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1. Qualifications and experience 

 

 

1.1  I am Patrick Damian Reid BA(Hons) MRTPI, Principal Planning Officer at 

Charnwood Borough Council. I have worked for over 35 years in the public 

sector and have experience in both planning policy and development 

management. 

 

1.2  The evidence which I have provided for this appeal is true and is given in 

accordance with the guidance of my professional institution. I confirm that the 

opinions given are my true and professional opinion. 

 

2. Scope of my statement 

 

2.1  My statement considers the grounds on which planning permission has been 

refused. It  summarises  and  weighs  the  factors  that  need  to  be  considered  

in accordance with the Development Plan, National Planning Policy Framework 

and other material considerations.  

 

2.2 This statement relates to the first reason for the refusal of planning permission 

and the heritage matters in the second reason for refusal . The landscape matters 

in the second reason for refusal are addressed in a separate statement by Nola 

O’Donnell, Senior Landscape Officer for Charnwood Borough Council. 

 

3. The appeal site and surroundings 

 

3.1  The application site is part of two arable fields fronting Maplewell Road and has a 

total area of 2.17 hectares . It is located on the western side of Maplewell Road, 

bounded to the north by residential development within Woodhouse Eaves and to 

the south and east by isolated dwellings in the countryside. There is open 

countryside to the west. 
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3.2 The application relates to a development of up to 50 dwellings with associated 

infrastructure .It is an outline application seeking to establish the principle of  

 development ; the only matter for detailed consideration at this stage is the 

vehicular access.  The single point of vehicular access is proposed from Maplewell 

Road, opposite No.155. 

 

3.3 An illustrative master plan has been submitted for information only . This shows a 

short access road with a hierarchy of driveways serving the development . There 

would be a mixture of house types and areas of public open space ,with existing 

trees on the site retained. 

 

3.4 The site is in the countryside , adjacent and outside to the southern boundary of 

the Limits to Development for Woodhouse  Eaves. There are a number of locally 

listed buildings in the vicinity of the application site at Nos. 155,201 and 203 

Maplewell Road. 

 

4. Planning history relevant to the appeal 

 

4.1 P/18/0269/2   (Advice- pre application enquiry  )     Erection of 45 dwellings – 

Advised that (in summary ), irrespective of the Council’s housing land supply, the 

scale of development proposed would be difficult to justify in the context of the 

spatial strategy and landscape character. 

 

4.2  This appeal is made against the refusal of outline planning permission for up to 

50 dwellings with associated road infrastructure, landscaping, drainage and 

associated works ( considering access only). 

 

4.3 The application was determined under powers delegated to officers. I was the 

case officer and my report was submitted with the questionnaire. 

 

4.4     The reasons for refusal are: 

1. The general thrust of both local and national policy is to support 
sustainable development and of development that would promote the health and 
well-being of communities. Policy CS 1 of the adopted Charnwood Local Plan 
2011 to 2028 Core Strategy relates to the hierarchy of sustainability of 
settlements in the Borough as locations for new development. The application site 
lies outside the limits to development of Woodhouse Eaves, which is identified by 
Policy CS 1 as being in the ‘Other Settlement ’ category  of  its  settlement  
hierarchy.  Policy CS 1 makes provision to meet the local social and economic 
need for development in Other Settlements by responding positively to small 
scale opportunities within defined limits to development.  The proposal is not 
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small scale and not within the settlement boundary and neither has a local 
housing need been demonstrated. As such, the proposal is considered to be 
contrary to the Adopted Local Plan Core Strategy 2011-28 Policies CS 1 and CS 
25, which both seek to reflect the presumption in favour of sustainable 
development contained in the National Planning Policy Framework. Furthermore it 
is contrary to Policies CT/1 and CT/2 of the Adopted Borough of Charnwood 
Local Plan 1991-2006 and no material considerations have been advanced that 
warrant setting aside the provisions of the Development Plan. 

 

2. The proposal would cause substantive and significant harm to the character 
and appearance of the landscape and the setting of Woodhouse Eaves. It would 
also result in less than substantial harm to the significance of the setting of the 
heritage asset at 155 Maplewell Road, which makes a contribution to the 
landscape around Woodhouse Eaves. The public benefits when taken as a whole 
do not outweigh the less then substantial harm which has been identified and the 
proposal is considered to be contrary to the Adopted Local Plan Core Strategy 
2011-28 Policies CS11 and  CS14, the Woodhouse Eaves Village Design 
Statement (SPD)  and the aims and objectives of the National Planning Policy 
Framework. No material considerations have been advanced by the applicant to 
warrant setting aside the provisions of the Development Plan and the identified 
harm from the development would outweigh any benefits arising from the 
proposal. 

 

5. Planning policies relevant to the Appeal 

 

Development Plan Policies 

 

5.1  The Development Plan for Charnwood comprises: 

 

The Charnwood Local Plan 2011 to 2028 Core Strategy (adopted 9th  

November 2015), (The Core Strategy). 

 

Saved Policies of the Borough of Charnwood Local Plan 1991-2006 

(adopted 12th January 2004), where these have not been superseded by 

the document listed directly below, (The Local Plan). 

 

5.2  The main important Development Plan policies in this appeal are:- 

 

5.3 Policy CS1 - Development Strategy - sets out the sustainable development 

strategy for the Borough and the criteria for the considering proposals at 

different levels of the settlement hierarchy.  Woodhouse Eaves is defined as 
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an Other Settlement, a settlement that does not have access to a good range of 

services or facilities compared to other settlements and where residents rely 

largely on the private car for their day to day needs. It provides for at least 500 

new homes within settlement boundaries of Other Settlements between 2011 and 

2028.   

 

5.4 Policy CS2 – High Quality Design requires developments to make a positive 

contribution to Charnwood, reinforcing a sense of place. Development should 

respect and enhance the character of the area, having regard to scale, massing, 

height, landscape, layout, materials and access; protect the amenity of people who 

live or work nearby, provide attractive well managed public and private spaces; 

well defined and legible streets and spaces and reduce their impact on climate 

change. 

 

5.5  Policy CS3 – Strategic Housing Needs supports an appropriate housing mix for 

the Borough and sets targets for affordable homes provision. In East 

Goscote30% affordable homes are sought on sites of 10 dwellings or more. 

 

5.6  Policy CS11 – Landscape and Countryside seeks to protect the character of the 

landscape and countryside. It requires new development to protect landscape 

character, reinforce sense of place and local distinctiveness, tranquillity and to 

maintain separate identities of settlements.  

 

5.7 Policy CS13 – Biodiversity and Geodiversity seeks to conserve and enhance the 

natural environment and to ensure development takes into account impact on 

recognised features. 

 

5.8 Policy CS14 – Heritage, seeks to ensure that development protects heritage 

assets and their setting. 

 

5.9 Policy CS 25 – Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development – sets out a 

positive approach that reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable 

development contained in the NPPF.  
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Saved Policies of the Borough of Charnwood Local Plan 1991-2006 (adopted 

12
th January 2004), 

 

5.8 Policy  ST/2   -   Limits   to   Development   -   This   policy   seeks   to   restrict 

development to within the existing settlement limits to ensure that development 

needs can be met without harm to the countryside or other rural interests. 

 

5.9 Policy CT/1 – General Principle for Areas of Countryside, Green Wedge and 

Local Separation - This policy seeks to strictly control development outside 

the defined Limits to Development. 

 

5.10 Policy CT/2 - Development in the Countryside - seeks to ensure that 

development acceptable in principle should not harm the character and 

appearance of the countryside and safeguard its amenity interests. 

 

Other Material Considerations 

 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 

 

5.11 T h e National Planning Policy Framework (The Framework) sets out the 

Government’s planning policies and explains how these are to be applied. It is 

an important material consideration and is included as Core Document. 

Some key paragraphs are summarised below. 

 

5.12 Paragraph  11  of  the  Framework  sets  out  the  presumption  in  favour  of 

sustainable development  and defines 3 roles a development must fulfil in 

order to be sustainable: 

 

An economic role – contributing to building a strong, responsive and 

competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient land of the right type is 

available in the right places to support growth and innovation; 

A  social  role  –  supporting  strong,  vibrant  and  healthy communities  by 

providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of present and 
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future generations, and by creating a high quality built development with 

accessible local services; 

An environmental role – contributing to protecting and enhancing our 

natural, built and historic environment. 

 

5.13 Achieving these three roles is imperative for any scheme to be considered 

acceptable. 

 

5.14 For decisions it means approving proposals that accord with the development 

plan  without  delay  and  where  the  development  plan  is  absent,  silent  or 

relevant policies are out of date, granting permission unless proposals would give 

rise to harm which significantly and demonstrably outweighs the benefits or 

specific policies in the NPPF indicate development should be restricted (paragraph 

11). 

 

5.15 The framework states in paragraph 11 that all housing applications should be 

considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainability and 

housing supply policies are out of date unless a 5 year supply can be 

demonstrated. 

 

5.16   Section 12 (paragraph 12 onwards) of the Framework seeks to achieve well-

designed place. 

 

5.17   Paragraph 118 s t a t e s   t h a t   planning decision should encourage the 

effective use of land by reusing land that has previously been developed. 

 

Other material considerations  

 

5.18 Housing Supplementary Planning Document (2017) 

The Housing SPD was adopted in May 2017 and provides guidance to support the 

Local Plan Core Strategy and the saved policies of the Borough of Charnwood 

Local Plan in respect of Policy CS3: Strategic Housing Needs - for affordable 

housing and housing mix.  It should be noted that guidance note HSPD 9, which 

deals with housing mix, has been quashed by the High Court and is no longer a 

material consideration in the consideration of planning applications.   
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5.19 Woodhouse Eaves Village Design Statement (May 2006) 

The Village Design Statement is an advisory document describing the visual 

features and physical qualities of the village that are valued by residents.  It is 

produced by local people, aiming to promote good design and to ensure that new 

developments (including extensions to existing property) are designed in harmony 

with the character of the village. 

 
5.20 Woodhouse Eaves Conservation Area Appraisal (April 2009) 

In two parts relating to the historic core of the village and the Brand Hill area and 

highlights that Woodhouse Eaves is a prosperous village at the foot of Charnwood 

Forest about 6km to the south of Loughborough. The village is raised well above 

the valley of the river Soar. The village consists predominantly of Main Street 

running south from The Bulls Head at the junction with Beacon Road to a dip in the 

landform which forms the centre of the village, where Maplewell Road runs up to 

the forest to the south west and Church Hill rises steeply up past St Pauls Church 

to pass through the woods of Brand Hill. Development in the 20th Century has 

created Bird Hill Road off Beacon Road on a higher terrace to the west with a 

connection to Main Street.  

 

5.21 Woodhouse Neighbourhood Plan 
Designated Neighbourhood Area 3rd May 2018. Gathering information; no weight 

can be given to this plan at present. 

 

5.22 Borough of Charnwood Landscape Character Assessment ( July 2012) 

One of the purposes of this study is to provide a framework for the assessment of 

planning applications ,supporting Core Strategy Policy CS11. The application site 

is within the Charnwood Forest character area. 

 

6.  The case for the Local Planning Authority 

 

The key issues 

 

6.1  Having regard to the scheme’s conflict with the policy of the development plan, the 

demonstrable supply of deliverable land for housing and other material 

considerations, does the proposal constitute sustainable development? 
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6.2  Secondly, whether the public benefits of the scheme outweigh the less than 

substantial harm to the significance of neighbouring non-listed heritage assets. 

 

6.3 The adverse impact upon landscape and the setting of Woodhouse Eaves is 

addressed by the Senior Landscape Officer’s statement. 

 

The Development Plan 

 

6.4 The starting point for decision making on all planning applications is the 

Development Plan. The Development Plan for Charnwood comprises the Core 

Strategy and those saved policies within the Local Plan which have not been 

superseded by the Core Strategy. By s.38(6) Planning and Compulsory 

Purchase Act 2004 the appeal must be determined in accordance with the 

policies of the development plan unless material considerations indicate 

otherwise. 

 

6.5 At present, the Council can demonstrate a 6 . 4 1  years supply of deliverable 

housing sites (as at 31st March 2019). The Plan was also found sound in 

the terms of the NPPF (2012) and the most important development plan 

policies for the determination of this appeal remain consistent with the 

NPPF (2019). The policies in the Core Strategy are regarded as up to 

date. It is accepted that the saved policies in the Local Plan are not 

entirely consistent with the Framework. That is a material consideration 

but as a matter of law the starting point is that the scheme’s conflict 

with those policies also gives rise to a statutory presumption planning 

permission should be refused. 

 

6.6 The Core Strategy is up to date and housing requirement is in accordance with 

the NPPF. This is accepted by the appellants who agree that the Council can 

demonstrate a supply of deliverable housing sites in excess of five years. It is 

considered that the Council’s intention to progress adoption of a new plan is the 

correct response to NPPF timescales ,and does not diminish the current strategy. 
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 Weight to be given to policies 

6.7 In accordance with the NPPF ( para 11d) the key consideration is whether the 

‘policies which are most important for determining the application’ are out-of-date. 

 

6.8 It is necessary first to identify which are the policies most important for the 

decision, then to examine each policy to see if it is out-of- date and finally to 

assess the entire ‘basket’ of these policies to reach a conclusion on whether, 

taken overall, they are out-of-date for the purposes of the decision. It is 

considered that the most important policies for determining this appeal are 

Core Strategy policies CS1,CS11 and CS14 and saved Local Plan policies 

CT/1,CT/2 and ST/2. 

 

6.9 Saved Local Plan policies CT/1, CT/2 and ST/2 are not fully consistent with 

the approach of the NPPF to countryside protection and reflect development 

needs that have been updated by the Core Strategy. They can only be given 

limited weight. 

 

6.10 The Core Strategy policies are considered to be up to date and applicable to 

this appeal. CS1 sets the spatial strategy in a relatively recent adopted plan 

with housing requirements in accordance with NPPF policy ( para 73). The 

appellants’ suggestion that this strategy is not based upon the latest 

evidence of housing need is addressed at paragraphs 6.28 -6.30 of this 

statement, which provides evidence that the strategy and policy CS1 are up 

to date.  

 

6.11 Policy CS11 is consistent with the NPPF and is not out of date. In particular 

the Landscape Character Assessments which underpin a sense of place and 

local distinctiveness which is valued locally. These support the protection of 

undesignated landscapes which can be demonstrated as valued ( see also 

Senior Landscape Officer statement- para 5.3 ).  
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This accords with the NPPF ( part of paragraph 170(a)), which states that 

‘decisions should enhance the natural and local environment by protecting 

and enhancing valued landscapes’. 

 

6.12 Policy CS14 is consistent with the NPPF and is not out of date. Although the 

overriding consideration in this case is paragraph 196 of the NPPF ,which is 

addressed in the heritage section of this statement. 

 

6.13  Policies CS1 and CS11 are the most important policies of the ‘basket’ of 

important policies. CS1 addresses the principle of development and sets the 

key criteria by which compliance is to be assessed. Policy CS11 assesses 

the harm to the landscape, which is a significant part of the Council’s 

case. CS14 is less important, as the Council is more reliant upon the NPPF 

in their assessment of harm to heritage assets. 

 

6.14 It is considered that the ‘basket’ of policies, taken overall, is not out of 

date. Therefore, the tilted balance outlined by the NPPF and by Core 

Strategy policy CS25, is not engaged in this instance, and the proposal 

must be assessed for its compliance with the development plan 

 

Development Strategy for Charnwood and relationship with the appeal site 

 

6.15 Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy sets out a settlement hierarchy for the Borough 

and the criteria for the considering proposals within individual tiers of 

settlements.  Woodhouse Eaves is defined as an Other Settlement, a settlement 

that does not have access to a good range of services or facilities compared to 

other settlements and where residents rely largely on the private car for their day 

to day needs.   

 

6.16 CS1 is an expression of a sustainable growth pattern for the Borough.   It 

takes the form of a hierarchical, sequential approach guiding development first 

to the northern edge of Leicester, then to Loughborough and Shepshed before 

directing development to Service Centres and then Other Settlements, such as 
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Woodhouse Eaves. In doing so it provides for at least 500 new homes within the 

settlement boundaries of Other Settlements between 2011 and 2028.  

 

6.17 In the period between the base date of 2011 and the latest full monitoring period 

of 31st March 2018 approximately 629 homes have been committed within Other 

Settlements, this is almost 30% more homes than provided for in the Core 

Strategy for Other Settlements.    

 

6.18 The application site is outside the limits to development of Woodhouse Eaves and 

within countryside. The supporting text to Policy CS1 states that some small scale 

infill development to meet local needs may be acceptable in Other Settlements.  

 

6.19 To be considered small scale, a development should be appropriate in size for the 

village they are in and the character of the site's location and surroundings. This 

could include single or small groups of homes or businesses that are developed 

through the conversion of existing buildings or on infill plots. Any development that 

increases the need to travel by car will not be considered to be acceptable small-

scale development. 

 

6.20 The site is not within the village development limits as defined within saved Local 

Plan Policy ST/2.  The proposal is a greenfield site within countryside, a location 

where housing development is ordinarily strictly controlled unless there are 

exceptional circumstances. The proposal is therefore contrary to saved 

development plan policies ST/2, and CT/1 and CT/2 of the Borough of Charnwood 

Local Plan 2004. 

 

6.21 Policy CS1 makes provision for at least 500 new homes within Other 

Settlements between 2011 and 2028. The term “at least” is used to provide 

flexibility within the plan at all tiers of the hierarchy with the aim of securing the 

overall pattern of development promoted by the Core Strategy rather than 

creating the ability to significantly exceed these figures. 
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6.22 Taking into account completions and commitments, 629 homes have so far been 

provided in Other Settlements, the amount of development proposed for 

settlements in Policy CS 1 has already been exceeded and accordingly the 

guideline of “at least” 500 new homes at this tier has been passed. Therefore no 

large scale development is required outside the limits   to   these   locations   

and   significant   deviation   from   this   housing requirement would undermine 

the Development Plan and would shift the focus of growth away from the pattern 

of development promoted by the strategy and create a lack of certainty for the 

location of growth across the Borough as a whole. 

 

The 500 dwellings referred to Policy CS1 is not a cap for development in “Other 

Settlements”, but is it is indicative of the scale of growth expected in this tier of 

settlement. This proposal should be determined in light of the particular settlement 

under consideration. There are approximately 675 homes in Woodhouse Eaves 

and it is considered that in this context the provision of a further 50 is not small 

scale. It would represent a significant increase in the scale of the settlement ,in a 

very sensitive location. This would be contrary to the strategy for these smaller 

settlements. 

6.23 Whilst Policy CS 1 makes provision for new homes within Other 

Sett lements ,  paragraph 4.50 of the policy supporting text explains that the 

priority for new development that takes place in Other Settlements  is to be 

small scale infill development within their built-up areas and not outside of 

the built form and in the countryside. In the case of new dwellings this 

paragraph refers to infill plots. 50 dwellings on a greenfield site outside the village 

could not be described as the development of an infill plot or plots and would be 

contrary to the intent and detail of policy CS1. 

 

6.24 It   is   considered   that   this   development   would   undermine   the   overall 

development strategy as, whilst it would contribute to the overall housing need of 

the Borough, the application is proposing major residential development in the 

countryside, on the edge of the existing built-up area and outside the identified 

limits to development for Woodhouse Eaves. There is also no evidence to justify 
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that the release of this greenfield site is required to meet a local housing need 

and that there is insufficient capacity within the built-up area to meet that need. 

 

6.25 Policy ST/2 of the Local Plan supports the spatial vision identified in the Core 

Strategy.  The policy restricts development to within settlement limits or allocated 

sites. The development sits outside the limits to development and is not within an 

allocated site, it therefore conflicts with policy ST/2. 

 

6.26   The appeal proposal is not within the limits to development as defined by 

Saved Local Plan Policy ST/2. The proposal is a greenfield site within the 

countryside, a location where housing development is ordinarily strictly controlled 

unless there are exceptional circumstances. The proposal is therefore contrary to 

saved development plan policies CT/1, CT/2 and ST/2 of the Local Plan. This 

impact is considered in detail in the Senior Landscape Officer’s statement . 

 

6.27 It is the role of Woodhouse Eaves in the development strategy which is important, 

not the precise boundary of the settlement as defined by saved Local Plan policy 

ST/2. This is expressed in Core Strategy policy CS1 which is relevant and up to 

date. 

 

6.28 The appellants consider that policy CS1 is out of date because it does not reflect 

the future housing needs in the 2017 Housing and Economic Development Needs 

Assessment (HEDNA). This was prepared to inform a county wide non-statutory 

Strategic Growth Plan and has no status as part of the development plan. While it 

was also intended to contribute to the gathering of an evidence base for emerging 

local plans its assessment of housing need has not been prepared in accordance 

with the latest Government guidance and is likely to change as further work on the 

new local plan progresses.  

 

6.29 The Core Strategy relates to the period 201-2028. The figures in HEDNA relate to 

two potential alternative plan periods (2011- 31 and 2011-36), which cannot readily 

be substituted for the adopted plan period requirement. The Core Strategy is a 

relatively recent adopted plan and its housing requirement is in accordance with 

NPPF policy ( para 73) . It is considered that this has been accepted by the 
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appellants in agreeing that the Council can demonstrate a greater than five years 

supply of deliverable housing sites. 

 

6.30 The Council is in the process of preparing a new Local Plan for the borough for the 

period up to 2036. It is considered that the intention to progress the adoption of a 

new local plan is the appropriate response to NPPF timescales and does not 

diminish the current strategy.  

 

6.31 With relevant and up to date development plan policies in place it is proper to 

require that the distribution and scale of development should adhere to the 

strategy of that plan. That is because a plan, and the sustainable development 

strategy and settlement hierarchy that underpin it define what constitutes 

sustainable development at a local level. 

 

6.32 Policy CS1 envisages only small scale development in Other Settlements, which 

reflects their role in the development strategy. By any measure, a development of 

50 dwellings adjacent to Woodhouse Eaves cannot be considered to be small-

scale and a settlement boundary would have to be very loose to accommodate 

almost more than 2 hectares of development. 

 

Settlement Hierarchy 

 

6.33  The appeal site is defined as an Other Settlement .It was defined as an Other 

Settlement in the Core Strategy as it has four of the key services and facilities, 

taken from the Service Centre criteria. The Inspector’s report into the Core 

Strategy states that ‘ I am satisfied that the lists of Service Centres, other 

settlements and small villages and hamlets set out in Policy CS1 are appropriate 

and justified by evidence relating to their role and level of services’.(para.69) 

 

6.34 The criteria for Other Settlements are detailed in the Charnwood Settlement 

Hierarchy Review 2008 (page 63). This evidence was refreshed in August 2014 

which concludes that the settlements remain in the correct category as set out in 

Chapter 4 of the Draft Charnwood Core Strategy June 2013.  
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6.35 The Charnwood Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (March 2018) was consulted 

on between April and June 2018. This is part of the evidence base to inform the 

new Local Plan, but has yet to be tested through formal consultation or 

examination. 

 

6.36  As a result of a review of existing facilities, changes to the status of three 

settlements were proposed. Syston, Seagrave and Swithland all moved up the 

hierarchy. In this context the status of Woodhouse Eaves was reviewed and based 

upon the latest evidence it remains an Other Settlement. It is considered that this 

hierarchy remains robust in the light of the most up-to-date information. 

 

6.37 This latest assessment has taken account of existing services and facilities across 

the Borough and the relative merits of settlements. This reinforces a sustainable 

long-term approach to directing new development in accordance with the plan’s 

strategy. Consequently, any local assessment of the accessibility of the appeal site 

and facilities and services in Woodhouse eaves is considered to be a piecemeal 

approach to sustainability and should be given no weight. 

 

Settlement Boundary  

 

6.38 When the Core Strategy was produced it was proposed that settlement boundaries 

would be identified as part of the Site Allocations and Development DPD. While 

there is no longer a proposal to produce this DPD the settlement boundaries have 

been reviewed as part of the evidence base for the new Local Plan. 

 

6.39 In March 2018 the Council published the Settlement Limits Draft Assessment for 

consultation. This has been consulted on between April and June 2018 and is part 

of the evidence base to inform the new Local Plan, but has yet to be tested 

through formal consultation or examination.  

 

6.40 It proposes no change to the boundary of Woodhouse Eaves in the vicinity of the 

appeal site. 
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Heritage  

  

6.41 Core Strategy Policy CS14 seeks to ensure that development protects heritage 
assets and their setting. This is an up to date policy which accords with the NPPF. 

 

6.42 There are a number of locally listed buildings in the vicinity of the application site at 

Nos. 155,201 and 203 Maplewell Road. There are no statutory listed buildings in 

the area. The application site is approximately 300 metres west of the Woodhouse 

Eaves Conservation Area. 

 

6.43 No.155 Maplewell Road is an isolated dwelling in a rural setting opposite the 

application site. It is a substantial early 20th century house with later additions and 

alterations. It is built in brick, stone and render with predominantly slate roofs. The 

slate roofs and stone features, particularly the substantial chimneys and front 

boundary wall, emphasise the vernacular architecture and its close relationship 

with local materials and the local landscape. 

 

6.44 The proposed vehicular access has been submitted for consideration as part of 

this application . It would be directly opposite No.155. The development in general 

and the access in particular would have a suburbanising impact upon the 

character and appearance of this part of Maplewell Road and would have a 

significant adverse impact upon the setting of this heritage asset. It is considered 

that the harm to the significance of the asset would be less than substantial. 

Consequently, it is necessary to weigh this harm against the public benefits of the 

proposal. 

 

6.45 The appellants refer to a range of benefits that the proposal would generate. 

The addition of market housing to the overall supply would be a social benefit, but 

only of moderate weight when the Council currently has an adequate deliverable 

supply. The provision of affordable housing is agreed to be a significant social 

benefit, although this would only meet the policy minimum requirement, and the 

Council is currently delivering affordable housing in accordance with the Core 

Strategy. This is considered in more detail at paragraph 6.51 below.  

 

6.46 There would be time-limited economic benefits from the investment in construction 

activity and some longer-term benefits from the use of local shops and facilities by 

potential future residents. 

 

6.47 The section 106 developer contributions would be necessary to mitigate the impact 

of the proposal and cannot be considered to be benefits. 
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6.48 Overall, these benefits fail to outweigh the harm to the significance  of this heritage 

asset. Consequently ,the proposal would be contrary to policy CS14 and the 

NPPF. 

 

6.49 The other nearby locally listed buildings, Nos. 201 and 203 Maplewell Road are 

approximately 140 metres west of the application site. It is not considered that the 

proposal would harm the significance of this pair of dwellings. 

 

6.50 The proposal would have an adverse impact upon the setting of and approach into 

Woodhouse Eaves, as detailed in the Senior Landscape Officer’s statement. The 

application site is approximately 300 metres west of Woodhouse Eaves 

Conservation Area. It is considered that there would be no harm to the significance 

of this heritage asset. 

 

Other matters 

 Housing Supply 

6.51 The appellants refer to a number of permissions which have been granted for 

residential development in three of the twelve “other” settlements ( paras 6.14-

6.24) as evidence that a supply of housing is not being maintained. This was 

produced before the appellants agreed that the Council can demonstrate a supply 

of deliverable housing sites in excess of five years and, therefore, it is no longer 

considered to be relevant to this case. 

 

6.52 Nevertheless, it is noted that all of these decisions predated the adoption of the 

Core Strategy and were made at a time when the Council was unable to 

demonstrate a five year housing land supply. The circumstances of these cases 

are different from the current appeal proposal. National policy accepts that housing 

land supply can fluctuate over a plan period and proposals must be assessed on 

the circumstances prevailing at the time. It is considered that the approval of 

development in a balanced decision at a time of under supply of housing does not 

undermine the policy framework applicable to the appeal proposal. 

 

6.53 The approval of more than 600 dwellings in ‘other’ settlements over the plan period 

to date indicates that policy CS1 has been applied effectively and that the strategy 

is being delivered.    
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Housing Need 

6.54 The appellants refer to the benefit of affordable housing . This is considered at a 

Borough wide level as a component of housing needs more generally. The Core 

Strategy target for affordable housing by April 2021 is 1,900.  The latest figures  

( Annual Monitoring Report – December 2018) show that 1,221 had been 

completed by March 2018,which is above the trajectory necessary to meet the 

2021 target. This is evidence that the Council is currently delivering an adequate 

supply of affordable housing .Consequently ,this benefit can only be given 

moderate weight. 

 

7.  Planning balance and conclusions 

 

7.1 The appeal scheme conflicts with Core Strategy policies CS1,CS11 and CS14  

and saved Local Plan policies ST/2, CT/1 and CT/2. I therefore consider there is 

a breach of the development plan taken as a whole. I have already indicated the 

weight to attach to policies CS1, ST/2, CT/1 and CT/2 above. I therefore consider 

the breach of the development plan in this instance should carry very substantial 

negative weight. 

 

7.2 Because there is not a shortfall across the Borough the provision of market and 

affordable housing can only be given limited weight. Additionally I only give little 

weight to the economic benefits of ephemeral construction jobs and the additional 

patronage of village services. In my view the benefits of the scheme do not 

outweigh the harm. 

 

7.3 The Council considers that the ‘basket’ of policies is up to date. Consequently , 

the tilted balance is not engaged in this case and the proposal must be 

assessed against for its compliance with the development plan . Even if it were 

considered to be engaged, the conflict with policy CS1 and the spatial strategy 

and policies CS11 and CS14 is so great that planning permission should be 

refused for what is palpably unsustainable development, which would also have 

an adverse impact upon landscape and a heritage asset. 
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8.  Conclusion 

 

8.1 I  consider  that  as  there  are  no  material  considerations  which  would  justify 

departure from the statutory development plan, planning permission should be 

withheld and the appeal dismissed. 

 

8.2 In the event that the Inspector comes to a different view I set out a list of draft 

planning conditions in Appendix 1 of this statement. 

 

8.3 In  Appendix  2,  I  also  set  out  a summary of the contributions to be 

included in the  Section  106  Agreement, which I understand is being produced 

by the appellants.
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APPENDIX 1         

Conditions 

 

1.Application for approval of all reserved matters shall be made to the local 

planning authority not later than two years from the date of this permission. 

 

REASON:  To  comply  with  the  requirements  of  Section  91  of  the  

Town  and Country Planning Act, 1990, as amended by Section 51 of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and to ensure development 

meets the Council’s land supply requirements 

 

   2. No development shall take place until approval of the following reserved 

matters has been obtained in writing from the local planning authority: - a. 

layout, b. scale, c. appearance, and d. landscaping. 

 

REASON:  To  comply  with  the  requirements  of  Section  92  of  the  

Town  and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended by Section 51 of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. 

 

3.The development hereby permitted shall begin no later than two years 

from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be approved. 

 

REASON:  To  comply  with  the  requirements  of  Section  91  of  the  

Town  and Country Planning Act, 1990, as amended by Section 51 of the 

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and to ensure development 

meets the Council’s land supply requirements. 
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4.The development shall be carried out only in accordance with the 

details and specifications included in the submitted application, as shown 

by the following  drawings: 

Location Plan   :                               drawing  number 18-330-01 

 Proposed Access Arrangement :    Waterman drawing number WIE SA 06 

002 Rev A05 

  

  REASON: For the avoidance of doubt and to define the permission. 

 

5.  No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until 

such   time as the access arrangements shown on Waterman drawing 

number WIE SA 06 002 Rev A05 have been implemented in full. 

Notwithstanding the submitted plans, the proposed access shall have a 

gradient of no more than 1:20 for a distance of at least 15 metres behind 

the highway boundary. 

REASON: To ensure that vehicles entering and leaving the site may pass 

each other clear of the highway, in a slow and controlled manner, in the 

interests of general highway safety and in accordance with Paragraph 32 

of the National Planning Policy Framework 2012. 

 

6. No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until such 

time as vehicular visibility splays of 2.4 metres by 58 metres and 2.4 metres 

by 46 metres to the south and north of the site accesses respectively have 

been provided. These shall thereafter be permanently maintained with 

nothing within those splays higher than 0.6 metres above the level of the 

adjacent footway/verge/highway. 

REASON: To afford adequate visibility at the access to cater for the 

expected volume of traffic joining the existing highway network, in the 

interests of general highway safety, and in accordance with the NPPF. 
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7. No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until such 

time as 2.0 metre by 2.0 metre pedestrian visibility splays have been 

provided on the highway boundary on both sides of the accesses with 

nothing within those splays higher than 0.6 metres above the level of the 

adjacent footway/verge/highway and, once provided, shall be so maintained 

in perpetuity. 

REASON: In the interests of pedestrian safety and in accordance with the 

NPPF. 

8.No development shall take place on the site until such time as a 

construction traffic management plan, including as a minimum details of the 

routing of construction traffic, wheel cleansing facilities, vehicle parking 

facilities, dust suppression ,hours of operation and a timetable for their 

provision, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority.  The construction of the development shall thereafter be 

carried out in accordance with the approved details and timetable. 

 

REASON: To reduce the possibility of deleterious material (mud, stones etc.) 

being deposited in the highway and becoming a hazard for road users, to 

ensure that construction traffic does not use unsatisfactory roads and lead to 

on-street parking problems in the area. 

 

9.No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until 

such time as site drainage details have been provided to and approved in 

writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter surface water shall not 

drain into the Public Highway and thereafter shall be so maintained. 

REASON: To reduce the possibility of surface water from the site being 

deposited in the highway causing dangers to road users in accordance with 

the NPPF. 
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10.The new vehicular accesses hereby permitted shall not be used for a 

period of more than one month from being first brought into use unless any 

existing vehicular access (es) on Maplewell Road that become redundant as 

a result of this proposal have been closed permanently and reinstated in 

accordance with details first submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local 

Planning Authority. 

REASON: In the interests of highway and pedestrian safety in accordance 

with the NPPF. 

 

11.No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until 

such a time that a scheme in respect of a Vehicular Activated Sign (VAS) 

in the vicinity of the site access has been first submitted to and approved 

in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Thereafter the development 

shall be implemented in accordance with the approved plans. 

REASON: To mitigate the impact of the development, in the general 

interests of highway safety and in accordance with the NPPF. 

 

 12.No site clearance work shall take place between 1st March and 31 August 

inclusive, unless a competent ecologist has undertaken a survey of the site for 

nesting birds immediately before work is commenced and provided written 

confirmation submitted within 2 days that no birds will be harmed and/or there 

are appropriate measures in place to protect nesting bird interest on the 

site.  Any such written confirmation should be submitted to the Local Planning 

Authority.  

REASON: in the interests of the safeguarding of protected species to comply 

with policy CS13 of the Charnwood Local Plan (2015) and government 

guidance contained in the NPPF. 
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APPENDIX 2 

 

Section 106 contributions 

 

Organisation 
Requesting 
Contribution 

Amount Location of Spend CIL Assessment  

Housing Strategy 
Manager 

40% Affordable 
Housing at a 
suggested tenure 
mix of 77% 
Affordable Rent: 
23% Shared 
Ownership is 
sought. 

On site   
. 

 

The proposals are 
required to make the 
development acceptable 
and have been 
calculated based on 
housing need and in 
accordance with Core 
Strategy Policy CS3, the 
Housing SPD and 
Housing Waiting Lists. 
 
Recommendation: 
CIL Compliant. 

 
West 
Leicestershire 
Clinical 
Commissioning 
Group 

£36,822 To increase capacity at 
the Cottage Surgery, 
Woodhouse Eaves to  
accommodate the patients 
from this proposed 
development.  
  

This surgery is nearest 
practice to the site and it 
would be relied upon by 
the future residents. The 
proposal is reasonable in 
scale and there have not 
been more than five 
contributions to this 
practice.  
 
Recommendation: 
CIL Compliant. 

 
 

Leicestershire 
County Council 
Library Services 
and East 
Goscote 
Community 
Library 

£1,420 Quorn Library based on 1 
bedroom 
houses/apartments @ 
£15.09 per 
house/apartment, 2+ 
bedroom houses/apartme
nts @ £30.18 per 
house/apartment, 1 
bedroom student dwelling 
@ £10.06 per 
house/apartment. The 
contribution is sought for 
for research e.g. books, 

There are currently no 
pooling concerns with 
regard to the  obligations 
under QUO002 . 
 
The library is a 
reasonable distance from 
the application site but 
would be relied upon by 
the future residents. 
 
Recommendation: 
CIL Compliant. 
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audio books, etc. for loan 
and reference use to 
account for additional use 
from the proposed 
development. It will be 
placed under project no. 
QUO002. There are 
currently two other 
obligations under QUO002 
that have been submitted 
for approval. 

Leicestershire 
County Council - 
Civic Amenity  

£2,584 To increase capacity at 
Mountsorrel Civic Amenity 
site. 
 
 
 
 

 

This is the closest civic 
amenity site to 
Woodhouse Eaves and 
would be relied upon by 
the future residents. 
 
Recommendation: 
CIL Compliant. 

Leicestershire 
County Council  - 
Education 
Services  
 

 

£218,880 + 
£65,520 or 
£109,200 
(transport costs)  
To Primary 
School Sector 
 
 
 
£181,181 To 
Secondary 
School Sector. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
No contribution is 
sought to Special 
School Sector.  

 

In order to provide the 
additional primary school 
places anticipated by the 
proposed development the 
County Council would 
request a contribution for 
the Primary School sector. 
 

 
In order to provide the 
additional secondary  
school places anticipated 
by the proposed 
development the County 
Council would request a 
contribution for the 
Secondary School sector. 
 

To overcome deficit of 11 
primary school places at 
Woodhouse Eaves 
Primary School. Due to 
site constraints 
contribution would be to 
provide transport.  
 
 
To overcome deficit of 9 
secondary school places 
at Rawlins Academy. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommendation:  
CIL compliant 

Leicestershire 
County Council - 
Highways 

 Travel Packs  
 

This would assist in 
promoting sustainable 
transport choices and the 
delivery of sustainable 
transport aims.  
 
Recommendation: 
CIL Compliant. 

 Bus Passes  
 

This would assist in 
promoting sustainable 
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transport choices and the 
delivery of sustainable 
transport aims.  
 
Recommendation: 
CIL Compliant. 
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1. Introduction 

1.1. Qualifications & Experience 

I am Nola O’Donnell. I hold a Master’s degree in Agriculture for silviculture/ 

horticultural research in micropropagation having previously majored at degree level 

in Landscape Horticulture. I subsequently gained both an honours Bachelor’s degree 

and honours Diploma in Landscape Architecture and am a chartered member of the 

Landscape Institute. For 13 years, I have mainly provided landscape planning advice 

on a range of developments including major housing, mixed, commercial, national 

infrastructure, land reclamation, mineral extraction and renewable energy. 

 

2.0 The Appeal site and setting 

The appeal site, 2.17 ha, lies to the west of and outside the settlement limits of 

Woodhouse Eaves on the northwestern side of Maplewell Road in open countryside 

within the National Forest. The site is moderately sloping to the east. 

The site is formed of the south eastern portion of two arable fields separated by  a 

low hedgerow with some mature high canopy trees and is bounded to the southwest 

by a short terrace of rural farm cottages, 166-178 Mapelwell Road. These have 

generous long narrow allotment type rear gardens which support a dense stand 

mature trees. To the southeast the site is bounded by hedgerow and  Maplewell 

Road whileto the north west the western portion of the fields, bounded to its NW by a 

tall hedgerow, a smaller field and  a wooded knoll known as the Round Stye. The 

ground rises steadily from Maplewell Road up to the taller well tree hedgerow which 

forms the NE boundary of the fields.  The site is part of the lower SE slopes leading 

up toward Broombriggs Hill. 

There is a prominent copse or cluster of trees to the northeastern field portion. The 

sward is dense with a lush verdant green texture largely free of pernicious weeds.  

The land holding of which the site is part, lies immediately adjacent and south of 

Broombriggs Country Park, noted as one of several within the Charnwood Forest 

LCA, Visually, it appears contiguous to the park and the average walker would not 

think of it as separate or distinct from it. 

2.2. Development Proposal 

The application is an outline application for the residential development of up to 50 

dwellings and associated Open Space, with all matters reserved other than vehicular 

access. Planning permission was refused for the application on 25 October 2018. 

 



3.0 Case Officer Recommendation Report  

The case officer’s report detailed objections to the development. The landscape 

related objections include:  

“The proposal would interrupt the traditional field pattern and result in a very 

prominent, obtrusive development in the countryside. The dwellings would be seen 

in an open landscape rising towards Broombriggs Hill and Broombriggs Farm 

Country Park. 

The development would also significantly alter the approach into Woodhouse Eaves 

along Maplewell Road. The view is currently dominated by a number of mature trees 

set in rolling farmland with very little sight of a few dwellings. The intrusive nature of 

the built development would be detrimental to long and close views, to the south of 

the village and to its landscape setting. 

Overall it is considered that the proposal would result in harm to the character and 

appearance of the landscape and the setting of Woodhouse Eaves, contrary to 

Policy CS11 and the Woodhouse Eaves Village Design Statement. “ 

4.0 Reasons for Refusal 2  

The landscape reasons for refusal in the decision notice are: 

 
The proposal would cause substantive and significant harm to the character and 
appearance of the landscape and the setting of Woodhouse Eaves.  
 
It would also result in less than substantial harm to the significance of the setting of 
the heritage asset at 155 Maplewell Road, which makes a contribution to the 
landscape around Woodhouse Eaves.  
 
The public benefits when taken as a whole do not outweigh the less then substantial 
harm which has been identified and the proposal is considered to be contrary to the 
Adopted Local Plan Core Strategy 2011-28m Policies CS11 and  CS14, the 
Woodhouse Eaves Village Design Statement (SPD) and the aims and objectives of 
the National Planning Policy Framework.  
 
No material considerations have been advanced by the applicant to warrant setting 
aside the provisions of the Development Plan and the identified harm from the 
development would outweigh any benefits arising from the proposal. 
 

 

5.0 Summary findings 

5.1.  Conclusion on Landscape Planning Policy Context 

5.2. The appeal site lies outwith the limits of the settlement of Woodhouse Eaves 

as defined on the extant Borough of Charnwood Local plan. It has a strong rural 



characteristic enclosed by hedgerow.  The Local Plan policies seek to protect and 

conserve the countryside. The policies and guidance support protection of 

undesignated landscapes which can be demonstrated are ‘valued’.    

 

5.3. Valued Landscape  

The site, an apportioned out part of land within the applicants ownership is part of a 

valued landscape in the sense meant by para 170 of the  NPPF.  While the NPPF 

does not define what the term means, the GLVIA3 in box 5.1 lists factors by which it 

can be identified. These are landscape quality or condition, scenic quality, rarity, 

representativeness, conservation interests, recreation value, perceptual aspects and 

associations The GLVIA3 examines the hierarchy cascade from international to 

national to local designations and landscapes which are undesignated. In CD 9.1 It 

states: “the fact that an area of landscape is not designated either nationally or 

locally does not mean that it does not have value”. It notes that in the absence of 

local designations references should be made to landscape character assessments 

when considering landscape value.  

6.0 Limitations of the Landscape and Visual Appraisal 

Key issues 

6.1. I disagree with the judgements and conclusions as presented in the LVIA in 

relation to landscape and visual considerations in respect of the appeal application. 

In my opinion the findings fail to take account of the setting, are generally 

underscored and I dispute the opinion that the site is not part of a ‘valued landscape’. 

6.2. The visual assessment images lack any means of indicating the horizontal 

extent of the site and the vertical extent of the proposal. The proposed roofscape 

would interrupt important views from the key vantages along the Broombriggs 

Country Park permissive paths 

6.3 The proposed layout would not yield a scheme that would integrate well with 

its immediate surroundings or overcome the adverse impacts on landscape 

character or visual amenity. The location does not offer a suitable location in 

landscape terms for new housing growth failing to comply with the aims and 

objectives of sustainable development as set out in the NPPF and policy CS1. 

6.4. The proposal would result in a loss of arable land which is an important 

characteristic of the local area.. 

6.5. The proposal, due to its overall scale and location, would adversely impact the 

approach to Woodhouse Eaves and cause substantial harm to the character of the 

landscape setting of the settlement and the experience of routes leading up to 



Broomriggs Country Park. It would interrupt views from the road toward Round Stye 

and associate outcrops and stands of trees. 

 

7.0 Landscape Effects of the Proposed Development 

7.1 Valued Landscape 

Landscape quality –The site is part of two very good quality (Grade 3a Best Most 

Versatile) arable fields bounded mainly by low rural hawthorn hedgerow.. The 

southeast is defined by Maplewell Road, the northwest, a notional line within a larger 

field, the north by a taller hedgerow with mature trees and to the southwest by the 

rural terrace housing and its associated dense woodland cover across the rear 

gardens.  The site is therefore a part of the wider valued landscape. The overall 

landscape condition of the site is of good quality of dense lush sward relatively free 

of pernicious weeds.  

Scenic quality- The site, its parent fields and the landscape to the northwest is 

of moderately good scenic quality defined by the rich sward and is partly visible from 

the key viewpoints along the permissive paths up to Long Stye. It reads as scenically 

and visually contiguous with rest of the Country Park rural  landscape. 

Rarity – The site is part of a landscape, Charnwood Forest, described as ‘unique’ in 

Natural England’s NCA 73. The eastern portion contains a mature tree copse which 

is a feature becoming increasingly rare in rural agricultural fields.  

Representative  - The character of the site is representative of the area which is 

identified in Charnwood LCA as “marked out by its geology and upland qualities, 

which contrast with the surrounding gentle lowlands.” The site is clearly 

representative part of farmland in the description  “mosaic of heathland, farmland, 

parkland and woodland” whose “underlying Precambrian geology has given rise to 

the distinct area of land characterised by exposures of rugged, rocky outcrops. It is a 

relatively well wooded landscape, with many areas of mixed, deciduous and 

coniferous woodlands”. The site is integral to the wider landscape area which 

includes the Country Park to the north. 

Conservation interests – The fields of which the site is part is the setting for the 

Broombriggs Country Park  which is a key local site for integrating conservation with 

traditional methods of management.  The continued retention and  management of 

the copse and hedgerows are important conservation considerations.  

Recreation –although not publically accessible it is visually accessible as part of the 

recreation experience for walkers using the Leicestershire Round and the 

Broombrigg Farm’s permissive routes. The principle route which overlooks the site 

and the proposal notional roofscape rises up from within Woodhouse Eaves, passing 

on the north eastern edge of an arable wheat field. The path steadily rises then veers 



to the left westward along the southern edge of a Long Stye. This route is clearly well 

used and enhanced with interpretation boards and benches at key intervals affording 

visual vantages over the settlement to the wider landscape beyond. This site lies 

directly to the south beyond the wheat field and the Round Stye. The Leicestershire 

round emerges from the SE runs east along Maplewell Road enters the settlement 

then head NW up the Broombriggs Farm paths. The site is part and parcel of the 

recreational experience before entering the settlement and walking the permissive 

path network. 

Perceptual – The rural characteristic contributes to the visual and aural tranquillity as 

one walks the Leicestershire Round. While the tranquillity is affected by the traffic it 

is to an expected moderate level for this rural route. This is immediately lessened as 

one enters the site behind the hedgerow.  

Association- none. 

Overall the site its parent filed within the client’s landholding and the country park 

should be regarded as valued landscape. 

7.2 The Appellants LVIA considered the site in isolation from the actual fields of 

which it is a part and failing to recognise its integral connection to the country park of 

which it is a key setting. The sites relationship to the wider landscape as it rises from 

Maplewell Road was ignored. 

7.3 The Appellants Landscape Statement reiterated the notion that the site is not 

part of a valued landscape. In para 4.11 they reference appeal case “CEG Land 

Promotions V Secretary of State [2018] EWHC 1799 (Admin) OuseleyJ stated that 

when considering whether a landscape was valued consideration shouldnot be 

limited to the site itself. The wider context is to be considered (see paragraphs 58 

and 59).” However they fail to acknowledge the nature and use of the wider 

landscape context into which the site and its parent fields feed. The whole 

landholding of the client reads as though part of the wider Country Park therefore 

should be regarded as of high value and medium-high sensitivity. It is part of the 

experience of walking this Maplewell Road segments of the Leicestershire Round 

and of the Broombrigs Farm Country Park permissive path network.  The Country 

parkand Leicestershire Round are part of a number of key County attractions. They 

are not only of value to the local residents but for visitors, be they regional or national 

7.4 Landscape character 

Key landscape features and conservation objectives set out in the statement of 

Opportunity SE1 offended by the proposed development for the various levels of 

landscape character assessment include- 

Charnwood  

 Erosion and obscuring of rocky outcrops and associated woods  



 Erosion of the open and elevated views, which provide a sense of inspiration 

and a tranquil. 

 Impact on the setting of the Broombriggs Country Park 

 Erosion of the distinctive inner Charnwood villages - Woodhouse Eaves, and 

failing to recognise that largescale development would be severely 

detrimental to its character and recreational resources. 

East Midlands Regional Landscape Character Assessment 2010  

 Loss of BMV land 

 Loss of field pattern 

 Increased development in rural area noted for ‘limited development’ 

 Creation of visual intrusion 

Borough of Charnwood Landscape Character Assessment (July 2012): 

 Erosion of  the Charnwood Forest  character 

 Erosion of the rural character northwest of Maplewell Road  

 Loss of arable field, an important and defining land use  

 Loss or interruption of views  

 Reduction to tranquillity  

7.5 The effects would act against the strategy to conserve and enhance the 

tranquillity and self-contained rural character nor have due regard to the views from 

the permissive path as it ascends the lower slopes of Broombriggs Hill as well as 

from Long Stye across the site to the distant Soar Valley . 

The impact would be adverse for Charnwood Forest though negligible for 

Charnwood NCA.  

7.6 The proposal would be harmful by way of scale, nature and location to the 

rural landscape of this part of the Charnwood Forest. It failing to comply with Core 

Strategy CS 11 points 1 and 3 as well as the advice on protection of landscape and 

countryside set out in NPPF (paras 17 and 109). 

7.7  In relation to the Borough of Charnwood LCA (July 2012) Charnwood Forest 

Landscape Character Area the following effects are noted: the development would 

be outside of the settlement in the countryside and would erode the integrity of a 

valued landscape and its associated views. The development would categorically not 

lead to a beneficial landscape effect as it would totally alter the landscape character 

of the site and planting would not compensate that loss. The effect of any 

development would be perceived and experienced outwith the site such as along 

Maplewell Road and the permissive path network of Broombriggs Farm Country 

Park. The existing settlement edge is defined by hedgerow and a large mature tree 

and needs no adjustment save succession planting for young trees in the hedgerow.. 



7.8 If constructed, the development would be highly prominent  and obtrusive 

along Maplewell Road and from the permissive path network mainly the upper 

portions of dwellings. This would be a clear perceptual change and would be read as 

housing advancing toward the viewer. 

7.9 The effect would be major for the site which is influenced greatly by the 

rurality of its parent fields which rise NW. The site currently has a strong pastoral 

characteristic. 

7.10 The argument that the fact the site is adjacent to the settlement edge as a 

reason to devalue its function as rural farmland is skewed. The simple fact is the site 

is part of an arable field with a strong rural characteristic and is not in any way urban 

or even periurban. Therefore it is erroneous to argue that the attractiveness and 

function are limited by virtue of this proximity. It is in fact the proximity that makes the 

site all the more important. The susceptibility to change is therefore high. 

7.11 The proposed development does not offer a potential for beneficial effects 

above that of the field being retained in its current function and with its current 

characteristic. Retention of the field is the best way to reinforce the landscape 

character. The settlement edge between the site and the settlement is currently 

strong and needs no future enhancement. The view from the south east and from the 

north east is not in need of development though could benefit from planting of trees 

to all its boundaries as the existing mature stock is in early decline, an action that 

could be delivered independent of any development. 

 

8.0 Visual Effects of the proposed Development 

8.1 The LVIA considered the visual environment by examining 17 viewpoints. The 

selection was logical well considered and it is agreed the selection is a fair 

representation of the sites visibility (LVIA 3.24).  However I do not agree the scoring 

is fair or accurate for sensitivity. It should be high for 4 and 6 as walkers also use 

these routes.  The limitations of the LVIA are it only considers the baseline and there 

is no analysis of the potential effects of the proposals built form.  

8.2 In some images when there would be clear visibility either of the site there is 

barely a mention of the site. There was no indication on any image – viewpoints 1-17 

either by wireline or other device to illustrate the vertical or horizontal extent of the 

proposed development, just a vague indication based on current site visibility that the 

development would also be obscured for a range of vantages. The failure to clearly 

indicate the extent of the site and the proposal should be regarded as a majore 

defect of the LVIA. 

8.3 The baseline site is mostly or partially visible in viewpoints 5, 6,   9, 10, 12, 14, 

and 16. The roofscape of the proposal would be clearly or partially visible for 5, 6, 8, 

9, 10, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 16.  The effect would be significant for viewpoints 5, 6 



10,11,12,13, 14 and 16. The failure to properly reference and highlight visibility 

should be regarded as a major defect of the LVIA. 

9.0 The proposal 

9.1 The proposal are claimed to be informed by the localised settlement pattern. 

This is clearly not the case because the built form of the settlement is large detached 

house with large rear gardens aligned along the road while the outlying rural 

cottages are a single terrace with substantial linear gardens. If it reflects any urban 

pattern within Woodhouse Eaves it is that of Patterson Drive or Brand Hill neither of 

which respects the historic pattern. 

9.2 The proposal masterplan indicates two breaches across the existing SE 

hedgerow and three through the internal hedgerow would be required.  These are 

confirmed in the Arboricultural Impact Assessment. However the layout does not 

afford sufficient space for the copse while the wrapping of dwellings around the 

internal hedgerow is highly likely to lead to its erosion and loss of its trees. The 

greater part of the indicative open space lies outside of the red line. It is not clear 

that the proposed viewing point will have sufficient clearance over the dwelling 

roofscape to afford any meaningful panorama. The proposed open space paths does 

not pick up on the various assessments guidelines to extends more permissive paths 

into the existing network nor does it integrate with the woodland connectivity aims of 

the National Forest or the recent woodland development at Broombriggs Country 

Park. The proposed housing along Maplewell Road is highly likely to impact the 

existing hedgerow.  In the appellants Landscape Statement ( para 4.15) they argue 

that the proposal would not ‘interrupt the traditional field pattern’. They suggest that 

the development will retain the field pattern because it will largely retain the 

hedgerow. This ignored the impact of built form on previous open and uncluttered 

land. Furthermore it ignores the fact that the hedgerow as state above will be 

breached and enveloped within private domestic gardens a scenario which over time 

will inevitably lead to the erosion and loss of traditional hedgerow. The effect is 

therefore of erosion or obliteration not enhancement. 

9.3  It is my opinion that the layout, as set out in the illustrative landscape 

masterplan and tree constraints plan, are inadequate to preserve the integrity of 

retained trees within the internal hedgerow and copse. The arboricultural Impact 

Assessment fails to consider or take into account the perceptions of future 

householders who are highly likely to demand the constraining of the crown works or 

even to seek felling of trees which would case substantial shade into their gardens. 

The report also fails to adequately consider the proximity of dwellings to trees which 

again is highly likely to create a conflict of interest between future residents and the 

needs of trees.  

 

 



10.0 Conclusion 

10.1 I consider that the development of the appeal site in the manner proposed 

would give rise to the significant landscape and visual effects. As a consequence, 

the distinct character of the local area – a valued landscape –  which is overlooked 

by a key path of the Broombrigg Farm network would be significantly adversely  

affected and would not be adequately protected or mitigated, in conflict with local 

planning policy, particularly Policy CS 11 of the Charnwood Local Plan which seek to 

protect landscape character and to reinforce the sense of place and local 

distinctiveness. The proposal does not satisfy the Landscape Strategy for 

Charnwood Forest to ‘conserve, protect and enhance’.  On this basis, I invite the 

inspector to agree and conclude that the landscape effects would give rise to 

substantial adverse landscape character and visual effects to this locally sensitive 

landscape. 
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VALUED LANDSCAPE EVIDENCE – LEAFLET OF BROOMBRIGGS FAR MCOUNTRY PARK 

    

The leaflet for the Broombriggs Country Park includes a photograph which shows the wheatfield and the wooded outcrop which lies north west of the 

landholding of the applicant. 



 

This photograph show the view  to the right of the above mentioned image. The Red horizontal line is indicative of the horizontal extent of the appeal site. 

It can be surmised from this that the development rootscape would likely impinge this view. 



VALUED LANDSCAPE EVIDENCE  

The red dash oval indicates the proximity of the applicants land holding. 

 



VALUED LANDSCAPE EVIDENCE 

 

 

The site is within a landscape much valued for recreation and walking. Woodhouse Eaves was historically  one of the early 

destinations for holidays and day trips. 


