitled Conserving and Enhancing the Historic Environment. The
guidance given in this section is effectively a condensed version of the PPS5 Practice Guide
and sets out the best practice to applying government policy in the NPPF.

2.4.2

The guidance states that ‘Local planning authorities may identify non-designated heritage
assets’ and defines non-designated heritage as ‘buildings, monuments, sites, places, areas
or landscapes identified as having a degree of significance meriting consideration in planning
decisions but which are not formally designated heritage assets. In some areas, local
authorities identify some non-designated heritage assets as “locally listed”.’ In addition,
‘local lists incorporated into Local Plans can be a positive way for the local planning authority
to identify non-designated heritage assets against consistent criteria so as to improve the
predictability of the potential for sustainable development.

2.4.3

The guidance asks that ‘when considering development proposals, local planning authorities
should establish if any potential non-designated heritage asset meets the definition in the
National Planning Policy Framework at an early stage in the process. Ideally, in the case of
buildings, their significance should be judged against published criteria, which may be
generated as part of the process of producing a local list.’
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2.5

Local Planning Policy

2.5.1

The Local Plan (Core Strategy) was adopted by Rushcliffe Borough Council in December 2014.
The following policy concerns the historic environment.
POLICY 11: HISTORIC ENVIRONMENT
1. Proposals and initiatives will be supported where the historic environment and heritage
assets and their settings are conserved and/or enhanced in line with their interest and
significance. Planning decisions will have regard to the contribution heritage assets can make
to the delivery of wider social, cultural, economic and environmental objectives.
2. The elements of Rushcliffe’s historic environment which contribute towards the unique
identity of areas and help create a sense of place will be conserved and, where possible,
enhanced with further detail set out in later Local Development Documents. Elements of
particular importance include:
a) industrial and commercial heritage such as the textile heritage and the Grantham Canal;
b) Registered Parks and Gardens including the grounds of Flintham Hall, Holme Pierrepont
Hall, Kingston Hall and Stanford Hall; and
c) prominent listed buildings.
3. A variety of approaches will be used to assist in the protection and enjoyment of the
historic environment including:
a) the use of appraisals and management plans of existing and potential conservation areas;
b) considering the use of Article 4 directions;
c) working with partners, owners and developers to identify ways to manage and make better
use of historic assets;
d) considering improvements to the public realm and the setting of heritage assets within it;
e) ensuring that information about the significance of the historic environment is publicly
available. Where there is to be a loss in whole or in part to the significance of an identified
historic asset then evidence should first be recorded in order to fully understand its
importance; and
f) considering the need for the preparation of local evidence or plans.
4. Particular attention will be given to heritage assets at risk of harm or loss of significance,
or where a number of heritage assets have significance as a group or give context to a wider
area.

2.6

Therefore, in considering the heritage implications of any application for planning
WIM001/0760H/1
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permission, the local planning authority should be guided by local and national policy, and
government guidance as outlined above.

3.

ASSESSMENT METHODOLOGY

3.1

The following sources of information have been used to identify the designated heritage
assets within the locality:
•

relevant designation records from Historic England’s Heritage List for England;

•

information on the East Bridgford Conservation Area obtained from the Rushcliffe
Borough Council’s website.

3.2

A site visit was undertaken on 21st March 2017 to inspect the site and assess its relationship
with designated heritage assets in the vicinity.

3.3

The most recent guidance produced by Historic England - Historic Environment Good Practice
Advice Planning Note 3: The Setting of Heritage Assets - published March 2015, recognises
that whilst setting is not a heritage asset, elements of a setting ‘may make a positive or
negative contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that
significance or may be neutral’ (para. 4).

3.4

This guidance also notes that the contribution of setting to the significance of a heritage
asset is often expressed by reference to views (para. 5), although the importance of setting
lies in what it contributes to the significance of the heritage asset, and this can be influenced
by a number of other factors (para. 9).

3.5

In order to assess the contribution made by setting to the significance of a heritage asset,
and the implications of new developments, the guidance recommends that a systematic and
staged approach to assessment should be adopted, namely:
•

identify which heritage assets and their settings are affected;

•

assess whether, how and to what degree these settings make a contribution to the
significance of the heritage asset(s);

•

assess the effects of the proposed development, whether beneficial or harmful, on that
significance;

•

explore the way to maximise enhancement and avoid or minimise harm;
WIM001/0760H/1
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make and document the decision and monitor outcomes.

DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE AND SURROUNDING AREA AND
SUMMARY OF THE DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS

4.1

The study site is an irregular shaped parcel of land, circa 11 hectares in extent and located
to the north-west of Kneeton Road, East Bridgford (Fig 1). The site lies on the northern edge
of the village, centred on NGR SK 6956 4383. The land within the study site is gently
undulating with the highest point lying at c. 62m AOD along the north-eastern edge and
dropping to c. 58m AOD in the south-west.

4.2

The study site itself is currently split into two fields, both under an arable regime. The
northern field is bounded to the north-east by a post and wire fence, to the south-east by a
hedge and Kneeton Road, the north-west by a hedgerow and to the south-west by post and
rail fence along the boundary of Manor Farm Business Park then a wide tree belt (which also
divides the two fields comprising the study site). The southern field is bounded to the northwest by a track with no border treatment, to the south-west the field borders the gardens
of the Grade II listed Manor House which are bounded by a metal rail fence and individual
mature trees. The southern corner of the study site borders the Grade II listed Manor Lodge,
whose garden is bounded by a gappy hedgerow with mature trees. The border of the
southern field with Kneeton Road is formed by a thinly spaced line of trees. The Manor Farm
Business Park lies to the north of the southern field and is bounded partly by a beech hedge
(the southern part) and partly by post and rail fence.

4.3

The boundary of the East Bridgford Conservation Area follows the south-western boundary
of the study site where it borders the grounds of the Manor House. To the south-east, the
conservation area boundary follows the line of the garden of the Manor Lodge and then
extends to the north-east parallel to the line of Kneeton Road but including a 10-15m wide
strip within the study site itself.

4.4

The site is currently being promoted for residential development. No details of the proposed
layout are currently available.

WIM001/0760H/1
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5.

HISTORICAL DEVELOPMENT

5.1

East Bridgford stands on a ridge that was formed by outcropping rocks of the Triassic Mercia
Mudstone Group, which are 213-245 million years old. The settlement of East Bridgford took
its name from the nearby river crossing and was documented in the Domesday Survey of
1086 as ‘Brugeford’.

5.2

Medieval land-ownership resulted in the village being mainly divided between two major
landholders until the 18th century and may in part have been responsible for some of the
present settlement pattern.

5.3

The earliest available mapping for the area (c.1612-1614) shows the study site falling within
the village’s open field system, well to the north of the village centre (Fig 2). To the east of
Kneeton Road lie further strip fields, the Hall and its grounds.

5.4

The parish was enclosed by parliamentary act in 1796. The map which accompanied the
enclosure (Fig 3) shows the study site falling across four enclosed fields. The Manor House,
which was constructed c.1740, is shown with its ground following the same border with the
study site that they do today. The Manor Lodge had not been constructed by this date.

5.5

The 1820 Ordnance Survey drawing (not reproduced) shows the tree belt dividing the two
fields within the study site, but otherwise the general arrangement in the vicinity is little
changed from the enclosure.

5.6

Sanderson’s map of 1835 (Fig 4) does not show great detail but is the first to show the broad
tree belt that formerly ran along the western side of Kneeton Road and joined the tree belt
shown in 1820. The map does not show Manor Lodge (believed to have been built c.1820
according to the list description), whether this is down to a lack of detail on Sanderson’s part
or that the date of construction is slightly later than that given in the list description is
unclear but it seems that the latter is likely.

5.7

The first edition of the Ordnance Survey in 1884 does show the Manor Lodge to the
immediate south of the study site (Fig 5), otherwise, little significant change is shown within
the study site or the immediate surroundings.
WIM001/0760H/1
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In the latter half of the 20th century the Hall to the south-east of Kneeton Road was
demolished and the grounds were split into a number of building plots which are now
occupied by individual architect designed houses (Fig 6).

6.

SUMMARY OF HERITAGE ASSETS AND THEIR SETTING

6.1

There are 18 listed buildings, 1 Scheduled Monument and a Conservation Area within the
vicinity of the study site, however, the majority of these designated heritage assets are not
considered sensitive to development on the site as it does not form part of their settings
owing to their distance from the site, topography, intervening vegetation and buildings. The
locations of designated heritage assets in the vicinity of the study site are shown in Appendix
1.

6.2

It is therefore considered that the potential impact upon the historic built environment
would be restricted to any changes in the settings of the Grade II listed Manor House and
attached Walls, the Grade II listed Manor Lodge and adjoining wall and gateway, and the
East Bridgford Conservation Area, a portion of which falls within the study site itself.
The Manor House and attached walls
Grade: II
List entry Number: 1272724
Date first listed: 14-Nov-1986
List entry Description:
EAST BRIDGFORD KNEETON ROAD SK 6943 (north west side)
11/54 The Manor House and attached walls
Manor house. Now Old People's Home. c.1740 and c.1820. Brick, stuccoed, with hipped slate
roof. Ashlar dressings. Ashlar plinth, moulded eaves, pediment and parapet. 7 ridge and 2
gable stacks. 2 storeys, 5 bays. Square plan plus rear wing. Windows are glazing bar sashes.
East front has projecting pedimented central bay with flat roofed parapeted porch with
double pilasters and dentillated cornice. Double doors. To left, blocked opening. Flanked by
2 sashes. Above, to left, 2 sashes. To their right, 2 sashes flanked by single blocked openings.
Rear wing has to east, 2 C19 casements and above, 2 sashes. south front has, to left, rear
wing and 2 small brick lean-to additions. To left, doorway with elliptical head, and to its right,
2 casements and 2 sashes. To right again, C20 door with round headed tile surround and
WIM001/0760H/1
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fanlight, and a sash. Above, to left, 4 casements and to right, 4 sashes. North front has 5 full
height sashes with blind boxes. Above, 5 smaller similar sashes, the central one a dummy.
Return angle to north west has late C19 ashlar loggia with 2 square and 2 round piers, cornice
and parapet. Below, French window flanked to left by single and to right by 2 full height
sashes. Above, to left, door with overlight and to right, a sash and a French window. Return
angle has to north, late C19 fenestration and above, to left, bell on bracket. Adam style
interior has curved winder stair with scrolled handrail. Drawing room has full height
panelling with moulded margins. Library has full height plaster panelling with fasces borders
and rebated corners. 2 simple Adam style fireplaces, plain ashlar fireplace, Classical marble
fireplace with pilasters, paterae and urns. Outside, adjoining brick boundary wall to west has
plain slab coping and segmental headed gateway with ornate C19 wrought iron gate. Approx.
75M long. Adjoining boundary wall to south, L-plan, brick with slab coping, has to east a
plank door with segmental head. Approx. 100M long.
6.3

The Manor House and attached walls are Grade II Listed buildings: they are thus not a
designated heritage asset of ‘the highest significance’ as defined by Paragraph 132 of the
Framework. Its Listed status does, however, reflect its high heritage significance. It is
situated within its own grounds to the immediate south of the study site.

6.4

The Manor House is a good example of a Georgian small country house and primarily derives
its significance from the historical, aesthetic and evidential values relating to its built fabric
(details of internal features are unknown). These values will not be harmed by the proposed
development.

6.5

The immediate setting of the house is defined by its grounds; however, it does have far
reaching views across the surrounding countryside, particularly from the north-west around
to the south-west. The house is accessed by a drive leading from Kneeton Road in the east
around to the northern frontage of the house, which can be seen as the principal elevation.
Whilst the northern elevation of the house is clearly visible from across much of the southern
part of the study site historic mapping would suggest that there have never been any
approaches to the house from this direction and any views from significant thoroughfares
are only available from Kneeton Road. The tree belt, which now divides the two fields of the
study site, has been in place since at least 1820 and restricts any wide-ranging views to the
north. Views to the north from the Manor House are also now dominated by the Manor
Farm Business Park (Plates 1 & 2).
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It would appear that the northern frontage of the building was predominantly designed to
impress upon the approach from the drive. From a brief analysis of the building itself
suggests that views out towards the south and west were considered more important than
those to the north. The western elevation of the house has higher void to mass piercing (a
greater proportion of window to wall) than that seen on the north, in order to maximise
views, and the southern side of the building was built with a large balcony at first floor level,
again to take advantage of long ranging views to the south and west.

Manor Lodge and Adjoining Wall and Gateway
Grade: II
List entry Number: 1272678
Date first listed: 14-Nov-1986
List entry Description:
EAST BRIDGFORD KNEETON ROAD SK 6943 (north west side)
11/53 Manor Lodge and adjoining boundary wall and gateway
Lodge, boundary wall and gateway, c.1820. Brick, stuccoed, with pyramidal slate roof. Ashlar
dressings. Rendered brick plinth. Single central stack. Single storey, 3 x 3 bays, square plan
plus single storey rear addition, Windows are mostly glazing bar casements. West front has
central pair of doors flanked by single casements. South side has to right, rear addition with
coped parapet. To left, 2 casements. To right, a cross transomed casement and a plain
casement. North side has to left 2 casements and to right, glazing bar casement and a
blocked opening. Adjoining gateway has pair of incurved walls with ramped slab coping. 2
square ashlar gatepiers with plinths and square domed caps. Pair of similar stucco terminal
piers. Brick boundary wall to west, approx. 60M long, has gabled brick and flat slab coping.
6.7

The Manor Lodge and adjoining wall and gateway are Grade II Listed buildings: they are thus
not a designated heritage asset of ‘the highest significance’ as defined by Paragraph 132 of
the Framework. Its Listed status does, however, reflect its high heritage significance. It is
situated within its own grounds to the immediate south of the study site.

6.8

Entrance lodges appear from the later 17th century (although this example dates to the first
half of the 19th century) and were designed both for security and to give the passer-by or
visitor a hint of the quality of the family and its house. As with the main house, the lodge
WIM001/0760H/1
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and gateway are relatively simple, yet well-proportioned, in design. The setting of the lodge
is primarily defined by its functional relationship to the entrance to the Manor, being
situated to the north of the drive to the Manor, on the western side of Kneeton Road
opposite Cherry Holt Lane (Plate 3). The positioning of the lodge and the existence of mature
trees to its north-east largely screen it when approaching along Kneeton Road from the
north-east (Plate 4), and to a lesser extent when approaching from the south.
6.9

Whilst the lodge is clearly visible from within the study site, little of the study site is visible
when viewing the lodge from Kneeton Road. Given the lodge’s functional relationship with
the entrance to the Manor and the contemporary road network the study site is considered
to be incidental to its setting and as such is considered to make a negligible contribution to
its setting.
East Bridgford Conservation Area

6.10

The East Bridgford Conservation Area was originally designated in 1967, extended in 1972
and again in 2006. The extension of the conservation area in 2006 was the point at which
the strip along the south-eastern edge of the study site and the area to the east of Kneeton
Road, opposite the study site, was added to the designated area.

6.11

The conservation area appraisal and management plan, produced in 2008, identifies seven
character areas (Appendix 2) which recognises that the village is not homogenous, different
areas of the village have their own distinct styles and features. The historical development
of the village has resulted in a variety of old and new houses, some in distinctive groups,
other intermingled. Some areas of older buildings are very densely built, such as the group
on Walnut Tree Lane or the tall cottages at the Kirk Hill/Main Street junction, but others, like
the farmhouses along College Street, have more spacious plot sizes.

6.12

In relation to its wider setting the conservation area appraisal states: The East Bridgford
conservation area now incorporates the large majority of the settlement. The village has
strong connections with the open countryside, being surrounded by paddocks and fields. In
the northern and the southern extremities of the village, these open spaces run alongside the
roads. The many footpaths leading into and out of the village in many directions also enhance
East Bridgford’s relationship with the open countryside and the River Trent to the north-west.

6.13

The townscape appraisal plan produced by Rushcliffe Borough Council (Appendix 1)
identifies which fields are considered to be positive open spaces contributing to the
WIM001/0760H/1
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significance of the conservation area. The study site is not included amongst these fields.
6.14

The portion of the study site that falls within the conservation area (a c.10-15m wide strip
along the Kneeton Road frontage) does not contain any buildings and it is assumed that the
strip is included to afford some additional protection to the trees bordering that study site
that are identified as ‘significant’ on the townscape appraisal plan.

6.15

When approaching the conservation area along Kneeton Road from the north the study site
is not visible in long distance views, but only upon reaching the northern edge of the village
itself. At this point the study site is bounded by hedgerows and young trees and the view is
dominated by buildings within the Manor Farm Business Park (Plates 5 & 6).

6.16

The Townscape appraisal identifies a panoramic view across the eastern corner of the study
site from the corner of Kneeton Road and Lammas Lane. The Oxford English Dictionary
defines panoramic as 2. Commanding or allowing a view of the whole surrounding region or
area, however, the views from this point are quite restricted by hedgerows, trees and the
rising topography so that it is hard to see how this could be described as ‘panoramic’ (Plates
7 & 8).

6.17

The northern part of the study site, whilst certainly forming part of the setting of the
conservation area, is not considered to make a major contribution to the character and
appearance of the conservation area.

6.18

Views across the southern part of the study site from points on Kneeton Road to the southwest of Manor Farm Business Park can, more accurately, be described as panoramic and also
include views of the northern elevation of the listed Manor House (Plates 9 & 10).

6.19

The contribution of the study site to the significance of the Conservation Area through its
setting can be seen to have been somewhat eroded by the construction of the Manor Farm
Business Park. Whilst the study site does provide a rural backdrop to parts of the
conservation area, views across it (especially those not containing the business park) are
limited. It is considered that the views from Kneeton Road of the Manor House make the
greatest contribution to the significance of the conservation area.

WIM001/0760H/1
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ASSESSMENT OF THE POTENTIAL IMPACT ON DESIGNATED
HERITAGE ASSETS

7.1

Currently the study site is being promoted for allocation for residential development and at
present no draft masterplan has been prepared.

7.2

There will be no harm to the architectural interest of East Bridgford Conservation Area. The
architectural interest is derived from the eclectic mix of building ages and styles. The
conservation area has already undergone more recent development both within its setting
and within the conservation area itself without this significantly harming the architectural
interest that is derived from the historic buildings.

7.3

There will be no harm to the historic interest of the conservation area. The historic interest
is illustrative and demonstrates the development of the village and the former agricultural
industries within it. This illustrative interest will not be harmed by a development outside of
the historic core of the village.

7.4

There is potential for a slight effect on the setting of the conservation area by the
development of the study site. Although the wider setting of the conservation area is of its
rural character, the study site is not identified as a positive open space in the Townscape
Appraisal Plan. Its rural appearance has been somewhat eroded by the introduction of the
Manor Farm Business Park and is therefore not inherently important to the setting of the
village.

7.5

There is potential for development to impact upon views of the Manor House from Kneeton
Road, within the conservation area. But any harm to the significance of these designated
heritage assets is deemed to be low. It is recommended that mitigation measures be
adopted which could include the reduction of proposed building heights, the incorporation
of sightlines in the grain and layout of the proposed development.

7.6

The architectural interest of the Manor House and attached Walls will not be harmed by the
proposed development. There will be no effect on the historic interest of the building. It will
still be understood and experienced as an 18th century building on the outskirts of the village.

7.7

The setting of the building is comprised of its location on the outskirts of the village and its
wider rural context. As discussed above, although the principal elevation of the building
WIM001/0760H/1
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faces towards the study site this does not form a historic approach to the house and the
construction of the house would indicate that it was designed primarily to take advantage
of the wide-ranging views to the west and south. Therefore, development of the study site
does have potential to impact upon the significance of the house, but not upon the elements
that make the greatest contribution to that significance.
7.8

Whilst Manor Lodge is visible from within the study site the relationship of the lodge to the
agricultural land is considered to be incidental. Therefore, development of the study site
would be considered to have a negligible effect upon the significance of the building.

8.

MITIGATION OPTIONS APPRAISAL

8.1

The 1990 Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act states ‘special attention
shall be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance’ of a
conservation area. The NPPF encourages local planning authorities to ‘look for opportunities
for new development within Conservation Areas … and within the setting of heritage assets
to enhance or better reveal their significance. Proposals that preserve those elements of the
setting that make a positive contribution to or better reveal the significance of the asset
should be treated favourably’ (para. 137).

8.2

In addition, the NPPF recognises ‘Not all elements of a … Conservation Area will necessarily
contribute to its significance. Loss of a building (or other element) which makes a positive
contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area … should be treated either as
substantial harm under paragraph 133 or less than substantial harm under paragraph 134,
as appropriate, taking into account the relative significance of the element affected and its
contribution to the significance of the Conservation Area … as a whole’ (para. 138).

8.3

As described above the study site falls partly within the East Bridgford Conservation Area
and is considered to make some limited contribution to the significance of the conservation
area and the Grade II listed Manor House. The study site is not considered to make any
meaningful contribution to the significance of the Manor Lodge, whose setting has much
more functional relationships with the historic road network and the Manor House itself.

8.4

The northern field forming part of the study site is considered to make a negligible
WIM001/0760H/1
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contribution to the significance of the Manor House through its setting and only makes a
slight contribution to the character and appearance of the conservation area in that it forms
part of the agricultural hinterland of the village.

8.5

It is considered that any adverse impact of development of this land upon the significance
of the conservation area could be mitigated through the retention and (if appropriate)
enhancement of the hedgerow along Kneeton Road and setting any built development back
from the road. Details of the extent and treatment of this area would need to be agreed
prior to the submission of any planning application.

8.6

The southern and south-eastern parts of the study site are considered to be the most
sensitive in terms of potential heritage impacts. The positioning of open space along the
southern and south-eastern boundary of the study site would retain views of the Manor
House from Kneeton Road, along with its panoramic backdrop and provide a degree of
buffering between any new development and the listed building.

8.7

The more detailed Heritage Statement to accompany any application for planning
permission for development of the site will assess the contribution of the study site to the
significance of designated heritage assets in more detail, providing further information on
the extent of any areas of open space / buffering and building heights in sensitive locations.

WIM001/0760H/1
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9.

CONCLUSION

9.1

The NPPF states that in determining applications, local planning authorities should require
an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any
contribution made by their setting.

9.2

Heritage assets considered to be most sensitive to development on the application site have
been identified. A full Heritage Statement should be commissioned as part of the proposed
development of the site.

9.3

The Grade II listed Manor Lodge and adjoining walls and gateway is not considered sensitive
to development within the study site.

9.4

The Grade II listed Manor House and attached Walls and the East Bridgford Conservation
Area are considered to be sensitive to development within the study site. Appropriate
mitigation in place in the form of open space along the southern and south-eastern
boundaries of the study site, the retention and (if applicable) enhancement of hedgerows
along Kneeton Road, the setting back of development from Kneeton Road and the limiting
of building heights in sensitive locations will minimise any impacts upon the significance,
character and appearance of the designated heritage. Therefore, any harm to the
significance of the heritage assets identified in this report will fall well below the ‘less than
substantial’ threshold set out in paragraph 134 of the NPPF.

WIM001/0760H/1

20

Lanpro Services Ltd.

Heritage Appraisal
Land off Kneeton Road, East Bridgford

SOURCES
General & Interest
Historic England National Heritage List for England (list.historic-england.org.uk)

Bibliographic

DCLG, 2012. National Planning Policy Framework.
ENGLISH HERITAGE, 2011. Designation – Listing Selection Guide: Transport Buildings.
ENGLISH HERITAGE, 2008. Conservation Principles: Policies and Guidance for the
Sustainable Management of the Historic Environment.
HISTORIC ENGLAND, 2015. Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning: Note
3 – The Setting of Heritage Assets.

WIM001/0760H/1

21

Lanpro Services Ltd.

Heritage Appraisal
Land off Kneeton Road, East Bridgford

FIGURES

WIM001/0760H/1

22

Lanpro Services Ltd.

Heritage Appraisal
Land off Kneeton Road, East Bridgford

WIM001/0760H/1

23

Lanpro Services Ltd.

Heritage Appraisal
Land off Kneeton Road, East Bridgford

WIM001/0760H/1

24

Lanpro Services Ltd.

Heritage Appraisal
Land off Kneeton Road, East Bridgford

WIM001/0760H/1

25

Lanpro Services Ltd.

Heritage Appraisal
Land off Kneeton Road, East Bridgford

WIM001/0760H/1

26

Lanpro Services Ltd.

Heritage Appraisal
Land off Kneeton Road, East Bridgford

WIM001/0760H/1

27

Lanpro Services Ltd.

Heritage Appraisal
Land off Kneeton Road, East Bridgford

PLATES

Plate 1: Manor House from study site

Plate 2: View north from edge of Manor House grounds
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Plate 3: Manor Lodge from south

Plate 4: Looking south-west along Kneeton Road towards Manor Lodge
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Plate 5: View along Kneeton Road towards conservation area

Plate 6: View south-west along Kneeton Road from northern edge of conservation area
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Plate 7: View looking north-west from junction of Kneeton Road and Lammas Lane

Plate 8: View looking north from junction of Kneeton Road and Lammas Lane
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Plate 9: View to Manor House across study site from Kneeton Road

Plate 10: View to Manor House from just within study site
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APPENDIX 1: Townscape Appraisal Plan
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APPENDIX 2: Character Areas (East Bridgford Conservation Area
Appraisal and Management Plan, 2008 p.10)
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LOCAL HERITAGE IMPACT
The site is located in the East Bridgford Conservation Area and the Grade II listed Manor House
is located in close proximity. To minimise the development impacts on these assets, Taylor Wimpey will provide appropriate mitigation in the form of open space along the boundaries of the
study site. We will look to retain hedgerows along Kneeton Road and set back development
from Kneeton Road whilst the limiting of building heights in sensitive locations will minimise any
impacts upon the significance, character and appearance of the designated heritage.
KEY
Location of existing PROW
Significant landscape buffer to minimise impact on
listed Manor House, Manor Lodge & Conservation area
Retained Existing Hedgerows along Kneeton Road
Grade II listed Manor House
High quality low density development set back from
Kneeton Road, building heights limited in sensitive areas
Unobstructed views of the Manor House
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Indicative Constraints Plan - Kneeton Road, East Bridgford

DEVELOPING IN CONSERVATION AREAS

DEVELOPING IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO LISTED BUILDING

LANDSCAPE BUFFER BETWEEN
DEVELOPMENT & LISTED CHURCH

OUR EXPERIENCE
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Appeal Decision
Inquiry opened 25 October 2016
Site visit made on 28 October 2016

by D R Cullingford

BA MPhil MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
Decision date: 07 December 2016

Appeal Ref: APP/P3040/W/16/3143126
Land to the north of Abbey Lane, Aslockton, Nottinghamshire, NG13 9AE





The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.
The appeal is by Davidsons Developments Limited against the decision of the Rushcliffe
Borough Council.
The application (ref: 15/01204/OUT and dated 20 May 2015) was refused by notice
dated 20 August 2015.
The development is described as an ‘outline planning application [with] all matters
reserved except access for up to 65 dwellings’.

Summary of Decision: ~ The appeal is dismissed.
Procedural matters
1.

Although this ‘urban development project’ falls within the descriptions set out at
paragraph 10b of Schedule 2, exceeds the thresholds in column 2 of the Town and
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales)
Regulations 2011, the Screening Opinion issued by the Council on 10 November
2014 indicated that the scheme would not entail development likely to have a
significant effect on the environment, not being in a sensitive area and having
regard to the criteria set out in Schedule 3 to the Regulations as well as the advice
in the National Planning Policy Guidance. I agree. Consequently the scheme is
not EIA development and an Environmental Statement is not required.
Nevertheless, the application was accompanied not just by a:
 A Planning Statement and by a
 Design and Access Statements,
But also by:
 A Landscape & Visual Appraisal (CD3)
 An Ecology Report (CD4)
 An Archaeology Report (CD5)
 A Geophysical Survey (CD6)
 A Preliminary Utilities Appraisal (CD7)
 A Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy (CD8)
 An Heritage Statement (CD9)
 A Tree Survey (CD10)
 A Transport Statement (CD11)
 A Site Appraisal Risk Assessment (CD12)
 A Statement of Community Involvement (CD13)
 A Location Plan (CD14)
 A Constraints & Opportunities Plan (dwg no HG2819/003) (CD15)
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 An Indicative Masterplan and site layout plan (dwg no HG2819/012/ Rev G)
(CD16)
 Four visuals (CD17)
 A Proposed Site Access Layout (December 2014) F14184/01 now /04 (CD11)
and
 A Built Form Master Plan (April 2015) HG2819/011/Rev G (CD16)
Reasons
The site and surroundings

2.

Aslockton is a modest village of almost 400 dwellings set amidst a wide expanse
of flat arable fields beneath vast skies within the Vale of Belvoir. It is the
birthplace of Thomas Cranmer, commemorated here in the Cranmer Centre (a
recent addition to the Listed late nineteenth century church of St Thomas – listed
mainly due to its eminent Victorian designer rather than the archbishop) and in
the Scheduled Ancient Monument of Cranmer’s Mound. Previously, burials (until
confined to their own cemetery) and worship took place at St John of Beverley in
Whatton, a separate village beyond a few intervening fields beside the River Smite
and (now) the railway line. Aslockton (rather than Whatton) is blessed with a
railway station. Indeed, the village is one of only 4 such settlements in Rushcliffe,
though services are limited to roughly hourly intervals to and from Nottingham,
Grantham and even Skegness in the morning and evening, dropping to 2-hourly
intervals during the day; there is just one train on Sundays. Buses connect the
village to Bingham, Nottingham and Bottesford on an hourly basis in the early
morning and early evening, but not at all on Sundays; there are infrequent
services to Radcliffe, Grantham and Newark. The village also benefits from a
primary school, a nursery, a small shop-cum-post office, a pleasant public house
(the Cranmer Arms), a hairdresser’s and the activities of several local clubs; the
Cranmer Centre can also serve as a village hall.

3.

The village is an attractive place. Its core is a Conservation Area with collections
of small brick cottages, often with gables set against (the historic ‘bustle’ of) Main
Street, interspersed with modest farmsteads and the occasional manor; there are
glimpses of paddocks and farmland beyond the cottages. And, footpaths (both to
the east and west) traverse the cottage gardens and paddocks within the ‘depth’
of the Conservation Area to delve into the rural surroundings.

4.

Those surroundings are in the landscape of the Trent and Belvoir Vales, as
denoted within the National Character Area classification and within the Aslockton
Village Farmlands, as described in the Greater Nottingham Landscape Character
Assessment (2009) (CD38). Key characteristics of the latter include: a very
gently undulating landform of medium to large arable fields; mostly modern
enclosures with some older enclosures around villages; a regularly dispersed
pattern of small distinctive rural villages; a strong rural tranquil character
apparently remote from urban centres; and, small coverts and copses scattered
throughout the landscape with linear belts of trees along maturing hedgerows.

5.

The appeal site is part of an extensive arable field within those wide rural
surroundings to the west of the village. It extends to some 2.8ha behind the
bungalows and inter-War properties that line the north side of Abbey Lane and
contribute to a neat, though suburban, approach to Main Street. The site is level
with existing hedgerows and trees evident along the eastern and western
boundaries; a mixture of fences and foliage demarcate the end of the back
gardens along Abbey Lane. Nothing demarcates the northern boundary of the
site, but hedgerows around paddocks and enclosures behind Mill Lane and Chapel
2

Appeal Decision: APP/P3040/W/16/3143126

Lane are evident along the northern boundary of this arable field. To the east,
beyond dense hedgerows, are playing fields behind the primary school and,
evident further north beyond more intermittent foliage, open land within the
Conservation Area amongst the cottages on, and behind, Main Street. Beyond the
western hedgerows it is possible to glimpse the upper elements of the gable at
The Maltings, a locally listed building. A gap, some 8.5m wide between the
bungalows fronting Abbey Lane (Tabora and Field View) serves as an entrance for
agricultural vehicles and machinery. A public footpath (footpath 3) runs along the
eastern boundary of the site connecting Abbey Lane with Mill Lane (the northern
edge of the village). It also connects with footpaths leading back to Main Street;
footpath 10 rounding the school into Dawns Lane and footpaths 8 and 9 squeezing
past the cottage gardens and paddocks behind Chapel Lane and Main Street.
The proposal

6.

The proposal is made in outline with all matters except the means of access
reserved for subsequent approval.

7.

Those access arrangements are now shown on drawing no.F14184/04 (CD18) and
entail the creation of a new estate road through the field entrance between Tabora
and Field View on the north side of Abbey Lane. Those details are acceptable to
the Highway Authority and show the width of the carriageway and pavements, the
installation of a ‘traffic calming’ feature together with the position and height of
close boarded fencing to protect the peace and privacy of adjacent residents.
However, it became clear at the Inquiry that several small variations to those
details might significantly improve the lot of those nearby, including the length of
the fencing sections, the position and height of the rear fencing, the treatment of
adjacent grass verges and the position of the traffic calming feature. In those
circumstances, it was agreed that suitable flexibility might best be achieved by
also treating the means of access as a reserved matter. I shall determine this
appeal accordingly.

8.

All other matters were reserved for subsequent approval from the outset.
However, an illustrative Masterplan (CD16) indicates how 65 dwellings could be
arranged around 2 culs-de-sac and various pathways, incorporating a village
green, a play area, a surface-water attenuation pond and new planting; those
‘green’ areas are currently shown along the northern boundary and towards the
north eastern corner of the site, although there is considerable scope for variation.
The Design and Access Statement (CD2) indicates that the dwellings would range
in type and size (incorporating from 1 to 5 bedrooms); 30% of the units would be
‘affordable dwellings’.

9.

A submitted section 106 Unilateral Undertaking (ID15) would provide some
£193,587 towards consequent improvements required to educational, transport
and library facilities as well as the cost of monitoring compliance with the terms of
the Undertaking. Contributions of £1,115.31 per dwelling would also be made
towards the provision of a sports hall and a swimming pool in Bingham and
towards improvements to pitches, pavilions and changing rooms at Dark Lane
(between Aslockton and Whatton). Parts of the land to be provided and
permanently maintained as public open space, including the sustainable urban
drainage arrangements, would be provided to the Council and a ‘travel pack’
would be made available to each first occupant of the proposed dwellings.
Importantly, the Undertaking would secure the provision of 30% of the dwellings
as affordable homes or, in certain defined circumstances, commensurate payment
of an affordable housing contribution.
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10. Suggested conditions (ID4) would ensure that the scheme would be implemented
as intended and that the reserved matters and other details (including hard and
soft landscaping and boundary treatments) would be submitted to the Local
Planning Authority for approval: that foul and surface water drainage systems
would be installed and controlled: that a Construction Management Plan (including
hours of operation and lorry routing) would be devised and implemented: that
further archaeological investigations would be undertaken: and that the ‘green
infrastructure’, the retention of trees and the provision of new pedestrian and
cycle facilities would be secured. An important suggestion is that development
should begin within 2 years to ensure that the scheme would contribute to the 5
year supply of housing.
Planning policy and the main issues

11. The Development Plan currently consists of the Core Strategy 2011-2028 (the
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1) (CD25) formally adopted on 22 December 2014 and
the 5 ‘saved’ policies in the Rushcliffe Borough Local Plan (1996), all of which are
agreed to be irrelevant to this appeal. There is also a Non Statutory Replacement
Local Plan (2006) used to determine planning applications (CD26). Since this was
prepared in accordance with the Development Plan Regulations in force at the
time and the 3 policies cited in the remaining reasons for refusal appear generally
consistent with the Framework (and have previously been accepted as such), they
remain relevant here. The Non-Statutory Plan is expected to serve until the Local
Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies is adopted. The latter is intended to set
out the non-strategic development allocations. However, although consultation on
the ‘issues and options’ was completed in March 2016 and the Plan is currently the
focus of much effort, amendments and alterations for the ‘preferred options’ are
yet to emerge; a date for September 2016 is now more likely to materialise after
the New Year, or even later. Adoption, initially anticipated for 2016, was revised
for July 2017 and is now unlikely before August 2018. This must affect the
development of those sites (including some strategic allocations) entailing the
release of land currently within the Green Belt, since this is an issue to be
addressed by the Local Plan Part 2.
12. The Core Strategy aims to focus most new development on the main urban area
of Nottingham. This is partly because the City is deemed to be the most
sustainable location, where employment, services, facilities and public transport
networks are concentrated. It is also because a sizeable proportion of the housing
to be provided within Rushcliffe is to serve the needs of the wider housing market
area (mainly the City of Nottingham) and to ensure that most new housing is
located where most new jobs are likely to be created. To that end, policy 3
indicates that, of the 13,150 new homes required to be provided between 2011
and 2028 (though 13,450 are actually anticipated), 7,650 (about 58%) are to be
in or adjoining the built up area of Nottingham, mainly in 3 ‘sustainable urban
extension’ at South Clifton (3,000), Edwalton (1,500) and between Gamston and
Tollerton (2,500), with some 650 dwellings to provided elsewhere in the built up
area. A further 5,500 dwellings (42%) are to be provided beyond the built up
area, including 3,520 (about 27%) at 5 ‘key settlements’ (Bingham (1,000),
Cotgrave Colliery (470), East Leake (450), Keyworth (450), Radcliffe on Trent
(400) and Ruddington (250)) and some 550 new homes at RAF Newton. The
remaining 1980 dwellings (some 15% of the total requirement) are to be located
in ‘other villages solely to meet local needs’ (policy 3b(viii)).
13. The Council point out that Aslockton is not a settlement explicitly identified in
policy 3 to accommodate growth. Rather, it is a village where development is
4
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expected to meet local needs only to be delivered (as the Plan explains) either
‘through small scale infill development or on exception sites’ or ‘where small scale
allocations are appropriate to provide further for local needs’; such sites are to be
identified (eventually) through the emerging Local Plan Part 2. The Council
consider that the scheme would contravene the requirements of policy 3. It would
also fail to reflect the form and character of the village and intrude into the rural
surroundings of the place, contrary to policy 10 and the aims of policies GP2,
EN19 and HOU2 of the Non Statutory Plan; such harmful effects are alleged to
impinge on the character and appearance of the Conservation Area, contrary to
policy 11 and guidance in the Framework (NPPF). In addition, the proximity of the
proposed access road to the bungalows at Tabora and Field View is considered to
affect the amenity of residents there.
14. Local residents echo some of those concerns. In particular, they are apprehensive
about the noise and loss of privacy likely to be caused by the proposed access
arrangements and the creation of a higher density estate incorporating 2-storey
properties quite close to existing back gardens and bungalows. They point out
that the distribution of the open space shown on the illustrative Masterplan could
be altered to provide a buffer between the new dwellings and existing properties
while the mix of dwellings could be rearranged to reflect the type and character of
those nearby. The proposal would result in the loss of ‘good’ agricultural land,
alter the character of well-used footpaths and impinge on the function of the back
gardens as wildlife corridors. There are worries that the SUDS arrangements
might not be able to cope with the standing surface water evident on the flat site
after heavy rain. And, now that permission has recently been granted on appeal
(CD34) for a new estate of 75 dwellings to the south of Abbey Lane, the
cumulative impact of traffic might well engender road hazards and conflicts with
the ‘school run’. In any case, 75 additional dwellings is an increase of 19% in the
size of the village which must exceed what is envisaged in the Core Strategy. As
the letter from DCLG states (document 8.7); The Localism Act and the Framework
together reaffirm the importance of Local Plans as the primary basis for identifying
what kinds of development are needed in each area. Whenever a Local Plan is
drawn up, consulted on and agreed, local residents should expect decisions to be
taken in accordance with it. This is a sign of true democratic decision taking in
action. Residents thus assert that the adopted Local Plan should prevail here.
15. Nevertheless, much is agreed between the Council and the appellants (ID4). It is
agreed that the traffic can be accommodated safely: that there would be no
serious effect on wildlife or the ecology of the area: that the archaeological
interest evident on the site can be appropriately safeguarded: that the site can be
drained sustainably: and, that adequate provisions for foul drainage of the
proposed estate can be installed.
16. It is also agreed that the Council cannot demonstrate the availability of sufficient
land to meet the estimated housing requirement over the next 5 years (see also
ID7). In the Statement of Common Ground it is estimated that sufficient land is
available to provide for the requirement over the next 3.4 years (actually 3.43
years, but figures purporting to provide estimates to within 4 days or so impart a
wholly unwarranted perception of precision). Provision for 5 years was indicated
when the Plan was adopted, but this fell to 4.3 years barely 3 months later (the
end of March 2015); the current estimate is lower still.
17. It follows that paragraphs 49 and 14 of the Framework are engaged, which
together indicate that ‘relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be
considered up-to-date if the Local Planning Authority cannot demonstrate a five5
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year supply of deliverable housing sites’ and, in those circumstances, that the
presumption in favour of sustainable development should be interpreted to mean
that permission should be granted unless consequent adverse impacts of the
scheme significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits (as assessed against
the Framework as a whole), or specific policies in the Framework indicate
otherwise. Even so, not all policies that might influence the supply of housing deal
solely with housing supply. So, although policy 3 is certainly a policy restricting
the supply of deliverable housing sites (in line with the judgement set out in
Suffolk Coastal District Council v Hopkins Homes Limited and SoS and
Richborough Estates Partnership LLP v Cheshire East Borough Council and SoS
(CD32)), it is also fundamental to the aim of achieving a sustainable distribution
of housing across, not just the Borough of Rushcliffe, but also across the whole of
the strategic housing market area (essentially the City Region of Nottingham). As
achieving ‘sustainable development’ is seen as a ‘golden thread’ in plan-making
and decision-taking within the Framework, this is an important consideration here.
In addition, the cited judgement also confirms that an ‘out-of-date’ policy should
not necessarily be discarded or disregarded; the statutory requirements, both to
have regard to the Development Plan and to make decisions in accordance with it
unless material considerations indicate otherwise, remain. In that context, policy
3 aims to provide (in conjunction with policy 10) a way in which decision-taking
can take account of the distinctiveness and identity of villages, hamlets and other
places (as the Framework extols). Thus, the task here is to set those statutory
requirements against the other material considerations that apply in order to
arrive at an appropriate balance in favour or against the scheme, always bearing
in mind that the advice in the Framework is itself an important material
consideration.
18. In those circumstances, and from all that I have heard, read and seen, I consider
that the main issues here involve:
i) the need for, and the provision of, additional housing,
ii) the role of the village in relation to the Core Strategy,
iii) the effect of the scheme on the character and appearance of the village
and the perception of the Conservation Area,
iv) the impact of the scheme on the peace and prospect of nearby residents,
v) the overall planning balance in relation to the economic, social and
environmental dimensions of ‘sustainable development’.
Housing provision

19. It is agreed that, as at March 2016, deliverable sites could be identified to provide
for the housing required only for 3.4 years. Indeed, the shortfall might be
marginally larger as, whatever ‘buffer’ is to be applied (and a longer term view
could well show that a 20% ‘buffer’ might be inappropriate), it should operate on
both the ‘requirement’ and the ‘shortfall’. However, the existence or otherwise of
a 5-year supply of housing land is not solely an end in itself, but rather one of 5
tasks set out in the Framework to ‘boost significantly the supply of housing’.
Those tasks are consistent with a plan-led approach to decision-making and are all
addressed by the adopted Core Strategy and its supporting evidence base. There
is no dispute that the Plan is designed to meet the ‘full, objectively assessed
needs for market and affordable housing’ in the ‘housing market area’, including
significant needs from the City of Nottingham: efforts to identify a 5-year supply
of deliverable housing sites in accordance with the Plan are undertaken annually:
specific sites and broad locations for growth are also identified in the Plan and the
SHLAA to accommodate residential development 6-10 years hence and 11-15
6
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years ahead: the expected rate of delivery is set out in the ‘housing trajectory’
and an ‘implementation strategy’ has been prepared with the aim of maintaining a
5-year supply of deliverable housing sites: and, several policies in the Plan identify
appropriate densities in relation to specific sites and locations. The result is that
the supply of housing is showing recent signs of being ‘boosted significantly’, the
most recent annual completions being some 60% above the average achieved in
the 6 years preceding the Plan period (ID8). Is that enough?
20. Unfortunately, it is not. On the contrary, the recent ‘boost’ actually achieved is
only the start of what is intended to be almost a 4-fold annual increase in the
delivery of housing envisaged within the trajectory. That is an ambitious target,
as recognised by the Inspector examining the Core Strategy (CD40). Moreover,
since over half of those dwellings are to be provided within the 3 ‘sustainable
urban extensions’, their delivery entails the provision of ‘up-front’ infrastructure
and the discharge of complex conditions and Agreements, as well as coordination
and cooperation between diverse developers and builders. All are potential
impediments to immediate development. Consequently, it is not surprising that
the completions set out in the trajectory have proved optimistic (perhaps even
unrealistic) and the levels of delivery forecast have not materialised. This is one
of the main reasons for the current dearth in the supply of housing land. The
question is what is being done to rectify the situation.
21. Considerable effort is being expended by the Council to make progress with the
‘sustainable urban extensions’ and to encourage development on the identified
‘key’ strategic sites (ID8). Progress is being made at the Edwalton SUE. There,
full planning permissions exist for 929 dwellings with an outline permission for a
further 52 homes. National house builders are involved in all but the latter
scheme and development has begun on a site for 261 dwellings. So, although the
latest assessment indicates a reduction of 150 dwellings to be built over the 5year period, the anticipated development is likely to be completed within the Plan
period. At the Clifton SUE highway and viability issues have stalled the progress
of an outline planning application, although the Council are endeavouring to
expedite matters with the aid of a planning performance agreement. However,
the anticipated on-set of development is now expected to be delayed by 3 years
and the dwellings to be delivered within 5 years are reduced by 575 to less than
half of those envisaged in the trajectory. Since there is no evidence that the high
rate of development ultimately envisaged (250dpa) could be increased, it is
possible that some 750 dwellings may not materialise within the Plan period. A
rather similar situation exists at the Gamston and Tollerton SUE, except that here
landowners (rather than developers or builders) are being encouraged by the
Council to prepare an outline application. Again, the on-set of development is now
expected to be delayed by 3 years and the dwellings to be delivered within 5 years
reduced by 615. It is also possible (for the same reasons that apply to Clifton)
that some 750 dwellings may not materialise within the Plan period. As a result
the SUEs are estimated to deliver some 1,340 fewer dwellings within the 5-year
period than had been anticipated in the trajectory and there could be a shortfall
from this source at the end of the Plan period of some 1,500 dwellings.
22. Development on the ‘key’ strategic sites is also the focus of much effort on the
part of the Council. At Bingham proactive working with the Crown Estate aims to
identify a preferred developer or development partner, modify phasing and
alleviate flood risks, for which a contribution of £2.5m has been secured by the
Council from the Growth Fund. The anticipated delivery is expected to be delayed
by 2 years resulting in a reduction of 400 dwellings within 5 years, although the
scheme should be completed within the Plan period. At Cotgrave Colliery detailed
7
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permissions delivered 112 dwellings by the end of March 2016 and the whole
scheme is likely to be completed in advance of trajectory expectations,
complemented by £3m for regeneration secured by the Council from the Growth
Fund. At East Leake a series of detailed permissions involving several national
house builders has resulted in planning permission for 814 dwellings, of which 243
were completed by the end of March 2016. The expectation is that the remaining
571 homes will be delivered within the 5-year period, resulting in an addition to
the trajectory of 421 dwellings. At RAF Newton a proactive approach has led to
preliminary discussions with a major house builder relating to the submission of a
reserved matters application and working with land owners on viability, phasing
and infrastructure. In relation to the latter, a contribution of £750k has been
secured from the Growth Fund for the installation of a footbridge over the A46.
The anticipated delivery is expected to be delayed by 3 years resulting in a
reduction of 200 dwellings within 5 years, but completion within the Plan period.
The sites at Keyworth, Radcliffe on Trent and Ruddington are all within the Green
Belt and their release must await the adoption of the Local Plan Part 2. However,
the trajectory indicates that no dwelling is expected to be completed before
2018/19. Since all those sites have attracted development interest and planning
applications (albeit currently withdrawn or refused), the envisaged delay to the
emerging Local Plan may not significantly affect their contribution to the
anticipated delivery of dwellings. On that basis, the ‘key’ strategic sites are now
estimated to deliver some 280 fewer dwellings within the 5-year period than had
been anticipated in the trajectory but to deliver the whole of their contribution to
the housing required within the Plan period.
23. It seems to me that the overall picture is one of delay in providing the housing
envisaged in the trajectory, but not yet of an outright failure in the Core Strategy.
True, there is not a 5-year supply of housing land and the provision anticipated in
the trajectory from the SUEs and the ‘key’ sites within that 5-year period is
reduced. But, apart from the possibility of failing to deliver the 1,500 dwellings at
Clifton and Gamston, the latest estimates suggest that the rest of the requirement
should be delivered in accordance with the Core Strategy. That, in itself, would
boost the supply of housing very significantly. In any case, the Plan actually
anticipates the provision of about 300 more dwellings than the minimum required.
And, as estimating housing provision is far from an exact science, there may yet
be repetitions of the successes already experienced at East Leake and Cotgrave
and (from the evidence) impending at Edwalton. Moreover, I think that the
proactive efforts of the Council in seeking to expedite problems in consultation
with developers and landowners and in securing monies from the Growth Fund to
facilitate regeneration and the provision of infrastructure, deserves a chance to
bear fruit; it has already achieved some tangible success.
24. In addition, when progress in delivering the dwellings anticipated in the trajectory
is compared with what has actually been achieved to date, it is apparent that
performance is ahead of schedule. In the 5 years since the start of the Plan
period to 2015/16, the Core Strategy has delivered 1,561 dwellings against an
anticipated 1,268 (ID8). That must denote an element of success. Moreover,
being currently ‘on track’ suggests that it is, at least for the moment, too early to
embark on a course of action significantly different from the ‘strategy’ mapped out
in the Plan. And, even if that were different, a Plan examined, found to be sound
and adopted less than 2 years ago deserves some support having emerged from
the scrutiny and responded to the extensive consultation involved. Hence, it
seems to me that the justification for the proposed development in the absence of
a 5-year supply of housing must partly depend on how significantly the scheme
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would depart from the aims of the recently adopted Core Strategy. I turn to
consider that issue below.
The role of Aslockton

25. Aslockton is not a settlement identified in policy 3 to accommodate growth. It is
designated as ‘another village’ in the settlement hierarchy where development is
expected to meet local needs only. The Plan explains that such schemes are to be
delivered either ‘through small scale infill development or on exception sites’ or
‘where small scale allocations are appropriate to provide further for local needs’.
The intention is that those ‘small scale allocations’ are to be identified through the
emerging Local Plan Part 2.
26. On the face of it, the proposal would meet none of those requirements. It is
clearly not a ‘small scale infill development’ nor does it involve an ‘exception site’.
Both terms are common in many planning contexts and require no further
explanation to be readily understandable. Perhaps the interpretation of
‘appropriate small scale allocations to provide further for local needs’ is not so
straightforward since ‘allocations’ are not necessarily on ‘infill’ or ‘exception’ sites
and there is no explicit indication of how the 1,980 dwellings envisaged are to be
distributed amongst ‘other villages’ or between ‘infill’, ‘exception’ and ‘allocated’
sites. However, read in a straightforward manner and in the context set out in the
Plan, it seems to me that ‘small scale’ is sensibly interpreted in relation to a
settlement or (possibly) a locality and ‘local need’ must imply some local
dimension or purpose. The suggestion that ‘scale’ might be interpreted in relation
to the full quantum of dwellings to be scattered across all the ‘other villages’ in the
whole of the Borough on ‘infill’, ‘exception’ and ‘allocated’ sites is, in the context
offered by the Plan, not credible. It is not obviously ‘local’, in the sense implied by
paragraphs 3.3.5 and 3.3.17 of the Plan and it muddles the clear distinction
between the strategic sites identified to sustainably meet the requirements of the
wider HMA and non-strategic ‘local’ development. So, although this scheme may
only represent 3% of all the dwellings to be provided in ‘other villages’, that does
not make it a small scale scheme in relation to Aslockton. On the contrary, it
would represent a 16% increase in the size of the village and, with the 75
dwellings granted on appeal to the south of Abbey Lane, enlarge the settlement by
35%; should the 50 dwellings at Cliffhill Lane materialise (planning permission has
recently been refused), then an expansion of almost 50% would have been
achieved. Even without the latter, I think that the scheme would result in a
significant cumulative expansion of the village. I consider that this proposal would
not be a ‘small scale’ scheme in any sense envisaged within the Plan.
27. Nor would it ‘provide further for local needs’. It would provide ‘affordable
housing’. But, although there is a need for affordable housing within the Borough
as a whole (as indicated in the SHMA), the evidence available indicates that it is
not ‘local’ to Aslockton. Indeed, the Council’s Housing Needs Survey shows that,
for the Parish of Aslockton, a need for 6 affordable homes existed in 2009
(document 7). This has now been met by the provision of 6 affordable dwellings
at Crawfords Meadow. Local people and the Parish Council indicate that the initial
criteria for occupation of those dwellings had to be relaxed substantially in order
to recruit qualifying residents, the intention being to meet ‘local needs’ in the
settlement or locality where they arise. No subsequent Housing Needs Survey has
yet been undertaken. However, in this case, the permitted appeal to the south of
Abbey Lane is expected to provide around 22 affordable homes; from past
experience that is likely to be more than sufficient to accommodate the affordable
housing needs in the locality for the foreseeable future. No other ‘local need’ is
9
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claimed. It follows that the proposal would not, in itself, serve the function
intended by the Plan for development on allocated sites here to ‘provide further
for local needs’.
28. The rationale of countenancing a significant cumulative expansion of Aslockton to
contribute to the supply of housing sites over the next 5 years seems to me to be
fundamentally at odds with the carefully honed ‘spatial vision’ on which the Core
Strategy is based. The Core Strategy aims to focus most new development on the
main urban area of Nottingham not just because that is where most employment,
most facilities and public transport networks are all focussed, but also because,
under the ‘duty to cooperate’, a sizeable proportion of the housing requirement in
Rushcliffe emanates from the City of Nottingham and is intended to meet needs
that cannot be met within the City. It makes little sense, in planning terms, to
seek to meet those needs in relatively remote and far flung rural corners of
Nottinghamshire as soon as difficulties (not yet demonstrated to be
insurmountable) arise in meeting them in accordance with the Plan.
29. Moreover, much effort has been expended on devising a ‘spatial vision’ to ensure
that the pattern of housing provision is sustainably distributed not just across
Rushcliffe, but also across the wider ‘housing market area’. The Greater
Nottingham Accessible Settlements Study and the Sustainable Locations for
Growth Study (CD35 and CD36) both show that Aslockton is not a preferred
location for substantial housing growth. I realise that my colleague (CD34) found
the location ‘sustainable’. The village does benefit from some services and
facilities; there is a railway station, a bus service, a primary school, a nursery, a
small shop-cum-post office, a public house, a hairdresser’s, several local clubs and
a village hall. But, the trains and buses are infrequent (except at commuting
times) and the shop is limited. There is precious little local employment (save for
the prison), there is no supermarket, no secondary school and no higher order
services. It is thus inevitable, as the Council suggest, that this scheme would be
likely to entail more car-borne travel, notwithstanding the provision of the ‘travel
packs’ envisaged. Several higher order facilities are available in Bingham, or
further afield, but that is why Bingham and other places, rather than Aslockton,
have been identified to accommodate ‘strategic levels’ of additional housing. That
is the whole point. The studies, and consequently the Core Strategy, identify and
build on the relative ‘sustainability’ of settlements across the ‘housing market
area’. So, the fact that Aslockton turns out to be the 18th most accessible place
out of 67 (or perhaps 60) settlements in Rushcliffe, and 1st within the ‘rural east
housing market sub-area’, simply demonstrates that Rushcliffe is blest with few
places suitable to cater for ‘strategic’ levels of housing and none within the ‘rural
east housing market sub-area’. Indeed, there are levels in the wider settlement
hierarchy that do not exist anywhere in Rushcliffe. In relative terms (the relevant
consideration here, in my view), Aslockton is not a ‘sustainable’ location to
accommodate substantial cumulative additions of new housing. Hence, I consider
that this proposal would not only contravene the aims and requirements set out in
policy 3 of the Core Strategy, but also be fundamentally at odds with the ‘spatial
vision’ on which that Plan is based.
30. The Core Strategy has been examined, found to be sound and adopted less than 2
years ago. It is the result of much effort, several years of study, severe scrutiny
and extensive consultation. And, of course, the Framework sets out as the first
‘core planning principle’ that decisions should be genuinely plan-led and empower
local people to shape their surroundings, an aim reiterated in the letter from the
DCLG sent to local people here (document 8.7). This Plan is certainly recent, even
if the housing policies should not now be considered up-to-date, and it is certainly
10
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based on joint working and co-operation designed to address ‘larger than local
issues’. Indeed, the ‘spatial vision’ on which the Plan is based is designed to
contribute to meeting the housing requirements from Nottingham in a
‘sustainable’ way. And, as my colleague has observed (document 7.2), a central
purpose of the plan-led system is to deliver sustainable development in the right
place at the right time in accordance with the vision and aspiration of local
communities. As this scheme would be contrary to the aims and requirements of
policy 3 and fundamentally at odds with the ‘spatial vision’ entailed, it would
undermine the approach of a recently adopted Core Strategy to delivering
‘sustainable development’. The scheme would thus confound both the ‘core
planning principle’ that decisions should be genuinely plan-led and the ‘golden
thread’ of pursuing ‘sustainable development’, set out in the Framework. Such
development would be very damaging. Hence, I consider that the contribution
that this scheme would make to the 5-year supply of housing would be insufficient
to overcome the serious disadvantages and significant harm due to seeking to
make that provision in the ‘wrong’ place (contrary to the ‘spatial vision’), namely
at a village identified in policy 3 to accommodate local needs only rather than
significant growth.
The village and the Conservation Area

31. The appeal site is within an extensive arable field that is part of, and contributes
to, the rural surroundings of the village. It thus allows some perception of the
ancient agricultural origins of the place, still evident in field, paddock and plot
boundaries in the vicinity, including some of those around the appeal site
(document 6). The proposal would result in an extensive incursion into that wide
open landscape and ‘push’ those rural surroundings further from the centre of the
village. The scheme would thus add to the suburban extensions evident along
other approaches to the village (from the west on the southern side of Abbey
Lane, from the south behind Dark Lane and from the north east along Cliffhill
Lane), thereby enveloping more of the ancient core amidst a cacophony of modern
estates. Here, the few glimpses of the agricultural hinterland beyond the
bungalows and dwellings that line the northern side of Abbey Lane would be
obliterated, reflecting the suburban development in depth (soon to be
accentuated) that characterises the southern side of the road. And, of course, the
outlook over the flat rural landscape, now enjoyed by adjacent residents, would be
transformed.
32. But, although those changes would diminish the perceived ‘rurality’ of the village
and alter the outlook of residents, this is not a specially designated or even a high
quality landscape and the proposed estate would reflect a pattern of development
already evident here. There would be scope to adapt the Masterplan to accord
with all the requirements of policy 10, including the retention of views towards the
spire of the Parish Church at Scarrington and of a visual connection to the flat
agricultural surroundings beyond the proposed landscaping to the north of the
estate. It should still be possible to glimpse the upper elements of the gable at
The Maltings across that remaining open land. And, to be fair, it is hard to argue
that the retention of a vista across this agricultural land is ‘key’ to understanding
the rural origins of this village; as the appellants point out, most villages were
once surrounded by agricultural land and that can often be commonly understood
even in the context of subsequent land use changes.
33. Nevertheless, I think that there would be 2 ways in which the impact of this
proposal would noticeably diminish an appreciation of the character of the village
and its Conservation Area. First, part of the eastern boundary of the appeal site,
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and the field in which it lies, abuts the western boundary of the Conservation Area
(CD27). Although views of the proposed estate from most ‘historic’ and ‘positive’
buildings identified in the Townscape Appraisal (CD29), and from the core of the
Conservation Area, would be largely obliterated by dense hedgerows, the village
footpaths (particularly footpaths 3, 8 and 9) would continue to provide a physical
and visual link between the two. Footpaths 8 and 9 squeeze past the traditional
cottages, the cottage gardens and the paddocks behind Chapel Lane and Main
Street. In doing so they traverse the Conservation Area to the west of Main
Street in depth and pass paddocks identified as ‘positive open spaces’ (CD29)
before emerging on to footpath 3 towards the north east corner of the field
containing the appeal site. Here (or close by) a ‘panoramic view’ is identified in
the Townscape Appraisal that sweeps across the flat field and the appeal site
towards field hedgerows and open countryside beyond. In contrast to the
enclosing hedges and enveloping foliage within the Conservation Area, I think that
this vista is surprising and dramatic, allowing walkers to appreciate the abrupt
juxtaposition of the historic core of the village with the surrounding open
countryside in which it is set. The proposal would intrude into that vista,
diminishing its impact as well as its contribution to the setting of the village and
the Conservation Area.
34. Second, it seems to me that the proposal would significantly alter the character of
footpath 3. At present, this footpath emerges from a narrow passage between the
dwellings on Abbey Lane to enter the wide expanse of agricultural land
immediately to the north before passing between paddocks and gardens to
emerge, eventually, between dwellings and cottages on Mill Lane. Most of the
footpath lies beside open agricultural land. But, as a result of the proposed
development, most of the footpath would run beside buildings and their associated
gardens or through the proposed landscaping. It would not be beside open
countryside. On the contrary, it would become a link largely through existing and
proposed development. Such a change in character would be perceived by many,
for this is, like others here, a well-used footpath. Moreover a section of it (roughly
about 70m towards the north east corner of the ‘appeal field’), allows views
through intermittent hedging into the Conservation Area of identified ‘positive
open spaces’, providing thereby a visual link (albeit limited) between the
agricultural surroundings of the village and the Conservation Area. This link would
remain. But, I consider that it would be diminished by the evident proximity of
the appeal scheme.
35. It is agreed (between the appellants and the Council) that the impact of the
scheme on the significance of the Conservation Area through the change to its
‘setting’ would be ‘less than substantial’. For the appellants it is deemed to be
‘negligible’. But that does not mean that all harm would be absent. In my view,
the intrusive impact of the scheme on a dramatic vista would erode the strength
of the physical and visual connection between the Conservation Area and the
surrounding agricultural landscape and ‘suburbanise’ a well-used village footpath.
Both would be tangible effects manifest to the many users of the footpaths. Some
harm would thus ensue in relation to the character of the village and the setting of
the Conservation Area.
Peace and prospect

36. The access arrangements shown on drawing no.F14184/04 are now to be
considered as illustrating the scheme intended; the scope for variation is limited,
but small alterations to the details proposed would be possible. However, a
fundamental constraint concerns the width of the field access and the position of
12
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the adjacent bungalows beside it. The access is about 8.5m wide: the flank wall
of Tabora stands on the boundary with a small window serving a study-cumoccasional bedroom: patio doors to that room are in the front elevation: the flank
wall of Field View is about 3.5m from the proposed access road behind close
boarded fencing with a thick neat hedge around the front garden. Hence,
although there would certainly be space to accommodate the access arrangements
proposed, the new estate road would be rather closer to the adjacent properties
than might normally be expected in a suburban area such as this including, for
example, in comparison to the dwellings at the entrance to Fields Drive opposite.
I consider that the proximity of vehicles and pedestrians passing by so close to
their homes and gardens would inevitably impinge on the peace and privacy
residents at Tabora and Field View now enjoy.
37. The solution proposed is to install a number of ameliorative measures, including a
‘traffic calming’ feature and close boarded fencing (of at least 10kgm-2), 2m in
height beside Tabora and 1.8m high beside Fields View. There is scope to vary
some of the details currently envisaged, such as extending the length of the
fencing, altering the position and height of the rear fencing, treating adjacent
grass verges and repositioning the traffic calming feature. All those variations are
likely to improve the performance of the ameliorative measures proposed by
reducing the noise likely to be evident in the adjacent properties and increasing
the screening of gardens and elevations there. However, the assessments
undertaken relate only to the detailed scheme initially proposed (document 2).
38. The impact of the traffic expected to pass between the adjacent bungalows is
assessed in relation to BS8233:2014 and the WHO guidance relating to
community noise (1999) and night time noise (2009). The first 2 are similar
suggesting daytime levels of LAeq=35dB within living rooms and LAeq=50dB in
gardens (with an upper level of 55dB) and night-time levels of LAeq=30dB within
bedrooms. The WHO 1999 guidelines also indicate that the number of individual
events heard within bedrooms exceeding an LAmax=45dB should be limited and
quoted research implies that such a limited should be 10-15 times a night. The
WHO 2009 night-time update introduces a slightly different measure (Lnight rather
than LAeq) and suggests a limit of 40dB as representing the ‘lowest level at which
an observed effect occurs’. However, it does not withdraw the previous guidance
so that although it states that some effects are known to occur at lower levels
than LAmax=45dB, the aim is still to reduce their occurrence.
39. The assessment (document 2) demonstrates that, with the additional mitigation
measures in place, the gardens, living rooms and nearly all the bedrooms in
Tabora and Field View would meet the relevant noise standards. The only place
where those standards would be breached would be within the study-cumbedroom in the side elevation of Tabora, if that room was in use as a bedroom.
Readings of over 70dB (LAmax) are recorded at that façade which, even assuming a
20dB reduction due to the small side window being partially open, would result in
a noise level of about 50dB within the room. Since some 18 vehicles are predicted
to pass by during the night, that level of ‘disturbance’ would exceed the incidence
recommended by the WHO. And, because the initial traffic distribution (document
11) entails a higher level of traffic over a 12-hour day than the 24-hour
distribution used to predict noise levels (document 2.H), it is possible that more
vehicles might pass over the access at night. Even so, it is clear that further
mitigation measures could be implemented. Moreover, the room affected by the
predicted traffic is only sometimes used as bedroom.
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40. However, it seems to me that the mitigation measures proposed also entail some
detrimental consequences in themselves. In particular, the stout close boarded
fencing would be quite tall (2m in height beside Tabora) and above ‘normal’ eye
level (1.8m high beside Field View). Although such structures would effectively
screen those bungalows from the casual surveillance of people passing by at close
quarters, they would also incarcerate occupants behind impenetrable barriers,
confining the prospect residents might reasonably expect to enjoy across
suburban gardens and open fields by a solid, enclosing fence. The height and
proximity of the structures would accentuate their incarcerating effects and render
their presence unexpectedly obtrusive amongst these otherwise rather verdant
suburban surroundings. I realise that such screens might well be preferred by
residents to the visible proximity of people and vehicles. But, that does not mean
that they would have no effect on the amenities that residents might reasonably
expect to enjoy.
41. Clearly, the mitigation measures proposed attempt to secure ‘a good standard of
amenity for all existing … occupants of land and buildings’ as the Framework
extols. Nevertheless, they would not prevent some detrimental change to the
living conditions currently enjoyed by residents of Tabora and Field View. Policy
GP2a of the non-statutory plan insists that new development should have no
‘significant adverse effect’ upon the amenity of adjoining properties; in the
circumstances that apply here, I doubt that the adverse effects of the scheme
would necessarily be ‘significant’. But, policy GP2b indicates that a suitable means
of access to new schemes should be provided ‘without detriment to the amenity of
adjacent properties’. For the reasons indicated above, I consider that these
access arrangements would cause some detriment to the amenity of adjacent
residents.
The planning balance

42. I have found that this proposal would contravene the aims and requirements set
out in policy 3 of the Core Strategy. But, in the absence of a 5-year supply of
housing land, that policy cannot be regarded as ‘up-to-date’ and this scheme must
be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development. Hence, permission should be granted unless either any consequent
adverse impact would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits
(assessed against the advice in the Framework as a whole) or specific policies in
the Framework indicate that development should be restricted. No specific
policies in the Framework have been identified that would indicate that the
scheme should be restricted. The outcome of this appeal thus depends on:
whether the scheme would be sustainable; whether its adverse impacts would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits; and, whether the overall
planning balance would be in favour or against the scheme.
43. Aslockton has been deemed to be a sustainable place (CD34). I disagree. While
the village does benefit from some services and facilities, it lacks many. And, in
the absence of any measure to extend the hours of operation and increase the
frequency of the passing trains and buses, it seems to me that additional housing
in the village must largely entail more car-borne travel. Much effort has been
expended on devising a ‘spatial vision’ to ensure that the pattern of housing
provision is sustainably distributed not just across Rushcliffe, but also across the
wider ‘housing market area’; the studies (CD35 and CD36) show that, relative to
other settlements, Aslockton is not a preferred location to accommodate
substantial housing growth. That is the whole point. There are more sustainable
locations better suited to accommodate the housing required. And, given that a
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sizeable proportion of that housing is required to meet needs generated in
Nottingham that is not surprising. Hence, in the context of the ‘spatial vision’
pursued in the Core Strategy and relative to the other settlements and locations in
the housing market area, Aslockton is not a sustainable place to accommodate
levels of housing that would neither be small scale nor intended for local needs.
44. There would be benefits of the scheme. Economic benefits would include the New
Homes Bonus (perhaps up to £1.1m) and the construction of 65 new dwellings
that would provide jobs in the short term and contribute to the 5-year supply of
housing. The new residents might be expected to spend something in the
Cranmer Arms, the hairdressers and the small village shop-cum-post office, so
helping to sustain the viability of existing services and facilities in both Aslockton
and nearby Whatton-in-the-Vale and contribute to the local economy. Potential
social benefits would entail 30% of the units to be provided as affordable housing,
meeting an identified Borough-wide need. And, although environmentally the
scheme would result in the loss of a green field site on the edge of the village, the
site is an ordinary agricultural field, adjacent to existing development and the
Core Strategy must require some development on such sites to provide for some
of the 1,980 dwellings envisaged in ‘other villages’. In any case, there are
opportunities for additional landscaping, the provision of open space and enhanced
ecological provision as well as a reduction in the flood risk from surface water by
the installation of sustainable drainage.
45. But, there would be adverse impacts too. I have found that the scheme would be
contrary to the aims and requirements of policy 3 and fundamentally at odds with
the ‘spatial vision’ on which the Core Strategy is based. It would thus undermine
the approach of a recently adopted Core Strategy to delivering ‘sustainable
development’ and, thereby, confound both the ‘core planning principle’ that
decisions should be genuinely plan-led and the ‘golden thread’ of pursuing
‘sustainable development’. The scheme would thus fail to reflect key elements in
the advice proffered by the Framework. Such development would be very
damaging entailing serious economic, social and environmental consequences.
Moreover, although a need for affordable housing exists within the Borough, the
evidence available indicates that it is not ‘local’ to Aslockton. And, although the
appeal site may only be an ordinary agricultural field, the intrusive impact of the
scheme would diminish a dramatic panoramic vista, thereby eroding the strength
of the physical and visual connection between the village, the Conservation Area
and the surrounding agricultural landscape, as well as ‘suburbanising’ a well-used
village footpath. Those tangible effects would result in some environmental harm
to the character of the village and the setting of the Conservation Area. Finally, I
have found that the access arrangements would cause some detriment to the
amenity of adjacent residents. Hence, I have no doubt that the adverse impacts
of this scheme would significantly and demonstrably outweigh its benefits not
least because, being fundamentally at odds with this recently adopted Core
Strategy, the proposal would not only entail serious economic, social and
environmental consequences, but also constitute unsustainable development.
46. It follows that the planning balance must be firmly against the scheme. For,
although there would be environmental, social and economic benefits (as outlined
above), particularly in providing 65 new houses that would contribute to the 5year supply and providing a policy-compliant number of affordable homes, there
would be serious serious economic, social and environmental consequences in
departing fundamentally from a recently adopted Core Strategy and in failing to
pursue the ‘golden thread’ of ‘sustainable development’. In my view, the
substantial and significant harm to those policy objectives would not be
15
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outweighed by the provision of jobs, the spending power of new residents, a New
Homes Bonus or the measures to be achieved through the suggested conditions
and the section 106 Obligation.
Conclusion

47. I have found that this scheme would be contrary to the requirements of policy 3
and fundamentally at odds with the ‘spatial vision’ on which this recently adopted
Core Strategy is based. That would confound an aim of the Framework that
decisions should be plan-led and, since the Core Strategy has been designed and
found to be sound on the basis that it would achieve a sustainable distribution of
development across both Rushcliffe and the wider housing market area,
undermine the sustainable rationale embedded in the Plan. The scheme would
thus be unsustainable and entail harmful economic, social and environmental
consequence. Although the 5-year supply of housing sites has progressively
deteriorated since the adoption of the Core Strategy, the Council are making
strenuous efforts (negotiating with developers, finding potential developers for
landowners and securing grants to facilitate infrastructure and development) to
redress the situation; those efforts are clearly bearing fruit. While current
predictions indicate that problems are likely to persist at least until August 2018,
the Plan embodies a very significant boost to the supply of housing and the
evidence indicates that current achievements are ahead of schedule. Hence, I
consider that the advantages of development would not outweigh the harmful
consequences of pursuing such an unsustainable scheme. On the contrary, I find
that the adverse impacts of the proposal would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh its benefits and that the planning balance would be firmly against the
scheme; the effect of the project, albeit limited, on the character of the village,
the setting of the Conservation Area and the amenities of residents confirms my
view. Hence, and in spite of considering all the other matter raised, I find nothing
sufficiently compelling to alter my conclusion that this appeal should be dismissed.

David Cullingford
INSPECTOR
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1.

INTRODUCTION

1.1

These representations are made in respect of the Rushcliffe Greenbelt
Review (Part 2 (b) (Detailed Review of the Nottingham – Derby Green
Belt within Rushcliffe) Assessment of Additional Sites in Key Settlements
and Other Villages (GBR), on behalf of our client, Taylor Wimpey UK
Limited, in respect of their land interests at land at Kneeton Road, East
Bridgford of which the entire site is within their control.

The site off

Kneeton Road is identified at Appendix 1. For clarity, the GBR identifies
these sites as references EAS1 and EAS2.
1.2

In summary, these representations seek to argue that this site should be
removed from the Green Belt and amendments should be made to allow
the suite to be allocated in the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and
Planning Policies document (LP2) moving forward for additional housing
growth.
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2.

BACKGROUND AND CONTEXT

2.1

The National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (NPPF) sets out the main
policy aims in relation to Green Belt land. Paragraph 79 identifies that the
fundamental aim of Green Belt policy is to prevent urban sprawl by
keeping land permanently open; the essential characteristics of Green
Belts are their openness and their permanence.

2.2

Paragraph 80 continues to identify 5 purposes of the Green Belt as:


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



to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another;



to assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment;



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



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

2.3

Paragraph 83 identifies that Green Belt boundaries should only be
amended in exceptional circumstances through the review of Local
Plans. It states that authorities should consider Green Belt boundaries
having regard to their intended permanence in the long term. When
drawing up or reviewing Green Belt boundaries local planning authorities
should take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of
development. They should consider the consequences for sustainable
development of channelling development towards urban areas inside the
Green Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green
Belt or towards locations beyond the outer Green Belt boundary
(paragraph 84).

2.4

Importantly, paragraph 85 identifies that in defining boundaries LPA’s
should ensure consistency with the Local Plan strategy for meeting
identified requirements for sustainable development defining boundaries
clearly, using physical features that are readily recognisable and likely to
be permanent.

March 2017
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3.

LAND AT KNEETON ROAD, EAST BRIDGFORD

3.1

The site is wholly Green Belt land and equates to approximately 11
hectares in size. The site is located adjacent to north western settlement
boundary for East Bridgford and directly abuts the Manor Farm Business
Park. The site is gently undulating with the highest point lying at c. 62m
AOD along the north-eastern edge and dropping to c. 58m AOD in the
south-west. The site is bounded to the south by the Grade II Listed
Manor House and Manor Lodge and a small portion of the site is included
in the East Bridgford Conservation Area to, presumably, preserve the
significant trees on the south eastern boundary.

3.2

The site is in a wholly sustainable location with a good level of facilities
and amenities, including a doctors surgery and primary school, within a
reasonable walking distance of the site. There is also a recognised
business park adjacent to the site and access to other facilities such as
secondary schools and hospitals are within a reasonable travel time by
public transport. In respect of the latter, the site is highly accessible by
public transport with a frequent bus service accessible from the village
centre at Main Street circa 650m away. The Council have acknowledged
in the Councils Further Options report (FO) which is also currently under
consultation that the allocation of land for development in East Bridgford
is dependant on a range of factors including the capacity of local facilities
and infrastructure to sustain new homes and whether development of
Green Belt land would be deemed suitable for a village.

3.3

The FO document acknowledges that the delivery from the allocated
SUEs is taking longer than anticipated and that the Plan is now expected
to find land for an additional circa 2,000 homes. The Council have
acknowledged

that

they

need

to

permit

additional

Greenfield

development, including potential Green Belt release, within the borough
in order to address the housing land supply shortfall during the early part
of the plan period.
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4.

SPECIFIC REPRESENTATIONS IN RESPECT OF THE
RUSHCLIFFE GREENBELT

REVIEW (PART 2 (B)

(DETAILED REVIEW OF THE NOTTINGHAM – DERBY
GREEN BELT WITHIN RUSHCLIFFE) ASSESSMENT
OF ADDITIONAL SITES IN KEY SETTLEMENTS AND
OTHER VILLAGES
Q1. Do you agree or disagree with the review of the additional Green Belt
sites around Rushcliffe’s Key Settlements and other villages against the
purposes for including land within the Green Belt? If you disagree, state
why the assessment is incorrect and provide your Green Belt score and
conclusions on Green Belt importance. Your comment should focus on
the land’s performance against Green Belt purposes.
4.1

It is acknowledged that the GBR identifies these sites as having a
medium to high sensitivity in Green Belt terms (sites EAS1 and EAS2).
However, the GBR places great emphasis on the allocation of this land
as Green Belt in order to protect the Listed Buildings and Conservation
Area from inappropriate development. We have assessed the importance
of these heritage assets and the prospect that development can
sensitively incorporated into the setting of these buildings as part of our
representations to the Councils Local Plan Part 2 Further Options and it
is regarded that, as a result, the Green Belt status is diminished
somewhat.

4.2

For the above reasons we believe the scoring of sites EAS1 and EAS2 in
relation to their impact on an historic settlement should be reduced to 2
and 1 rather than the currently proposed 5 and 3 respectively. We have
demonstrated that development of this land can be sensitively achieved
and would not significantly affect these heritage assets.

4.3

With reference to other factors in support of the Green Belt status, it is
noted that the sites directly adjoins the settlement boundary and
especially in respect of EAS1, where a segment of developed land
March 2017
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partially encompasses its site boundaries (Manor Farm Business Park)
As a result, the openness of the Green Belt together with the five
purposes set out at paragraph 80 of the NPPF would not be wholly
compromised by development of the sites. Put simply, the overall affect
of the proposed development is that in visual terms, it would provide a
logical addition of much needed homes without great affect on the wider
Green Belt.
4.4

Importantly, the development of these sites would not result in the
merging of settlements such as could happen with the Green Belt land
south of the settlement which would close the gap with villages such as
Newton which is especially important when taking into account the extant
allocation of RAF Newton. The boundaries delineated by the River Trent
to the west contain the sites from merging with Gunthorpe and the next
nearest village to the north (Kneeton) is a considerable distance away.
Thus the River Trent performs a natural safeguarding barrier to any
potential merger with other settlements.

4.5

For the reasons above, we believe that sites EAS1 and EAS2 should
actually be scored 2 rather than 4 in relation to the criteria of checking
unrestricted sprawl of settlements as the land is delineated by a
defensible boundary in the River Trent to the north and is also contained
by the settlement of East Bridgford itself to the south.

4.6

All of the above points should then be considered in the context of the
recently issued statement by the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI):
Where should we build new homes? (November 2016) which identifies
that a fresh approach should be taken to solving the housing crisis. With
specific reference to Green Belt land, the RTPI also notes that:
‘it is important to revisit the purposes that green belts need to fulfil over
the coming generation. The value of green belts is not simply about what
is ugly and what is attractive, as some argue. We need to talk about who
green belts are for, and about their social impact, along with their
continued role in shaping and managing urban growth… Green belt

March 2017
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boundaries may well need to change … to ensure that development is
sustainable, affordable and delivered in a timely manner….’

It is concluded by the RTPI that, ‘effective strategic planning is needed to
address the housing crisis’.

4.7

Consequently, in light of the above points; the overarching aims of the
NPPF to adopt a presumption in favour of sustainable development; the
LPA’s deficit in housing land supply; the need to meet the future housing
requirements in the emerging Local Plan, the removal of this land from
the Green Belt for modest residential development is considered to be
wholly justified and could be regarded as an exceptional circumstance in
order to address housing land supply issues.

4.8

Overall, we would regard the Green Belt score for site EAS1 as 12 and
EAS2 as 12 thus deeming them as having a low-medium sensitivity in
Green Belt terms. We believe they should be amended to such moving
forward in the plan process.
Q2. Please provide any other comments you wish to make.

4.9

It is believed that the comprehensive development of these sites is wholly
appropriate and, in order to assist the LPA in demonstrating a genuinely
deliverable supply of housing sites as part of the new Local Plan process,
they demonstrate the most logical location to remove land from the
Green Belt. The development of this land will not compromise the five
purposes of the Green Belt as identified in the NPPF and therefore, in the
context of the recent RTPI policy statement, it is clear that this viable
development supported by the landowners would deliver without
technical or other constraint much needed housing in a logical and
sustainable location and thus it is considered wholly appropriate to
remove land from the Green Belt to facilitate it. Failure to release this
Green Belt land will result in a need for the Council to find even more
housing land in other potentially more environmentally and politically
sensitive locations.
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4.10

Paragraph 83 of the NPPF sets out the mechanism LPA’s can utilise to
remove land from the Green Belt (through a review of their Local Plans)
and advises that this should only be considered in ‘exceptional
circumstances’. Paragraph 84 also urges LPA’s to ‘take account of the
need to promote sustainable patterns of development’. Paragraph 85
identifies that LPA’s should ‘ensure consistency with the Local Plan
strategy for meeting identified requirements for sustainable development’
and ‘not include land which it is unnecessary to keep permanently open’.

4.11

Development of these sites would also promote sustainable patterns of
development and it would also be consistent with LP1 in meeting
identified requirements for sustainable development, and because of the
surrounding development, arguably comprises land that is unnecessary
to keep open.

4.12

In accordance with paragraph 83 of the NPPF (which requires LPA’s to
review their Green Belt boundaries through the preparation of Local
Plans having regard to their intended permanence) it is therefore deemed
wholly appropriate to consider the removal of additional sites from the
Green Belt, which is situated adjacent to the built up area of East
Bridgford and thus provides a logical extension to the settlement
boundary.

4.13

Development

at

East

Bridgford,

as

identified

further

in

the

representations made to the further options of Local Plan Part 2, is wholly
in accordance with the NPPF which states, that “to promote sustainable
development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will
enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities” (paragraph 55).
The Planning Practice Guidance provides further guidance on this issue,
stating:
“A thriving rural community in a living, working countryside depends, in
part, on retaining local services and community facilities such as schools,
local shops, cultural venues, public houses and places of worship. Rural
housing is essential to ensure viable use of these local facilities” (Rural
Housing: Paragraph: 001 Reference ID: 50-001-20140306)
March 2017
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Rural housing is therefore best directed to settlements where it can help
sustain and enhance facilities and services. That is not to say that
development in the lower order settlements should be completely
restricted (also in line with national guidance), but the Council should
consider redirecting rural growth to the more sustainable rural
settlements, where it can be demonstrated that growth can be
sustainably accommodated.
4.14

It is submitted that East Bridgford may be suitable to accommodate a
good proportion of the dwellings allocated to Other Villages as it is
deemed to be one of the more appropriate villages to accommodate new
development. In this respect, it is noted that the Sustainable Locations for
Growth Study (SLGS) (which the Inspector in the Aslockton Appeal
Decision (Appendix 2) afforded great weight to in the assessment of
Aslocktons sustainability (paragraph 29 of this decision) reviews the
suitability of East Bridgford to accommodate development in light of a
number of factors such as the release of Green Belt land, sustainability
and the environment, concludes that it has an overall medium suitability
to accommodate growth with sufficient infrastructure capacity to support
growth and growth could help to sustain local infrastructure and services.
It specifically notes that,
“All criteria including infrastructure and transport score moderately well.
No serious environmental constraints except for flood risk in far northwest of area.
Scale: The assessment has shown that there is potential for a medium
level of growth compared with other settlements in the Greater
Nottingham sub region. The constraints to growth, particularly floodplain,
would need to be taken into consideration and any growth would need to
be proportionate to the existing size of the settlement, the village’s
conservation area and general historic character. This assessment and
all specific proposals for growth would need to be rigorously tested
through the preparation of Local Development Frameworks.”

4.15

However, it is noted that some of the other ‘Other Villages’ were deemed
March 2017
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as having a lower suitability to accommodate growth in the SLGS. For
example, in respect of Cropwell Bishop, the SLGS identified transport
and landscape/coalescence (with Cropwell Butler) issues as major
constraints resulting in an overall suitability for growth as medium to low.
Given commentary by the Inspector at paragraph 29 of the Aslockton
Decision, this should be afforded significant weight when assessing the
level of development appropriate to each of the Other Villages.

March 2017
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Appeal Decision
Inquiry opened 25 October 2016
Site visit made on 28 October 2016

by D R Cullingford

BA MPhil MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government
Decision date: 07 December 2016

Appeal Ref: APP/P3040/W/16/3143126
Land to the north of Abbey Lane, Aslockton, Nottinghamshire, NG13 9AE





The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant outline planning permission.
The appeal is by Davidsons Developments Limited against the decision of the Rushcliffe
Borough Council.
The application (ref: 15/01204/OUT and dated 20 May 2015) was refused by notice
dated 20 August 2015.
The development is described as an ‘outline planning application [with] all matters
reserved except access for up to 65 dwellings’.

Summary of Decision: ~ The appeal is dismissed.
Procedural matters
1.

Although this ‘urban development project’ falls within the descriptions set out at
paragraph 10b of Schedule 2, exceeds the thresholds in column 2 of the Town and
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England and Wales)
Regulations 2011, the Screening Opinion issued by the Council on 10 November
2014 indicated that the scheme would not entail development likely to have a
significant effect on the environment, not being in a sensitive area and having
regard to the criteria set out in Schedule 3 to the Regulations as well as the advice
in the National Planning Policy Guidance. I agree. Consequently the scheme is
not EIA development and an Environmental Statement is not required.
Nevertheless, the application was accompanied not just by a:
 A Planning Statement and by a
 Design and Access Statements,
But also by:
 A Landscape & Visual Appraisal (CD3)
 An Ecology Report (CD4)
 An Archaeology Report (CD5)
 A Geophysical Survey (CD6)
 A Preliminary Utilities Appraisal (CD7)
 A Flood Risk Assessment & Drainage Strategy (CD8)
 An Heritage Statement (CD9)
 A Tree Survey (CD10)
 A Transport Statement (CD11)
 A Site Appraisal Risk Assessment (CD12)
 A Statement of Community Involvement (CD13)
 A Location Plan (CD14)
 A Constraints & Opportunities Plan (dwg no HG2819/003) (CD15)
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 An Indicative Masterplan and site layout plan (dwg no HG2819/012/ Rev G)
(CD16)
 Four visuals (CD17)
 A Proposed Site Access Layout (December 2014) F14184/01 now /04 (CD11)
and
 A Built Form Master Plan (April 2015) HG2819/011/Rev G (CD16)
Reasons
The site and surroundings

2.

Aslockton is a modest village of almost 400 dwellings set amidst a wide expanse
of flat arable fields beneath vast skies within the Vale of Belvoir. It is the
birthplace of Thomas Cranmer, commemorated here in the Cranmer Centre (a
recent addition to the Listed late nineteenth century church of St Thomas – listed
mainly due to its eminent Victorian designer rather than the archbishop) and in
the Scheduled Ancient Monument of Cranmer’s Mound. Previously, burials (until
confined to their own cemetery) and worship took place at St John of Beverley in
Whatton, a separate village beyond a few intervening fields beside the River Smite
and (now) the railway line. Aslockton (rather than Whatton) is blessed with a
railway station. Indeed, the village is one of only 4 such settlements in Rushcliffe,
though services are limited to roughly hourly intervals to and from Nottingham,
Grantham and even Skegness in the morning and evening, dropping to 2-hourly
intervals during the day; there is just one train on Sundays. Buses connect the
village to Bingham, Nottingham and Bottesford on an hourly basis in the early
morning and early evening, but not at all on Sundays; there are infrequent
services to Radcliffe, Grantham and Newark. The village also benefits from a
primary school, a nursery, a small shop-cum-post office, a pleasant public house
(the Cranmer Arms), a hairdresser’s and the activities of several local clubs; the
Cranmer Centre can also serve as a village hall.

3.

The village is an attractive place. Its core is a Conservation Area with collections
of small brick cottages, often with gables set against (the historic ‘bustle’ of) Main
Street, interspersed with modest farmsteads and the occasional manor; there are
glimpses of paddocks and farmland beyond the cottages. And, footpaths (both to
the east and west) traverse the cottage gardens and paddocks within the ‘depth’
of the Conservation Area to delve into the rural surroundings.

4.

Those surroundings are in the landscape of the Trent and Belvoir Vales, as
denoted within the National Character Area classification and within the Aslockton
Village Farmlands, as described in the Greater Nottingham Landscape Character
Assessment (2009) (CD38). Key characteristics of the latter include: a very
gently undulating landform of medium to large arable fields; mostly modern
enclosures with some older enclosures around villages; a regularly dispersed
pattern of small distinctive rural villages; a strong rural tranquil character
apparently remote from urban centres; and, small coverts and copses scattered
throughout the landscape with linear belts of trees along maturing hedgerows.

5.

The appeal site is part of an extensive arable field within those wide rural
surroundings to the west of the village. It extends to some 2.8ha behind the
bungalows and inter-War properties that line the north side of Abbey Lane and
contribute to a neat, though suburban, approach to Main Street. The site is level
with existing hedgerows and trees evident along the eastern and western
boundaries; a mixture of fences and foliage demarcate the end of the back
gardens along Abbey Lane. Nothing demarcates the northern boundary of the
site, but hedgerows around paddocks and enclosures behind Mill Lane and Chapel
2
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Lane are evident along the northern boundary of this arable field. To the east,
beyond dense hedgerows, are playing fields behind the primary school and,
evident further north beyond more intermittent foliage, open land within the
Conservation Area amongst the cottages on, and behind, Main Street. Beyond the
western hedgerows it is possible to glimpse the upper elements of the gable at
The Maltings, a locally listed building. A gap, some 8.5m wide between the
bungalows fronting Abbey Lane (Tabora and Field View) serves as an entrance for
agricultural vehicles and machinery. A public footpath (footpath 3) runs along the
eastern boundary of the site connecting Abbey Lane with Mill Lane (the northern
edge of the village). It also connects with footpaths leading back to Main Street;
footpath 10 rounding the school into Dawns Lane and footpaths 8 and 9 squeezing
past the cottage gardens and paddocks behind Chapel Lane and Main Street.
The proposal

6.

The proposal is made in outline with all matters except the means of access
reserved for subsequent approval.

7.

Those access arrangements are now shown on drawing no.F14184/04 (CD18) and
entail the creation of a new estate road through the field entrance between Tabora
and Field View on the north side of Abbey Lane. Those details are acceptable to
the Highway Authority and show the width of the carriageway and pavements, the
installation of a ‘traffic calming’ feature together with the position and height of
close boarded fencing to protect the peace and privacy of adjacent residents.
However, it became clear at the Inquiry that several small variations to those
details might significantly improve the lot of those nearby, including the length of
the fencing sections, the position and height of the rear fencing, the treatment of
adjacent grass verges and the position of the traffic calming feature. In those
circumstances, it was agreed that suitable flexibility might best be achieved by
also treating the means of access as a reserved matter. I shall determine this
appeal accordingly.

8.

All other matters were reserved for subsequent approval from the outset.
However, an illustrative Masterplan (CD16) indicates how 65 dwellings could be
arranged around 2 culs-de-sac and various pathways, incorporating a village
green, a play area, a surface-water attenuation pond and new planting; those
‘green’ areas are currently shown along the northern boundary and towards the
north eastern corner of the site, although there is considerable scope for variation.
The Design and Access Statement (CD2) indicates that the dwellings would range
in type and size (incorporating from 1 to 5 bedrooms); 30% of the units would be
‘affordable dwellings’.

9.

A submitted section 106 Unilateral Undertaking (ID15) would provide some
£193,587 towards consequent improvements required to educational, transport
and library facilities as well as the cost of monitoring compliance with the terms of
the Undertaking. Contributions of £1,115.31 per dwelling would also be made
towards the provision of a sports hall and a swimming pool in Bingham and
towards improvements to pitches, pavilions and changing rooms at Dark Lane
(between Aslockton and Whatton). Parts of the land to be provided and
permanently maintained as public open space, including the sustainable urban
drainage arrangements, would be provided to the Council and a ‘travel pack’
would be made available to each first occupant of the proposed dwellings.
Importantly, the Undertaking would secure the provision of 30% of the dwellings
as affordable homes or, in certain defined circumstances, commensurate payment
of an affordable housing contribution.
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10. Suggested conditions (ID4) would ensure that the scheme would be implemented
as intended and that the reserved matters and other details (including hard and
soft landscaping and boundary treatments) would be submitted to the Local
Planning Authority for approval: that foul and surface water drainage systems
would be installed and controlled: that a Construction Management Plan (including
hours of operation and lorry routing) would be devised and implemented: that
further archaeological investigations would be undertaken: and that the ‘green
infrastructure’, the retention of trees and the provision of new pedestrian and
cycle facilities would be secured. An important suggestion is that development
should begin within 2 years to ensure that the scheme would contribute to the 5
year supply of housing.
Planning policy and the main issues

11. The Development Plan currently consists of the Core Strategy 2011-2028 (the
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1) (CD25) formally adopted on 22 December 2014 and
the 5 ‘saved’ policies in the Rushcliffe Borough Local Plan (1996), all of which are
agreed to be irrelevant to this appeal. There is also a Non Statutory Replacement
Local Plan (2006) used to determine planning applications (CD26). Since this was
prepared in accordance with the Development Plan Regulations in force at the
time and the 3 policies cited in the remaining reasons for refusal appear generally
consistent with the Framework (and have previously been accepted as such), they
remain relevant here. The Non-Statutory Plan is expected to serve until the Local
Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies is adopted. The latter is intended to set
out the non-strategic development allocations. However, although consultation on
the ‘issues and options’ was completed in March 2016 and the Plan is currently the
focus of much effort, amendments and alterations for the ‘preferred options’ are
yet to emerge; a date for September 2016 is now more likely to materialise after
the New Year, or even later. Adoption, initially anticipated for 2016, was revised
for July 2017 and is now unlikely before August 2018. This must affect the
development of those sites (including some strategic allocations) entailing the
release of land currently within the Green Belt, since this is an issue to be
addressed by the Local Plan Part 2.
12. The Core Strategy aims to focus most new development on the main urban area
of Nottingham. This is partly because the City is deemed to be the most
sustainable location, where employment, services, facilities and public transport
networks are concentrated. It is also because a sizeable proportion of the housing
to be provided within Rushcliffe is to serve the needs of the wider housing market
area (mainly the City of Nottingham) and to ensure that most new housing is
located where most new jobs are likely to be created. To that end, policy 3
indicates that, of the 13,150 new homes required to be provided between 2011
and 2028 (though 13,450 are actually anticipated), 7,650 (about 58%) are to be
in or adjoining the built up area of Nottingham, mainly in 3 ‘sustainable urban
extension’ at South Clifton (3,000), Edwalton (1,500) and between Gamston and
Tollerton (2,500), with some 650 dwellings to provided elsewhere in the built up
area. A further 5,500 dwellings (42%) are to be provided beyond the built up
area, including 3,520 (about 27%) at 5 ‘key settlements’ (Bingham (1,000),
Cotgrave Colliery (470), East Leake (450), Keyworth (450), Radcliffe on Trent
(400) and Ruddington (250)) and some 550 new homes at RAF Newton. The
remaining 1980 dwellings (some 15% of the total requirement) are to be located
in ‘other villages solely to meet local needs’ (policy 3b(viii)).
13. The Council point out that Aslockton is not a settlement explicitly identified in
policy 3 to accommodate growth. Rather, it is a village where development is
4
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expected to meet local needs only to be delivered (as the Plan explains) either
‘through small scale infill development or on exception sites’ or ‘where small scale
allocations are appropriate to provide further for local needs’; such sites are to be
identified (eventually) through the emerging Local Plan Part 2. The Council
consider that the scheme would contravene the requirements of policy 3. It would
also fail to reflect the form and character of the village and intrude into the rural
surroundings of the place, contrary to policy 10 and the aims of policies GP2,
EN19 and HOU2 of the Non Statutory Plan; such harmful effects are alleged to
impinge on the character and appearance of the Conservation Area, contrary to
policy 11 and guidance in the Framework (NPPF). In addition, the proximity of the
proposed access road to the bungalows at Tabora and Field View is considered to
affect the amenity of residents there.
14. Local residents echo some of those concerns. In particular, they are apprehensive
about the noise and loss of privacy likely to be caused by the proposed access
arrangements and the creation of a higher density estate incorporating 2-storey
properties quite close to existing back gardens and bungalows. They point out
that the distribution of the open space shown on the illustrative Masterplan could
be altered to provide a buffer between the new dwellings and existing properties
while the mix of dwellings could be rearranged to reflect the type and character of
those nearby. The proposal would result in the loss of ‘good’ agricultural land,
alter the character of well-used footpaths and impinge on the function of the back
gardens as wildlife corridors. There are worries that the SUDS arrangements
might not be able to cope with the standing surface water evident on the flat site
after heavy rain. And, now that permission has recently been granted on appeal
(CD34) for a new estate of 75 dwellings to the south of Abbey Lane, the
cumulative impact of traffic might well engender road hazards and conflicts with
the ‘school run’. In any case, 75 additional dwellings is an increase of 19% in the
size of the village which must exceed what is envisaged in the Core Strategy. As
the letter from DCLG states (document 8.7); The Localism Act and the Framework
together reaffirm the importance of Local Plans as the primary basis for identifying
what kinds of development are needed in each area. Whenever a Local Plan is
drawn up, consulted on and agreed, local residents should expect decisions to be
taken in accordance with it. This is a sign of true democratic decision taking in
action. Residents thus assert that the adopted Local Plan should prevail here.
15. Nevertheless, much is agreed between the Council and the appellants (ID4). It is
agreed that the traffic can be accommodated safely: that there would be no
serious effect on wildlife or the ecology of the area: that the archaeological
interest evident on the site can be appropriately safeguarded: that the site can be
drained sustainably: and, that adequate provisions for foul drainage of the
proposed estate can be installed.
16. It is also agreed that the Council cannot demonstrate the availability of sufficient
land to meet the estimated housing requirement over the next 5 years (see also
ID7). In the Statement of Common Ground it is estimated that sufficient land is
available to provide for the requirement over the next 3.4 years (actually 3.43
years, but figures purporting to provide estimates to within 4 days or so impart a
wholly unwarranted perception of precision). Provision for 5 years was indicated
when the Plan was adopted, but this fell to 4.3 years barely 3 months later (the
end of March 2015); the current estimate is lower still.
17. It follows that paragraphs 49 and 14 of the Framework are engaged, which
together indicate that ‘relevant policies for the supply of housing should not be
considered up-to-date if the Local Planning Authority cannot demonstrate a five5
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year supply of deliverable housing sites’ and, in those circumstances, that the
presumption in favour of sustainable development should be interpreted to mean
that permission should be granted unless consequent adverse impacts of the
scheme significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits (as assessed against
the Framework as a whole), or specific policies in the Framework indicate
otherwise. Even so, not all policies that might influence the supply of housing deal
solely with housing supply. So, although policy 3 is certainly a policy restricting
the supply of deliverable housing sites (in line with the judgement set out in
Suffolk Coastal District Council v Hopkins Homes Limited and SoS and
Richborough Estates Partnership LLP v Cheshire East Borough Council and SoS
(CD32)), it is also fundamental to the aim of achieving a sustainable distribution
of housing across, not just the Borough of Rushcliffe, but also across the whole of
the strategic housing market area (essentially the City Region of Nottingham). As
achieving ‘sustainable development’ is seen as a ‘golden thread’ in plan-making
and decision-taking within the Framework, this is an important consideration here.
In addition, the cited judgement also confirms that an ‘out-of-date’ policy should
not necessarily be discarded or disregarded; the statutory requirements, both to
have regard to the Development Plan and to make decisions in accordance with it
unless material considerations indicate otherwise, remain. In that context, policy
3 aims to provide (in conjunction with policy 10) a way in which decision-taking
can take account of the distinctiveness and identity of villages, hamlets and other
places (as the Framework extols). Thus, the task here is to set those statutory
requirements against the other material considerations that apply in order to
arrive at an appropriate balance in favour or against the scheme, always bearing
in mind that the advice in the Framework is itself an important material
consideration.
18. In those circumstances, and from all that I have heard, read and seen, I consider
that the main issues here involve:
i) the need for, and the provision of, additional housing,
ii) the role of the village in relation to the Core Strategy,
iii) the effect of the scheme on the character and appearance of the village
and the perception of the Conservation Area,
iv) the impact of the scheme on the peace and prospect of nearby residents,
v) the overall planning balance in relation to the economic, social and
environmental dimensions of ‘sustainable development’.
Housing provision

19. It is agreed that, as at March 2016, deliverable sites could be identified to provide
for the housing required only for 3.4 years. Indeed, the shortfall might be
marginally larger as, whatever ‘buffer’ is to be applied (and a longer term view
could well show that a 20% ‘buffer’ might be inappropriate), it should operate on
both the ‘requirement’ and the ‘shortfall’. However, the existence or otherwise of
a 5-year supply of housing land is not solely an end in itself, but rather one of 5
tasks set out in the Framework to ‘boost significantly the supply of housing’.
Those tasks are consistent with a plan-led approach to decision-making and are all
addressed by the adopted Core Strategy and its supporting evidence base. There
is no dispute that the Plan is designed to meet the ‘full, objectively assessed
needs for market and affordable housing’ in the ‘housing market area’, including
significant needs from the City of Nottingham: efforts to identify a 5-year supply
of deliverable housing sites in accordance with the Plan are undertaken annually:
specific sites and broad locations for growth are also identified in the Plan and the
SHLAA to accommodate residential development 6-10 years hence and 11-15
6
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years ahead: the expected rate of delivery is set out in the ‘housing trajectory’
and an ‘implementation strategy’ has been prepared with the aim of maintaining a
5-year supply of deliverable housing sites: and, several policies in the Plan identify
appropriate densities in relation to specific sites and locations. The result is that
the supply of housing is showing recent signs of being ‘boosted significantly’, the
most recent annual completions being some 60% above the average achieved in
the 6 years preceding the Plan period (ID8). Is that enough?
20. Unfortunately, it is not. On the contrary, the recent ‘boost’ actually achieved is
only the start of what is intended to be almost a 4-fold annual increase in the
delivery of housing envisaged within the trajectory. That is an ambitious target,
as recognised by the Inspector examining the Core Strategy (CD40). Moreover,
since over half of those dwellings are to be provided within the 3 ‘sustainable
urban extensions’, their delivery entails the provision of ‘up-front’ infrastructure
and the discharge of complex conditions and Agreements, as well as coordination
and cooperation between diverse developers and builders. All are potential
impediments to immediate development. Consequently, it is not surprising that
the completions set out in the trajectory have proved optimistic (perhaps even
unrealistic) and the levels of delivery forecast have not materialised. This is one
of the main reasons for the current dearth in the supply of housing land. The
question is what is being done to rectify the situation.
21. Considerable effort is being expended by the Council to make progress with the
‘sustainable urban extensions’ and to encourage development on the identified
‘key’ strategic sites (ID8). Progress is being made at the Edwalton SUE. There,
full planning permissions exist for 929 dwellings with an outline permission for a
further 52 homes. National house builders are involved in all but the latter
scheme and development has begun on a site for 261 dwellings. So, although the
latest assessment indicates a reduction of 150 dwellings to be built over the 5year period, the anticipated development is likely to be completed within the Plan
period. At the Clifton SUE highway and viability issues have stalled the progress
of an outline planning application, although the Council are endeavouring to
expedite matters with the aid of a planning performance agreement. However,
the anticipated on-set of development is now expected to be delayed by 3 years
and the dwellings to be delivered within 5 years are reduced by 575 to less than
half of those envisaged in the trajectory. Since there is no evidence that the high
rate of development ultimately envisaged (250dpa) could be increased, it is
possible that some 750 dwellings may not materialise within the Plan period. A
rather similar situation exists at the Gamston and Tollerton SUE, except that here
landowners (rather than developers or builders) are being encouraged by the
Council to prepare an outline application. Again, the on-set of development is now
expected to be delayed by 3 years and the dwellings to be delivered within 5 years
reduced by 615. It is also possible (for the same reasons that apply to Clifton)
that some 750 dwellings may not materialise within the Plan period. As a result
the SUEs are estimated to deliver some 1,340 fewer dwellings within the 5-year
period than had been anticipated in the trajectory and there could be a shortfall
from this source at the end of the Plan period of some 1,500 dwellings.
22. Development on the ‘key’ strategic sites is also the focus of much effort on the
part of the Council. At Bingham proactive working with the Crown Estate aims to
identify a preferred developer or development partner, modify phasing and
alleviate flood risks, for which a contribution of £2.5m has been secured by the
Council from the Growth Fund. The anticipated delivery is expected to be delayed
by 2 years resulting in a reduction of 400 dwellings within 5 years, although the
scheme should be completed within the Plan period. At Cotgrave Colliery detailed
7
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permissions delivered 112 dwellings by the end of March 2016 and the whole
scheme is likely to be completed in advance of trajectory expectations,
complemented by £3m for regeneration secured by the Council from the Growth
Fund. At East Leake a series of detailed permissions involving several national
house builders has resulted in planning permission for 814 dwellings, of which 243
were completed by the end of March 2016. The expectation is that the remaining
571 homes will be delivered within the 5-year period, resulting in an addition to
the trajectory of 421 dwellings. At RAF Newton a proactive approach has led to
preliminary discussions with a major house builder relating to the submission of a
reserved matters application and working with land owners on viability, phasing
and infrastructure. In relation to the latter, a contribution of £750k has been
secured from the Growth Fund for the installation of a footbridge over the A46.
The anticipated delivery is expected to be delayed by 3 years resulting in a
reduction of 200 dwellings within 5 years, but completion within the Plan period.
The sites at Keyworth, Radcliffe on Trent and Ruddington are all within the Green
Belt and their release must await the adoption of the Local Plan Part 2. However,
the trajectory indicates that no dwelling is expected to be completed before
2018/19. Since all those sites have attracted development interest and planning
applications (albeit currently withdrawn or refused), the envisaged delay to the
emerging Local Plan may not significantly affect their contribution to the
anticipated delivery of dwellings. On that basis, the ‘key’ strategic sites are now
estimated to deliver some 280 fewer dwellings within the 5-year period than had
been anticipated in the trajectory but to deliver the whole of their contribution to
the housing required within the Plan period.
23. It seems to me that the overall picture is one of delay in providing the housing
envisaged in the trajectory, but not yet of an outright failure in the Core Strategy.
True, there is not a 5-year supply of housing land and the provision anticipated in
the trajectory from the SUEs and the ‘key’ sites within that 5-year period is
reduced. But, apart from the possibility of failing to deliver the 1,500 dwellings at
Clifton and Gamston, the latest estimates suggest that the rest of the requirement
should be delivered in accordance with the Core Strategy. That, in itself, would
boost the supply of housing very significantly. In any case, the Plan actually
anticipates the provision of about 300 more dwellings than the minimum required.
And, as estimating housing provision is far from an exact science, there may yet
be repetitions of the successes already experienced at East Leake and Cotgrave
and (from the evidence) impending at Edwalton. Moreover, I think that the
proactive efforts of the Council in seeking to expedite problems in consultation
with developers and landowners and in securing monies from the Growth Fund to
facilitate regeneration and the provision of infrastructure, deserves a chance to
bear fruit; it has already achieved some tangible success.
24. In addition, when progress in delivering the dwellings anticipated in the trajectory
is compared with what has actually been achieved to date, it is apparent that
performance is ahead of schedule. In the 5 years since the start of the Plan
period to 2015/16, the Core Strategy has delivered 1,561 dwellings against an
anticipated 1,268 (ID8). That must denote an element of success. Moreover,
being currently ‘on track’ suggests that it is, at least for the moment, too early to
embark on a course of action significantly different from the ‘strategy’ mapped out
in the Plan. And, even if that were different, a Plan examined, found to be sound
and adopted less than 2 years ago deserves some support having emerged from
the scrutiny and responded to the extensive consultation involved. Hence, it
seems to me that the justification for the proposed development in the absence of
a 5-year supply of housing must partly depend on how significantly the scheme
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would depart from the aims of the recently adopted Core Strategy. I turn to
consider that issue below.
The role of Aslockton

25. Aslockton is not a settlement identified in policy 3 to accommodate growth. It is
designated as ‘another village’ in the settlement hierarchy where development is
expected to meet local needs only. The Plan explains that such schemes are to be
delivered either ‘through small scale infill development or on exception sites’ or
‘where small scale allocations are appropriate to provide further for local needs’.
The intention is that those ‘small scale allocations’ are to be identified through the
emerging Local Plan Part 2.
26. On the face of it, the proposal would meet none of those requirements. It is
clearly not a ‘small scale infill development’ nor does it involve an ‘exception site’.
Both terms are common in many planning contexts and require no further
explanation to be readily understandable. Perhaps the interpretation of
‘appropriate small scale allocations to provide further for local needs’ is not so
straightforward since ‘allocations’ are not necessarily on ‘infill’ or ‘exception’ sites
and there is no explicit indication of how the 1,980 dwellings envisaged are to be
distributed amongst ‘other villages’ or between ‘infill’, ‘exception’ and ‘allocated’
sites. However, read in a straightforward manner and in the context set out in the
Plan, it seems to me that ‘small scale’ is sensibly interpreted in relation to a
settlement or (possibly) a locality and ‘local need’ must imply some local
dimension or purpose. The suggestion that ‘scale’ might be interpreted in relation
to the full quantum of dwellings to be scattered across all the ‘other villages’ in the
whole of the Borough on ‘infill’, ‘exception’ and ‘allocated’ sites is, in the context
offered by the Plan, not credible. It is not obviously ‘local’, in the sense implied by
paragraphs 3.3.5 and 3.3.17 of the Plan and it muddles the clear distinction
between the strategic sites identified to sustainably meet the requirements of the
wider HMA and non-strategic ‘local’ development. So, although this scheme may
only represent 3% of all the dwellings to be provided in ‘other villages’, that does
not make it a small scale scheme in relation to Aslockton. On the contrary, it
would represent a 16% increase in the size of the village and, with the 75
dwellings granted on appeal to the south of Abbey Lane, enlarge the settlement by
35%; should the 50 dwellings at Cliffhill Lane materialise (planning permission has
recently been refused), then an expansion of almost 50% would have been
achieved. Even without the latter, I think that the scheme would result in a
significant cumulative expansion of the village. I consider that this proposal would
not be a ‘small scale’ scheme in any sense envisaged within the Plan.
27. Nor would it ‘provide further for local needs’. It would provide ‘affordable
housing’. But, although there is a need for affordable housing within the Borough
as a whole (as indicated in the SHMA), the evidence available indicates that it is
not ‘local’ to Aslockton. Indeed, the Council’s Housing Needs Survey shows that,
for the Parish of Aslockton, a need for 6 affordable homes existed in 2009
(document 7). This has now been met by the provision of 6 affordable dwellings
at Crawfords Meadow. Local people and the Parish Council indicate that the initial
criteria for occupation of those dwellings had to be relaxed substantially in order
to recruit qualifying residents, the intention being to meet ‘local needs’ in the
settlement or locality where they arise. No subsequent Housing Needs Survey has
yet been undertaken. However, in this case, the permitted appeal to the south of
Abbey Lane is expected to provide around 22 affordable homes; from past
experience that is likely to be more than sufficient to accommodate the affordable
housing needs in the locality for the foreseeable future. No other ‘local need’ is
9
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claimed. It follows that the proposal would not, in itself, serve the function
intended by the Plan for development on allocated sites here to ‘provide further
for local needs’.
28. The rationale of countenancing a significant cumulative expansion of Aslockton to
contribute to the supply of housing sites over the next 5 years seems to me to be
fundamentally at odds with the carefully honed ‘spatial vision’ on which the Core
Strategy is based. The Core Strategy aims to focus most new development on the
main urban area of Nottingham not just because that is where most employment,
most facilities and public transport networks are all focussed, but also because,
under the ‘duty to cooperate’, a sizeable proportion of the housing requirement in
Rushcliffe emanates from the City of Nottingham and is intended to meet needs
that cannot be met within the City. It makes little sense, in planning terms, to
seek to meet those needs in relatively remote and far flung rural corners of
Nottinghamshire as soon as difficulties (not yet demonstrated to be
insurmountable) arise in meeting them in accordance with the Plan.
29. Moreover, much effort has been expended on devising a ‘spatial vision’ to ensure
that the pattern of housing provision is sustainably distributed not just across
Rushcliffe, but also across the wider ‘housing market area’. The Greater
Nottingham Accessible Settlements Study and the Sustainable Locations for
Growth Study (CD35 and CD36) both show that Aslockton is not a preferred
location for substantial housing growth. I realise that my colleague (CD34) found
the location ‘sustainable’. The village does benefit from some services and
facilities; there is a railway station, a bus service, a primary school, a nursery, a
small shop-cum-post office, a public house, a hairdresser’s, several local clubs and
a village hall. But, the trains and buses are infrequent (except at commuting
times) and the shop is limited. There is precious little local employment (save for
the prison), there is no supermarket, no secondary school and no higher order
services. It is thus inevitable, as the Council suggest, that this scheme would be
likely to entail more car-borne travel, notwithstanding the provision of the ‘travel
packs’ envisaged. Several higher order facilities are available in Bingham, or
further afield, but that is why Bingham and other places, rather than Aslockton,
have been identified to accommodate ‘strategic levels’ of additional housing. That
is the whole point. The studies, and consequently the Core Strategy, identify and
build on the relative ‘sustainability’ of settlements across the ‘housing market
area’. So, the fact that Aslockton turns out to be the 18th most accessible place
out of 67 (or perhaps 60) settlements in Rushcliffe, and 1st within the ‘rural east
housing market sub-area’, simply demonstrates that Rushcliffe is blest with few
places suitable to cater for ‘strategic’ levels of housing and none within the ‘rural
east housing market sub-area’. Indeed, there are levels in the wider settlement
hierarchy that do not exist anywhere in Rushcliffe. In relative terms (the relevant
consideration here, in my view), Aslockton is not a ‘sustainable’ location to
accommodate substantial cumulative additions of new housing. Hence, I consider
that this proposal would not only contravene the aims and requirements set out in
policy 3 of the Core Strategy, but also be fundamentally at odds with the ‘spatial
vision’ on which that Plan is based.
30. The Core Strategy has been examined, found to be sound and adopted less than 2
years ago. It is the result of much effort, several years of study, severe scrutiny
and extensive consultation. And, of course, the Framework sets out as the first
‘core planning principle’ that decisions should be genuinely plan-led and empower
local people to shape their surroundings, an aim reiterated in the letter from the
DCLG sent to local people here (document 8.7). This Plan is certainly recent, even
if the housing policies should not now be considered up-to-date, and it is certainly
10
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based on joint working and co-operation designed to address ‘larger than local
issues’. Indeed, the ‘spatial vision’ on which the Plan is based is designed to
contribute to meeting the housing requirements from Nottingham in a
‘sustainable’ way. And, as my colleague has observed (document 7.2), a central
purpose of the plan-led system is to deliver sustainable development in the right
place at the right time in accordance with the vision and aspiration of local
communities. As this scheme would be contrary to the aims and requirements of
policy 3 and fundamentally at odds with the ‘spatial vision’ entailed, it would
undermine the approach of a recently adopted Core Strategy to delivering
‘sustainable development’. The scheme would thus confound both the ‘core
planning principle’ that decisions should be genuinely plan-led and the ‘golden
thread’ of pursuing ‘sustainable development’, set out in the Framework. Such
development would be very damaging. Hence, I consider that the contribution
that this scheme would make to the 5-year supply of housing would be insufficient
to overcome the serious disadvantages and significant harm due to seeking to
make that provision in the ‘wrong’ place (contrary to the ‘spatial vision’), namely
at a village identified in policy 3 to accommodate local needs only rather than
significant growth.
The village and the Conservation Area

31. The appeal site is within an extensive arable field that is part of, and contributes
to, the rural surroundings of the village. It thus allows some perception of the
ancient agricultural origins of the place, still evident in field, paddock and plot
boundaries in the vicinity, including some of those around the appeal site
(document 6). The proposal would result in an extensive incursion into that wide
open landscape and ‘push’ those rural surroundings further from the centre of the
village. The scheme would thus add to the suburban extensions evident along
other approaches to the village (from the west on the southern side of Abbey
Lane, from the south behind Dark Lane and from the north east along Cliffhill
Lane), thereby enveloping more of the ancient core amidst a cacophony of modern
estates. Here, the few glimpses of the agricultural hinterland beyond the
bungalows and dwellings that line the northern side of Abbey Lane would be
obliterated, reflecting the suburban development in depth (soon to be
accentuated) that characterises the southern side of the road. And, of course, the
outlook over the flat rural landscape, now enjoyed by adjacent residents, would be
transformed.
32. But, although those changes would diminish the perceived ‘rurality’ of the village
and alter the outlook of residents, this is not a specially designated or even a high
quality landscape and the proposed estate would reflect a pattern of development
already evident here. There would be scope to adapt the Masterplan to accord
with all the requirements of policy 10, including the retention of views towards the
spire of the Parish Church at Scarrington and of a visual connection to the flat
agricultural surroundings beyond the proposed landscaping to the north of the
estate. It should still be possible to glimpse the upper elements of the gable at
The Maltings across that remaining open land. And, to be fair, it is hard to argue
that the retention of a vista across this agricultural land is ‘key’ to understanding
the rural origins of this village; as the appellants point out, most villages were
once surrounded by agricultural land and that can often be commonly understood
even in the context of subsequent land use changes.
33. Nevertheless, I think that there would be 2 ways in which the impact of this
proposal would noticeably diminish an appreciation of the character of the village
and its Conservation Area. First, part of the eastern boundary of the appeal site,
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and the field in which it lies, abuts the western boundary of the Conservation Area
(CD27). Although views of the proposed estate from most ‘historic’ and ‘positive’
buildings identified in the Townscape Appraisal (CD29), and from the core of the
Conservation Area, would be largely obliterated by dense hedgerows, the village
footpaths (particularly footpaths 3, 8 and 9) would continue to provide a physical
and visual link between the two. Footpaths 8 and 9 squeeze past the traditional
cottages, the cottage gardens and the paddocks behind Chapel Lane and Main
Street. In doing so they traverse the Conservation Area to the west of Main
Street in depth and pass paddocks identified as ‘positive open spaces’ (CD29)
before emerging on to footpath 3 towards the north east corner of the field
containing the appeal site. Here (or close by) a ‘panoramic view’ is identified in
the Townscape Appraisal that sweeps across the flat field and the appeal site
towards field hedgerows and open countryside beyond. In contrast to the
enclosing hedges and enveloping foliage within the Conservation Area, I think that
this vista is surprising and dramatic, allowing walkers to appreciate the abrupt
juxtaposition of the historic core of the village with the surrounding open
countryside in which it is set. The proposal would intrude into that vista,
diminishing its impact as well as its contribution to the setting of the village and
the Conservation Area.
34. Second, it seems to me that the proposal would significantly alter the character of
footpath 3. At present, this footpath emerges from a narrow passage between the
dwellings on Abbey Lane to enter the wide expanse of agricultural land
immediately to the north before passing between paddocks and gardens to
emerge, eventually, between dwellings and cottages on Mill Lane. Most of the
footpath lies beside open agricultural land. But, as a result of the proposed
development, most of the footpath would run beside buildings and their associated
gardens or through the proposed landscaping. It would not be beside open
countryside. On the contrary, it would become a link largely through existing and
proposed development. Such a change in character would be perceived by many,
for this is, like others here, a well-used footpath. Moreover a section of it (roughly
about 70m towards the north east corner of the ‘appeal field’), allows views
through intermittent hedging into the Conservation Area of identified ‘positive
open spaces’, providing thereby a visual link (albeit limited) between the
agricultural surroundings of the village and the Conservation Area. This link would
remain. But, I consider that it would be diminished by the evident proximity of
the appeal scheme.
35. It is agreed (between the appellants and the Council) that the impact of the
scheme on the significance of the Conservation Area through the change to its
‘setting’ would be ‘less than substantial’. For the appellants it is deemed to be
‘negligible’. But that does not mean that all harm would be absent. In my view,
the intrusive impact of the scheme on a dramatic vista would erode the strength
of the physical and visual connection between the Conservation Area and the
surrounding agricultural landscape and ‘suburbanise’ a well-used village footpath.
Both would be tangible effects manifest to the many users of the footpaths. Some
harm would thus ensue in relation to the character of the village and the setting of
the Conservation Area.
Peace and prospect

36. The access arrangements shown on drawing no.F14184/04 are now to be
considered as illustrating the scheme intended; the scope for variation is limited,
but small alterations to the details proposed would be possible. However, a
fundamental constraint concerns the width of the field access and the position of
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the adjacent bungalows beside it. The access is about 8.5m wide: the flank wall
of Tabora stands on the boundary with a small window serving a study-cumoccasional bedroom: patio doors to that room are in the front elevation: the flank
wall of Field View is about 3.5m from the proposed access road behind close
boarded fencing with a thick neat hedge around the front garden. Hence,
although there would certainly be space to accommodate the access arrangements
proposed, the new estate road would be rather closer to the adjacent properties
than might normally be expected in a suburban area such as this including, for
example, in comparison to the dwellings at the entrance to Fields Drive opposite.
I consider that the proximity of vehicles and pedestrians passing by so close to
their homes and gardens would inevitably impinge on the peace and privacy
residents at Tabora and Field View now enjoy.
37. The solution proposed is to install a number of ameliorative measures, including a
‘traffic calming’ feature and close boarded fencing (of at least 10kgm-2), 2m in
height beside Tabora and 1.8m high beside Fields View. There is scope to vary
some of the details currently envisaged, such as extending the length of the
fencing, altering the position and height of the rear fencing, treating adjacent
grass verges and repositioning the traffic calming feature. All those variations are
likely to improve the performance of the ameliorative measures proposed by
reducing the noise likely to be evident in the adjacent properties and increasing
the screening of gardens and elevations there. However, the assessments
undertaken relate only to the detailed scheme initially proposed (document 2).
38. The impact of the traffic expected to pass between the adjacent bungalows is
assessed in relation to BS8233:2014 and the WHO guidance relating to
community noise (1999) and night time noise (2009). The first 2 are similar
suggesting daytime levels of LAeq=35dB within living rooms and LAeq=50dB in
gardens (with an upper level of 55dB) and night-time levels of LAeq=30dB within
bedrooms. The WHO 1999 guidelines also indicate that the number of individual
events heard within bedrooms exceeding an LAmax=45dB should be limited and
quoted research implies that such a limited should be 10-15 times a night. The
WHO 2009 night-time update introduces a slightly different measure (Lnight rather
than LAeq) and suggests a limit of 40dB as representing the ‘lowest level at which
an observed effect occurs’. However, it does not withdraw the previous guidance
so that although it states that some effects are known to occur at lower levels
than LAmax=45dB, the aim is still to reduce their occurrence.
39. The assessment (document 2) demonstrates that, with the additional mitigation
measures in place, the gardens, living rooms and nearly all the bedrooms in
Tabora and Field View would meet the relevant noise standards. The only place
where those standards would be breached would be within the study-cumbedroom in the side elevation of Tabora, if that room was in use as a bedroom.
Readings of over 70dB (LAmax) are recorded at that façade which, even assuming a
20dB reduction due to the small side window being partially open, would result in
a noise level of about 50dB within the room. Since some 18 vehicles are predicted
to pass by during the night, that level of ‘disturbance’ would exceed the incidence
recommended by the WHO. And, because the initial traffic distribution (document
11) entails a higher level of traffic over a 12-hour day than the 24-hour
distribution used to predict noise levels (document 2.H), it is possible that more
vehicles might pass over the access at night. Even so, it is clear that further
mitigation measures could be implemented. Moreover, the room affected by the
predicted traffic is only sometimes used as bedroom.
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40. However, it seems to me that the mitigation measures proposed also entail some
detrimental consequences in themselves. In particular, the stout close boarded
fencing would be quite tall (2m in height beside Tabora) and above ‘normal’ eye
level (1.8m high beside Field View). Although such structures would effectively
screen those bungalows from the casual surveillance of people passing by at close
quarters, they would also incarcerate occupants behind impenetrable barriers,
confining the prospect residents might reasonably expect to enjoy across
suburban gardens and open fields by a solid, enclosing fence. The height and
proximity of the structures would accentuate their incarcerating effects and render
their presence unexpectedly obtrusive amongst these otherwise rather verdant
suburban surroundings. I realise that such screens might well be preferred by
residents to the visible proximity of people and vehicles. But, that does not mean
that they would have no effect on the amenities that residents might reasonably
expect to enjoy.
41. Clearly, the mitigation measures proposed attempt to secure ‘a good standard of
amenity for all existing … occupants of land and buildings’ as the Framework
extols. Nevertheless, they would not prevent some detrimental change to the
living conditions currently enjoyed by residents of Tabora and Field View. Policy
GP2a of the non-statutory plan insists that new development should have no
‘significant adverse effect’ upon the amenity of adjoining properties; in the
circumstances that apply here, I doubt that the adverse effects of the scheme
would necessarily be ‘significant’. But, policy GP2b indicates that a suitable means
of access to new schemes should be provided ‘without detriment to the amenity of
adjacent properties’. For the reasons indicated above, I consider that these
access arrangements would cause some detriment to the amenity of adjacent
residents.
The planning balance

42. I have found that this proposal would contravene the aims and requirements set
out in policy 3 of the Core Strategy. But, in the absence of a 5-year supply of
housing land, that policy cannot be regarded as ‘up-to-date’ and this scheme must
be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development. Hence, permission should be granted unless either any consequent
adverse impact would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits
(assessed against the advice in the Framework as a whole) or specific policies in
the Framework indicate that development should be restricted. No specific
policies in the Framework have been identified that would indicate that the
scheme should be restricted. The outcome of this appeal thus depends on:
whether the scheme would be sustainable; whether its adverse impacts would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits; and, whether the overall
planning balance would be in favour or against the scheme.
43. Aslockton has been deemed to be a sustainable place (CD34). I disagree. While
the village does benefit from some services and facilities, it lacks many. And, in
the absence of any measure to extend the hours of operation and increase the
frequency of the passing trains and buses, it seems to me that additional housing
in the village must largely entail more car-borne travel. Much effort has been
expended on devising a ‘spatial vision’ to ensure that the pattern of housing
provision is sustainably distributed not just across Rushcliffe, but also across the
wider ‘housing market area’; the studies (CD35 and CD36) show that, relative to
other settlements, Aslockton is not a preferred location to accommodate
substantial housing growth. That is the whole point. There are more sustainable
locations better suited to accommodate the housing required. And, given that a
14
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sizeable proportion of that housing is required to meet needs generated in
Nottingham that is not surprising. Hence, in the context of the ‘spatial vision’
pursued in the Core Strategy and relative to the other settlements and locations in
the housing market area, Aslockton is not a sustainable place to accommodate
levels of housing that would neither be small scale nor intended for local needs.
44. There would be benefits of the scheme. Economic benefits would include the New
Homes Bonus (perhaps up to £1.1m) and the construction of 65 new dwellings
that would provide jobs in the short term and contribute to the 5-year supply of
housing. The new residents might be expected to spend something in the
Cranmer Arms, the hairdressers and the small village shop-cum-post office, so
helping to sustain the viability of existing services and facilities in both Aslockton
and nearby Whatton-in-the-Vale and contribute to the local economy. Potential
social benefits would entail 30% of the units to be provided as affordable housing,
meeting an identified Borough-wide need. And, although environmentally the
scheme would result in the loss of a green field site on the edge of the village, the
site is an ordinary agricultural field, adjacent to existing development and the
Core Strategy must require some development on such sites to provide for some
of the 1,980 dwellings envisaged in ‘other villages’. In any case, there are
opportunities for additional landscaping, the provision of open space and enhanced
ecological provision as well as a reduction in the flood risk from surface water by
the installation of sustainable drainage.
45. But, there would be adverse impacts too. I have found that the scheme would be
contrary to the aims and requirements of policy 3 and fundamentally at odds with
the ‘spatial vision’ on which the Core Strategy is based. It would thus undermine
the approach of a recently adopted Core Strategy to delivering ‘sustainable
development’ and, thereby, confound both the ‘core planning principle’ that
decisions should be genuinely plan-led and the ‘golden thread’ of pursuing
‘sustainable development’. The scheme would thus fail to reflect key elements in
the advice proffered by the Framework. Such development would be very
damaging entailing serious economic, social and environmental consequences.
Moreover, although a need for affordable housing exists within the Borough, the
evidence available indicates that it is not ‘local’ to Aslockton. And, although the
appeal site may only be an ordinary agricultural field, the intrusive impact of the
scheme would diminish a dramatic panoramic vista, thereby eroding the strength
of the physical and visual connection between the village, the Conservation Area
and the surrounding agricultural landscape, as well as ‘suburbanising’ a well-used
village footpath. Those tangible effects would result in some environmental harm
to the character of the village and the setting of the Conservation Area. Finally, I
have found that the access arrangements would cause some detriment to the
amenity of adjacent residents. Hence, I have no doubt that the adverse impacts
of this scheme would significantly and demonstrably outweigh its benefits not
least because, being fundamentally at odds with this recently adopted Core
Strategy, the proposal would not only entail serious economic, social and
environmental consequences, but also constitute unsustainable development.
46. It follows that the planning balance must be firmly against the scheme. For,
although there would be environmental, social and economic benefits (as outlined
above), particularly in providing 65 new houses that would contribute to the 5year supply and providing a policy-compliant number of affordable homes, there
would be serious serious economic, social and environmental consequences in
departing fundamentally from a recently adopted Core Strategy and in failing to
pursue the ‘golden thread’ of ‘sustainable development’. In my view, the
substantial and significant harm to those policy objectives would not be
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outweighed by the provision of jobs, the spending power of new residents, a New
Homes Bonus or the measures to be achieved through the suggested conditions
and the section 106 Obligation.
Conclusion

47. I have found that this scheme would be contrary to the requirements of policy 3
and fundamentally at odds with the ‘spatial vision’ on which this recently adopted
Core Strategy is based. That would confound an aim of the Framework that
decisions should be plan-led and, since the Core Strategy has been designed and
found to be sound on the basis that it would achieve a sustainable distribution of
development across both Rushcliffe and the wider housing market area,
undermine the sustainable rationale embedded in the Plan. The scheme would
thus be unsustainable and entail harmful economic, social and environmental
consequence. Although the 5-year supply of housing sites has progressively
deteriorated since the adoption of the Core Strategy, the Council are making
strenuous efforts (negotiating with developers, finding potential developers for
landowners and securing grants to facilitate infrastructure and development) to
redress the situation; those efforts are clearly bearing fruit. While current
predictions indicate that problems are likely to persist at least until August 2018,
the Plan embodies a very significant boost to the supply of housing and the
evidence indicates that current achievements are ahead of schedule. Hence, I
consider that the advantages of development would not outweigh the harmful
consequences of pursuing such an unsustainable scheme. On the contrary, I find
that the adverse impacts of the proposal would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh its benefits and that the planning balance would be firmly against the
scheme; the effect of the project, albeit limited, on the character of the village,
the setting of the Conservation Area and the amenities of residents confirms my
view. Hence, and in spite of considering all the other matter raised, I find nothing
sufficiently compelling to alter my conclusion that this appeal should be dismissed.

David Cullingford
INSPECTOR
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