13 University Road
Leicester
LE1 7RA
Dated: Friday 19th July 2019
Our Reference: A1428-03-01-01-01-AP
Your Reference: APP/X2410/W/19/3221952
Hazel Stanmore-Richards
Eagle 3D
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol
BS1 6PN
SENT BY E-MAIL ONLY TO north1@planninginspectorate.gov.uk
Dear Hazel,
RE: APP/X2410/W/19/3221952 - Land at Maplewell Road, Woodhouse Eaves,
Loughborough, LE12 8RA
1.0

Introduction

1.1

We are submitting these representations on behalf of the following interested parties: Mr
Michael Price of ‘The Last Outpost’ 19, Mill Road, Woodhouse Eaves, LE12 8RD; Mr Neil
Davidson CBE of 175, Maplewell Road, Woodhouse Eaves, LE12 8QY; and Mr Roger
Collins, The Stables, 10 Charnwood Rise, Woodhouse Eaves, LE12 8QT against the
appeal proposals subject to Planning Appeal APP/X2410/W/19/3221952.

1.2

We would also appreciate it if you would inform the Inspector that Astill Planning
Consultants would like to speak at the Hearing on behalf of Mr Michael Price, Mr Neil
Davidson CBE and Mr Roger Collins. We would appreciate it if the Inspector would
provide us with such an opportunity.

2.0

Representations

2.1

These representations have been prepared to object to Planning Appeal
APP/X2410/W/19/3221952 and primarily focus on the following pertinent matters:
•

Charnwood Borough Council’s current housing land supply position

•

The distribution of housing growth set out in the development strategy for the
Borough
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•

The quantum of development proposed

•

The nature of the proposed residential development

•

The remaining years of the plan period and the preparation of the neighbourhood
development plan

•

Sustainable development

•

The ‘tilted balance’

Charnwood Borough Council’s current housing land supply position
2.2

Paragraph 73 of the NPPF 2019 requires local planning authorities to
“identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide
a minimum of five years’ worth of housing against their housing requirement set out in
adopted strategic policies, or against their local housing need where the strategic
policies are more than five years old”.

2.3

The Charnwood Local Plan 2011 to 2028 Core Strategy (‘the Core Strategy’) was adopted
on 9th November 2015 following the publication of the Inspector’s Report into the
examination of the Core Strategy on 21st September 2015. The strategic policies
contained in the Core Strategy are therefore under five years old. In light of this, it is
considered appropriate for Charnwood Borough Council to base its housing land supply
calculations on the housing requirement of 820 homes a year that is established in Policy
CS1 of the Core Strategy.

2.4

Paragraph 73 of the NPPF 2019 also specifies that a buffer, which is moved forward from
later in the plan period, should be added to a local planning authority’s housing land
supply calculation. All local planning authorities are required to apply a 5% buffer as a
minimum to ensure choice and competition in the market for land. Where a local planning
authority wishes to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable sites through an annual
position statement or a recently adopted plan, this buffer should be increased to 10%.
Finally, where the Housing Delivery Test indicates that housing delivery in a local
planning authority’s area was below 85% of the housing requirement over the previous
three years, a 20% buffer should be used.

2.5

By virtue of the provisions set out in footnote 38 to paragraph 73 of the NPPF 2019, the
Core Strategy does not constitute a ‘recently adopted plan’. There is also no publicly
available information to suggest that Charnwood Borough Council is seeking to prepare
an annual position statement at present. Additionally, the Housing Delivery Test results
that were published by Ministry of Housing, Communities & Local Government on 19th
February 2019 highlight that over the previous three years (2015-16, 2016-17, 2017-18)
housing delivery in Charnwood amounted to 123% of the Borough’s housing requirement.
As such, it is deemed to be appropriate for a 5% buffer to be applied in Charnwood’s
housing land supply calculation.
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2.6

When the appeal was submitted on 5th February 2019, Charnwood Borough Council was
able to demonstrate a housing land supply of 5.93 years1. This was partly due to the
revised guidance on calculating housing land supply in the revised NPPF that was
published on 24th July 2018. The Council’s housing land supply position was confirmed
in the revised Authority Monitoring Report 2017 to 2018 (December 2018) (‘revised AMR
2017-2018’).

2.7

At paragraph 2.7 of their Hearing Statement the appellant states
“The 5.89-year housing land supply has not been justified and explained with no details
of the housing land supply detailed.”2
Paragraph 2.7 of the appellant’s Hearing Statement also draws attention to the Council’s
revised housing land supply position being “informed by a list of specific sites” that the
Council did not publish as part of the revised AMR 2017-2018.

2.8

Following the submission of the appeal, Charnwood Borough updated its five year
housing land supply position and the Council can now demonstrate a 6.41 years’ supply
of specific deliverable housing sites (as at 31st March 2019).

2.9

This calculation is based on the 820 dwellings a year requirement in the Core Strategy;
accounts for the past under delivery of homes in the Borough over the plan period (37
dwellings); and includes a 5% buffer. Charnwood’s current housing land supply
calculation is therefore considered to comply with the requirements of paragraph 73 of
the NPPF 2019.

2.10

It is also worth noting that since the appeal was submitted, the Council’s housing land
supply position has increased from 5.93 years to 6.41 years.

2.11

The Council’s housing land supply calculation is provided at Appendix 1 of these
representations along with the list of the specific sites which form part of this calculation.
This information justifies and explains the Council’s current housing land supply position
and thus addresses the concerns raised by the appellant at paragraph 2.7 of their Hearing
Statement in relation to how it has been calculated.

2.12

In light of the above, it is concluded that the Council is able to demonstrate a supply of
specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide a minimum of five years’ worth of housing
against their housing requirement.

2.13

It is important to consider the above factors within the context of footnote 7 to paragraph
11 of the NPPF 2019 which explains that for applications involving the provision of
housing, the policies which are most important for determining the application will be outof-date in situations where:
•

The local planning authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable
housing sites (with the appropriate buffer); or

•

The Housing Delivery Test indicates that the delivery of housing was substantially

1

The appellant’s Hearing Statement refers to a “5.89-year housing land supply”, but the table at paragraph 6.5
of the revised Charnwood Authority Monitoring Report 2017 to 2018 (December 2018) refers to a 5.93 years’
housing land supply.
2
Please refer to the above footnote.
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below the housing requirement over the previous three years3 (subject to the
transitional arrangements in Annex 1).
2.14

Given that
a) Charnwood Borough Council can demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable
housing sites with the appropriate buffer; and
b) Housing delivery in the Borough over the previous years has amounted to 123%
of its housing requirement,
it is considered that the Council’s policies most relevant to the supply of housing are not
out-of-date and thus significant weight should be afforded to these policies in the overall
planning balance.

2.15

What is more, at paragraph 44 of the Court of Appeal Judgement in Gladman
Developments Ltd v Daventry District Council & Anor [EWCA] 2016 Civ 1146 (Appendix
2), LJ Sales established that
“…The fact that the Council is able to show that with current saved housing policies in
place it has the requisite five year supply tends to show that there is no compelling
pressure by reason of unmet housing need which requires those policies to be
overridden in the present case...”

2.16

Similarly, the presence of a five-year housing land supply in the Borough of Charnwood
demonstrates that the Borough’s housing requirement is currently being met without the
need to grant planning permission for additional residential development on land outside
the Limits to Development. There is therefore no compelling pressure by reason of unmet
housing need in the Borough to override saved policies ST/2, CT/1 and CT/2. As a result,
further residential development on sites outside of the Limits to Development, such as on
the appeal site, is currently considered to be unnecessary and unjustifiable. Accordingly,
the principle of the proposed development is deemed to be inappropriate. Thus, it is
contended that the appeal proposal’s conflict with saved policies ST/2, CT/1 and CT/2
should be attributed some weight in the overall planning balance. Ultimately, this weighs
against a grant of planning permission for the scheme.

The distribution of housing growth set out in the development strategy for the
Borough
2.17

Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy sets out the Council’s ambition to make provision for at
least 13,940 new homes in the Borough between 2011 and 2028.

2.18

Policy CS1 also establishes the development strategy for Charnwood and sets out how
the 13,940 new homes will be distributed across the Borough through the use of a
settlement hierarchy, which seeks to direct future development to the most sustainable
locations in terms of access to jobs, services and public transport. The settlement

3

This is subject to the transitional arrangements set out in paragraph 215 at Annex 1 of the NPPF 2019. At
present, where housing delivery was below 25% of housing required over the previous three years, this is
deemed to represent “delivery of housing which was substantially below the housing requirement”. This
increases to 45% in November 2019 and 75% in November 2020.
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hierarchy is as follows:
1) Leicester Principal Urban Area (PUA)
2) Loughborough and Shepshed
3) Service Centres
4) Other Settlements4
5) Small Villages and Hamlets5
2.19

At paragraph 4.16 of the Core Strategy, the supporting text to Policy CS1 explains that
the spatial development strategy for the Borough of Charnwood
“is one of urban concentration and regeneration; where new homes and jobs benefit
from the existing infrastructure in our urban areas whilst new infrastructure that
accompanies our strategic developments benefits as many people as possible”

2.20

Policy CS1 therefore seeks to focus new housing development on the ‘PUA’ in the south
of the Borough (at least 5,500 new homes) and ‘Loughborough and Shepshed’ in the
north (at least 5,000 new homes). Beyond this, development is directed primarily towards
the ‘Service Centres’ (at least 3,000 new homes) with limited housing development
envisaged in the ‘Other Settlements’ (at least 500 new homes).

2.21

Ultimately, the purpose of the development strategy and the settlement hierarchy outlined
in Policy CS1 is to promote sustainable development and facilitate the creation of
sustainable communities through bringing houses, jobs and services together in the
settlements that offer the best range of services and facilities.

2.22

The development strategy set out in Policy CS1 therefore supports the objectives of
paragraph 103 of the NPPF 2019 which states
“The planning system should actively manage patterns of growth in support of these
objectives. Significant development should be focused on locations which are or can
be made sustainable, through limiting the need to travel and offering a genuine choice
of transport modes. ...”
Likewise, it accords with paragraph 20 of the NPPF 2019 which expects strategic policies
to “set out an overall strategy for the pattern, scale and quality of development…”.

2.23

Policy CS1 is therefore considered to be consistent with the NPPF 2019. This was
confirmed in a recent planning appeal concerning the Land off Burton Lane, Wymeswold,
Loughborough (Planning Appeal APP/X2410/W/17/3186714) (Appendix 3) where the
Inspector concluded at paragraph 11 of their decision that
“Policy CS1 of the Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy (2015) (CS) sets out the
Council’s development strategy. The thrust is one of urban concentration and
regeneration, with a priority for growth in the city, main towns and named settlements,
thereby reflecting objectives of the Framework. …”

2.24

In light of the above factors, it is considered that Policy CS1 and its associated

4

Figure 1 (Summary of Housing Provision and Strategy) of the Core Strategy seems to group ‘Other
Settlements’ and ‘Small Villages and Hamlets’ into one tier called ‘Rest of Borough’.
5
Please refer to the above footnote.
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development strategy should be afforded full and significant weight in the overall planning
balance.
2.25 It is therefore important to assess the appeal proposal within the context of the spatial
development strategy for the Borough and assess the impacts of the proposed
development upon it.
2.26 Table 2.1 sets out the minimum number of homes that the Core Strategy directs to each
tier of the settlement hierarchy over the plan period. It also expresses the number of
houses planned for in each tier of the settlement hierarchy as a proportion of the total
number of houses planned for.
Table 2.1

Planned housing delivery in each tier of the settlement hierarchy over the plan period

Planned housing delivery
2011/12-2027/28
5,500

Proportion of planned housing
delivery 2011/12-2027/28
39.3%

Loughborough and Shepshed

5,000

35.7%

Service Centres

3,000

21.4%

PUA

Rest of Borough
TOTAL

500

3.6%

14,000

100.0%

Source: Charnwood Local Plan 2011 - 2028 Core Strategy (Adopted November 2015) – Figure 1 (Summary of Housing Provision and Strategy)

2.27 In comparison, Table 2.2 shows the total number of houses completed in each tier of the
Settlement Hierarchy since the beginning of the plan period to 31st March 2019 (2011/12
– 2018/19)6. Table 2.2 also portrays the number of houses completed in each tier of the
Settlement Hierarchy as at 31st March 2019 as a proportion of the total number of net
housing completions in the Borough.
Table 2.2

Net housing completions in each tier of the settlement hierarchy between 2011/12-2018/19

Net housing completions
2011/12-2018/19
1,039

Proportion of total net housing
completions 2011/12-2018/19
15.9%

Loughborough and Shepshed

2,089

32.0%

Service Centres

PUA

2,730

41.9%

Other Settlements

629

9.6%

Small Villages and Hamlets

36

0.6%

6,523

100.0%

TOTAL

Source: Housing completions data from Charnwood Borough Council (17/05/2019)

2.28 Table 2.3 combines the information in Tables 2.1 and 2.2 to compare the proportion of
the total housing delivery that has been planned for each tier of the settlement hierarchy
over the plan period (Table 2.1) to the proportion of total housing delivery that has actually
taken place in each tier of the settlement hierarchy during the plan period so far (Table
2.2).
2.29 It should be noted that Figure 1 in the Core Strategy combines the ‘Other Settlements’
and ‘Small Villages and Hamlets’ into one tier, which it refers to as the ‘Rest of Borough’.
Therefore, Table 2.3 combines the completions data for the ‘Other Settlements’ and
‘Small Villages and Hamlets’ to arrive at a total for the ‘Rest of Borough’ to enable a direct
6

Given the nature of the monitoring periods, the 2018/19 annual monitoring year is the most recent period
for which a complete set of housing delivery data is currently available.
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comparison to be made between the Core Strategy housing delivery targets and the
completions data provided by Charnwood Borough Council.
2.30 Table 2.3 clearly shows that the proportion of the Borough’s housing completions that
have been accommodated in the ‘Services Centres’ and the ‘Rest of Borough’ over the
plan period has been significantly greater than the proportion planned for in Policy CS1.
Table 2.3

Comparison of the proportion of housing delivery planned for in each tier of the settlement hierarchy
and the proportion of total housing delivery that has actually taken place in each tier of the settlement
hierarchy during the plan period so far

Proportion of planned
housing delivery
2011/12-2027/28
39.3%

PUA

Proportion of total net housing
completions 2011/12-2018/19
15.9%

Loughborough and Shepshed

35.7%

32.0%

Service Centres

21.4%

41.9%

Rest of Borough

3.6%

10.2%

100.0%

100.0%

TOTAL

Source: Housing completions data from Charnwood Borough Council (17/05/2019)

2.31 Given that Woodhouse Eaves is one of 12 ‘Other Settlements’ where Policy CS1 directs
at least 500 homes over the plan period, Table 2.4 compares the level of housing delivery
that Policy CS1 directs to the ‘Other Settlements’ with the volume of housing delivery that
has taken place in the ‘Other Settlements’ over the plan period so far.
Table 2.4

Comparison of the minimum number of new homes (500) that Policy CS1 directs to the ‘Other Settlements’
over the plan period and the number of net housing completions in the ‘Other Settlements’ between 2011/122018/19

(A) Minimum number of new homes that Policy CS1 directs to the 'Other
Settlements' over the plan period (2011/12-2027/28)
(B) Proportion of the planned housing delivery for the Borough between
2011/12-2027/28 that is directed to the 'Other Settlements in Policy CS1
(Table 2.1)
(C) Net housing completions in the 'Other Settlements' between 2011/122018/19
(Table 2.2)
(D) Proportion of total net housing completions in the Borough that took
place in the 'Other Settlements' between 2011/12-2018/19
(Table 2.2)
(E) Net housing completions in the 'Other Settlements' between 2011/122018/19 as a proportion of the minimum number of new homes directed to
the 'Other Settlements' over the plan period
(C/A) x 100%

500
3.6%

629

9.6%

126%

Source: Housing completions data from Charnwood Borough Council (17/05/2019)

2.32 In summary, Table 2.4 demonstrates that despite this data only covering the first eight
years (2011/12-2018/19) of the 17 year plan period, the number of completions that have
taken place in the ‘Other Settlements’, already stands at 126% of the minimum number
homes that are directed to the ‘Other Settlements’ in Policy CS1. In other words, there
have already been 26% more net housing completions in the ‘Other Settlements’
compared to the minimum number of homes planned for in these 12 villages over the
entire plan period (2011/12-2027/28).
2.33 Table 2.4 also shows that 9.6% of the total number of housing completions in the Borough
took place in the ‘Other Settlements’ between 2011/12-2018/19, compared to the 3.6%
of housing completions that are directed to these villages by Core Policy CS1 over the
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plan period. It is therefore considered that a disproportionate amount of residential
development has taken place in the lower tiers of the settlement hierarchy during the plan
period.
2.34 What is more, the housing land supply data provided by Charnwood Borough Council
identifies that on 31st March 2019, there were a further 151 dwellings committed in the
‘Other Settlements’7. Table 2.5 demonstrates that when these 151 homes are added to
the 629 net housing completions that have already taken place in the ‘Other Settlements’,
there is the potential for 780 dwellings to be delivered in the ‘Other Settlements’. These
780 dwellings equate to 156% of the minimum number of dwellings apportioned to the
‘Other Settlements’ in Policy CS1 (500), despite there still being eight-and-a-half years of
the plan period remaining (and nine annual monitoring periods left: 2019/20-2027/28).
Accordingly, the number of net housing completions and commitments in the ‘Other
Settlements’ is already 56% higher than the minimum number of homes planned for in
these 12 villages over the entire plan period (2011/12-2027/28) (Table 2.6). This further
demonstrates that a significant imbalance exists between the level of planned housing
growth in the ‘Other Settlements’ and the amount of residential development that is likely
to occur in the ‘Other Settlements’ over the plan period.
Table 2.5

Comparison of the minimum number of new homes (500) that Policy CS1 directs to the ‘Other Settlements’
over the plan period and the number of housing completions and commitments in the ‘Other Settlements’ as
at 31st March 2019

(A) Minimum number of new homes that Policy CS1 directs to the 'Other
Settlements' over the plan period (2011/12-2027/28)
(B) Net housing completions in the 'Other Settlements' between 2011/122018/19
(Table 2.2)
(C) Number of new homes committed in the 'Other Settlements' as at 31st
March 2019
(D) Total number of housing completions and commitments in the 'Other
Settlements' as at 31st March 2019
(B+C)
(E) Housing completions and commitments in the 'Other Settlements' (as at
31st March 2019) as a proportion of the minimum number of new homes
directed to the 'Other Settlements' over the plan period
(D/A) x 100%

500
629
151
780

156%

Source: Housing completions and planning permissions data from Charnwood Borough Council (17/05/2019)

2.35 Paragraph 4.47 of the supporting text to Policy CS1 explains that the ‘Other Settlements’
“do not generally have access to a good range of services or facilities and rely largely
on the private car for their day to day needs. …”
As such, the 12 ‘Other Settlements’ are ranked fourth out of the five tiers in the Settlement
Hierarchy given that they do not represent a sustainable location for large volumes of
development to take place.
2.36 It is therefore apparent that the disproportionate amount of housing completions and
commitments in the ‘Other Settlements’ threatens to undermine the spatial strategy for
the Borough. Ultimately, this risks an unsustainable pattern of housing growth and
7

This addresses the concerns raised by the appellant in paragraphs 6.8-6.11 of their Hearing Statement in
respect of the number of housing commitments in the ‘Other Settlements’.
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development materialising across the Borough.
2.37 Paragraph 7 of the NPPF 2019 makes it clear that
“The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable
development.”
Similarly, paragraph 9 of the NPPF 2019 establishes that planning decisions
“…should play an active role in guiding development towards sustainable solutions…”
2.38 Through directing an additional 50 dwellings to the ‘Other Settlements’, the appeal
proposal would further undermine the spatial strategy for sustainable development that
is embodied in Policy CS1. Consequently, it is considered that the principle of the
proposed development significantly contrasts with the general thrust of local and national
planning policies which seek to deliver sustainable development. Accordingly, it is
contended that the proposal’s conflict with the spatial development strategy set out in
Policy CS1 should be afforded significant weight in the overall planning balance and
weighs strongly against the grant of planning permission for the scheme.
2.39 The Inspector who examined the Core Strategy also recognised that a disproportionate
number of completions and commitments had taken place in the ‘Other Settlements’ at
the time the Core Strategy was examined. For instance, at paragraph 67 of the Report
on the Examination into the Charnwood Local Plan: Core Strategy (Appendix 4), the
Inspector stated:
“Service Centres and other settlements have clearly come under considerable
pressure for housing development in recent times, not least due to the difficulty in
demonstrating an adequate supply of housing land in the Borough. There have been
significant levels of housing completions since 2011 and there is a substantial stock of
existing commitments (sites with planning permission or subject to s106 agreements)
in these settlements”.
2.40 In light of this, the Inspector went on to express the importance of rebalancing the
distribution of new housing growth towards the higher tiers of the settlement hierarchy at
paragraph 106 of their report:
“Completions since 2011 and existing commitments are disproportionately focused on
the Service Centres (and other settlements) in relation to their size and role and
planned levels of provision across the Borough. In order to redress the balance and to
ensure that the development strategy is implemented, it is necessary to direct future
growth to the PUA and Loughborough (in addition to existing commitments in
Shepshed)”
2.41 As Table 2.2 and 2.3 show, the majority (approximately 52.1%) of the net housing
completions in the Borough continue to be focused in the lower tiers of the settlement
hierarchy (in the ‘Service Centres’, ‘Other Settlements’ and ‘Small Villages and Hamlets’).
The appeal proposal would exacerbate the existing imbalance by directing a further 50
dwellings to the ‘Other Settlements’ (Table 2.6). Consequently, the comments made by
the Inspector in the Report on the Examination into the Charnwood Local Plan: Core
Strategy in relation to directing future housing growth towards the PUA and
Loughborough are deemed to add further weight to the assertion that the appeal
proposal’s conflict with Policy CS1 weighs strongly against the scheme.
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2.42 In contrast, the appellant argues at paragraph 6.12 of their Hearing Statement that
“just because a minimum housing figure has been met, it does not mean that the
distribution strategy in the Development Plan has been met.”
2.43 It is acknowledged that Policy CS1 seeks to provide “for at least”, rather than a maximum
of, 500 new homes in the ‘Other Settlements’. However, it is equally important to
recognise that the figure of 500 new dwellings is indicative of the quantum of residential
development considered to be appropriate in the ‘Other Settlements’ in order to deliver
the development strategy for the Borough and achieve the strategic objectives of the Core
Strategy. As such, if this figure is to have any meaning, within the context of a plan-led
system, it is considered unjustifiable to simply interpret it as a housing delivery target
without any upper limits.
2.44 As Table 2.6 shows, the number of completions and commitments in the ‘Other
Settlements’ currently stands at 780 dwellings. This is 56% higher than the 500 homes
envisaged by Policy CS1. It is therefore considered that the figure of 500 new dwellings
in the ‘Other Settlements’, and thus the planned level of growth in these villages, has
already been significantly exceeded, within the first eight years (2011/12-2018/19) of the
17 year plan period (2011/12-2027-28). As such, it is contended that there is a need to
control major housing proposals, such as the appeal scheme, in the ‘Other Settlements’
in the interests of supporting the delivery of the Borough’s development strategy.
2.45 The appeal proposal would add up to a further 50 dwellings to the 780 homes already
completed and committed in the ‘Other Settlements’. Consequently, it would result in
there being up to 830 dwellings provided for in the ‘Other Settlements’. Table 2.6
highlights that the delivery of 830 dwellings in the ‘Other Settlements’ would amount to a
volume of housing delivery in the ‘Other Settlements’ that is 66% higher than the 500
dwellings planned for in the Core Strategy. It is therefore asserted that the appeal
proposal would prejudice the development strategy for the Borough because it would
contribute towards a distribution of housing growth that is not promoted by Policy CS1. In
this respect, the appeal proposal is deemed to be unacceptable in principle.
Table 2.6

Comparison of the minimum number of new homes (500) that Policy CS1 directs to the ‘Other Settlements’
over the plan period, the number of housing completions and commitments in the ‘Other Settlements’ (as at
31st March 2019) and the number of new homes that would be provided for in the ‘Other Settlements’ should
the appeal be allowed

(A) Minimum number of new homes that Policy CS1 directs to the 'Other
Settlements' over the plan period (2011/12-2027/28)
(B) Total number of completions and commitments in the 'Other Settlements'
as at 31st March 2019
(Table 2.5)
(C) Number of homes proposed by the appeal scheme (up to)
(D) Total number of homes that will be provided for in the 'Other Settlements'
if the appeal is allowed
(B+C)
(E) Percentage increase in the number of new homes currently provided for
in the ‘Other Settlements’ (as at 31st March 2019) compared to the minimum
500 dwellings target in Policy CS1
((B-A)/A) x 100%
(F) Percentage increase in the number of new homes provided for in the
‘Other Settlements’, should the appeal be allowed, compared to the
minimum 500 dwellings target in Policy CS1
((D-A)/A) x 100%

500
780
50
830

56%

66%

Source: Housing completions and planning permissions data from Charnwood Borough Council (17/05/2019)
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2.46 What is more, paragraph 15 of the NPPF 2019 emphasises that “The planning system
should be genuinely plan-led…”. When this is considered in conjunction with paragraph
7 of the NPPF 2019 which makes it clear that “The purpose of the planning system is to
contribute to the achievement of sustainable development”, it is apparent that the delivery
of plan-led development is an important feature of sustainability.
2.47 The importance of the planning system being guided by plan-led planning decisions was
also established by LJ Sales in the Court of Appeal Judgement in Gladman
Developments Ltd v Daventry District Council & Anor [EWCA] 2016 Civ 1146 (Appendix
2). At paragraph 40iv of the Judgement, LJ Sales comments:
“Since an important set of policies in the NPPF is to encourage plan-led decisionmaking in the interests of coherent and properly targeted sustainable development in
a local planning authority’s area […], significant weight should be given to the general
public interest in having plan-led planning decisions even if particular policies in a
development plan might be old. There may still be a considerable benefit in directing
decision-making according to a coherent set of plan policies, even though they are old,
rather than having no coherent plan-led approach at all. In the present case, it is of
significance that the Secretary of State himself decided to save the Local Plan policies
in 2007 because he thought that continuity and coherence of approach remained
important considerations pending development of appropriate up-to-date policies.”
2.48 As demonstrated by the evidence above, the appeal proposal would undermine the planled development strategy for the Borough through exacerbating the existing imbalance in
housing delivery towards the lower tiers of the settlement hierarchy. Consequently, it
would be contrary to the principles of delivering plan-led development and thus the aim
of achieving sustainable development.
2.49 Given the degree of importance that is attributed to the delivery of genuinely plan-led
sustainable development in the NPPF 2019, it is considered that great weight should be
applied to the significant adverse impacts the appeal scheme would have on the
development strategy for the Borough of Charnwood. Overall, it is contended that this
weighs heavily against the appeal proposal being allowed.

The quantum of development proposed
2.50 The appeal proposal comprises the construction of up to 50 dwellings on greenfield land
outside the Limits to Development for Woodhouse Eaves. The appellant seeks to justify
the quantum of development proposed by presenting various methodologies in their
Hearing Statement to calculate how the 500 homes directed to the ‘Other Settlements’
by Policy CS1 should be distributed between the 12 villages. These methodologies
include:

8

•

An equal distribution between all 12 ‘Other Settlements’: 41.66 dwellings per
settlement8;

•

A distribution based on the population of Woodhouse Eaves as a proportion of the
total population of the ‘Other Settlements’ in the 2011 Census: 48.89 dwellings in

Paragraph 6.31 of the appellant’s Hearing Statement.
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Woodhouse Eaves9;
•

A distribution based on the number of categories of facilities and services in each
‘Other Settlement’: 60 dwellings in Woodhouse Eaves10; and

•

A distribution based on the number of facilities and services in each ‘Other
Settlement’: 79.17 dwellings in Woodhouse Eaves11.

2.51 The appellant argues at paragraph 6.36 of their Hearing Statement that these figures
suggest the allocation of new homes to Woodhouse Eaves in Policy CS1 “would be
anticipated to range between 49 and 79 dwellings”.
2.52 Despite this, it is important to recognise that Policy CS1 does not seek to allocate a set
number of homes to each of the 12 ‘Other Settlements’, nor does it specify how the 500
dwellings should be distributed between the 12 ‘Other Settlements’. Instead, it simply
identifies the total number of homes that should be cumulatively provided for across all
12 ‘Other Settlements’ over the plan period.
2.53 Additionally, Figure 1 (Summary of Housing Provision and Strategy) of the Core Strategy
highlights that in the ‘Rest of Borough’ (which includes the ‘Other Settlements’) there is a
residual requirement for 0 homes. Paragraph 4.55 of the Core Strategy explains this is
because
“The number of homes provided in Service Centres and the Rest of the Borough are
already sufficient to meet the levels of planned provision…”
2.54 Similarly, paragraph 69 of the Report on the Examination into the Charnwood Local Plan:
Core Strategy (Appendix 4), states that
“…Given the reality of the situation in terms of completions and commitments, the
distribution of housing between individual Service Centres and other settlements is to
a large extent already established. There is no need for Policy CS1 to be more specific
in this respect”
2.55 It is therefore apparent that market forces had already determined how the 500 dwellings
should be distributed between the ‘Other Settlements’ when the Core Strategy was
adopted on 9th November 2015. This was an approach that the Inspector deemed to be
acceptable. Ultimately, this means there is no policy basis or mechanism embedded in
Policy CS1 which seeks to deliver a proportionate distribution of housing growth between
each of the 12 ‘Other Settlements’.
2.56 The various methodologies put forward by the appellant to calculate what would represent
a level of housing growth that is ‘proportionate’ to the size of the settlement are therefore
not considered to reflect the general intentions of Policy CS1 with respect to how the 500
new homes should be distributed between the ‘Other Settlements’. Thus, the calculations
are not deemed to be an appropriate way to work out the quantum of new housing
development that should be delivered in Woodhouse Eaves. The appellant acknowledges
this at paragraph 6.36 of their Hearing Statement where they make the following remark
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The table at paragraph 6.32 of the appellant’s Hearing Statement.
The first table at paragraph 6.35 of the appellant’s Hearing Statement.
11
The second table at paragraph 6.35 of the appellant’s Hearing Statement.
10
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about the calculations they have used (emphasis added):
“The three tables above identify how 500 dwellings could have been distributed
between the 12 Other Settlements as originally envisaged by the Core Strategy having
regard to the population of the settlement and facilities and services within the
settlement.”
2.57 Additionally, it is acknowledged in paragraph 11.15 of the ‘Assessment of Current and
Future Sustainability’ report, which has been submitted by the appellant at Appendix 20
of their Hearing Statement, that
“…the development does not reflect the scale of development that the Council
envisage for the village…”
2.58 In light of the above, it is considered the appellant’s assertion at paragraph 6.42 of their
Hearing Statement that
“the proposed development would begin to re-balance the distribution of development
across the Other Settlement as envisaged by the Core Strategy which has been
hampered by concentration in two settlements. This is a positive effect of the proposal
against the spatial strategy; not a negative based on a simple analysis against a
minimum housing number”
should be afforded limited weight in the overall planning balance. This is because it is
clear from the supporting text to Policy CS1 and the conclusions of the Inspector who
examined the Core Strategy, that Policy CS1 does not explicitly seek to achieve a
balanced distribution of housing between the 12 ‘Other Settlements’. Instead, it aims to
deliver 500 dwellings in these villages based on the distribution of housing growth that
had already been established by market forces prior to the adoption of the Core Strategy.
2.59 It is also important to consider the quantum of development that is proposed by the appeal
proposal in conjunction with the number of new dwellings that have already been
completed in Woodhouse Eaves along with the number of dwellings in the village’s
housing supply pipeline.
2.60 Table 2.7 shows the number of net housing completions in Woodhouse Eaves over the
plan period as at 31st March 2019 (2011/12-2018/19). This demonstrates that there have
been 29 net housing completions in Woodhouse Eaves over the plan period so far.

P/11/0764/2
P/07/2438/2
P/11/2475/2
P/10/0660/2
P/12/1538/2
P/13/0622/2
P/14/0521/2
P/14/0697/2
P/13/2382/2
P/16/0027/2
TOTAL

2
1
1
-1

2018/19

2017/18

2016/17

4

2015/16

7
1
1
1

2014/15

2013/14

Application

2012/13

Net housing completions in Woodhouse Eaves between 2011/12-2018/19

2011/12

Table 2.7

6

1
0

10

4

0

3

7

5
5

0

TOTAL
11
1
1
1
8
1
1
-1
1
5
29

Source: Housing completions data from Charnwood Borough Council (17/05/2019)
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2.61 Additionally, Table 2.8 lists the extant planning consents in Woodhouse Eaves for new
houses as at 31st March 2019. From this it can be taken that there were 9 additional
dwellings with an extant planning permission in Woodhouse Eaves on 31st March 2019.
These 9 dwellings represent the housing supply pipeline in Woodhouse Eaves.
Table 2.8

Extant planning permissions for new dwellings in Woodhouse Eaves as at 31st March 2019

Application
P/17/0710/2
P/17/2408/2
P/18/0117/2
P/18/0201/2
P/18/0447/2
P/18/0796/2
P/18/1228/2

Settlement
Woodhouse
Eaves
Woodhouse
Eaves
Woodhouse
Eaves
Woodhouse
Eaves
Woodhouse
Eaves
Woodhouse
Eaves
Woodhouse
Eaves

Address/ Location
Roecliffe Hall, Swithland Road, Woodhouse
Eaves, Leicestershire, LE12 8JL
The Elms, 112 Main Street, Woodhouse
Eaves, LE12 8RZ
Land opposite 135 Maplewell Road,
Woodhouse Eaves, Leicestershire, LE12 8QY
Hanging Stone Farm, Brook Road,
Woodhouse Eaves, Leicestershire, LE12 8RS
12 Windmill Rise, Woodhouse Eaves, LE12
8SG
Land r/o 6 Nanhill Drive, Woodhouse Eaves,
Leicestershire, LE12 8TL
Land Adj. 6 Hill Rise, Woodhouse Eaves, LE12
8QX

Status

TOTAL

Detail

2

Detail

2

Outline

1

Change of Use Prior
Notification

1

Outline

1

Detail

1

Detail

1

TOTAL

9
Source: Housing planning permissions data from Charnwood Borough Council (17/05/2019)

2.62 When the 29 net housing completions over the plan period are combined with the 9
dwellings in the supply pipeline, there is a total of 38 dwellings that are already provided
for in Woodhouse Eaves (Table 2.9).
Table 2.9

Net housing completions and housing commitments in Woodhouse Eaves as at 31st March 2019

Number of dwellings
(A) Net housing completions in Woodhouse Eaves over the plan period so far
(2011/12-2018/19)
(Table 2.7)
(B) Number of dwellings with an extant planning consent in Woodhouse Eaves as at
31st March 2019
(Table 2.8)
(C) Total net housing completions and housing commitments in Woodhouse Eaves as
at 31st March 2019
(A+B)

29

9

38

Source: Housing completions and planning permissions data from Charnwood Borough Council (17/05/2019)

2.63 Paragraph 6.37 of the appellant’s Hearing Statement explains that
“A proposed development of 50 dwellings would equate to only 7.04% of the existing
settlement. This would not be a disproportionate increase to the size of the settlement.”
However, it is important to consider the 50 houses that are proposed by the appeal in
conjunction with the 38 dwellings that are already provided for in the village in order
assess the cumulative impacts of the appeal proposal on Woodhouse Eaves.
2.64 Table 2.10 shows that if the appeal is allowed there would be up to 88 dwellings provided
for in Woodhouse Eaves.
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Table 2.10

Number of dwellings that will be provided for in Woodhouse Eaves should the appeal be allowed

Number of dwellings
(A) Total net housing completions and housing commitments in Woodhouse Eaves as
at 31st March 2019
(Table 2.9)
(B) Number of dwellings proposed by the appeal (up to)
(C) Number of dwellings that will be provided for in Woodhouse Eaves should the
appeal be allowed
(A+B)

38
50
88

Source: Housing completions and planning permissions data from Charnwood Borough Council (17/05/2019)

2.65 According to paragraph 6.37 of the appellant’s Hearing Statement, there were 710
households in the village when the 2011 Census took place. The 2011 Census Day was
on 27th March 2011. Therefore, it fell within the 2010/2011 monitoring period and thus just
before the current plan period commenced on 1st April 2011 (2011/12).
2.66 Given that the Census 2011 was carried out on 27th March 2011, which fell within a few
days of the start of the plan period on 1st April 2011 (2011/12), 710 households are
considered to represent a suitable benchmark to assess the growth of the village over the
plan period against. It also means that all 29 net housing completions recorded over the
plan period represent additional dwellings to those which formed the basis of the 2011
Census. Likewise, the 9 dwellings with an extant planning permission and the 50 houses
proposed by the appeal represent additional households to the 710 that were recorded in
the Census 2011.
2.67 Table 2.11 shows that when the 710 households recorded in the 2011 Census are added
to
a) the 29 net housing completions in Woodhouse Eaves between 2011/12-2018/19;
b) the 9 dwellings with an extant consent in Woodhouse Eaves; and
c) the 50 dwellings proposed by the appeal,
there are likely to be somewhere in the region of 798 households provided for in the
village, should the appeal proposals be allowed.
Table 2.11

The estimated number of households provided for in Woodhouse Eaves should the appeal be allowed

(A) Number of households in Woodhouse Eaves recorded in the 2011 Census
(paragraph 6.37 of the appellant’s Hearing Statement)
(B) Net housing completions in Woodhouse Eaves between 2011/12-2018/19
(Table 2.7)
(C) Number of dwellings with an extant planning consent in Woodhouse Eaves
(Table 2.8)
(D) Number of dwellings proposed by the appeal (up to)
(E) Estimated number of households provided for in Woodhouse Eaves, including housing
completions and commitments as at 31st March 2019, if the appeal is allowed
(A+B+C+D)
(F) Estimated percentage increase in the number of households provided for in Woodhouse
Eaves since 2011, taking account of housing completions and commitments as at 31st March
2019, if the appeal is allowed
((E-A)/A) x 100%

710
29
9
50
798

12.4%

Source: Appellant’s Hearing Statement
Source: Housing completions and planning permissions data from Charnwood Borough Council (17/05/2019)

2.68 As demonstrated in Table 2.11 this would equate to approximately a 12.4% increase in
the number of households provided for in Woodhouse Eaves since the beginning of the
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plan period. This is considered to represent a significant change. This is particularly the
case given that there are still around eight-and-a-half years of the 17 year plan period left
to run. It is therefore concluded that the appeal proposals would result in a
disproportionate increase in the number of households and thus the size of the settlement
when considered in conjunction with the number of homes already provided for in the
village. Consequently, the quantum of development proposed by the appeal is deemed
to be inappropriate for the size of the village. As such, it is asserted that the proposals do
not represent the type of small-scale housing development that is envisaged for
Woodhouse Eaves in Policy CS1. This weighs strongly against the appeal scheme in the
overall planning balance.
2.69 Furthermore, the completion of 88 dwellings in Woodhouse Eaves exceeds the range of
49-79 dwellings that the appellant contends are needed in the village at paragraph 6.36
of their Hearing Statement. Albeit, as it has already been demonstrated, this range is
deemed to be an inappropriate way of calculating the quantum of housing development
that should take place in the village over the plan period.
2.70 What is more, Midland Rural Housing carried out a housing need survey for the parish of
Woodhouse & Woodhouse Eaves during March/April 2014. The report that was produced
to summarise the findings of this survey is presented in Appendix 17 of the appellant’s
Hearing Statement. The report concludes
“…there is an identified need for 16 affordable homes and 11 open market homes for
those with a local connection in Woodhouse & Woodhouse Eaves”
2.71 In a recent appeal (Planning Appeal APP/X2410/W/18/3194886) (Appendix 5) relating to
a site in Woodhouse, it was noted by the Inspector at paragraph 9 of the Appeal Decision
that
“The Parish Council have been in contact with the authors of the 2014 survey who
have confirmed that the apportioned need for open market dwellings in Woodhouse
was two units. This assertion has not been challenged by the appellant and I have no
reason to disagree with it.”
It is therefore appropriate to conclude that the housing need survey identified a need for
9 open market homes in Woodhouse Eaves12.
2.72 As Table 2.7 shows, there have been 15 open market dwellings completed in Woodhouse
Eaves since the housing need survey was carried out during March/April 2014. As such,
it is considered that the need for open market housing in the village has already been met
and exceeded.
2.73 With respect to the affordable housing need identified by the survey, it is understood that
the appellant’s is proposing a 40% affordable housing contribution. Based on the delivery
of 50 homes on the site, this contribution would equate to the delivery of 20 affordable
dwellings. As a result, the proposals would appear to propose a quantum of development
that exceeds the 16 affordable homes that Midland Rural Housing found were required
to meet the village’s affordable housing needs.

12

11 open market homes in Woodhouse and Woodhouse Eaves – 2 open market homes in Woodhouse = 9
open market homes in Woodhouse Eaves.
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2.74 Overall, for the reasons given above, it is considered that the quantum of development
proposed by the appeal is inappropriate for Woodhouse Eaves.

The nature of the proposed residential development
2.75 Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy states that the Council will respond “positively to smallscale opportunities within defined limits to development” in the ‘Other Settlements’.
2.76 The supporting text to Policy CS1 provides further context to this and explains at
paragraph 4.50 that the ‘Other Settlements’, such as Woodhouse Eaves,
“… may be suitable for some small scale infill development to meet local needs. 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.
...”
2.77 This implies that for new residential development to be acceptable in the ‘Other
Settlements’ it has to meet the following criteria:
1. Be small scale infill development
2. Meet local needs
3. Be located within the defined Limits to Development
4. Not increase the need to travel by car
Paragraphs 2.78-2.86 (below) assess the appeal proposals against these criteria.

1. Be small scale infill development
2.78 The Core strategy implies that for the purposes of Policy CS1, “small scale” residential
development comprises a single dwelling or a small group of homes. Given that the
appeal proposal is for the construction of up to 50no. dwellings, it is not considered to
constitute the type of “small scale” residential development that Policy CS1 seeks to
support in the ‘Other Settlements’.
2.79 What is more, paragraph 4.50 of the Core Strategy explains that it envisages small scale
developments are likely to come forward through the conversion of existing buildings or
on infill plots. However, the appellant is proposing to construct up to 50no. new build
dwellings on the site. Thus, the appeal proposals do not involve the conversion of existing
buildings. Additionally, infill development is normally taken to involve the development of
a relatively small gap in an otherwise substantial and continuously built-up frontage.
Drawing No. 18-330-01 (Maplewell Road Woodhouse Site Location Plan), which was
submitted by the appellants as part of the original outline planning application, indicates
that the site frontage along Maplewell Road, between numbers 124 Maplewell Road and
166 Maplewell Road, is over 150 metres wide. Furthermore, the appeal site is made up
of agricultural fields, situated in the countryside, beyond the built form of Woodhouse
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Eaves, in a location that is characterised by sporadic residential development. As such,
the appeal site is not deemed to be a small gap in an otherwise substantial and
continuously built-up frontage. It is therefore asserted that the proposed development
does not constitute infill development.
2.80 In light of the above factors, it is concluded that the appeal proposals do not constitute
small scale infill development. As a result, the appeal proposals are not considered to be
appropriate in size for Woodhouse Eaves, nor are they deemed to be in character with
the site's location and surroundings. Thus, it is contended that the proposed development
is contrary to Policy CS1.

2. Meet local needs
2.81 As discussed above, the proposals appear to propose a quantum of residential
development which exceeds the amount of housing that Midland Rural Housing suggest
is required to meet the village’s housing needs.

3. Be located within the defined Limits to Development
2.82 The appeal site is located outside the defined Limits to Development. It therefore conflicts
with this criterion.

4. Not increase the need to travel by car
2.83 The supporting text to Policy CS1 explains that the ‘Other Settlements’
“…do not generally have access to a good range of services or facilities and rely largely
on the private car for their day to day needs. …”
2.84 Additionally, the Charnwood Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (March 2018), which
forms part of the evidence base for Charnwood Local Plan Review, highlights that
Woodhouse Eaves does not have good access to employment and higher order services
in Loughborough and only has an hourly daytime bus service.
2.85 It is therefore considered that future residents are likely to be reliant on the use of the
private car to access services and employment. Thus, it is probable that the proposed
development will increase the need to travel by private car. This provides further evidence
to suggest the appeal proposals are not acceptable small-scale development.

2.86 Overall, it is concluded that the appeal proposals do not represent a small-scale
opportunity for residential development within the defined Limits to Development. By
virtue of Woodhouse Eaves being designated as an ‘Other Settlement’, the principle of
the proposed development is therefore deemed to be contrary to Policy CS1 of the Core
Strategy.
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The remaining years of the plan period and the preparation of the neighbourhood
development plan
2.87 It is important to recognise that the plan period runs from 2011/12 to 2027/28. As a result,
there are still approximately eight-and-a-half years of the 17-year plan period left. During
this period of time, further opportunities for small scale residential developments may
come forward in the village on more suitably located windfall sites within the defined Limits
to Development of Woodhouse Eaves.
2.88 Additionally, the Parish of Woodhouse was formally designated as a Neighbourhood Area
on 3rd May 2018 (Appendix 6) and it is understood that work is currently underway to
prepare a neighbourhood development plan for the Parish.
2.89 Under the provisions of paragraph 66 of the NPPF 2019, Woodhouse Parish Council will
be able to request that Charnwood Borough Council provide an “indicative figure” for the
local housing requirement in the neighbourhood development plan. Paragraph 66 of the
NPPF specifies this housing requirement figure
“should take into account factors such as the latest evidence of local housing need,
the population of the neighbourhood area and the most recently available planning
strategy of the local planning authority.”
Consequently, the preparation of the neighbourhood plan will provide the local community
with the opportunity to assess all the potential development sites within the village in a
holistic manner and decide on the most appropriate site(s) to bring forward for housing
development, should this be necessary to meet local housing needs. This would also
support the NPPF’s ambition for development to be genuinely plan-led. Thus, this is
considered to represent a preferable approach towards delivering residential
development in the village to meet local needs compared to assessing sites on an adhoc basis as and when they come forward for speculative development.
2.90 Furthermore, paragraph 4.51 of the Core Strategy explains that the Council expects
“Neighbourhood Plans to take a strong lead on meeting and managing the local
housing needs of the neighbourhood they are prepared for.”
Therefore, empowering the local community to determine the strategy for future
residential development in the village is also supported by Policy CS1 which highlights
the Council will respond
“positively to development which contributes to local priorities as identified in
Neighbourhood Plans.”
2.91 Moreover, the use of a locally-determined and plan-led development strategy for the
village will make a positive contribution towards delivering sustainable development
across the Borough, in line with the ambitions of local and national planning policies.

Sustainable development
2.92 Paragraph 7 of the NPPF establishes that
“The purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable
development.”
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It is therefore important to assess whether the appeal proposals would make a positive
contribution towards delivering sustainable development in the Borough.
2.93 In the supporting text to policy CS25 of the Core Strategy, paragraph 11.22 explains that
the Core Strategy “sets out” the Council’s “framework for achieving sustainable
development within Charnwood”. From this, it can be taken that proposals which comply
with the overall policy approach set out in the Core Strategy will support the achievement
of sustainable development. Conversely, development proposals which are contrary to
the overarching principles of the Core Strategy, are unlikely to deliver sustainable
development within the Borough.
2.94 One of the main ways the Core Strategy seeks to deliver sustainable development across
the Borough is by establishing a settlement hierarchy and a development strategy in
Policy CS1. These policy mechanisms seek to guide new development towards the most
sustainable locations in the Borough.
2.95 As discussed above, the appeal proposals conflict with the Council’s development
strategy by directing a significant amount of new residential development to a site located
outside the defined Limits to Development of a village in a lower tier of the settlement
hierarchy. This would exacerbate the disproportionate amount of housing growth that has
already taken place in the ‘Other Settlements’ over the plan period and thus would lead
to an unsustainable pattern of development materialising. As such, it is not considered
that the proposal would be a sustainable form of development.
2.96 Paragraph 4.16 of the Core Strategy explains that the Core Strategy seeks to direct new
residential development to the higher order settlements (‘Leicester PUA’ and
‘Loughborough and Shepshed’) to ensure that
“new development is located where it helps provide people with good access to jobs,
services and facilities including health, education, shops, leisure and open space”.
In doing so, the strategy aims to reduce
“the need for people to travel and provides a genuine choice to walk, cycle or use
public transport”.
2.97 In contrast, the Charnwood Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (March 2018) found that
Woodhouse Eaves
“…does not however have good access to employment and higher order services in
Loughborough with only an hourly daytime bus service”.
Paragraph 4.47 of the Core Strategy also states that the ‘Other Settlements’, such as
Woodhouse Eaves,
“…do not generally have access to a good range of services or facilities and rely largely
on the private car for their day to day needs…”
2.98 It is therefore considered that the appeal proposals would give rise to a pattern of
development that results in future residents becoming overly reliant on the use of the
private car to travel outside the village to the higher order settlements to access jobs,
services and facilities. This increased use of the private car represents another
unsustainable outcome of the proposed development.
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2.99 It is also worth noting that a similar point is acknowledged at paragraph 7.21 of the
appellant’s ‘Assessment of Current and Future Sustainability’ report which states
“… there will be a high proportion of car travel in the parish as people travel out of the
village to nearby places of work. The high accessibility of the local road network means
that people will choose to use car travel as this is the quickest means of transport...”
2.100 What is more, Policy CS17 of the Core Strategy establishes that by 2028, the Council will
“…seek to achieve a 6% shift from travel by private car to walking, cycling and public
transport…”
2.101 Given that the proposed development is likely to increase the number of trips that are
made by the private car from Woodhouse Eaves to the higher order settlements, and vice
versa, the appeal proposals would undermine the Borough’s ability to achieve the
objective of Policy CS17.
2.102 In summary, the proposed residential development of up to 50 dwellings on the appeal
site is not consistent with the development strategy for Charnwood, which seeks to guide
new development towards the most sustainable locations in the Borough. The appeal site
is therefore not considered to be a sustainable location for major residential development
to take place. Consequently, the proposed development is deemed to conflict with the
general thrust of local and national planning policies which collectively seek to deliver
sustainable development. Given that the NPPF establishes the purpose of the planning
system is to achieve sustainable development, it is concluded that the unsustainable
nature of the proposed development weighs against the scheme and should be afforded
significant weight in the overall planning balance.

The ‘tilted balance’
2.103 As discussed in paragraphs 2.2-2.12, Charnwood Borough Council is able to demonstrate
a 6.41 years’ supply of specific deliverable housing sites. Additionally, the Council’s 2018
Housing Delivery Test result revealed that over the previous three years housing delivery
in Charnwood amounted to 123% of the Borough’s housing requirement. The Council’s
policies most relevant to the supply of housing are therefore not considered to be out-ofdate. Thus, significant weight should be afforded to these policies in the overall planning
balance.
2.104 Additionally, as demonstrated in paragraphs 2.18-2.24, Policy CS1 is consistent with the
NPPF 2019. Thus, its associated development strategy should be afforded full and
significant weight in the overall planning balance.
2.105 It is therefore contended that the appeal proposal’s conflict with the spatial development
strategy set out Policy CS1, and the way this undermines the delivery of genuinely planled sustainable development in the Borough, carries significant weight in the overall
planning balance against a grant of planning permission for the scheme.
2.106 Furthermore, the quantum of development proposed by the appeal is deemed to be
inappropriate for the size of Woodhouse Eaves. Therefore, the proposals do not
represent the type of small-scale housing development that Policy CS1 seeks to deliver
in Woodhouse Eaves. Given the disproportionate level of new housing that has already
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been provided for in the ‘Other Settlements’ and the way in which the 500 dwelling target
for the ’Other Settlements’ has already been exceeded by at least 56% during the first
eight years of the 17-year plan period, it is considered that quantum of development
proposed for the site also weighs strongly against the appeal scheme and should attract
significant weight in the overall planning balance.
2.107 What is more, the NPPF establishes that the purpose of the planning system is to achieve
sustainable development. Consequently, it is deemed that the unsustainable nature of
the proposed development weighs strongly against the scheme and should be afforded
significant weight in the overall planning balance.
2.108 It is acknowledged that the appeal proposals would help to increase the Borough’s
housing supply. However, given that
•

The Council is already able to demonstrate a 6.41 years’ housing land supply;

•

The Council achieved a positive result in 2018 Housing Delivery Test; and

•

The proposals would lead to an unsustainable pattern of residential development
which is contrary to the development strategy for the Borough and the overarching
aim of the NPPF to achieve sustainable development,

it is considered that only moderate weight can be applied to proposal’s contribution
towards the Borough’s housing land supply.
2.109 The appellant also points to a number of benefits that the scheme will bring to Woodhouse
Eaves. In particular, they assert that significant weight should be applied to the delivery
of affordable housing on the site. However, should the Inspector deem the delivery of
affordable housing to represent a significant benefit of the scheme, their attention is
drawn to the fact that the level of proposed provision (40%) does no more than simply
comply with the requirements of Policy CS3. Additionally, these affordable dwellings
could be provided on more sustainably located sites, situated higher up the settlement
hierarchy, that benefit from better access to employment opportunities, services, facilities
and public transport.
2.110 Overall, in the event that the Inspector deems it appropriate to engage the tilted balance
in paragraph 11(d)(ii) of the NPPF when determining this planning appeal, it is concluded
that the adverse impacts of the unsustainable pattern of development that will materialise
as a result of the appeal proposal’s conflict with the Borough’s spatial development
strategy would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the proposal that
are identified by the appellant in their Hearing Statement. Accordingly, it is concluded that
the appeal proposals should be dismissed in any event.

3.0 Summary & Conclusion
3.1 In summary, these representations have raised the following pertinent points in relation
to the development proposed by Planning Appeal APP/X2410/W/19/3221952:
•

Given that Charnwood Borough Council can demonstrate a 6.41 years’ supply of
specific deliverable housing sites (with the appropriate buffer) and housing delivery
in Charnwood over the previous three years has amounted to 123% of the
Borough’s housing requirement, it is considered that the Council’s policies most
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relevant to the supply of housing are not out-of-date and thus significant weight
should be afforded to these policies in the overall planning balance.
•

As the Council can demonstrate a five-year housing land supply, the Borough’s
housing requirement is currently being met without the need to grant planning
permission for additional residential development on land outside the Limits to
Development. There is therefore no compelling pressure by reason of unmet
housing need in the Borough to override Policy CS1 or saved policies ST/2, CT/1
and CT/2.

•

Policy CS1 is deemed to be consistent with the NPPF 2019 and this was confirmed
in
a
recent
planning
appeal
decision
(Planning
Appeal
APP/X2410/W/17/3186714). Therefore, Policy CS1 and its associated
development strategy should be afforded full and significant weight in the overall
planning balance.

•

A disproportionate amount of residential development has already taken place in
the lower tiers of the settlement hierarchy. This threatens to undermine the spatial
strategy for the Borough and thus risks an unsustainable pattern of housing growth
materialising. Through directing an additional 50 dwellings to one of the 12 ‘Other
Settlements’, the appeal proposal would further prejudice the plan-led spatial
development strategy for the Borough by exacerbating the existing imbalance in
housing delivery between the higher and lower tiers of the settlement hierarchy.

•

The planned level of growth in the ‘Other Settlements’ has already been
significantly exceeded, within the first eight years of the 17 year plan period. As
such, it is contended that there is a need to control major housing proposals in the
‘Other Settlements’ in the interests of supporting the delivery of the Borough’s
development strategy.

•

The appeal proposals would result in a significant and disproportionate increase in
the number of households in Woodhouse Eaves over the plan period when
considered in conjunction with the number of homes already provided for in the
village. Consequently, the quantum of development proposed by the appeal is
deemed to be inappropriate for the size of Woodhouse Eaves.

•

The appeal proposals do not constitute small scale infill development. As a result,
the appeal proposals are not considered to be appropriate in size for Woodhouse
Eaves, nor are they deemed to be in character with the site's location and
surroundings. Thus, it is contended that the proposed development is contrary to
Policy CS1.

•

The proposed residential development of up to 50 dwellings on the appeal site is
not consistent with the development strategy for Charnwood, which seeks to guide
new development towards the most sustainable locations in the Borough. The
appeal site is therefore not considered to be a sustainable location for major
residential development to take place. Consequently, it is concluded that the
proposed development conflicts with the general thrust of local and national
planning policies which aim to deliver sustainable development.

•

The adverse impacts of the unsustainable pattern of development that will
materialise as a result of the appeal proposal’s conflict with the Borough’s spatial
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development strategy would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits
of the appeal proposals.
3.2 It should also be noted that, for the benefit of the Inspector, these representations do not
seek to duplicate the comments submitted by Woodhouse Parish Council in respect of
Planning Appeal APP/X2410/W/19/3221952. Instead, Astill Planning Consultants have
liaised with members of Woodhouse Parish Council and their representative whilst
preparing these representations and have reviewed their comments. As part of these
representations Mr Michael Price, Mr Neil Davidson CBE and Mr Roger Collins therefore
wish to formally endorse the comments and representations submitted by members of
Woodhouse Parish Council and their representative in relation to Planning Appeal
APP/X2410/W/19/3221952.
3.3 In light of the above factors, Mr Michael Price, Mr Neil Davidson CBE and Mr Roger
Collins respectfully request that the Inspector dismisses Planning Appeal
APP/X2410/W/19/3221952.
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Appendix 1:
Charnwood Borough Council’s
Housing Land Supply as at 31st
March 2019

Five Year Housing Land Supply – 31st March 2019

Charnwood Borough Housing Supply as at
31st March 2019
a Charnwood Housing Requirement 2011-2028
820 dwellings per year

Charnwood Total
13,940

Total Dwelling Completions 2011-2019

6,523

Number of dwellings required to be built 2011 to
31st March 2019 (8 x 820)
Difference between actual completions & required
dwelling completions 2011-2019 =(b -c)
Number of dwellings required for 5 years 20192024, (5x 820 plus shortfall at d).
Number of dwellings required for 5 years 20192024 including 5% to ensure choice and
competition in the market for land.
(NPPF Para 73a)

6,560

g

Expected supply of deliverable sites
planning permissions likely to be built 2019 -2024)

5,574

h

Surplus over requirement (g - f)

1,230

i

Number of years supply (g divided by 869 (f
divided by 5) )

b
c
d
e

f

(dwellings from

-37
4,137
4,344

6.41 years

Appendix 1

CHARNWOOD

5 YEAR LAND SUPPLY 2019-2024

Large Sites 5 year Supply Schedule

Build out by year
TOTAL

COMPLETIONS 1st
April 2019 to 31st March
2024

Planning
application

Parish

Address/ Location

Details

P/05/3778/2

Anstey

Between 1 & 3 Latimer Street and 10a and 16
Bradgate Road

Conversion of factory buildings and erection of new buildings to form 17 2bedroom apartments. - Construction stalled

P/13/2510/2

Anstey

Land adj to Gynsill Court

DAVIDSONS Erection of 57 dwellings with associated access, open space,
landscaping and construction of noise attenuation bunds. (Revised scheme P/13/1507/2 refers)

P/16/2329/2

Anstey

Gynsill Court Mews
Gynsill Lane

Keep Moat Homes Ltd. Erection of 40 dwellings. (Reserved matters - outline
application P/13/2263/2 refers). New detail app pending for 43 dwellings
P/18/0284/2.

Detail

P/17/1898/2

Anstey

Fairhaven Farm, Land off Cropston Road

Bloor Homes Reserved Matters application for layout for up to 160 dwellings
(outline planning permission P/14/0428/2 refers).

Under
Construction

P/15/0963/2,
P/17/0881/2

Anstey

Land at 129 Cropston Road Anstey Leicestershire
LE7 7BR

Barwood Homes Ltd. Erection of 46 dwellings.

P/16/0963/2

Anstey

Land off Cropston Road

Jelson Ltd. Land off Cropston Road, Erection of 70 dwellings. (Reserved
Matters - outline application - P/13/2340/2 refers)

P/13/2498/2

Barkby / Barkby
Thorpe / Thurmaston

North East of Thurmaston SUE (Thorpebury)

- Outline permission for Sustainable Urban Extension (SUE) of up to 4500
dwellings, up to 13ha of employment land, two local centres, one district
centre, one food store, reserved land for traveller site, school and healthcare
facilities, allotments, open space and other associated works.
- Full permission for new southern link road and associated works

Land at Hamilton Lane, Hamilton, Leicester.

Taylor Wimpey Ltd . Erection of 320 dwellings and associated works.
(Reserved Matters)

Barrow Upon Soar

Residual of Allocation, Land off Nottingham Road

Residual of previous Local Plan Allocation. (residual 10 dwellings remaining)

P/16/2583/2

Barrow Upon Soar

Strancliffe Hall, Cotes Road

Barwood Homes Amendment to planning permissions P/11/2540/2 and
P/14/0750/2 to create a total of 94 residential units through amendments to
the layout and housetype substitution of larger units to smaller units
together with associated highway works, parking, landscaping

Under
Construction

4

4

P/13/1023/2

Barrow Upon Soar

Land at 95 Nottingham Road

David Wilson & Miller Homes Erection of 71 dwellings

Under
Construction

2

2

P/15/0229/2

Barrow Upon Soar

Land at Melton Road

Jelson Erection of 291 dwellings - (Reserved matters - Outline application
P/10/1518/2 refers).

Under
Construction

58

46

P/13/0441/2

Birstall

North of Harrowgate Drive Phases 3 & 4

Jelson Erection of 185 dwellings and associated landscaping. (Phases 3 and
4, Outline permission P/00/2507/2 refers)

Under
Construction

39

10

Under
Construction

5

P/14/0603/2

Barkby Thorpe

P/09/0234/2,

Loughborough

Grange Park (PHASE 5 & Residual of site)

William Davis . Site for residential development with recreational open space,
local centre, linear park and road link to proposed Epinal Way extension.
(48ha) P/16/2823/2 loss of 6 dwellings, Lapsed permission for flats over
shops loss of 24 dwellings

P/15/1885/2

Loughborough

Land at Empress Road, Previous Local Plan
Allocation

P/15/1885/2 Erection of 30 dwellings with associated parking, landscaping
and access off Empress Road following demolition of buildings. Lapsed
December 2018. Previous Local Plan Allocation for 30 dwellings.

P/11/1305/2,
P/18/1290/2

Loughborough

Wharncliffe Rd/Great Central Road

Jelson Extend Planning Permission P/05/0964/2 (Demolition of industrial
buildings and site for residential development (1.43ha). P/18/1290/2 replaces
32 apartments with 9 dwellings resulting in reduction of site capacity from
101 dwellings to 78 dwellings

P/16/1054/2

Loughborough

Land adjacent to Windmill Road, Great Central Road,
development phase 2 (reserved matters - outline application P/12/2130/2
Empress Road and Moor Lane,
refers) Phase 1 - 38 dwellings

P/15/1108/2 &
P/16/2057/2

Loughborough

Land West of Allendale Road

P/18/0302/2

Loughborough

P/17/2200/2

P/17/1832/2

Status

Under
Construction

24

Under
Construction

57

30

40

75

75

10

36

46

39

39

175

Outline

Under
Construction

33

10

Detail

50

175

175

250

46

775

96

Allocation

0

42

45

45

236

49

5

0

Allocation

Under
Construction

24

Under
Construction

15

15

David Wilson Homes.Site for the erection of up to 119 dwellings with
associated infrastructure to be accessed off Allendale Road. P/16/2057/2 is a
replan of Phase 1. Care Home & Retail proposed on remainder of site.

Under
Construction

16

16

Land West of Allendale Road

Erection of two storey care home with associated car parking, landscaping and
associated works with access through existing David Wilson Homes development
(under construction).

Under
Construction

36

36

Loughborough

Land North of Ling Road

Morris Homes Erection of 223 dwellings, P/17/2200/2 replan and increase
number of dwellings granted under Phase 3.

Under
Construction

40

Loughborough

Land off Lodge End

William Davis Erection of 33 dwellings and associated works. (Reserved
Matters - Outline application P/14/0242/2 refers)

Detail

33

West of Loughborough SUE

Outline planning permission for residential development up to 3,200 dwellings; up
to 16 ha of employment land of B1/B2 and B8 uses; a mixed-use Community Hub
of up to 4 ha comprising a local convenience retail unit (2,000 sqm); up to 1,000
sqm of other A1 retail, A2 financial and professional services, A3 food and drink,
B1 business and D1 uses, sites for Gypsy, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople
provision totalling 1 ha; 2 primary schools up to 2 ha each; strategic open space
including allotments; access roads and new Strategic Link Road; open
space/landscaping and associated works; principal means of access; restoration of
Garendon Park and assets; all other matters to be reserved.

Outline

140

40

Retrospective application for the erection of 62 dwellings as part of

Loughborough /
Hathern / Shepshed

P/17/0647/2

Loughborough

The Royal George 7 The Coneries Loughborough
Leicestershire LE11 1DZ

Solus Homes Ltd. Erection of 40 no. self-contained flats and 1 no.
commercial unit (Use Class A1/A2) and associated works.

Detail

P/16/2558/2

Loughborough

Loughborough University
Ashby Road

Erection of student accommodation to provide 617 bed spaces.

Under
Construction

P/17/0130/2

Loughborough

Ashmount Special School
Beacon Road

Westleigh Partnerships Ltd. Erection of 30 dwellings. (Reserved Matters
Under
Construction
- Outline application P/14/2043/2 refers).
Redevelopment and conversion of existing Mill Building to residentialled mixed use development including new 5-8 storey buildings to
Under
create a total of 210no. 1 and 2 bedroom flats and new commercial
Construction
space including approximately 369sqm of retail (Use Class A1),
restaurant/cafe (Use Class A3), residents gym (Use Class D2), and
offices.
Part demolition of social club and refurbishment of remaining
building with 4 flats over. Erection of three storey building for 13 flats
Under
with associated car parking, access and landscaping. P/18/2037/2
Construction
additional 3 flats to replace remaining part of Social Club on ground
floor.

P/17/2604/2

Loughborough

1 Morley Street Loughborough Leicestershire LE11
1EP

P/16/2249/2,
P/18/2037/2

Loughborough

Garendon Social Club Thorpe Hill Loughborough
Leicestershire LE11 4QH

P/16/1269/2

Loughborough

108 - 114 Nottingham Road Loughborough
Leicestershire LE11 1EX

Demolition of building and flats and erection of 15 self-contained flats
Under
Construction
with associated landscaping and boundary treatment.

P/18/2067/2

Loughborough

Land to the West of Aumberry Gap

Redevelopment to provide student accommodation ranging from 3-7
storeys in a range of purpose built accommodation.

Detail

P/19/0128/2

Loughborough

Pennine House

Prior notification for change of use from Class B1(a) offices to Class
C3 residential. 120 flats

Change of
Use Prior
Notification

Mountsorrel

117 Boundary Road, Mountsorrel, Leicestershire,
LE12 7EP

Erection of 5 dwellings and 6 self-contained apartments

Mountsorrel

Land at Halstead Road

Erection of 200 dwellings. (Reserved Matters - Outline application
P/13/1008/2 refers)

Mountsorrel Day Centre
Marsh Road
LE12 7JP

Erection of 14 dwellings following demolition of day centre (Reserved
Matters - outline P/12/1042/2 refers).

P/15/1024/2

0

Part Built

P/14/1833/2

P/10/2845/2

2019/ 20 2020/ 21 2021/ 22 2022/ 23 2023/ 24

Under
Constructio
n
Under
Constructio
n
Under
Construction

9

40

33

3

83
33

210

210

250

810

40

158

158

30

30

105

105

210

19

19

13

13

29

167

196

120

120

6

42

6

46

43

25

156

P/13/2164/2

Mountsorrel

P/16/0947/2

Quorn

Land at Quorn Football Club Farley Way
Leicestershire LE12 8RB

Erection of 64 bed care home (Class C2), associated landscaping and car
parking, creation of new vehicular access to serve Quorn Football Club.

Detail

36

36

P/17/0388/2

Quorn

Unit 11, Clear View Farm 103 Loughborough Road
Quorn Leicestershire LE12 8DU

Demolition of existing buildings and structures and erection of a retirement
village comprising 3 storey building, (containing 48 self-contained flats
communal lounge and guest room); 12 bungalows (class C3), and associated
car parking and landscaping.

Detail

60

60

P/14/0708/2 &
P/15/1799/2,
P/16/2290/2

Queniborough

Land off Barkby Road

Davidsons Site for the erection of 165 dwellings including access and
associated works. Phase 1 -Erection of 64 Dwellings (Reserved
Matters - Outline application P/14/0708/2 refers) (P/16/2290/2 Extra 10
dwellings, total now 175)

Under
Construction

25

75

P/16/0987/2

Rearsby

Sacred Heart Convent 61 Station Road Rearsby
Leicestershire LE7 4YY

Conversion of nunnery to 8 dwellings, erection of 3 bungalows and 5 houses
with associated access, parking and landscaping.

Detail

P/16/1344/2

Rothley

Land at Linkfield Farm

Linden Homes Site now has detail permission for 42 dwellings.

Under
Construction

10

25

7

P/12/2005/2 &
P/15/0156/2,
P/16/1748/2,
P/17/0503/2

Rothley

Land off Mountsorrel Lane Rothley

William Davis Site for residential development for a maximum of 250
dwellings and construction of relief road (and public open space
under ref no P/12/2456/2). P/16/1748/2 PHASE 2 (Erection of 114
dwellings and associated landscaping), P/17/0503/2 PHASE 3
(Erection of 91 dwellings and associated landscaping)

Under
Construction

43

43

43

2

Core Strategy
Allocation

Birstall / Rothley /
Wanlip / Thurcaston&
Cropston

North of Birstall Direction of Growth (Broadnook)

Application submitted for 1950 dwellings

60

120

130

Allocation

1

50

1

12

4

16

42

131

130

440

TOTAL

Planning
application

Parish

P/16/0686/2

COMPLETIONS 1st
April 2019 to 31st March
2024

Address/ Location

Details

Shepshed

Land off Hathern Road

Persimmon Homes Reserved Matters application for 270 dwellings with
Under
associated parking and residential amenities (Outline application
Construction
P/15/1085/2 refers)

63

49

59

53

P/13/1826/2,
P/16/2143/2,
P/18/1956/2

Shepshed

Land off Tickow Lane

William Davis Site for the erection of 380 dwellings with associated
landscaping, public open space and access from Tickow Lane. P/16/2143/2
Reserved Matters granted for Phase 1 -119 Dwellings, Phase 2 - 53 dwellings
(P/18/1956/2)

Under
Construction

70

70

70

70

P/13/1838/2,
P/17/0246/2

Shepshed

Land at Oakley Road & Hallamford Road

Erection of 33 dwellings (Reserved Matters - Outline application P/13/1838/2
refers)

Under
Construction

15

18

P/14/1604/2,
P/16/2056/2

Shepshed

Land off Tickow Lane

Jelson Erection of 180 dwellings (Reserved Matters application - outline
planning permission - P/14/1604/2 refers).

Under
Construction

27

38

P/16/2818/2

Shepshed

28 Britannia Street Shepshed Leicestershire

Erection of 10 residential units (7 dwellinghouses and 3 flats) and 2
retail units.

P/16/0705/2

Sileby

32 Charles Street Sileby Leicestershire LE12 7RJ

Richardson Homes Ltd. Erection of 13 no dwellings together with
garages, and associated road, drives, parking areas and drainage.

Under
Construction

5

5

P/14/1395/2

Sileby

Land off Seagrave Road Sileby Leicestershire

Bellway Homes Erection of 134 dwellings and associated works
(Reserved matters - outline application P/12/2235/2 refers).

Under
Construction

3

3

Persimmon Homes Erection of 108 dwellings with access served off
Cemetery Road.

DETAIL

12

Former Waste Site
Cemetery Road
Sileby

Status

2019/ 20 2020/ 21 2021/ 22 2022/ 23 2023/ 24

224

63

33

47

44

24

10

Detail

180

10

P/16/1359/2

Sileby

P/17/1578/2

Sileby

Peashill Farm Ratcliffe Road Sileby Leicestershire
LE12 7QB

Barwood Outline application for up to 170 dwellings with associated
open space, landscaping, extension to cemetery, new allotments,
access, surface water attenuation and associated works including
demolition of 94 Ratcliffe Road and conversion of existing farm
buildings. (Access only to be considered at outline stage).

Outline

0

P/17/2391/2

Sileby

Land at 195 Seagrave Road Sileby LE12 7NH

Swithland Homes Site for the erection of up to 23 dwellings including
access and associated works. (Revised scheme - P/14/1222/2 refers)

Outline
subject to
signing S.106

0

P/15/0047/2

Sileby

Land east of Seagrave Road LE12 7NJ

Site for the erection of up to 195 dwellings, together with public open
space, landscaping, access and surface water attenuation.

Outline

0

P/18/0132/2

Thurmaston

746A Melton Road Thurmaston Leicestershire LE4
8BD

Erection of 2 detached houses and 7 terraced houses and shop with flat
above, following demolition of the existing buildings. (Revision to planning
reference P/17/1835/2). P/18/0263/2 revision to Plot 10

Detail

LARGE SITE

TOTALS

40

343

40

16

108

10

994

1246

1327

10

782

766

5115

Small Sites 5 year Supply Schedule
Planning
application

Parish

P/16/1134/2

Anstey

83 Hollow Road, Anstey, Leicestershire, LE7 7FR

Erection of 3 storey apartment building containing eight dwellings.

Land adjacent 293 Bradgate Road
LE7 7FX

Erection of 2 detached dwellings (Resubmission of P/16/0729/2).

Anstey

P/17/1782/2

Anstey

165 Gynsill Close Anstey Leicestershire LE7 7AN

Erection of two detached dwellings following demolition of dwelling.

P/17/2362/2

Anstey

58 Cropston Road Anstey Leicestershire LE7 7BJ

Erection of detached dwelling (Revised scheme - P/17/1357/2 refers).

Flat 3 Bradgate Road Anstey LE7 7AB

Change of use of first floor dwelling (C3) to Restaurant (A3)

Detail

Land rear of 188 and 190 Cropston Road Anstey
Leicestershire LE7 7BN

Change of use of land to residential and the conversion and
extension of the existing building to form a two storey dwelling and
erection of double garage.

Detail

1

1

3 Bradgate Road Anstey Leicestershire LE7 7AB

Demolition of garage and erection of detached two storey one bed
dwelling to side of 5b Bradgate Road.

Detail

1

1

Anstey

1 Woodgon Road

Detail

Anstey

Conversion of single C3 dwelling to 3 C3 self contained flats
comprising 1 x 1 bed and 2 x 2 bed and erection of first floor
extension to rear.

167 Gynsill Close Anstey Leicestershire LE7 7AN

Demolition of existing dwelling and erection of two detached dwellings and
associated garages.

Detail

216 Bradgate Road Anstey Leicestershire LE7 7FD

Removal of condition 4 of P/14/1824/2 to enable annexe to be used
as a separate dwelling.

Detail

16 Brookside Barkby Leicestershire LE7 3QD

Demolition of dwelling and erection of 2 semi-detached dwellings.

P/17/0508/2

P/18/0314/2

Address/ Location

Details

Status

Under
Construction

2019/ 20 2020/ 21 2021/ 22 2022/ 23 2023/ 24

8

TOTAL

8

2

Detail

2

Detail

1

1

Detail

1

1

-1

-1

Anstey
P/18/0634/2
Anstey
P/18/0953/2

P/18/1397/2

P/18/1488/2

Anstey

P/18/1712/2

Anstey

P/16/0041/2

Barkby

1

1

1

Change of use of unit 2 from office (class B1) to dwellinghouse (class C3).
(Prior Notification)

P/16/2399/2

Barrow Upon Soar

Barn at Hillcrest Orchard Farm Cotes Road Barrow
Upon Soar Leicestershire LE12 8JP

Prior approval for change of use from agricultural building to dwelling.

Change of
Use Prior
Notification

P/17/2071/2

Barrow Upon Soar

109 Cotes Road Barrow Upon Soar Leicestershire

Erection of two dwellings and associated garaging following the demolition
of 109 Cotes Road (reserved matters - outline application P/17/0823/2
refers) P/19/0129/2 Plot type amendment - Plot 2

Land to rear of 107 Cotes Road Barrow upon Soar

Erection of 1 detached dwelling and detached garage (Outline
application).

22 Beaumont Road Barrow Upon Soar LE12 8PJ

Erection of one new dormer bungalow following demolition of two
storey side extension to existing dwelling

Conversion, extension and alterations to barn to form dwelling.

P/18/0674/2

Barrow Upon Soar

P/18/1391/2

Barrow Upon Soar

P/15/1554/2

Beeby

The Courtyard Barn Brooke House Farm Beeby
Leicestershire LE7 3BL

P/13/1471/2

Birstall

P/15/0383/2

1

1

Unit 2 Elms Lodge Barns Melton Road Barrow Upon
Soar Leicestershire LE12 8HX

7 Melton Road Barrow Upon Soar Leicestershire
LE12 8NS

1

1

1

Barrow Upon Soar

Barrow Upon Soar

1

1

P/16/1715/2

P/17/1836/2

2

Detail
Change of
Use Prior
Notification

Site for the erection of 3 no. dwellings and conversion of existing workshop
to 2 no. apartments; formation of new private drive serving new units
together with no. 7 & 9 Melton Road. (5)

2

5

OUTLINE

Under
Construction

1

5

1

Outline

1

1

Detail

1

1

Under
Construction

1

1

Land adj 27 The Meadway Birstall Leicestershire LE4
Erection of a dwelling (Revised scheme - P/13/0336/2 refers).
4NG

Under
Construction

1

1

Birstall

Land rear of 86 Queensgate Drive Birstall
Leicestershire LE4 3JR

Under
Construction

2

2

Birstall

473 Loughborough Road, Birstall, Leicester, LE4 4BJ Erection of detached dwelling.

Detail

P/16/0229/2

1

1

Birstall

54 Elmfield Avenue Birstall Leicestershire LE4 3DE

Detail

P/16/1019/2

1

1

1

1

Birstall

Land adj. 24 Walker Road Birstall Leicestershire LE4
Erection of one dwelling. (Revised scheme P/16/0765/2 refers)
3BN

Detail

P/16/1876/2

Erection of 5 No. detached dwellings (revised scheme - P/14/0009/2
refers).

3

3

Birstall

40 Curzon Avenue Birstall Leicestershire LE4 4AB

Under
Construction

P/16/1948/2

P/17/0516/2

Birstall

Ashton Heyes 279 Birstall Road Birstall
Leicestershire LE4 4DJ

Erection of one dwelling following demolition of garage (revised scheme
P/14/1835/2 refers).

Site for the erection of up to 3 bungalows

Erection of one bungalow.

Seymour House Seymour Road Burton On The

P/15/0177/2

Burton on the Wolds Wolds Leicestershire LE12 5AH

Conversion of dwelling and outbuildings to form six dwellings.

P/15/0334/2

Burton on the Wolds Bandalls Farm Cotes Road Burton On The Wolds

Replacement and re-position of 2 dwellings (farmhouse and cottage).
Change of use and conversion of agricultural barns to 3 dwellings (Class
C3).

P/15/2118/2

Burton on the Wolds Wolds Leicestershire LE12 5AG

The Greyhound Inn 25 Melton Road Burton On The

Detail

3

3

5

3

3

Detail

3

Erection of 3 x 2-storey dwellings (Revised scheme P/12/1665/2).

Cossington

Land at Platts Lane Cossington Leicestershire

Change of use from agricultural building to dwelling (Class C3)
(Prior notification)

Hathern

Spencers Bakery Loughborough Road Hathern
Leicestershire LE12 5JB

Proposed residential development of site (Outline Application) (2)

Hathern

Land Outside 5 Anchor Lane Hathern Leicestershire
LE12 5HR

Erection of 1 no. detached dwelling with associated access and
parking(Resubmission, P/16/1026/2 refers).

Detail

1

1

Hathern

21 Shepshed Road Hathern Leicestershire LE12 5LL

Erection of one dwelling .

Detail

1

1

Hathern

55 Dovecote Street Hathern Leicestershire LE12 5HS Conversion of garage into dwelling

Detail

1

1

P/16/2397/2

P/16/2786/2

P/17/0766/2

2

1

Conversion of garage and change of use of stables to form dwelling
(C3).

Burton on the Wolds

P/17/0518/2

Detail

1

8/10 Melton Road Burton on the Wolds
Loughborough Leicestershire

P/18/0591/2

P/18/1696/2

Detail

Detail

1

1

Change of
Use Prior
Notification

1

1

2

Outline

2

TOTAL

Planning
application

Parish

P/17/1304/2

Hathern

P/18/2316/2

Hathern

P/15/1946/2
Hoton

P/18/0063/2

COMPLETIONS 1st
April 2019 to 31st March
2024

Address/ Location

Details

19 The Leys Hathern LE12 5HX

Revised house types to Plots 1 and 2 and repositioning of Plot 1
(application P/15/2289/2 refers). P/18/1620/2 Erection of one detached
dwelling (Substitution of house type - P/15/2289/2 refers) (Plot 4)

24 Wide Lane Hathern Leicestershire LE12 5LN

Erection of dwelling (Outline Application).

40 Loughborough Road Hoton Leicestershire LE12
5SF

Erection of single storey dwelling, carport, associated parking and access.
(Revised scheme - P/10/2302/2 and P/15/0417/2 refers).

9 - 11 Wymeswold Road Hoton Leicestershire LE12
5SN

Conversion of garage to form granny annex.

Detail

1

1

6 Pulteney Avenue Loughborough Leicestershire
LE11 2NA

Conversion of two existing flats to one dwelling and conversion of
outbuilding to living annex.

Detail

-1

-1

Status

Under
Construction

2019/ 20 2020/ 21 2021/ 22 2022/ 23 2023/ 24

3

1

1

OUTLINE

Under
Construction

4

1

1

1

Hoton

P/18/1142/2

Loughborough

P/10/2464/2

Loughborough

P/12/2621/2

Land adjacent to 122 Sharpley Road Loughborough

Extension of time for extant permission P/072577/2 for the erection of
dwelling.

Loughborough

253 Derby Road Loughborough Leicestershire LE11
5HJ

Erection of four town houses and dormer bungalow following demolition of
detached dwelling. (Revised scheme - P/12/2075/2 refers)

P/14/0711/2

Loughborough

Land adj to 116 Leconfield Road Loughborough
Leicestershire

Erection of dwelling

P/15/1961/2

Loughborough

Land at 341 Beacon Road Loughborough
Leicestershire LE11 2RA

Erection of 5 dwellings and alteration and extension to existing dwelling
(plot 6).

P/15/2549/2

Loughborough

Duke Street Motors King Edward Road
Loughborough Leicestershire LE11 1RZ

Outline application for residential development for maximum 9 no.
residential units (all matters reserved). (9)

P/15/2645/2

Loughborough

52 Baxter Gate Loughborough Leicestershire LE11
1TH

Refurbishment of property to provide commercial use on ground floor
(Class A1, A2 or A3) with 2no. residential units above. Erection of rear
extension to provide 7no. residential units.

Under
Construction

9

9

P/16/0033/2

Loughborough

The Bungalow 37 & 39 Snells Nook Lane
Loughborough Leicestershire LE11 3YA

Erection of 6 dwellings with associated car parking, hard and soft
landscaping following demolition of dwellings.

Under
Construction

4

4

7

7

Loughborough

11-14 Albert Terrace r/o 3 High Street Loughborough
Erection of building containing 7 flats.
Leicestershire LE11 2PY

Detail

P/16/0461/2

2

2

Loughborough

The Foundry 43 Woodgate Loughborough
Leicestershire LE11 2TZ

Detail

P/16/0524/2

Conversion of ground floor shop to form two residential units (Class C3)
Proposed Change of Use from a Former Hotel (Class C1) to Four OneBedroom Flats (Class C3) and the Expansion of an Existing Chiropractic
Clinic (Class D1)

4

4

Loughborough

3 & 5 The Coneries Loughborough Leicestershire
LE11 1DZ

Detail

P/16/0576/2

P/16/1061/2

Loughborough

Land Adjacent to 4 Grassholme Drive Loughborough
Erection of one detached dwelling. (Outline Application)(1)
Leicestershire LE11 4NS

P/16/1306/2

Loughborough

6 Herrick Road Loughborough Leicestershire LE11
2BT

Conversion of dwelling to form three apartments including external
alterations to rear.

P/16/1833/2

Loughborough

Land adjacent to 6 Gisborough Way Loughborough
Leicestershire LE11 4FU

Site for the erection of 1 dwelling (revised scheme P/15/1638/2 refers).

P/16/1898/2

Loughborough

Land adj 37 Westfield Drive Loughborough
Leicestershire LE11 3QJ

Erection of detached dwelling (Class C3)

P/16/2451/2

Loughborough

12 Arthur Street Loughborough Leicestershire LE11
3AY

Site for the erection of one dwelling (Outline Planning Application).
(1)

Outline

P/16/2711/2

Loughborough

5 Brookside Road Loughborough Leicestershire
LE11 3PQ

Erection of detached dwelling and creation of new vehicular access
and driveway to No. 5 Brookside Road.

Under
Construction

Loughborough

12-14 Cotes Yard Loughborough Leicestershire LE11
Erection of building to house six flats following demolition of workshops.
1EU

Detail

6

6

P/17/0090/2

Land r/o 101 Atherstone Road

Erection of a detached dwelling.

Detail

1

1

P/17/0140/2

Loughborough

Loughborough

Fairways 40 Cross Hill Lane Loughborough
Leicestershire LE11 2RF

Erection of 4 dwellings, alterations and extensions to No. 40 Cross Hill
Lane following demolition of 42 Cross Hill Lane.

Detail

3

3

P/17/0272/2

Loughborough

323 Beacon Road Loughborough Leicestershire
LE11 2RA

Conversion of annexe into separate dwelling. (Revised Scheme
P/16/2033/2 refers)

Detail

1

1

P/17/0377/2

Loughborough

19 Frederick Street Loughborough Leicestershire
LE11 3BH

Proposed residential development to provide 7 no. apartments following
demolition of existing commercial building.

Detail

7

7

P/17/0635/2

Convert building to 2 flats and erection of 3 single storey dwellings

Loughborough

4 Moor Lane Loughborough Leicestershire LE11 1BA (Revised scheme - P/17/0252/2 refers).

Detail

5

5

P/17/1043/2

1 Gregory Street Loughborough LE11 1AS

1

1

Loughborough

Convert outbuilding to a flat and enclose covered area between
existing building and flat.

Detail

P/17/1294/2
P/17/1469/2

Loughborough

Powernetics Clarence Street Loughborough
Leicestershire LE11 1DX

Change of use of second and third floor from industrial use (Use
Class B2) to residential apartment (Class C3).

Detail

1

1

55 Garendon Road Loughborough Leicestershire
LE11 4QB

Site for the erection of 4 apartments and associated car parking (Reserved
matters - Outline application P/15/1568/2 refers).

Detail

39 - 40 Baxter Gate Loughborough Leicestershire
LE11 1TQ

Conversion and alterations of vacant commercial building to form 9
flats.

Detail

9

9

P/17/1506/2
Loughborough

P/17/1586/2

Loughborough

P/17/1594/2

Loughborough

P/17/2194/2

Loughborough

P/17/2202/2

Loughborough

P/17/2352/2

Loughborough

P/17/2562/2

Loughborough

P/18/0007/2

Loughborough

P/18/0013/2

Loughborough

P/18/0142/2

Loughborough

P/18/0203/2

Loughborough

P/18/0503/2

Loughborough

P/18/0535/2

Loughborough

P/18/0551/2

Loughborough

Under
Construction

1

1

Under
Construction

3

3

Under
Construction

1

1

Under
Construction

2

1

Outline

Under
Construction

Under
Construction

5

9

Outline

2

9

1

2

1

Detail

301 Forest Road Loughborough Leicestershire LE11 Erection of a detached dwelling and vehicular access. (Revised scheme
P/14/0015/2 refers).
3HT

3

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

4

4

Detail

1

1

11 Swan Street Loughborough Leicestershire LE11
5BJ

Conversion of 2nd floor from storage to form 3 flats and alterations
to create entrance door to ground floor (part retrospective
application).

Detail

3

3

7 & 9 Leicester Road Loughborough Leicestershire
LE11 2AE

Conversation of upper floors to form 4 flats. Erection of single storey
extension to rear and part conversation from offices to restaurant & offices
with associated external works.

Detail

4

4

Westfields,
192 Ashby Road Loughborough LE11 3AG

Erection of two managed student accommodation buildings comprising of
1x6 bedroom unit, 4x3 bedroom units and 2x2 bedroom units with
associated access & parking provision.

Detail

172 Park Road

Convert annex to form two self-contained flats and widening of
vehicular access.

Detail

2

2

Land adjacent to 63 Poplar Road Loughborough
Leicestershire LE11 2JS

Erection of 1 no. dwelling to side of existing property

Under
Construction

1

1

17 Burleigh Road

Conversion of single dwelling into two flats (2 x 2 bedrooms).

Detail

1

1

63 Forest Road Loughborough Leicestershire LE11
3NW

Conversion of existing office building (use class B1) into 5 residential flats
(use class C3).

Detail

5

5

88 Leicester Road LE11 2AQ

Change of use from Guest House (Use Class C1) to self-contained
basement flat (Class C3) and large House in Multiple Occupation
(sui generis).

Detail

1

1

The Independent Traveller Devonshire Lane
LOUGHBOROUGH LE11 3DF

Change of use of existing ground floor commercial units (use class
A1 & Sui Generis) to 5 self-contained flats (use class C3)

Detail

5

5

58 - 59 Market Street Loughborough Leicestershire
LE11 3ER

Change of use from storage or distrbution (B8) to dwellinghouse
(C3) - Prior Notification

Prior
Notification

7

7

1

1

P/18/0582/2

Loughborough

56 and 58 Herbert Street Loughborough
Leicestershire LE11 1NX

Change of use from Bank (Class A2) to Dessert Parlour (Class A3)
and creation of Self-Contained flat to First Floor. (Revised scheme P/18/0006/2 refers)
Conversion of 56 and 58 Herbert Street dwellings into single
dwelling including loft conversion, rear dormer and conservatory to
rear of no 58. (Certificate of Lawfulness Proposed).

P/18/0606/2

Loughborough

51 Garendon Road LOUGHBOROUGH LE11 4QB

Change of use from class D1 (Day nursery) to large HMO (Sui
Generis)

Detail

P/18/0739/2

Loughborough

41A Nottingham Road Loughborough LE11 1ER

Erection of three storey building providing eight apartments
following demolition of existing building.

Detail

8

8

P/18/0827/2

Loughborough

85 Castledine Street Loughborough Leicestershire
LE11 2DX

Demolition of existing garage and outbuildings and erection of
detached dwelling and garage.

Detail

1

1

P/18/1008/2

Loughborough

Land to the North of Woodgate Drive Off Forest Road
Erection of one dwelling
Loughborough Leicestershire

Detail

1

1

11 Baxter Gate Loughborough LE11 1TG

Detail

1

1

Certificate of
Lawful
Proposed
Development

-1

-1

1

1

TOTAL

Address/ Location

Details

Status

2019/ 20 2020/ 21 2021/ 22 2022/ 23 2023/ 24

COMPLETIONS 1st
April 2019 to 31st March
2024

Loughborough

Annexe 4 Grove Road Loughborough LE11 3QN

Conversion of existing annexe to create an independent dwelling

Detail

1

1

P/18/1025/2

Loughborough

50 Leopold Street Loughborough LE11 5DN

Conversion of terraced house into 2 x 1 bed apartments (Revised
scheme - P/18/0778/2 refers)

Detail

1

1

P/18/1067/2

Loughborough

Synergy House Lisle Street Loughborough
Leicestershire LE11 1AW

Change of use of second floor from commercial to residential (use
class C3) to create nine self-contained apartments and
refurbishment and cladding of exterior of building.

Detail

9

9

P/18/1088/2

Loughborough

36 Frederick Street Loughborough LE11 3BJ

Change of use from Class D1 to Class B1 Office with flat (Class C3)
above.

Detail

1

1

P/18/1177/2

Loughborough

Rear of 95 Ashby Road Loughborough LE11 3AB

Erection of a two storey building comprising four studio flats

Under
Construction

4

4

P/18/1292/2

Loughborough

28 Moor Lane Loughborough Leicestershire LE11
1BA

Change of use from funeral directors (A1) to residential (C3)
comprising 6 flats with shared amenity space.

Detail

6

6

P/18/1401/2

Loughborough

Land adj 5 Cumberland Road Loughborough LE11
5DE

Erection of 7 x 1 bedroom apartments with associated external
works (Revised scheme - P/16/1053/2 refers).

Detail

7

7

P/18/1444/2

Loughborough

Land rear of 8 Burfield Avenue Loughborough LE11
3AZ

Site for the erection of one detached dwelling accessed off William
Street. (1)

Outline

1

1

P/18/1612/2

Loughborough

29 Fearon Street Loughborough Leicestershire LE11 Conversion of existing outbuilding to form 2 studio apartments with
assoicated landscaping
5DG

Detail

2

2

Loughborough

146 Knightthorpe Road Loughborough Leicestershire Replacement dwelling at front of the site and erection of two semi-detached
dwellings to rear of site.
LE11 5JU

Detail

2

2

P/18/1667/2
P/18/1726/2

Loughborough

Managers Accommodation 104 Ashby Road
Loughborough Leicestershire LE11 3AF

First floor rear extension to building and conversion of upper floors
from accommodation ancillary to public house to two dwellings.

Detail

1

1

P/18/1738/2

Loughborough

79 Gracedieu Road Loughborough LE11 4QF

Erection of end terrace dwelling to side of dwelling.

Planning
application

Parish

P/18/1008/2

P/18/1772/2

Loughborough

1 The Coneries Loughborough Leicestershire LE11
1DZ

Change of use from Financial and Professional Services (Class A2)
to 2 flats (Class C3) (Prior Approval Notification)

P/18/2006/2

Loughborough

14 Forest Road Loughborough LE11 3NP

Alterations, extension and conversion of barn to form 2 residential units

P/19/0044/2

Loughborough

2 Shepherds Close Loughborough LE11 3LA

Erection of dwelling

P/19/0062/2

Loughborough

Charnwood Electrical Services Ltd Albert Street
Loughborough Leicestershire LE11 2DW

Change of use from light industrial (B1c) to 3 dwellings (C3) and
internal alterations. (Prior Notification)

17 Castle Road, Mountsorrel, Loughborough, LE12
7ET

Erection of detached bungalow fronting Highfields Road (Revised Scheme
P/08/1558/2 refers)

P/09/1129/2
Mountsorrel

Mountsorrel

Land adj 72 Boundary Road Mountsorrel
Leicestershire LE12 7ER

Erection of a dwelling.

P/16/0690/2

Mountsorrel

7 Sileby Road Mountsorrel Leicestershire LE12 7BB

Conversion of bed & breakfast accommodation (Use Class C1) to 3
dwellings (Use Class C3).

Wishbone Lane Mountsorrel Leicestershire

Erection of eight dwellings.

Lawson Villa 132 Rothley Road Mountsorrel
Leicestershire LE12 7JX

Change of use from residential to offices (Use Class B1)

Mountsorrel

1

2

2

2

Detail

P/15/2012/2

P/16/1229/2

1

Detail
Change of
Use Prior
Notification

2

Detail

1

1

Prior
Approval not
required

3

3

Under
Construction

1

1

Under
Construction

1

1

Detail

2

2

Under
Construction

2

Detail

-1

2

2

1

7

-1

P/17/1286/2

Mountsorrel

20 Cross Lane Mountsorrel Leicestershire LE12 7BY
P/17/1373/2

Mountsorrel

Erection of 3 dwellings with associated parking and access (outline)
(3)

22 Rothley Road Mountsorrel Leicestershire LE12
7JU

Detail

2

2

Mountsorrel

Alterations and extensions to 22 Rothley Road to change from 5
bedroom dwelling to 2 x 3 bedroom dwelling and 1 x 2 bedroom
dwelling.

99 Rothley Road Mountsorrel Leicestershire LE12
7JT

Detail

Mountsorrel

Alterations to shop front including installation of roller shutter, fenestration
alterations to building, and creation of additional apartment to first floor.
Installation of external staircase access to first floor.

1

1

99 Rothley Road Mountsorrel Leicestershire LE12
7JT

Alterations to shop front including installation of roller shutter,
fenestration alterations to building, and creation of additional
apartment to first floor. Installation of external staircase access to

Detail

1

1

Mountsorrel

211 Loughborough Road Mountsorrel Leicestershire Conversion of office building into 3 apartments with addition of 4
dormers to existing roof .Erection of 3 town houses.
LE12 7AR

Detail

6

6

Mountsorrel

Mountsorrel

105 Rothley Road Mountsorrel Leicestershire LE12
7JT

Mountsorrel

Mountsorrel

P/17/1818/2

P/18/0322/2
P/18/0322/2

P/18/0374/2

P/18/0858/2

P/18/1032/2

P/18/1621/2

P/18/1747/2

Erection of bungalow to the rear of 105 Rothley Road (outline
application). (1)

3

Outline

3

Outline

1

1

Land between Nos. 206 and 208 Loughborough Road
Erection of dwelling.
Mountsorrel LE12 7AX

Detail

1

1

19C Loughborough Road Mountsorrel Leicestershire Change of use of ground floor unit from retail showroom and
storage (Use Class A1) to dwelling (Use Class C3).
LE12 7AP

Detail

202 Loughborough Road Mountsorrel LE12 7AX

Demolition of dwelling and erection of three detached dwellings

Detail

2

2

Land adjacent 32 Laurel Close Mountsorrel
Leicestershire LE12 7JN

Erection of one dwelling.

Detail

1

1

1

1

Mountsorrel
P/18/2579/2
Mountsorrel

Land r/o 223A Leicester Road Markfield
P/15/2320/2

Newtown Linford

P/17/0034/2

Newtown Linford

P/17/2255/2

Newtown Linford

P/15/1995/2

Prestwold

P/14/0172/2

Erection of dormer bungalow (revised details to approval P/15/0788/2)

Longdale Warren Hill Newtown Linford Leicestershire Change of use from agricultural building to dwelling (class C3). (Prior
Notification)

Under
Construction

1

1

Prior
approval
granted

1

1

Detail

1

1

Under
Construction

1

1

Under
Construction

1

1

Under
Construction

1

1

Under
Construction

1

1

Under
Construction

2

2

Under
Construction

2

2

1

1

Wolf House 70 Ashby Road Newtown Linford
Leicestershire LE67 9XR

Conversion of double garage into granny annexe.

The Old Woodyard 102 Prestwold Lane Prestwold
Leicestershire LE12 5SH

Change of use from offices (Class B1) to residential (Class C3). (Revised
scheme - P/12/2352/2 refers)

Queniborough

Manor Farm 85 Main Street Queniborough
Leicestershire LE7 3DB

Conversion of barns/stables to form four dwellings.

P/14/2062/2

Queniborough

The Print Room 37 Main Street Queniborough
Leicestershire LE7 3DB

Demolition of industrial building and erection of dwelling.

P/15/0522/2

Queniborough

55 New Zealand Lane Queniborough Leicestershire
LE7 3FU

Construction of new dwelling adjacent to 55 New Zealand Lane (revised
scheme - P/14/1792/2 refers)

P/15/1560/2

Queniborough

Land rear of 1387 Melton Road Queniborough
Leicestershire

Erection of 2 dwellings.

Queniborough

Manor Farm 85 Main Street Queniborough
Leicestershire LE7 3DB

Erection of two detached dwellings.

1576 Melton Road Queniborough Leicestershire LE7
Replacement of existing detached garage to side/ rear with self-contained
3FN
annex for use by relative.

Detail

Queniborough

Land at Manor Farm 85 Main Street QUENIBOROUGH
Erection of one detached two storey dwelling
LE7 3DB

Detail

Queniborough

1535 Melton Road Queniborough Leicestershire LE7 Demolition of existing dwelling and replacement with 2 detached
dwellings accessed from Syston Road.
3FP

Detail

Queniborough

P/16/2072/2

P/17/1448/2
P/18/0470/2

P/18/1945/2

P/09/0636/2
Quorn

Land adj to Stoop Lane, Willow Cottage, School
Lane, Quorn, Loughborough, LE12 8BL

Erection of a detached dwelling. (Reserved Matters - outline application
P/06/0436/2 refers)

1

1

1

1

Under
Construction

9

9

Quorn

84 & 88 Wood Lane (GFTU & Quorn Grange Hotel)
Quorn Leicestershire LE12 8DB

Erection of two storey extension to hotel, erection of nursery building,
erection of 9 dwellings and change of use of the existing nursery to offices.

P/16/1535/2

Quorn

57 Loughborough Road Quorn Leicestershire LE12
8DU

Erection of dwelling to rear with access on to Farnham Street.

P/17/2222/2

Quorn

Land adj 51 Leicester Road Quorn Leicestershire
LE12 8BA

Erection of detached dwelling following demolition of annex.

Kennel Block Quorn Hall Meynell Road QUORN LE12 Retention of change of use to dwelling ( Class C3 ) with domestic
curtilage and two areas of decking .
8BQ

Detail

Quorn

4 Stoop Lane Quorn Leicestershire LE12 8BU

Sub division of cottage into two residential units.

Detail

Site for the erection of 4 two-storey detached dwellings.

P/18/0559/2

1

Under
Construction

P/15/2400/2

P/18/0174/2

1

Detail

1

1

Detail

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

4

Quorn
P/12/0359/2,
P/17/1921/2

Rearsby

Land off Gaddesby Lane, Rearsby, Leicester, LE7
4YJ

P/15/0537/2

Rearsby

Land at Melton Road Rearsby Leicestershire LE7 4YS (submission of materials) - outline application P/12/0458/2 refers).

P/13/2027/2

Rothley

P/13/2256/2

P/15/0020/2

Under
Construction

2

Erection of 3 dwellings (reserved matters, landscaping and appearance

Under
Construction

1

1

34 Mountsorrel Lane, Rothley, Leicestershire, LE7
7PR

Site for the erection of one detached bungalow.(Resubmission of
P/08/0157/2 refers)

Under
Construction

1

1

Rothley

Land at Brownhill Crescent Rothley Leicestershire
LE7 7LA

Erection of 1 dwelling (Reserved matters Plot 1 - outline P/12/2636/2
refers for the erection of 3 dwellings. 1 dwelling completed.

Under
Construction

Rothley

Farnham Bridge Farm 1041 Loughborough Road
Rothley Leicestershire LE7 7NL

Retrospective application to convert a barn to dwelling. (Revised scheme P/12/1858/2 refers)

Under
Construction

1

1

1

2

1

TOTAL

Planning
application

Parish

P/16/0337/2

COMPLETIONS 1st
April 2019 to 31st March
2024

Address/ Location

Details

Rothley

19 Babington Road Rothley Leicestershire LE7 7PB

Erection of detached dwelling to side following demolition of outbuilding
attached to side of dwelling.

P/17/1288/2

Rothley

Land adj 21 Cossington Lane Rothley Leicestershire Erection of 2 no. detached dwellings with repositioned access, assoc
parking and garden areas (Revised scheme P/16/0949/2 refers).
LE7 7NA

P/17/2580/2

Rothley

Land to the rear of 217 - 223 Mountsorrel Lane
Rothley Leicestershire LE7 7PU

Under
Proposed erection of 9 dwellings including garages, parking and associated
Construction
works.

Land to the West of No.39 39 The Ridgeway Rothley
LE7 7LE

Erection of a detached dwelling with double garage and swimming
pool. (Revised scheme P/15/0929/2 refers)

Detail

49 North Street Rothley LE7 7NN

Change of use of first floor to 3 no. flats.

Detail

2

2

12 Wellsic Lane Rothley LE7 7QB

Change of use of single dwelling to two dwellings and alterations to
front elevation.

Detail

1

1

Seagrave

Land adj and r/o 7 Butchers Lane Seagrave
Leicestershire LE12 7NR

Erection of two dwellings. (Revised Scheme P/14/0137/2 refers)

Seagrave

Land at 1 Hardy Court Muckle Gate Lane Seagrave
Leicestershire LE12 7NY

Erection of one detached dwelling house.

Seagrave

Mount Pleasant Farm Paudy Lane Seagrave
Leicestershire LE7 4TB

Erection of agricultural workers dwelling and associated garage.

Seagrave

47 Green Lane Seagrave Leicestershire LE12 7LU

Site for the erection of a dwelling and associated garage.

P/18/0934/2

Seagrave

land adj to 5 Butchers Lane Seagrave LE12 7NR

Erection of detached dwelling

Detail

P/18/1969/2

Seagrave

Change of use of residential bungalow (Use Class C3) to skills centre (Use
Class D1)

Detail

-1

-1

P/14/1415/2

Shepshed

69 Green Lane Seagrave Leicestershire LE12 7LU
Jolly Farmers
85 Iveshead Road
LE12 9EP

Erection of 5 dwellings and associated infrastructure. (Revised scheme
P/14/0549/2 refers)

Under
Construction

2

2

P/15/0585/2

Shepshed

46 Grange Road Shepshed Leicestershire LE12 9LL

Erection of 1 detached, 2 bedroom bungalow.

Under
Construction

1

1

P/16/0533/2

Shepshed

37 Springfield Road Shepshed Leicestershire LE12
9QW

Under
Conversion of building to 3 no. self contained flats together with associated
Construction
car parking.

2

2

Shepshed

149 Charnwood Road Shepshed Leicestershire LE12 Change of use from retail (Class A1) to residential (Class C3) including
alterations to doors and windows and small extension to the rear.
9NL

1

1

P/16/1700/2

Shepshed

Land north of 9 Britannia Street

P/16/1875/2

Shepshed

6 Britannia Street Shepshed Leicestershire LE12 9AE create a chalet bungalow.

Shepshed

8 Britannia Street Shepshed Leicestershire LE12 9AE

Shepshed

P/18/0713/2

Rothley

P/18/1100/2

Rothley

P/18/2555/2

Rothley

P/15/0659/2
P/16/0359/2

P/16/1079/2
P/17/0622/2

P/16/1378/2

Under
Construction

2019/ 20 2020/ 21 2021/ 22 2022/ 23 2023/ 24

1

2

Detail

Under
Construction

9

1

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

1

Detail
Erection of detached dwelling.

1

2

1

Detail

Detail

2

9

Detail

Detail

1

1

1

1

1

Phase 1 (P/16/1875/2) Conversion and extension of double garage to

Detail

Phase 2 erection of 2 dwellings and twin garage with apartment over.

Detail

Westroyd House Tickow Lane Shepshed
Leicestershire LE12 9LY

Site for the erection of 9 dwellings and associated access (Outline Planning
Application).(9)

outline

9

9

11 Tickow Lane Shepshed Leicestershire LE12 9LY

Erection of 1 dwelling in garden (Outline Planning Application)(1)

outline

1

1

86 Leicester Road Shepshed Leicestershire LE12
9DQ

Outline
Site for the erection of 1No. dwelling (Outline Planning Application).(1)

1

1

55 Grange Road Shepshed Leicestershire LE12 9LJ

Erection of detached bungalow.

Shepshed

Land off Brick Kiln Lane Shepshed Leicestershire
LE12 9EL

Reserved matters following approval of outline planning permission
for 3 dwellings with associated access, parking and landscaping
(app ref P/13/2467/2 refers).P/17/2066/2 Extra 1 plot allowed at

Shepshed

Shepshed

P/16/1877/2

P/16/2046/2

P/16/2478/2

Shepshed

P/16/2516/2

Shepshed

P/16/2753/2

Shepshed

P/17/0476/2

P/17/0488/2

P/18/0489/2

Status

P/18/0517/2
Shepshed

Detail

3

3

1

1

Under
Construction

1

1

116 Charnwood Road Shepshed Leicestershire LE12 Erection of 6 no. dwellings and offices, with associated parking and
amended access from Charnwood Road
9NP

Detail

6

6

Land adj 64 Brick Kiln Lane Shepshed Leicestershire Variation of condition 2 of planning permission P/13/2009/2 to reflect
revised drawings for different house type on each of the three plots.
LE12 9EL

Detail

116 Charnwood Road SHEPSHED LE12 9NP

Detail

1

1

1

1

Erection of a detached dwelling.

3

3

Land rear of 38 Sullington Road Shepshed
Leicestershire LE12 9JG

Erection of a bungalow with access and associated works (revised
scheme P/17/0980/2 refers).

Detail

Shepshed

7 - 8 Market Place Shepshed Leicestershire LE12
9RT

Construction of 3 single storey dwellings.

Detail

Shepshed

rear of 155 Charnwood Road Shepshed
Leicestershire LE12 9NN

Erection of one dwelling. (Reserved Matters - Outline application
P/17/2203/2 refers).

Detail

Shepshed

1 Garendon Close Shepshed Leicestershire LE12
9NT

Erection of one detached bungalow

Detail

Shepshed

24 Loughborough Road Shepshed LE12 9DN

Change of use from C3 to retail shop (Class A1) and café (Class
A3). (Revised scheme - P/18/1062/2 refers)

Detail

land adjacent to 4 St Botolph Road Shepshed LE12
9HZ

Erection of a detached two storey dwelling.

Detail

Shepshed

P/15/0650/2

Sileby

10 Newbold Close Sileby Leicestershire LE12 7PB

Under
Erection of two bed dwelling and single storey front extension to dwelling at
Construction
10 Newbold Close

1

1

P/15/0679/2

Sileby

75 Heathcote Drive Sileby Leicestershire LE12 7ND

Construction of two bedroom dwelling

Under
Construction

1

1

Sileby

2 Greedon Rise Sileby Leicestershire LE12 7TF

Detail
Erection of building to form two flats.

2

2

P/16/1483/2

Land adj 157 Charles Street Sileby Leicestershire
LE12 7SH

Erection of a dwelling and alterations to double garage to form two
single garages, one to serve 157 Charles Street and one to serve
proposed dwelling.

Detail

1

1

55 Ratcliffe Road Sileby Leicestershire LE12 7PU

outline

P/18/0623/2

P/18/0658/2

P/18/0766/2

P/18/1633/2

P/18/2177/2
Shepshed
P/19/0006/2

Sileby
P/16/1543/2

3

1

3

1

1

-1

1

-1

1

1

P/16/2349/2

Sileby

Site for erection of two dwellings following demolition of 55 Ratcliffe
Road.(1)

P/16/2814/2

Sileby

Land rear of 144 Ratcliffe Road Sileby Leicestershire
Erection of detached dwelling (revised scheme P/14/1467/2 refers).
LE12 7QA

Detail

1

1

Sileby

Land adj 7 Greedon Rise Sileby Leicestershire LE12
7TE

Erection of 1 detached bungalow.

P/17/0322/2
P/17/2442/2

Sileby

Land adjacent 53 Seagrave Road and Greedon Rise,
Sileby LE12 7TP

Erection of two semi-detached dwellings - (Revised scheme
P/12/0573/2)

Detail

2

2

Sileby

The Old Bank 5 Barrow Road LE12 7LW

Erection of first floor extension to provide a self-contained
apartment and alterations to ground floor ramp at front of premises.

Detail

1

1

P/18/1878/2

Sileby

Land opposite 1 Albert Avenue Sileby Leicestershire
Erection of one detached bungalow.
LE12 7TA

P/17/1942/2

South Croxton

P/18/0379/2

Under
Construction

1

1

1

1

1

Detail

1

Conversion of agricultural barn to 1 no. dwelling, construction of carport

The Hovel Syston Road South Croxton Leicestershire and storage building, erection of low wall and formation of new driveway to

Detail

1

1

Detail

3

3

2

2

replace existing field access.

77 Main Street South Croxton LE7 3RL

Change of use and alterations to part of public house to create 1
apartment and 2 dwellings.

Land adj Rose Cottage 160 Main Street Swithland
Leicestershire LE12 8TJ

Erection of two dwellings

Under
Construction

Syston

2 Victoria Street Syston Leicestershire LE7 2LF

Erection of 9 dwellings following demolition of industrial unit.

Under
Construction

P/16/2372/2

Syston

1130 Melton Road Syston Leicestershire LE7 2HA

Demolition of existing building and erection of four-storey building
comprising 8 No. residential units and 2 No. commercial units (use classes
A1, A2 & B1).

Detail

8

8

P/17/0630/2

Syston

1028 Melton Road Syston Leicestershire LE7 2NN

Erection of one dwelling.

Detail

1

1

1-3 St Peters Street Syston Leicestershire LE7 1HL

Refurbishment and alterations to ground floor veterinary practice,
including new access ramp and conversion of first and second
floors to 3 self-contained flats including rear dormer.

Detail

P/17/2422/2

South Croxton

P/14/0332/2

Swithland

P/15/1827/2

P/17/2210/2
Syston

1314 Melton Road Syston Leicestershire LE7 2HD
P/18/0075/2

Syston

P/18/0319/2

Syston

Change of use from first floor retail (A1) to two studio flats (C3). (Prior
Notification)

12 Goodes Avenue Syston Leicestershire LE7 2JH

Syston

9

3

2

2

3

Detail

3

3

Construction of three bungalows

15B Town Square Syston Leicestershire LE7 1GZ

P/18/1036/2

(Prior
Notification)

9

Change of use from Office (B1) to 2no. flats at first floor (C3) and
internal atlerations

Prior
approval not
required

2

2

TOTAL

Planning
application

Parish

Address/ Location

Details

Status

2019/ 20 2020/ 21 2021/ 22 2022/ 23 2023/ 24

COMPLETIONS 1st
April 2019 to 31st March
2024

Syston

5 Barkby Lane Syston Leicestershire LE7 2BA

Alterations to existing dwellinghouse, erection of a dwellinghouse and
alterations to existing site access.

Detail

P/18/2066/2

1

1

School House Cherry Drive Syston Leicestershire
LE7 2PT

Erection of a detached 4 bedroom dwelling house.

Detail

1

1

Syston

P/18/2496/2

Syston

Land adj 5 Spinney Close Syston Leicestershire LE7
Erection of a dwelling and alterations to existing dwelling.
1YP

Under
Construction

P/18/2585/2

Syston

Land to rear of 5 Barkby Lane Syston Leicestershire Erection of three 2 storey dwellings and formation of new access.
P/18/2585/2 Variation of condition 2 of P/18/1901/2 (Approved Drawings).
LE7 2BA

Under
Construction

3

3

Thrussington

Manor Farm House 40 Ratcliffe Road Thrussington
Leicestershire LE7 4UF

Detail
Conversion of a barn to residential with covered parking.

1

1

P/16/2797/2

Thurcaston
&Cropston

2 Rectory Lane Thurcaston Leicestershire LE7 7JQ

Detail

P/17/2042/2

Erection of one detached single storey dwelling

1

1

P/18/1241/2

Thurcaston
&Cropston

Land off Leicester Road Thurcaston Leicestershire
LE7 7JH

Outline planning permission for the erection of 1 dwelling. (1)

Outline

P/09/0472/2

Thurmaston

61 Highway Road, Thurmaston, Leicester, LE4 8FR

Demolition of existing bungalow and erection of 1 bungalows and 4 dormer
bungalows. (revised scheme P/08/2762/2 refers)

Under
Construction

4

4

P/15/1061/2

Thurmaston

776 - 778 Melton Road Thurmaston Leicestershire
LE4 8BD

Under
Change of use of 1 dwelling to create 4 flats and 1 shop unit to ground floor
Construction
and creation of shop front.

1

1

Under
Construction

1

1

Under
Construction

2

2

Detail

1

1

P/18/2443/2

P/16/0281/2

Thurmaston

The Old Coal Yard Garden Street Thurmaston
Leicestershire LE4 8DS

Redevelopment of site to provide 8 no. semi-detached and terraced
dwellings with new vehicular and pedestrian accesses onto Garden Street
and Margaret Close.

Thurmaston

Plots 15-18 Land off Dent Drive Thurmaston
Leicestershire LE4 8NY

Erection of 4 dwellings

P/16/2276/2

100 Colby Drive Thurmaston Leicestershire LE4 8LD
P/17/0033/2

Thurmaston

Erection of single storey extension to front and rear of existing
bungalow and erection of detached bungalow.

P/18/0347/2

Thurmaston

P/18/0956/2

Thurmaston

P/18/1561/2

Thurmaston

Former 61 Highway Road Thurmaston Leicestershire
Erection of 3 dormer bungalows - Revised scheme of P/17/1202/2
LE4 8FR
Field View Thurmaston LE4 8NX

Outline planning application for 2 dwellings with access from Field
View.(2)

rear of 141 Colby Drive Thurmaston Leicestershire
LE4 8LE

Erection of detached bungalow fronting The Coppice and widening
of existing vehicular access to Colby Drive and formation of parking
area to serve No. 141 Colby Drive.

P/16/1782/2

Walton on the Wolds Shuttlewoods Farm 191 Six Hills Road Walton on the Site for the erection of an agricultural dwelling with vehicular access.

P/16/2030/2

Walton on the Wolds Foxhills Cottage 341 Walton Lane Walton On The

P/17/2167/2

Walton on the Wolds Rose Villa Farm 12 Six Hills Road Walton On The

Wolds Leicestershire LE12

Wolds Leicestershire LE12 8JX

Conversion of rural building to equine manager's dwelling (revised scheme
P/12/1343/2 refers).

Wolds Leicestershire LE12 8JF

Partial demolition and conversion of agricultural building to form dwelling
and associated works.
Erection of five dwellings with garaging, parking and amended access
(Revised scheme P/13/2485/2 refers)

P/14/1665/2

Woodhouse Eaves

Land at Garats Hay Forest Road Woodhouse

P/16/2240/2

Woodhouse Eaves

Land between 6 & 8 Beaumanor Drive (Plot 2)
Woodhouse Leicestershire LE12 8TX

Erection of 1 no. detached chalet bungalow.

Roecliffe Hall Swithland Road Woodhouse Eaves
Leicestershire LE12 8JL

Erection of 2 no. semi-detached dwellings to provide ancillary
accommodation following demolition of existing derelict glasshouse.

Woodhouse Eaves

The Elms 112 Main Street Woodhouse Eaves LE12
8RZ

Erection of 2 dwellings at rear of 112 Main Street, alterations to
existing outbuildings to covered parking and store rooms. Change
of use from grass paddock to residential curtilage.

Land opposite 135 Maplewell Road Woodhouse
Eaves Leicestershire LE12 8QY

Site for the erection of one dwelling. (1)

Woodhouse Eaves

P/18/0201/2

Woodhouse Eaves

Hanging Stone Farm Brook Road Woodhouse Eaves
Change of use from agricultural barn to dwelling. (Prior Notification)
Leicestershire LE12 8RS

P/18/0447/2

Woodhouse Eaves

12 Windmill Rise WOODHOUSE EAVES LE12 8SG

Site for the erection of one detached dwelling (outline
application)(1)

Woodhouse Eaves

Land r/o 6 Nanhill Drive Woodhouse Eaves
Leicestershire LE12 8TL

Site for the erection of 1 detached dwelling

Woodhouse Eaves

Land Adj. 6 Hill Rise Woodhouse Eaves LE12 8QX

P/17/0710/2
Woodhouse Eaves
P/17/2408/2

P/18/0117/2

P/18/0796/2

P/18/1228/2

1

1

2

2

Detail

1

1

Detail

1

1

Under
Construction

1

1

Detail

Under
Construction

2

5

1

1

2

Detail

2

2

1

Outline
Change of
Use Prior
Notification

1

1

1

outline

1

1

Detail

1

1

Lovrin Equine Land off Wysall Lane Wymeswold
Leicestershire

Erection of one dwelling. (Reserved matters sought for materials, boundary
Under
treatments and parking/access provision - Outline application P/14/1138/2
Construction
refers)

7 Clay Street Wymeswold Leicestershire LE12 6TY

Erection of four dwellings following demolition of existing dwelling and
outbuildings (Revised scheme - P/17/0196/2 refers).

Detail

Wymeswold

Lakeside Sporting Wide Lane Wymeswold
Leicestershire LE12 6SE

Change of use from residential (C3) to retail (A1).

Detail

Wymeswold

Land adj 73A Brook Street Wymeswold
Leicestershire LE12 6TT

Erection of a dwelling - Reserved matters - (Outline planning permission
P/17/0378/2 refers)

Detail

Wymeswold

SMALL TOTAL

3

2

Wymeswold

P/18/2577/2

1

Detail

Thorsby Cottage 17 Far Street Wymeswold
Leicestershire LE12 6TZ

P/18/1264/2

1

Detail

Wymeswold

P/17/1130/2

3

Outline

1

Detail

P/16/1472/2

1

3

Detail

Erection of one detached dwelling (revised scheme P/18/0401/2 refers)
Change of use from retail (class A1 )to residential (class C3), change of
use of workshop to form new dwelling, erection of detached garage and
creation of access to rear

P/15/1859/2

1

Detail

1

1

1

1

1

3

3

-1

-1

1

171

177

110

1

1

0

2019/ 20 2020/ 21 2021/ 22 2022/ 23 2023/ 24

GRAND TOTAL (LARGE & SMALL)

1165

1423

1437

783

766

459
TOTAL
COMPLETIONS 1st
April 2019 to 31st
March 2024

5574
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Gladman Developments Ltd v
Daventry District Council & Anor
[EWCA] 2016 Civ 1146

Neutral Citation Number: [2016] EWCA Civ 1146
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Approved Judgment

Judgment Approved by the court for handing down.

Daventry DC v SSCLG

Lord Justice Sales:
1.

This case concerns an application by Daventry District Council (“the Council”) under
section 288 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 to quash the decision of a
Planning Inspector (David Nicholson RIBA IHBC) on behalf of the Secretary of State
dated 12 June 2015, in which the Inspector allowed an appeal by the appellant
developers (“Gladman”) against refusal by the Council of planning permission for
construction of 121 dwellings on an open field site adjoining the village of Weedon
Bec in Northamptonshire. Lang J upheld the Council’s application and quashed the
Inspector’s decision. The effect of Lang J’s order is that Gladman’s appeal against
refusal of planning permission will have to be reheard before a different inspector.
Gladman, however, appeals to this court against Lang J’s decision, with permission
granted by Lindblom LJ.

2.

At the hearing before Lang J, the Secretary of State conceded that the Inspector’s
decision ought to be quashed and did not attend. Gladman, however, appeared by
counsel to resist the Council’s application. On this appeal the Secretary of State has
again not appeared by counsel, but did put in some written submissions to explain his
position in relation to certain issues in the case.

Statutory and policy context
3.

The determination of an application for planning permission is to be made in
accordance with the development plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise. Section 70(2) of the 1990 Act provides that the decision-maker shall have
regard to the provisions of the development plan, so far as material to the application.
Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 provides:
“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose
of any determination to be made under the planning Acts, the
determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.”

4.

The development plan in this case included a range of policies which were saved, on
the direction of the Secretary of State dated 21 September 2007, from the Council’s
Local Plan which had been adopted in 1997. The Local Plan had been prepared by
reference to an evidence base compiled in the 1990s. The period for which the Local
Plan had been prepared was 1991-2006. By the time of the decision by the Inspector
in 2015, the saved policies were old and the evidence base which underlay them had
been established well in the past.

5.

Nonetheless, in 2007 the Secretary of State had chosen a set of policies in the Local
Plan which he considered should be preserved as having continuing suitability to be
included in the current development plan for the Council’s area. In the covering letter
dated 21 September 2007 which accompanied the formal direction to preserve the
chosen policies as saved policies in the development plan, the Secretary of State
explained that the extension of the saved policies was “intended to ensure continuity
in the plan-led system and a stable planning framework locally, and in particular, a
continual supply of land for development.”
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6.

The priority given to the plan-led system of planning control is a familiar and
longstanding feature of English planning law, as reflected in both section 70(2) of the
1990 Act and section 38(6) of the 2004 Act. Its importance is also emphasised in the
National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (“NPPF”). For example, para. 150 of the
NPPF states, “Local Plans are the key to delivering sustainable development that
reflects the vision and aspirations of local communities.” A plan-led system of
planning control promotes the coherent development of a planning authority’s area,
allowing for development to be directed to the most appropriate places within that
area, and enables land-owners, developers and the general public to have notice of the
policies to be applied by the planning authority to achieve those objectives. It is not in
the public interest that planning control should be the product of an unstructured freefor-all based on piecemeal consideration of individual applications for planning
permission.

7.

The Council’s Local Plan was originally adopted in 1997 in the context of an overall
planning regime rather different from the one which applies now. In 1997 there was a
requirement that the Local Plan should be compatible with the strategy set out in the
Northamptonshire County Structure Plan, which related to the period 1983 to 2001
and was adopted in February 1989 (“the Structure Plan”). Paragraph 1.22 of the Local
Plan explained that the Structure Plan contained no specific requirements in respect of
residential development at Daventry, and that
“[The Council] has therefore developed its own policy in
respect of the general location of development in the Daventry
District. In line with current government advice, this policy is
urban oriented and the continuing expansion of Daventry Town
is provided for in this Local Plan.”

8.

The Local Plan also sought to focus other residential development on four designated
villages. At the same time, residential development at other villages in the Council’s
area was to be restricted to infilling within existing village perimeters. These were
called Restricted Infill Villages. Weedon Bec is listed as one of them. In addition, and
as part of the general planning co-ordination for residential development in the
Council’s area focused on Daventry Town and the four designated villages, in the
saved parts of the Local Plan there was to be policy protection for the open
countryside in the Council’s area.

9.

Saved Local Plan policy HS 22 applies in relation to Restricted Infill Villages. It
provides:
"RESTRICTED INFILL VILLAGES
POLICY HS22
PLANNING PERMISSION WILL NORMALLY BE
GRANTED FOR RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT IN THE
RESTRICTED INFILL VILLAGES PROVIDED THAT:
A. IT IS ON A SMALL SCALE, AND
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B. IT IS WITHIN THE EXISTING CONFINES OF THE
VILLAGE, AND
C. IT DOES NOT AFFECT OPEN LAND WHICH IS OF
PARTICULAR SIGNIFICANCE TO THE FORM AND
CHARACTER OF THE VILLAGE, OR
D. IT COMPRISES THE RENOVATION OR CONVERSION
OF EXISTING BUILDINGS FOR RESIDENTIAL
PURPOSES PROVIDED THAT THE PROPOSAL IS IN
KEEPING WITH THE CHARACTER AND QUALITY OF
THE VILLAGE ENVIRONMENT."
10.

The accompanying explanatory text in the Local Plan includes the following:
"4.88. The objectives of the District Council's planning policies
in respect of these villages are as follows:
a. to ensure that new development does not bring about the
extension of the village into open countryside,
b. to ensure that existing buildings are retained as far as
possible,
c. to ensure that the scale, character, design and density of new
development and redevelopment within the village is
sympathetic to the existing built environment, and
d. to ensure that such important open spaces as now remain in
these villages do not become the subject of unsuitable infill
development.
Small Scale
4.89. In determining what constitutes "small scale" for the
purposes of this policy, the District Council will not attempt to
impose arbitrary upper limits on the number of dwelling units
included in any application but will rather judge each case on
its merits with particular regard to:
a. the scale of the proposal in relation to the character of the
immediately adjoining area,
b. the scale of the proposal in relation to the size of the village
as a whole, bearing in mind the need to maintain a balanced
housing stock and assist in the social integration of new
residents.
c. the scale of the proposal relative to other current and recent
infill proposals, bearing in mind the need to ensure that the
cumulative effects of successive developments do not damage
the character and amenity of established residential areas.
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d. the impact of the proposal on local services.
The Existing Confines
4.90. For the purposes of this policy, "existing confines of the
village" will be taken to mean that area of the village defined
by the existing main built-up area but excluding those
peripheral buildings such as free-standing individual or groups
of dwellings, nearby farm buildings or other structures which
are not closely related thereto. Gardens, or former gardens,
within the curtilages of dwelling houses, will not necessarily be
assumed to fall within the existing confines of the village. The
construction of a bypass around a Restricted Infill Village will
not be regarded as an extension to the confines of the village
and land between the existing built up area and the new Road
will be considered as open countryside.
Important Open Land
4.91. Such sites will normally comprise large open frontages
whose contribution to the character of the village is of
acknowledged importance. However, private gardens and
orchards can also make significant contributions to the local
environment, both within and on the edge of the village, and
the development of these will be resisted under this policy
where appropriate. The development of private gardens which
do not make an immediate contribution to the character of the
local environment will also be resisted where they form
important settings for listed buildings or other buildings of
quality."
11.

Saved Local Plan policy HS24 applies in relation to proposals for residential
development in the open countryside. It provides:
"OPEN COUNTRYSIDE
POLICY HS24
PLANNING PERMISSION WILL NOT BE GRANTED FOR
RESIDENTIAL
DEVELOPMENT
IN
THE
OPEN
COUNTRYSIDE OTHER THAN:
A. DEVELOPMENT, INCLUDING THE RE-USE OR
CONVERSION OF EXISTING BUILDINGS, ESSENTIAL
FOR THE PURPOSES OF AGRICULTURE OR FORESTRY
B. THE REPLACEMENT OF AN EXISTING DWELLING
PROVIDED IT RETAINS ITS LAWFUL EXISTING USE AS
A DWELLING HOUSE PROVIDED THAT THE
DWELLING IS NORMALLY OF THE SAME GENERAL
SIZE, MASSING AND BULK AS THE ORIGINAL
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DWELLING SITED ON THE SAME FOOTPRINT AND
RESPECTS THE DISTINCTIVE NATURE OF ITS RURAL
SURROUNDINGS."
12.

The explanatory text in the Local Plan for this policy includes para. 4.97, as follows:
"The County Structure Plan seeks to restrain development in
the open Countryside and this policy seeks to prevent
residential development unless there is there is a requirement
for accommodation for agriculture or forestry workers or the
dwelling is direct replacement."

13.

By the time policy HS24 was saved pursuant to the direction of the Secretary of State
in 2007 the Structure Plan referred to had ceased to be a relevant planning document.

14.

For the purposes of the discussion which follows, it is also relevant to note two other
saved Local Plan Policies: policy EN1, for the protection of Special Landscape Areas,
and policy GN2, which also includes express protection for Special Landscape Areas.
Special Landscape Areas were concepts created by the now defunct Structure Plan.

15.

In 2012 national planning policies were gathered together in the NPPF as a single
comprehensive statement.

16.

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable
development applicable in the context of plan-making and also in the context of
decision-taking (i.e. when decisions are made whether to grant applications for
planning permission). It provides in the relevant part in relation to decision-taking as
follows:
“14. At the heart of the National Planning Policy Framework is
a presumption in favour of sustainable development, which
should be seen as a golden thread running through both planmaking and decision-taking
…
For decision-taking this means:
● approving development 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:
– 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.”
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Certain policies regarding implementation of national policy are set out in Annex 1 to
the NPPF. Paragraphs 209 to 215 in Annex 1 provide as follows:
“209. The National Planning Policy Framework aims to
strengthen local decision making and reinforce the importance
of up-to-date plans.
210. Planning law requires that applications for planning
permission must be determined in accordance with the
development plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise.
211. For the purposes of decision-taking, the policies in the
Local Plan (and the London Plan) should not be considered outof-date simply because they were adopted prior to the
publication of this Framework.
212. However, the policies contained in this Framework are
material considerations which local planning authorities should
take into account from the day of its publication. The
Framework must also be taken into account in the preparation
of plans.
213. Plans may, therefore, need to be revised to take into
account the policies in this Framework. This should be
progressed as quickly as possible, either through a partial
review or by preparing a new plan.
214. For 12 months from the day of publication, decision-takers
may continue to give full weight to relevant policies adopted
since 2004 even if there is a limited degree of conflict with this
Framework.
215. In other cases and following this 12-month period, due
weight should be given to relevant policies in existing plans
according to their degree of consistency with this framework
(the closer the policies in the plan to the policies in the
Framework, the greater the weight that may be given).”

18.

The NPPF contains a range of policies with a variety of objectives, including
promoting sustainable transport and conserving and enhancing the natural
environment.

19.

Paragraphs 47 and 49 of the NPPF, in the section entitled “Delivering a wide choice
of high quality homes”, are also relevant in this case:
“47. To boost significantly the supply of housing, local
planning authorities should:
use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets
the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable
housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with
●
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the policies set out in this Framework, including identifying
key sites which are critical to the delivery of the housing
strategy over the plan period;
● identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable
[footnote 11] sites sufficient to provide five years worth of
housing against their housing requirements with an additional
buffer of 5% (moved forward from later in the plan period) to
ensure choice and competition in the market for land. Where
there has been a record of persistent under delivery of housing,
local planning authorities should increase the buffer to 20%
(moved forward from later in the plan period) to provide a
realistic prospect of achieving the planned supply and to ensure
choice and competition in the market for land;
● identify a supply of specific, developable [footnote 12] sites
or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 and, where
possible, for years 11-15;

for market and affordable housing, illustrate the expected rate
of housing delivery through a housing trajectory for the plan
period and set out a housing implementation strategy for the
full range of housing describing how they will maintain
delivery of a five-year supply of housing land to meet their
housing target; and
●

set out their own approach to housing density to reflect local
circumstances.
●

[Footnote 11 To be considered deliverable, sites should be available now, offer a suitable
location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect that housing will be
delivered on the site within five years and in particular that development of the site is viable.
Sites with planning permission should be considered deliverable until permission expires,
unless there is clear evidence that schemes will not be implemented within five years, for
example they will not be viable, there is no longer a demand for the type of units or sites have
long term phasing plans.
Footnote 12 To be considered developable, sites should be in a suitable location for housing
development and there should be a reasonable prospect that the site is available and could be
viably developed at the point envisaged.

…

49. Housing applications should be considered in the context of
the presumption in favour of sustainable development. Relevant
policies for the supply of housing should not be considered upto-date if the local planning authority cannot demonstrate a
five-year supply of deliverable housing sites.”
Factual background and the Inspector’s decision
20.

This case concerns an application by Gladman in May 2014 for planning permission
for residential development of up to 121 dwellings on two open fields adjoining
Weedon Bec village. This was not in-fill development of the village. The application
was directly in conflict with saved Local Plan policies HS22 and HS24.
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The Council refused planning permission, relying in particular on those saved
policies. The reasons it gave included the following:
"1. The proposed development would be contrary to saved local
plan policies GN1 (b and f), HS22, HS24 and GN2(g) and
policy S1 of the emerging JCS [Joint Core Strategy], by reason
of it being large scale development outside the confines of the
restricted infill village, affecting open land of significance of
the character and form of the village, within the open
countryside and adjacent to the SLA. Therefore applying
paragraph 12 of the NPPF, permission should be refused unless
other material considerations indicate otherwise. Applying the
fall-back position within paragraph 14 of the NPPF, it is
considered that the adverse impacts of the proposed
development would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits when assessed against the policies in the NPPF
taken as a whole. Specifically, the proposal would not
constitute sustainable development due to the following
elements of conflict with the NPPF and local policies:
a) The development would be a peripheral cul-de-sac estate that
suburbanise this rural village location, would erode the local,
character and historic form of the settlement, would not
integrate well with the existing village and would facilitate
social interaction or health, inclusive communities (contrary to
paragraphs 55, 58, 61 and 69 of NPPF and saved policy GN2(a)
of the Daventry Local Plan).
b) The development would not be well connected to local
facilities (both within and outside Weedon) and accessibility by
means other than the private car would be limited in terms of
both practicality and attractiveness (contrary to paragraphs 35,
36, 58, 61 and 69 of NPPF and policy S10 of the emerging
JCS).
c) The development would result in loss and harm to a valued
local landscape, and would diminish the recreational value of
the rural right of way that runs adjacent to and through the site
… (contrary to paragraphs 69 and 110 of NPPF).
d) The development would cause harm to the setting of
designated heritage assets …”

22.

Gladman appealed to the Secretary of State, who appointed the Inspector. The
Inspector conducted a planning inquiry lasting five days in May 2015 and set out his
decision in a decision letter dated 12 June 2015 (“the DL”). He allowed the appeal
and granted outline planning permission for the development.

23.

At the planning inquiry Gladman contended that reduced or no weight should be
given to policies HS22 and HS24 on the grounds that they were out of date. Gladman
put forward two principal arguments for this conclusion: (i) the Local Plan related to
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the period 1991-2006, and reflected an evidence base prepared in respect of that
period, which was now long out of date, and the Structure Plan, which has been
superseded and no longer has status as a statement of current planning policy; and (ii)
these policies relate to housing supply and the Council could not show that it had a
five year supply of deliverable sites for residential development, so they were deemed
to be out of date by virtue of para. 49 of the NPPF.
24.

The Council, on the other hand, submitted that it could show that it had a five year
supply of deliverable sites for residential development and also that policies HS22 and
HS24 reflected a high degree of consistency with a range of policies in the NPPF, not
just housing policies, and therefore they should be given considerable weight despite
the length of time they had been in place.

25.

The Inspector upheld the Council’s submission that it could show the requisite five
year supply of deliverable sites for residential development and accordingly rejected
Gladman’s case that it was entitled to rely on para. 49 of the NPPF to say that policies
HS22 and HS24 should be deemed to be out of date. That left for consideration the
wider contentions of Gladman and the Council regarding the weight to be given the
policies in light of their age.

26.

The Inspector dealt with this in a very short passage at DL 68:
"68. The Council acknowledged, as it must, that saved LP
policies HS22 and HS24 are both policies for the supply of
housing. However, given that the Council can demonstrate a 5
year [Housing Land Supply], albeit only just, these policies are
not excluded by NPPF 49. Nevertheless, given the age of the
policies and their lack of consistency with the thrust of NPPF
47 towards boosting significantly the supply of housing, I give
the conflict with these policies and GN1(E) and (F), reduced
weight."
At DL71 he said this:
“71. For the above reasons, I find that only moderate weight
should be given to the conflict with some policies in the LP and
JCS. Conversely, substantial weight should be given to the
scheme's contribution to meet housing targets and provide AH
in particular. Taken together, I find that the proposals would
accord with the development plan as a whole. Moreover, the
fact that the proposals would amount to sustainable
development, as defined in the NPPF, amounts to a material
consideration of substantial weight which outweighs any
conflict with the development plan in any event."

27.

Although in the end nothing turns on this, I should mention that I find DL71 rather
confusing. It is opaque how the Inspector can say that the proposals would accord
with the development plan as a whole, when they conflict directly with policies HS22
and HS24. My confusion deepens when I read the Inspector’s overall conclusion at
DL86 to the effect that “as the Council can demonstrate a 5 year [Housing Land
Supply] the weighted presumption in favour of sustainable development (NPPF 14
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[i.e. the second bullet point in relation to decision-making in para. 14 of the NPPF, as
set out above]) does not apply and the appeal should be determined on the normal
planning balance.” If it were really true that the proposals accord with the
development plan, however, the Inspector should have applied the first bullet point in
relation to decision-making in para. 14 of the NPPF and approved the development
proposals “without delay”. I do not think that Mr Kimblin QC, for Gladman, was able
to provide any convincing explanation for this.
28.

But it does not matter, because it is clear that even if the Inspector did find that the
proposals were in accordance with the development plan as a whole, that was on the
basis that any conflict with policies HS22 and HS24 ought to be given reduced weight
as explained by him at DL68. The point therefore adds nothing to the main
submission made by Mr Kimblin, that the Inspector was entitled to find that those
policies were out of date and, in the exercise called for by section 70(2) of the 1990
Act and section 38(6) of the 2004 Act, should be treated as outweighed by statements
in the NPPF, particularly in para. 47 of the NPPF.

29.

In view of its relevance to some of the submissions in the case I should also set out
DL15, under the heading “Special landscape area (SLA)”, where the Inspector said
this:
“15. Much of Daventry district lies within a SLA defined in
saved LP Policy EN1 and sets criteria for development in these
areas. Policy GN2(G) normally grants permission for
development providing that it would not adversely affect a
SLA. Two points arise. First, the appeal site adjoins the SLA,
but is not itself within it, and so Policy EN1 does not apply and
Policy GN2(G) does not apply directly. Secondly, these are
very old policies being based on a Structure Plan which predated the 1990 Act. Under the [NPPF] paragraph 215 …
policies relating to landscape areas should be criteria based
whereas Policy GN2(g) is not. This policy should therefore be
given limited weight.”
It is common ground that the reference to para. 215 of the NPPF here is a slip: the
reference is really to para. 113 of the NPPF.

The judgment
30.

The judge allowed the application by the Council under section 288 of the 1990 Act
and quashed the Inspector’s grant of planning permission. The principal reason given
by the judge was that the Inspector had been required by para. 215 of the NPPF to
analyse in what way and to what extent policies HS22 and HS24 were or were not
consistent with the policies set out in the NPPF, but he had failed to do this: [39]-[52].

31.

This meant that the Inspector’s analysis at DL68 could be criticised in various
respects. The judge accepted the Council’s submission that policies HS22 and HS24
were not necessarily inconsistent with the NPPF, just because they were adopted
years earlier against the background of a now superseded Structure Plan, and its
submission that there were important points of consistency between those policies
(and the general approach in the saved parts of the Local Plan, of which those policies
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formed an important part, to guiding the location of residential development in a
coherent way in the Council’s area) and policies in the NPPF, at [42]-[45], as follows:
“42. The LP policy was to locate housing allocation in urban
areas, particularly Daventry, as it was the major employer and
service centre in the district, and Government policy in 1997
advised that new development should be guided to locations
which reduced the need for travel, especially by car. In rural
areas, the LP policy was to identify specific villages suitable
for development – the four Limited Development Villages.
Elsewhere in rural areas, development would be restricted to
within the confines of the existing settlements – the Restricted
Infill Villages. Lastly, the LP protected the open countryside by
restraining non-essential new housing development.
43. I accept Mr Zwart's submission [for the Council] that
policies such as these are not necessarily inconsistent with the
NPPF, just because they were adopted years earlier, against the
background of a Structure Plan which has been superseded. The
reason is that some planning policies by their very nature
continue and are not "time-limited", as they are re-stated in
each iteration of planning policy, at both national and local
levels.
44. For example, the NPPF promotes development in locations
where travel can be minimised and the use of sustainable
transport modes maximised (NPPF 34). It encourages the use of
existing buildings for housing development (NPPF 51). In rural
areas, it advises that new housing should be located in existing
settlements, avoiding open countryside save in special
circumstances such as housing needs for rural workers and
using heritage assets or redundant buildings (NPPF 55). Section
11 is dedicated to "Conserving and enhancing the natural
environment" and provides that valued landscapes should be
protected and enhanced and brownfield land and land with the
least environmental or amenity value should be allocated to
meet development needs (NPPF 109, 110, 111). The saved
housing policies in the Local Plan are consistent with many of
these NPPF policies.
45. At local level, it is pertinent to note that the very recently
examined and adopted JCS, based upon the NPPF, also favours
development in the towns, as sustainable locations. Whilst
recognising the need for limited development in rural areas, to
meet local needs, the JCS expressly protects rural areas which
are prized for their tranquillity, and recreational and amenity
value.”
32.

The judge also held that the Inspector in DL68 improperly concentrated exclusively
on paras. 47 and 49 of the NPPF and failed to take into account the broader ambit of
the inquiry required under para. 215 of the NPPF, “which requires assessment of the
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extent to which the saved policies are consistent with all NPPF policies, including
policies for the protection of the natural environment and policies favouring
development in settlements, brownfield sites, sustainable locations etc and not in the
countryside”: [47]-[49].
33.

The judge then made a subsidiary ruling at [51]:
“51. I accept Mr Zwart's submission that NPPF 47 sets out
policy for a local authority's plan-making, not decision-taking.
The two functions are clearly distinguished throughout the
NPPF, and appear to have been confused by the Inspector in
DL 68, when he referred to the "lack of consistency with the
thrust of NPPF [47] towards boosting significantly the supply
of housing". I also accept Mr Zwart's point that use of the inapt
word "thrust" perhaps reflects the Inspector's lack of clarity
about the way in which NPPF 215 was to be applied. However,
I consider that older policies which restrict housing supply can
in principle be inconsistent with the key NPPF objective of
"providing the supply of housing required to meet the needs of
present and future generations" which is identified in NPPF 7
as a function of the social dimension of sustainable
development. This applies to both plan-making and decisiontaking, and so falls to be considered under NPPF 215.”

34.

At paras. [54]-[55] the judge rejected a submission by Mr Kimblin that the Inspector’s
observations at DL15 showed that he had in fact adopted the proper approach to
application of para. 215 of the NPPF in the critical paragraph of his reasoning, at
DL68. In particular, she observed that DL15 was dealing with a different issue (effect
on landscape) and different policies and it was not clear how the reasoning in relation
to reduction of the weight to be given to policies EN1 and GH2(G) set out in DL15
could be carried across to the discussion of policies HS22 and HS24 at DL68.

Discussion
35.

In my view, the judge was correct in her reasoning as highlighted above. Even reading
the DL benevolently, as is appropriate for planning decisions of this kind; adopting
the proper approach of avoiding nit-picking analysis of a decision letter with a view to
trying to identify errors when in substance there are none; and also bearing in mind
the expertise of the Inspector and his likely familiarity with the NPPF, it is clear that
the Inspector has failed to grapple as he should have done with the issue posed by
para. 215 of the NPPF.

36.

This is not just a matter of a failure to give reasons. It is clear from the DL read as a
whole that the Inspector has not sought to assess the issue of the weight to be
accorded to policies HS22 and HS24 under the approach mandated by para. 215 at all.
As the judge correctly identified, this appears from the deficiencies of the Inspector’s
reasoning at DL68 and his excessively narrow focus on paras. 47 and 49 of the NPPF,
to the exclusion of other relevant policies in the NPPF which ought to have been
brought into account in any proper analysis of the consistency of policies HS22 and
HS24 with the policies in the NPPF. I add that it is a notable feature of the DL that,
after making the necessary correction for the Inspector’s slip in DL15 in referring to
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para. 215 of the NPPF when he meant para. 113, the DL makes no reference at all to
para. 215, even though that was the provision in the NPPF which set out the approach
which the Inspector ought to have followed.
37.

I agree with the judge that, contrary to the submission of Mr Kimblin, this criticism of
the Inspector’s reasoning cannot be met by reference to DL15. The topic dealt with
there – the special landscape area – and the policies referred to were very different
from the subject matter and policies dealt with at DL68. Moreover, the reasoning in
DL15 is not applicable in relation to policies HS22 and HS24, which are dealt with in
DL68. The first reason given in DL15 clearly has no application at all in the context
of DL68. Nor does the second, which is a composite of two points: (a) saved policies
EN1 and GN2(G) referred to in DL15 cross-refer to the SLA which was only of
planning relevance because used as a concept in the Structure Plan, which has now
fallen away, and (b) the new policy approach set out in para. 113 of the NPPF is in
conflict with the approach adopted in those saved policies. Point (b) has no
application in relation to policies HS22 and HS24, and point (a) is very different from
anything which could be said about those policies. Clearly, the fact that policies EN1
and GN2(G) referred to a SLA concept which had effectively disappeared now that
the Structure Plan had been superseded substantially undermined them in a way which
does not apply in relation to policies HS22 and HS24. Put shortly, DL15 in no way
indicates that the Inspector in fact had para. 215 of the NPPF in mind when he
considered those policies in DL68.

38.

This is sufficient to indicate that the appeal must be dismissed. However, Mr Kimblin
made some additional points which I think I should address, since the case is to be
remitted to another planning inspector.

39.

There was a measure of agreement between the parties regarding the general approach
to be adopted to consideration of development plan policies which are old, as policies
HS22 and HS24 are here. Both sides referred to written submissions helpfully put in
by the Secretary of State for consideration on the appeal.

40.

I would formulate the position in this way:
i)

Since old policies of the kind illustrated by policies HS22 and HS24 in this
case are part of the development plan, the starting point, for the purposes of
decision-making, remains section 38(6) of the 2004 Act. This requires that
decisions must be made in accordance with the development plan - and,
therefore, in accordance with those policies and any others contained in the
plan - unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The mere age of a
policy does not cause it to cease to be part of the development plan; see also
para. 211 of the NPPF, set out above. The policy continues to be entitled to
have priority given to it in the manner explained by Lord Clyde in City of
Edinburgh Council v Secretary of State for Scotland [1997] 1 WLR 1447, HL,
at 1458C-1459G.

ii)

The weight to be given to particular policies in a development plan, and hence
the ease with which it may be possible to find that they are outweighed by
other material considerations, may vary as circumstances change over time, in
particular if there is a significant change in other relevant planning policies or
guidance dealing with the same topic. As Lord Clyde explained:
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“If the application does not accord with the development plan it
will be refused unless there are material considerations
indicating that it should be granted. One example of such a case
may be where a particular policy in the plan can be seen to be
outdated and superseded by more recent guidance” (p. 1458E).
iii)

The NPPF and the policies it sets out may, depending on the subject-matter
and context, constitute significant material considerations. Paragraph 215 sets
out the approach to be adopted in relation to old policies such as policies HS22
and HS24 in this case, and as explained above requires an assessment to be
made regarding their consistency with the policies in the NPPF. The fact that a
particular development plan policy may be chronologically old is, in itself,
irrelevant for the purposes of assessing its consistency with policies in the
NPPF.

iv)

Since an important set of policies in the NPPF is to encourage plan-led
decision-making in the interests of coherent and properly targeted sustainable
development in a local planning authority’s area (see in particular the section
on Plan-making in the NPPF, at paras. 150ff), significant weight should be
given to the general public interest in having plan-led planning decisions even
if particular policies in a development plan might be old. There may still be a
considerable benefit in directing decision-making according to a coherent set
of plan policies, even though they are old, rather than having no coherent planled approach at all. In the present case, it is of significance that the Secretary
of State himself decided to save the Local Plan policies in 2007 because he
thought that continuity and coherence of approach remained important
considerations pending development of appropriate up-to-date policies.

v)

Paragraph 49 of the NPPF creates a special category of deemed out-of-date
policies, i.e. relevant policies for the supply of housing where a local planning
authority cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites.
The mere fact that housing policies are not deemed to be out of date under
para. 49 does not mean that they cannot be out of date according to the general
approach referred to above.

41.

In the particular circumstances of this case Mr Kimblin submitted (i) that the facts that
policies HS22 and HS24 appeared in a Local Plan for the period 1991-2006, long in
the past, and were tied into the Structure Plan (in particular, in relation to policy
HS24, as set out in the explanatory text at para. 4.97 of the Local Plan), which is now
defunct, meant that very reduced weight should be accorded to them; (ii) that the
Local Plan policies in relation to housing supply, which include policies HS22 and
HS24, are “broken” and so again should be accorded little weight; and (iii) that
policies HS22 and HS24 have been superseded by more recent guidance, in the form
of para. 47 of the NPPF, and so should be regarded as being outdated in the manner
explained by Lord Clyde in City of Edinburgh Council. I do not accept these
submissions.

42.

As to (i), policies HS22 and HS24 were saved in 2007 as part of a coherent set of
Local Plan policies judged to be appropriate for the Council’s area pending work to
develop new and up-to-date policies. There was nothing odd or new-fangled in the
inclusion of those policies in the Local Plan as originally adopted in 1997. It is a
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regular feature of development plans to seek to encourage residential development in
appropriate centres and to preserve the openness of the countryside, and policies
HS22 and HS24 were adopted to promote those objectives. Those objectives remained
relevant and appropriate when the policies were saved in 2007 and in general terms
one would expect that they remain relevant and appropriate today. At any rate, that is
something which needs to be considered by the planning inspector when the case is
remitted, along with the question of the consistency of those policies with the range of
policies in the NPPF under the exercise required by para. 215 of the NPPF. The fact
that the explanatory text for policy HS24 refers to the Structure Plan does not detract
from this. It is likely that the Structure Plan itself was formulated to promote those
underlying general objectives and the fact that it has now been superseded does not
mean that those underlying objectives have suddenly ceased to exist. As the judge
observed at [49], “some planning policies by their very nature continue and are not
‘time-limited’, as they are re-stated in each iteration of planning policy, at both
national and local levels.”
43.

As to (ii), the metaphor of a plan being “broken” is not a helpful one. It is a distraction
from examination of the issues regarding the continuing relevance of policies HS22
and HS24 and their consistency with the policies in the NPPF. As Mr Kimblin
developed this submission, it emerged that what he meant was that it appears that the
Council has granted planning permission for some other residential developments in
open countryside, i.e. treating policy HS24 as outweighed by other material
circumstances in those cases, and that it relies on those sites with planning
permission, among others, in order to show that it has a five year supply of
deliverable residential sites for the purposes of para. 47 (second bullet point) and para.
49 of the NPPF. Mr Kimblin says that this shows that the saved policies of the Local
Plan, if applied with full rigour and without exceptions, would lead the Council to fail
properly to meet housing need in its area, according to the standard laid down in
paras. 47 and 49 of the NPPF. Therefore, he says, no or very reduced weight should
be accorded to policies HS22 and HS24.

44.

In my view, this argument is unsustainable. We were shown nothing by Mr Kimblin
to enable us to understand why the Council had decided to grant planning permission
for development of these other sites. So far as I can tell, the Council granted planning
permission in these other cases in an entirely conventional way, being persuaded on
the particular facts that it would be appropriate to treat material considerations as
sufficiently strong to outweigh policy HS24 in those specific cases. Having done so,
there is no reason why the Council should not bring the contribution from those sites
into account to show that it has the requisite five year supply of sites for housing
when examining whether planning permission should be granted on Gladman’s
application for the site in the present case. The fact that the Council is able to show
that with current saved housing policies in place it has the requisite five year supply
tends to show that there is no compelling pressure by reason of unmet housing need
which requires those policies to be overridden in the present case; or – to use Mr
Kimblin’s metaphor – it tends positively to indicate that the current policies are not
“broken” as things stand at the moment, since they can be applied in this case without
jeopardising the five year housing supply objective. In any event, an assessment of the
extent of the consistency of policies HS22 and HS24 with the range of policies in the
NPPF is required, as set out in para. 215 of the NPPF, before any conclusion can be
drawn whether those policies should be departed from in the present case.

Judgment Approved by the court for handing down.

Daventry DC v SSCLG

45.

Finally, as to point (iii), the judge dismissed this contention at [51] by ruling that para.
47 of the NPPF sets out policy for a planning authority’s plan-making, not decisiontaking. There is conflicting authority on this point at first instance, since
Hickinbottom J ruled in Cheshire East Borough Council v Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government [2013] EWHC 892 (Admin), at [52], that
although the first bullet point of para. 47 relates to an authority’s plan-making
function, the rest of the paragraph is not so restricted and applies also to decisionmaking; and see, to similar effect, the observation in passing of Coulson J in
Wychavon District Council v Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government [2016] EWHC 592 (Admin), at [46].

46.

In the context of the present case, nothing really turns on this point, not least because
the judge also said in [51] that “older policies which restrict housing supply can in
principle be inconsistent with the key NPPF objective of ‘providing the supply of
housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations’ which is
identified in NPPF 7 as a function of the social dimension of sustainable development.
This applies to both plan-making and decision-taking, and so falls to be considered
under NPPF 215”. I agree with this. However, we had the benefit of submissions on
the significance of para. 47 and in view of the different opinions on this it is desirable
that we say something about it.

47.

I agree with Lindblom LJ’s statement in Oadby and Wigston Borough Council v
Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government [2016] EWCA Civ 1040,
at [34], that
“The policy in paragraph 47 of the NPPF relates principally to
the business of plan-making. The policy in paragraph 49 relates
principally to applications for planning permission; it deals
with the way in which “[housing] applications” should be
considered. But it must of course be read in the light of the
policy requirement in paragraph 47 for local planning
authorities to plan for a continuous and deliverable five-year
supply of housing land …”

48.

Paragraph 47 of the NPPF deals with a mixture of topics. Mr Kimblin accepted that
the first, fourth and fifth bullet points relate solely to plan-making and not to decisiontaking. In my view, that is also true of the third bullet point: I think that the references
to “years 6-10” and “years 11-15” make this clear, since these are references to the
time periods to be dealt with when a development plan is prepared.

49.

The second bullet point of para. 47, however, is not confined to plan-making. The fact
that it imposes an obligation to “update annually” the five year housing supply means
that it is looking in part at an activity of a local planning authority outside its planmaking function. The second bullet point is tied to the deeming provision in para. 49.
The second bullet point of para. 47 creates a continuing obligation on a local planning
authority to check that its housing supply is in fact in accordance with the standard
there set out, and if it is not then I consider that the bullet point has similar force for
decision-making that the judge was prepared to accord para. 7 of the NPPF. But if the
standard set out in the second bullet point of para. 47 is being complied with by a
local planning authority, as it was in this case, then in my view para. 47 has no
implications for decision-taking by a planning authority. Thus, in the circumstances of
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this case, para. 47 does not qualify as “more recent guidance” of the kind discussed by
Lord Clyde in City of Edinburgh Council, such as might justify a planning inspector
in treating policies HS22 and HS24 as being out of date or inconsistent with para. 47
of the NPPF for the purposes of the assessment required under para. 215.
50.

For the reasons given above, I would dismiss this appeal.

Lord Justice David Richards:
51.

I agree.

Lord Justice Patten:
52.

I also agree.

Appendix 3:
Planning Appeal Decision
APP/X2410/W/17/3186714

Appeal Decision
Hearing held on 26 July and 24 October 2018
Site visits made on 26 July and 25 October 2018
by J J Evans BA (Hons) MA MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State
Decision date: 15 March 2019

Appeal Ref: APP/X2410/W/17/3186714
Land off Burton Lane, Wymeswold, Loughborough
•
•
•
•

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 made by Avant Homes against the decision of Charnwood Borough
Council.
The application Ref P/16/1852/2, dated 11 August 2016, was refused by notice dated
12 April 2017.
The development proposed is outline planning application (with all matters other than
means of access reserved) for residential development of up to 25 dwellings with
associated car parking, landscaping, public open space and vehicular access from
Burton Lane.

Decision
1. The appeal is dismissed.
Procedural Matters
2. The original application was for outline planning permission, and the application
form makes it clear that approval was sought at this stage for access matters
only. Drawings submitted with the application show a proposed estate layout
upon an illustrative masterplan (drawing reference AND0156 IM 500 A1), and
I have had regard to such matters in my decision. Notwithstanding the
illustrative information provided, with the agreement of the main parties I have
determined the appeal on the basis that approval is sought at the outline stage
only for access, with all other matters to be reserved for future consideration.
3. The Church of St Mary is a grade I listed building within the Wymeswold
Conservation Area. As required by the Planning (Listed Buildings and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990 (the Act) I have paid special regard to the
desirability of preserving a listed building or its setting or any features of
special architectural or historic interest which it possesses, and of preserving or
enhancing the character or appearance of a conservation area.
4. The original application description stated that vehicular access was to derive
from Burton Road, rather than Burton Lane. As the parties have confirmed
that the access is to be from Burton Lane, I have referred to this above.
5. During the appeal process a signed and dated S106 Deed of Agreement was
submitted to address one of the Council’s reasons for refusal. The agreement
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secures affordable housing provision and other contributions. I return to the
agreement later in this decision.
6. The site can be seen from the public realm, with a public footpath going across
the field. With the agreement of those present at the hearing I undertook
unaccompanied site visits, both from within the site and around it.
7. The revised National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) came into
force on 24 July 2018. The hearing opened on 26 July 2018, and was
adjourned that day to provide an opportunity for the parties to comment on the
policies within the Framework, particularly as the Council state they now have
a five year housing land supply (5YHLS). The hearing resumed on
24 October 2018. Following the discussions that took place, the Council were
provided with an opportunity to provide comments on a number of matters,
including the deliverability of some large sites. The appellant was provided
with an opportunity to comment on this submission, and the hearing was
closed on 18 January 2019.
8. A further revision to the Framework was published on 19 February 2019. The
parties were given an opportunity to comment upon the policies within it, and I
have had regard to those made in my decision.
Main Issues
9. The main issues are firstly, whether the proposed housing would be in a
suitable location having regard to local and national policies for sustainable
development; secondly, whether the proposal makes adequate provision for
affordable housing and for mitigating any adverse impact the scheme would
have upon local services and infrastructure; thirdly, the effect of the proposal
on the character and appearance of the area, having particular regard to the
desirability of preserving the setting of the listed church and that of the
Wymeswold Conservation Area; and fourthly, whether there are any other
material considerations which would justify the scheme being determined other
than in accordance with the development plan.
Reasons
Location
10. Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be determined
in accordance with the development plan, unless material considerations
indicate otherwise. The Framework is one such consideration, within which it is
made clear that the development plan is the starting point for decision making.
11. Policy CS1 of the Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy (2015) (CS) sets out the
Council’s development strategy. The thrust is one of urban concentration and
regeneration, with a priority for growth in the city, main towns and named
settlements, thereby reflecting objectives of the Framework. Within this policy
Wymeswold has been identified as an “Other Settlement”. Such villages have
four or more key services and facilities, and are considered to be generally able
to serve some day to day needs of the people who live there. The policy
makes provision for at least 500 new homes in these other settlement villages
through small-scale development opportunities within defined limits, with 780
new homes already provided in these villages.
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12. The appeal site would be outside the settlement boundary identified for the
village in the Council’s Local Plan (2004) (LP) under LP Policy ST/2. Both the
main parties were in agreement that only limited weight could be attributed to
LP Policy ST/2, as it identifies settlement boundaries that have not been
reviewed since 2004, and is therefore considered to be out-of-date.
13. The main parties are also in agreement that the village has a variety of
services and facilities. Future occupiers of the dwellings would have the benefit
of being very close to the village’s sports fields and buildings, and a number of
other facilities would be within walking distance, including the church,
community hall, convenience store and primary school. It may be the case
that the additional new households would make a small contribution to
sustaining the existing services in the village, although given the number of
new households such a benefit would be modest.
14. The proximity of a nearby business park that accommodates a mix of uses
would provide possible employment opportunities for future residents. From
the evidence provided by those at the hearing there are few current vacant
premises within the business park and the existing uses include offices, storage
and distribution, as well as leisure. As such a range of job opportunities would
be available nearby, and this would be another positive aspect of the scheme,
although I appreciate that not all future residents would or could find local
employment.
15. Thus, with regard to the development hierarchy of CS Policy CS1, the existing
village services would meet some day-to-day needs of future residents.
Notwithstanding this, there would be a reliance for both existing and future
occupiers to travel out to the main settlements to access health services,
secondary education provision, main food and comparison shops. These
journeys could occur by use of the Monday to Saturday bus service, but what is
more likely given the level of service available during the evenings and on
Sundays, by use of the private car. This increased use of the private car would
therefore be an unsustainable outcome that weighs against the scheme.
Contributions
16. A reason for refusal cited by the Council was the absence of a signed planning
obligation to deliver an appropriate level of affordable housing and the
contributions necessary to make the development acceptable in planning
terms. Since the refusal of the original application the main parties have
completed an agreement. I have considered this agreement in light of the
statutory tests contained in the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations
(2010 as amended) and with regard to the requirements of the Framework.
17. The provision of affordable housing would be in accordance with the
requirements of CS Policy CS3. This policy requires amongst other things the
delivery of essential infrastructure and an appropriate mix of types, tenures
and sizes of homes, having regard to identified housing needs and the
character of the area. The obligation to provide these affordable homes would
be fairly and reasonably related to the development, and the provision of
affordable homes would be a benefit of the proposal.
18. The agreement also provides for a number of other contributions. However,
the education contribution is no longer required, although it remains in the
agreement. The village already benefits from extensive playing fields,
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community land and associated sports/community halls, and it has not been
demonstrated that the provision of additional public open space complies with
the statutory tests. The provision of a travel plan, sustainable transport pack,
and a management plan would be matters that could be dealt with by
conditions, whilst payments for the costs of monitoring are not justified as part
of the general statutory duty of planning control. Consequently, there are a
number of contributions that are not proven to be either directly related to the
proposed development or necessary to make the development acceptable in
planning terms.
19. Moreover, I have some concerns about the agreement itself, and whether it
could be relied on to secure the contributions as it contains a number of handwritten alterations that none of the parties at the hearing could attribute to an
author. There was also a missing date within one of the schedules. As I am
dismissing the appeal for other reasons I have not pursued these matters
further with the main parties.
20. As it stands a number of the obligations do not meet the statutory tests. Of
those that do, I am unable to give them weight in my consideration of the
appeal as the agreement could not be relied upon to secure the contributions
and affordable housing.
Character and Appearance
21. Positioned to the southern side of the River Mantle, the appeal site is part of a
large sloping field that is farmed for arable. Along much of both sides of the
river bank are lines of mixed trees, and these form part of the northern
boundary to the field. In addition to these trees there are also mature
hedgerows to the other boundaries of the site.
22. As recognised within the Wymeswold Conservation Area Character Appraisal
(2009), the Village Design Statement (2002) and the Council’s Landscape
Character Assessment (2012), a distinct feature of the village is that it lies in a
low bowl, with sweeping views into the settlement from the surrounding high
land. One such panorama is on the approach to the village from the south, of
which the appeal site comprises part. From this aspect, the river and the
buildings along Hoton Road and Brook Street create a defined edge to the
settlement, with there being a clear transition between the village and the
countryside.
23. Given the topography, a key landmark feature of the area is the tower of the
Church of St Mary. A feature of the church is its position upon a mound within
the village. Not only does this mound enhance the physical presence of the
church within the settlement, but it enables the tower to break the skyline from
a number of public vantage points, both within the village and the surrounding
countryside. The deliberate dominance of the church within the area is part of
the special interest of this listed building, reflecting its social and community
importance. When the village is viewed from the south, it is the tower that
draws the eye, with no other buildings having such a focal prominence. This
wide-ranging prominence of the church in the surrounding landscape is part of
the significance of this listed building.
24. Furthermore, the importance of the church is reflected in the concentration of
the high quality historic houses and buildings around it, with the street pattern
having a compact rectangular form with the church on its mound at its centre.
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These features are part of the significance of the conservation area. This and
the presence of the river and Brook Street have given the village a distinct
form that includes the provision of a defined southern edge, an edge that has
been maintained despite the presence of modern estates and infill.
25. The red site line follows the field boundaries and although scale and layout are
reserved matters, the appellant’s intention would be to concentrate the
development upon the lower land near to the river, so as to minimise
interruption of the skyline. Notwithstanding this, the proposal would harmfully
intrude residential development into the expansive agricultural landscape that
is such an attractive feature of the area. The rectilinear form of the village
would be eroded, and this intrusion would be exaggerated, if as the appellant
indicates, there would be strong frontages to Burton Lane. Whilst the scheme
would include the enhancement of the river corridor and retain existing trees
and hedges to mitigate visual impact, the presence of additional landscaping
along the river would serve to separate the estate from the village. As such
the houses would not be infill development but would appear incongruously
disassociated from the settlement.
26. Despite the retention and enhancement of the site’s green boundaries, how the
visual impact of the dwellings upon a sloping site would be mitigated has not
been demonstrated in detail. Whilst this would be a reserved matters concern,
whether it would be houses or bungalows, the rising topography of the site
would be such that the dwellings would have to step up the hillside away from
the low land. This and the possible use of landscape modification would
exaggerate the discordant relationship of the development with the village.
27. For these reasons the development would significantly harm the character and
appearance of the area. The projection of the dwellings beyond and above the
river, into the surrounding field would be a discordant addition that would have
little harmony with the form of the village or its relationship with the
surrounding countryside. The scheme would not erode the isolated location of
the village in the landscape, but the new estate would form an incongruous
cluster of development.
28. I appreciate there have been twentieth century houses and bungalows erected
along Hoton Road and within Swifts Close, including further modern infill at
Mantle Croft. These developments separate the appeal site from the
conservation area, and consequently there is a setting of modern development
to the historic core of the village. As such the scheme would not significantly
harm the setting of the conservation area.
29. Notwithstanding this, these modern developments have respected the essential
form of the village, as well as maintaining the prominence of the church tower’s
projection above the skyline and the focal point that it creates on approaching
the village from the higher ground to the south. Given the position of the
housing on rising land and the poor relationship of the site to the surrounding
development, the estate would harmfully draw the eye. The development
would form a prominent and anomalous extension to the village that would
harmfully detract and erode the dominance of the church within the landscape.
30. The Framework requires that when considering the impact of proposed
development on the significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight
should be given to the asset’s conservation, irrespective of whether the harm
would be substantial or less than substantial to its significance. Any harm or
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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loss to the significance requires clear and convincing justification. The
sweeping rural setting to the church and the dominance of the tower within it
would be eroded. Given the extent of the scheme relative to the size of the
setting of the listed church this harm would be less than substantial.
Notwithstanding this, less than substantial harm does not necessarily equate
with less than substantial planning objection, especially where the statutory
expectations of the Act have not been met.
31. The scheme would provide a mix of housing, including affordable homes, and
this would be a significant public benefit. However, given my concerns
regarding the legal agreement, the provision of this housing and public open
space could not be assured. There would be an economic benefit from the
construction of the scheme and from the presence of future residents, and
wildlife enhancements to the river would have an environmental benefit. These
would be public benefits of the scheme. However, these public benefits would
be limited and would not outweigh the harm I have found.
32. Thus the proposed housing would fail to preserve the character and appearance
of the area, nor preserve the setting of a listed church. This would be contrary
to CS Policies CS1, CS2, CS11, CS12, CS14 and CS25, and LP Policy EV/1.
These policies seek amongst other things sustainable and high quality
development that respects and enhances the character of an area, including
that of the landscape, and the conservation and enhancement of historic assets
and their settings, thereby reflecting objectives of the Framework.
Housing Land Supply and Planning Balance
33. There is no agreement between the main parties with regard to the 5YHLS,
with a significant discrepancy existing that hinges primarily upon the
deliverability of large sites with outline planning permission.
34. The Council have provided evidence of the progress being made towards the
deliverability of housing sites, including details of applications and decisions,
site assessment work, constraints and infrastructure provision. However, the
information provided regarding the deliverability of the Peashill Farm site
(planning ref: P/17/1578/2) shows that the site has only recently come under
the control of a house builder.
35. Having regard to the disagreement of the parties concerning the 5YHLS, given
the requirements of paragraph 11 of the Framework, I need to ascertain
whether the absence of supply would be determinative in my decision. This
paragraph sets out the presumption in favour of sustainable development, and
the requirements for decision making are set out in sections (c) and (d).
As referred to above, LP Policy ST/2 is out-of-date, and so the requirements of
section (d) and its sub-sections (i) and (ii) need to be considered. I shall
undertake this assessment in my overall planning balance.
Other Matters
36. The main parties have provided several appeal decisions in support of their
cases. Some of these are for many more houses than are the subject of this
appeal, others are in different Council areas, whilst others were determined
before the revised Framework. Of those schemes that were within the
Council’s area I do not have the full planning history of these appeals to
ascertain if they form a direct comparison to the proposal. With regard to the
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appeal decision within Wymeswold (ref: APP/X2410/A/13/2194622), the site
and its relationship to the village is very different to the proposal before me.
Whilst I have had regard to the other developments referred to, I have based
my decision on the merits of this particular case, in accordance with the
requirements of the current development plan and all other material
considerations.
37. Local residents have raised a number of other matters, including loss of
biodiversity and agricultural land, traffic and parking, health and well-being
impacts, loss of views, and increased noise. Some of these concerns are not
directly connected with the planning considerations of the proposal before me,
and of those that are, following my findings on the main issues I have no need
to consider them further.
38. Finally, the appellant has raised a number of issues regarding the Council’s
handling of the application and appeal. I appreciate such matters would be of
concern but they have to be pursued by other means separate from the appeal
process and are not for me to consider with regard to the planning
considerations of this case.
Planning Balance and Conclusion
39. Given my findings regarding the legal agreement, the public benefits of the
scheme would derive from the provision and retention of landscaping and
enhancement to the river, as well as economic benefits from the construction
of the dwellings and from the presence of additional future residents. These
residents would also benefit from the services and facilities in the village that
could provide for some day-to-day needs, and there could be the opportunity
for some to find local employment.
40. However, in this case the proposal would result in significant harm to the
character and appearance of the area and to the setting of a designated
heritage asset. Whilst acknowledging the benefits arising from the
development, even if I were to conclude there is a shortfall in the 5YHLS, the
adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits.
41. Thus, for the reasons given above and having considered all other matters
raised, the appeal is dismissed.

J J Evans
INSPECTOR
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Non-Technical Summary
This report concludes that the Charnwood Local Plan: Core Strategy provides an
appropriate basis for the planning of the Borough subject to a number of
modifications being made. The Council has specifically requested me to
recommend any modifications necessary to enable the plan to be adopted.
The Council has provided the detailed wording for the modifications, many of
which are based on suggestions it put forward during the examination. I have
recommended their inclusion after considering the representations from other
parties on these issues.
The main modifications can be summarised as follows:










Increase the annual average housing provision to 820 homes, amend the
time period for housing provision to 2011-2028 and clarify that this
provision is to be regarded as a minimum;
Clarify the approach to sources of employment land and the contribution of
strategic locations and ensure that the approach to the scale of housing
and jobs growth is broadly aligned;
Ensure that the figures for the distribution of housing provision reflect the
overall Borough provision of 820 homes per year, cover the period
2011-2028 and take account of the extent of completions and
commitments in Service Centres and other settlements.
Include a realistic housing trajectory which reflects up to date evidence;
Delete the Direction of Growth at Shepshed in light of the significant
number of commitments that are now in place;
Set out a clear and effective monitoring framework;
Include a list of policies in the Borough of Charnwood Local Plan which will
be superseded by policies in the Core Strategy; and
Amend the wording of a number of policies to ensure that they are
effective by providing necessary clarity and/or flexibility, that they are
justified by up to date evidence and are consistent with national policy.
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Introduction
1.

This report contains my assessment of the Charnwood Local Plan: Core
Strategy (the Core Strategy) in terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning &
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (as amended). It considers first whether the
Council has complied with the duty to co-operate in relation to the preparation
of the Core Strategy, in recognition that there is no scope to remedy any
failure in this regard. It then considers whether the Core Strategy is sound
and whether it is compliant with the legal requirements. Paragraph 182 of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) makes it clear that to be sound a
local plan should be positively prepared; justified; effective and consistent
with national policy.

2.

The starting point for the examination is the assumption that the Council has
submitted what it considers to be a sound plan. Prior to submission, the
Council produced a schedule of minor changes (TP/3). The basis for my
examination is the submitted Core Strategy which is the same as the PreSubmission Draft of June 2013 incorporating the schedule of minor changes.

3.

In accordance with section 20(7C) of the 2004 Act, the Council requested that
I recommend any modifications needed to rectify matters that make the Core
Strategy unsound/not legally compliant and thus incapable of being adopted.
This report deals with the main modifications that are needed to make the
Core Strategy sound and legally compliant and they are identified in bold in
the report (MM). These main modifications are set out in the Appendix.

4.

The main modifications relate to matters that were discussed at the
examination hearings. The Council has provided the detailed wording of the
main modifications, many of which are based on suggestions it put forward
during the examination.

5.

The main modifications have been subject to public consultation and
Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and I have taken account of consultation
responses and the findings of the SA in writing this report. The Written
Ministerial Statement on Local Planning (HCWS42) was published on 18 June
2015, after the consultation period on the schedule of proposed main
modifications had ended. This sets out revised national policy on wind energy
development. A further main modification is required to ensure that Policy
CS16 of the Core Strategy is consistent with this revised national policy. This
further main modification has been subject to SA and consultation, which I
have taken into account prior to finalising my report.

6.

The proposed main modification to Policy CS3 published for consultation
included an amended approach to the site size thresholds for seeking
affordable housing provision. This was based on the Written Ministerial
Statement on the subject published shortly before the further hearing
sessions. In the light of the High Court judgement issued on 31 July 2015
(West Berkshire District Council and Reading Borough Council v SSCLG [2015]
EWHC 2222 (Admin) this aspect of the main modification is no longer required
to ensure consistency with national policy and it has been amended
accordingly. Given that I consider that the policy should remain as set out in
the submitted plan in this specific respect, there was no need for further
consultation.
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7.

Early in the examination I identified significant issues in relation to the duty to
co-operate and soundness in terms of overall provision for housing. I held
initial hearings on these matters in March 2014. Following these initial
hearings I confirmed that whilst I was satisfied that the Council had complied
with the duty to co-operate, the Core Strategy as submitted was not sound
due to the lack of an up to date and robust assessment of housing needs
within the Leicester and Leicestershire Housing Market Area (the HMA) and no
clear basis to determine how such needs would be met. Given that work on
an up to date joint Strategic Housing Market Assessment (the 2014 SHMA)
was well underway I agreed to suspend the examination to allow this to be
completed, further work to be undertaken on the capacity to accommodate
housing within each of the relevant authorities1 and discussions to take place
between the authorities in relation to accommodating identified housing needs.
This work was completed and a Memorandum of Understanding was agreed by
all of the authorities in the HMA. In the light of this, the hearings for the
examination resumed in December 2014.

8.

Following the close of the hearings, the Government published the 2012-based
Household Projections on 27 February 2015. The Council and others were
given the opportunity to comment on the implications for the Core Strategy
and I have taken account of these comments.

Assessment of Duty to Co-operate
9.

Section s20(5)(c) of the 2004 Act requires that I consider whether the Council
complied with any duty imposed on them by section 33A of the 2004 Act in
relation to the preparation of the Core Strategy.

10. In terms of cross boundary issues, the overall provision for housing is of
particular significance given patterns of commuting and migration,
interrelationships in housing markets and the role that the Borough has had in
accommodating growth on a sub-regional level. The Council, along with the
other Leicester and Leicestershire authorities, has long acknowledged that
Charnwood forms part of the wider HMA.
11. The Council has demonstrated a history of co-operation and joint working with
the other authorities in the HMA in relation to strategic housing matters. There
have been clear and ongoing mechanisms for co-operation between authorities
at both member and officer level.
12. I am satisfied that during the preparation of the Core Strategy, the Council
showed a continued willingness to plan positively for the housing needs of the
wider HMA and specifically to address issues relating to the Principal Urban Area
of Leicester (the PUA). I am also satisfied that this was the Council’s intention in
continuing to plan for the level of annual housing growth set out in the now
revoked East Midlands Regional Plan (the Regional Plan).

1

Charnwood, Leicester City, Blaby, Harborough,
North West Leicestershire and Oadby and Wigston
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13. The Council’s ongoing positive approach to co-operation and collaboration is
illustrated by the fact that in June 2013 it joined with the other authorities in the
HMA to commission a new SHMA.
14. I deal below with the soundness issues in relation to identifying and meeting
housing needs across the HMA. However, in terms of the duty to co-operate
there is no specific requirement to have produced joint evidence on housing
needs or to have reached agreement on the distribution of housing provision
across the HMA at the time of submission. It is the actions of the Council in
terms of co-operating with other relevant authorities which is critical to my
consideration of the matter. I have also taken account of the representations
made by these other authorities.
15. Although North West Leicestershire District Council had raised concern over the
justification for the level of housing provision in the Pre-Submission Draft Core
Strategy, this representation was subsequently withdrawn. Therefore, none of
the authorities in the HMA have concerns over the level of housing provision in
the Core Strategy and none have questioned the Council’s compliance with the
duty to co-operate.
16. Whilst it is regrettable that the work on the 2014 SHMA was not completed
before the Core Strategy was submitted, I appreciate the Council’s motivation
for seeking to have a plan in place as soon as possible.
17. Other authorities and prescribed organisations were involved at key stages in the
preparation of the Core Strategy and there are a number of examples of cross
boundary joint working on other issues such as employment land requirements,
Green Infrastructure and Gypsy and Traveller accommodation needs.
18. Taking all of the above factors into account and within the specific context which
applies in this case, I am satisfied that the Council engaged constructively,
actively and on an ongoing basis in terms of overall housing provision and
indeed other strategic matters. I conclude therefore that the Council has
complied with the duty to co-operate.
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Assessment of Soundness
Main Issues
19. Taking account of all the representations, written evidence and the discussions
that took place at the examination hearings I have identified the following
main issues upon which the soundness of the Core Strategy depends.
Issue 1 – Whether the Core Strategy has been positively prepared and
whether it is justified, effective and consistent with national policy in
relation to the overall provision for housing
20. There is a considerable degree of consensus that Charnwood forms part of the
wider Leicester and Leicestershire HMA and I am satisfied that evidence set
out in the 2014 SHMA and previous studies supports this view.
21. Given this, and the national policy context provided by the NPPF, it is clearly
necessary for me to consider and indeed report upon evidence concerning
housing needs and the ability to meet them in the wider HMA. It would not be
possible to reach conclusions on the soundness of the Core Strategy in terms
of overall housing provision without first considering the housing needs of the
HMA and whether there will be unmet needs from other authorities. Having
said that, it must be emphasised that this examination only concerned the
Core Strategy for Charnwood. References to other authorities are made within
this context and Local Plans in these other areas, along with the evidence base
for them, will need to be examined independently in due course. Nothing in
my report should be considered to pre-determine the outcome of future
examinations elsewhere.
22. The submitted Core Strategy sought to provide for 790 homes per year in the
Borough between 2006 and 2028 (17,380 in total). This was essentially based
on the level of annual housing growth for Charnwood set out in the now
revoked Regional Plan, which in turn was derived from 2004-based household
projections, adjusted to take account of the strategy of urban concentration
and regeneration. A joint Leicester and Leicestershire SHMA was produced in
2008; however this focussed on the type of housing required and affordable
housing and did not address overall housing needs.
23. The 2011 Leicester and Leicestershire Housing Requirements Project (HRP)
report took account of 2008-based household projections and identified a
range of scenarios for housing requirements for the HMA and the individual
authorities. However, the figure of 790 homes per year for Charnwood was
not identified as one of the specific scenarios. The HRP was published before
key data from the 2011 Census was available and before updated population
and household projections. It did not reach specific conclusions on levels of
housing provision and it was not followed up by discussions and agreements
between the authorities regarding the distribution of housing growth.
24. The Charnwood Housing Requirements Study (HRS) was published in October
2013. I have detailed concerns over the methodology and assumptions used
in the HRS. More fundamentally however, it only considered the housing
needs of Charnwood and not the wider HMA.
25. Therefore, at the time of submission, there was not an up to date and robust
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assessment of housing needs in the HMA. It was not clear whether there
would be unmet needs from other authorities. There was not an effective
basis to determine what role Charnwood should have in meeting needs within
the HMA and what the appropriate level of housing provision should be to
achieve this.
26. As noted above however, the Leicester and Leicestershire authorities had
already commissioned a new joint SHMA. They were also committed to work
on assessing the potential capacity to accommodate housing in each area and
to co-operation with a view to agreeing a distribution of housing across the
HMA. The examination was suspended to allow this work to be completed.
27. The 2014 SHMA (published in June 2014) drew conclusions on the objectively
assessed need for housing (OAN) in each authority and the HMA as a whole for
the periods 2011 to 2031 and 2011 to 2036, giving in each case a lower and
upper annual figure. All of the Leicester and Leicestershire authorities
subsequently signed up to a Memorandum of Understanding which endorses
figures for OAN covering 2011 to 2028 to correspond with the period covered
by the Core Strategy. These are derived from the annual figures for 2011 to
2031 set out in the 2014 SHMA. On the basis of updated Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessments (SHLAAs), the Memorandum of Understanding
also confirms that each authority considers that it can meet the upper figure
for identified needs within its own area to 2028.
28. The Council and the other Leicester and Leicestershire authorities all confirmed
that they considered the upper figures set out in the 2014 SHMA to represent
OAN. For the HMA as a whole this is 4,215 homes per year and for
Charnwood 820 homes per year. They also considered it appropriate to align
the base date of the Core Strategy with the 2014 SHMA i.e. 2011.
29. The national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) recognises that establishing
future need for housing is not an exact science. It emphasises that household
projections published by the Department for Communities and Local
Government (DCLG) should provide the starting point, but makes it clear that
there may be other factors that should be taken into account.
30. The 2011-based interim household projections were the most up to date
available at the time the 2014 SHMA was prepared. These only cover a ten
year period up to 2021 however. In addition there are concerns regarding the
extent to which they were influenced by economic circumstances and
conditions in the housing market and specifically how this may have
suppressed household formation rates. Whilst various approaches are put
forward to address these concerns, it is clear that some caution needs to be
applied in using the 2011-based interim household projections and it is not
appropriate to simply roll them forward beyond 2021 without further analysis.
31. In extending the 2011-based interim household projections to 2031 and 2036,
I consider that the 2014 SHMA makes reasonable and justified assumptions in
terms of future migration. Specifically, I am satisfied that the approach to
unattributable population change (the difference between rolled forward 2011
mid-year population estimates and Census based mid-year estimates) is
appropriate given the particular situation in the HMA. The scale of
unattributable population change is substantial, averaging 1,269 per year for

-8-

Charnwood Borough Council – Charnwood Local Plan: Core Strategy, Inspector’s Report September 2015

the HMA between 2005 and 2010 with particularly significant figures in
Leicester City, Charnwood and Oadby and Wigston. I consider it reasonable
and pragmatic to assume that half of that is due to an underestimate of
migration. The assumption on unattributable population change affects the
analysis of potential OAN for each authority differently; for Leicester City there
is a significant increase and for Melton a very marginal increase whereas for
the other authorities it results in a lower potential OAN. Overall in the HMA
however, it has a very limited effect on the potential OAN, increasing it
marginally.
32. The 2014 SHMA accepts that the 2011-based household projections were
affected by suppressed household formation rates and that economic and
market conditions at the time were a key factor in this. However, it points out
that lower household formation rates for international migrants are also likely
to have had a significant effect. The extent to which 2008-based household
projections can be used to assess future housing needs is subject to
considerable debate, particularly in relation to whether longer term trends in
household formation may return and if so over what period. The 2014 SHMA
assumes that household formation rates from 2011 onwards will be at the
mid-point between the 2008-based projections and the 2011-based interim
projections. I consider this to be a pragmatic and justified approach.
33. Whilst it goes on to assess other factors, the 2014 SHMA states that based on
demographic evidence alone, the OAN between 2011 and 2031 would be
3,774 homes per year for the HMA and 814 homes per year for Charnwood.
34. It is useful at this point to compare the findings of the 2014 SHMA in respect
of demographic evidence with the 2012-based household projections published
after the hearings. Converting these to figures for housing need through a
vacancy allowance, the 2012-based household projections indicate a need for
3,532 homes per year in the HMA and 825 per year in Charnwood between
2011 and 2031.
35. In terms of potential employment growth, the 2014 SHMA uses baseline
forecasts from “Experian” prepared in autumn 2013 which indicate jobs growth
of some 7,300 in Charnwood and some 53,600 in the HMA between 2011 and
2031. The 2014 SHMA makes what I consider to be reasonable and justified
assumptions on economic activity rates and the age/sex of migrants to assess
levels of housing needed to meet the jobs growth forecast. It then adjusts the
distribution of jobs growth between authorities to reflect the current job
distribution and again I consider this to be a reasonable step in the process,
given that the pattern of past jobs growth in different areas may well not be
replicated in future. Whilst this affects the potential OAN for each authority
based on jobs growth in different ways, it has a negligible effect on the overall
potential OAN for the HMA. Taking the analysis based on jobs growth forecast
in isolation, the 2014 SHMA identifies potential OAN between 2011 and 2031
of 3,854 homes per year for the HMA and 690 homes per year for Charnwood.
36. The 2014 SHMA estimates a need for 1,966 affordable homes per year across
the HMA between 2011 and 2031 (180 per year in Charnwood). It raises
legitimate questions in terms of the realism of meeting this need in its
entirety, given the potential availability of funding and the overall level of
housing need identified based on demographic and jobs growth evidence. It
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also highlights the potential for some of those in need to be housed in the
private rented sector. Notwithstanding this, given the scale of affordable
housing needs identified relative to the demographic led projections, the 2014
SHMA suggests an upward adjustment to figures for OAN in most of the
authorities to support the provision of affordable housing. In the case of
Charnwood and Melton however, it considers the demographic led projections
to be sufficient to support adequate affordable housing provision.
37. In terms of market signals, it identifies particular issues with house prices and
the relationship with incomes in Harborough and Melton and suggests an
upward adjustment to OAN for these authorities in response. Evidence on
market signals does not support an uplift from demographic led projections in
Charnwood or the other authorities.
38. As noted above, taking account of all of these factors the 2014 SHMA
concludes that the upper end of the range for OAN between 2011 and 2031 is
4,215 homes per year for the HMA and 820 homes per year for Charnwood.
39. The figure for Charnwood is that based on demographic evidence and is higher
than that considered necessary to accommodate projected jobs growth. On
the basis of analysis in the 2014 SHMA, the Council clarified during the
hearings that 820 homes per year could provide for an increase of some
12,000 in the working population between 2011 and 2031. The 2014 SHMA
concludes that no upward adjustment to the figure for Charnwood is required
to support jobs growth, nor indeed to support affordable housing needs or
address market signals. The upper figures for all of the other individual
authorities and the HMA as a whole are above the figures derived from
demographic evidence alone, reflecting upward adjustments in terms of jobs
growth, affordable housing needs and market signals.
40. The figure for Charnwood correlates almost exactly to the housing needs
figure derived from the 2012-based household projections (825 homes per
year). The figures for all the other authorities and the HMA as a whole are
above those derived from the 2012-based household projections.
41. Whilst there are concerns regarding the extent to which the 2012-based
household projections are affected by past economic conditions, they are
statistically robust and cover a timeframe beyond the period covered by the
Core Strategy. They are the most up to date projections available.
42. The figure for OAN in the HMA set out in the 2014 SHMA is significantly above
the starting point provided by the latest household projections and provides
sufficient scope to accommodate strong jobs growth, help to deliver the
required number of affordable homes and respond positively to market
signals.
43. Taking all of the above factors into account I am satisfied that the 2014 SHMA
provides an up to date and robust assessment of housing needs in the HMA.
On this basis I consider that the OAN (2011 to 2031) is 4,215 homes per year
for the HMA and 820 homes per year for Charnwood.
44. The plan period up to 2028 will provide less than a 15 year time horizon from
adoption. This is not a specific requirement of the NPPF however and I am
satisfied that the time scale of the Core Strategy is appropriate and provides
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sufficient basis for planning and development in the Borough, subject to the
base date for housing provision being 2011, to align with the evidence from
the 2014 SHMA.
45. For the period 2011 to 2028, the OAN would be 13,940 homes for Charnwood
and 71,655 for the HMA.
46. All of the authorities in the HMA have undertaken recent updates of their
SHLAAs, in accordance with a jointly agreed methodology. Analysis based on
these updated SHLAAs indicates that the potential capacity of housing land
between 2011 and 2028 (including completions up to 2014) exceeds the OAN
for each authority, in some cases by a considerable margin. For the HMA as a
whole, the analysis indicates that the potential capacity exceeds the OAN by
some 63,500 homes, providing a considerable degree of flexibility.
47. The specific situation in Leicester City is less clear cut however, with the
potential capacity up to 2028 only exceeding the OAN by 1,566 homes (the
annual OAN figure being 1,350). Looking further ahead to 2031, the analysis
indicates that potential capacity would only be marginally above the OAN. I
acknowledge that there are concerns that some sites identified in the Leicester
City SHLAA update will not come forward as anticipated. On the other hand, I
am satisfied that the methodology used in the SHLAA updates is robust. It
must also be borne in mind that Leicester City Council is preparing a new Local
Plan which provides the opportunity to set out a policy framework to
accommodate housing growth. Therefore, whilst there is limited flexibility in
the potential capacity for housing, on the basis of evidence available at this
point in time there is no reason to conclude that Leicester City would not be
able to accommodate its own housing needs up to 2028 or that in overall
terms there will be unmet needs within the HMA.
48. Following the close of the hearings I have been made aware that North West
Leicestershire District Council is considering a potentially higher level of
housing provision for its forthcoming Local Plan than that set out in the 2014
SHMA to align with increased potential jobs growth. However, I am not aware
that any formal decision has been taken in this respect. The Memorandum of
Understanding referred to above remains in place and there is no firm basis at
this stage to suggest that the level of housing provision in Charnwood would
need to be re-assessed.
49. There is no requirement to increase housing provision in Charnwood to
accommodate unmet need from elsewhere. In order to meet the OAN, the
Core Strategy should make provision for at least 820 homes per year (13,940
between 2011 and 2028). Main modification MM1 would increase the overall
housing provision in the Core Strategy to this level, amend the timeframe for
this provision and clarify that it is to be regarded as a minimum. It would also
clarify the context of joint working and co-operation with the other authorities
in the HMA. Subject to this modification the Core Strategy would be positively
prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy in relation to
the overall provision for housing.
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Issue 2 – Whether the Core Strategy has been positively prepared and
whether it is justified, effective and consistent with national policy in
relation to employment and economic development
50. The submitted Core Strategy indicated that some 13,400 new jobs would be
needed in the Borough between 2010 and 2031. This was based on the
Leicester and Leicestershire HMA Employment Land Study of 2013. The Core
Strategy seeks to provide for up to 75ha of employment land including up to
8,750sqm of office space at the Watermead Regeneration Corridor. In
addition it proposes 77ha of land for an extension to the Loughborough
Science and Enterprise Park (the Science and Enterprise Park).
51. As noted above, the baseline forecast used in the 2014 SHMA predicts jobs
growth in Charnwood of some 7,300 between 2011 and 2031 whereas it is
estimated that the OAN of 820 homes per year could provide for a growth in
the workforce of some 12,000. The Council accepted during the hearings that
it was necessary to align the approach to housing and jobs growth and to
reflect up to date evidence.
52. There is not a specific correlation between the overall growth in jobs and the
amount of employment land to be provided. Jobs will be provided across a
wide range of sectors and in a variety of locations, not all on designated
employment sites. Plot ratios and job densities on employment sites can also
vary significantly depending on location and the particular mix of uses. It is
also important to provide flexibility and choice.
53. Using what I consider to be reasonable assumptions, the Council estimated
that 75ha of employment land, including provision for office based
employment anticipated in the Watermead Regeneration Corridor would
deliver some 8,400 jobs.
54. It is envisaged that the extension to the Science and Enterprise Park would be
developed in phases and that around 40% of the site would be retained as
green infrastructure. On this basis it is expected that approximately 21ha of
land would be developed in the plan period. I deal with the specific proposal
for the extension to the Science and Enterprise Park in more detail later in my
report. However, it is likely to provide specialist forms of employment,
focussing on the University’s own activities and the research and development
sector. I acknowledge that it will have a wide sphere of influence in the subregional economy and that the land in question should not be seen in the
same light as sites intended for more general employment purposes. On the
other hand, whilst I accept that many of those employed would live further
afield, I consider that the extension to the Science and Enterprise Park would
also provide significant employment potential for the Borough’s residents.
55. Taking all of these factors into account I am satisfied that the provision of
75ha of employment land including specific proposals for office development at
the Watermead Regeneration Corridor and in addition to the Science and
Enterprise Park is justified and appropriate. Whilst this would represent an
increase in take up rates compared with past trends, it would ensure flexibility
and choice and assist in facilitating economic growth. In overall terms I
consider that there would be a broad alignment between the scale of
employment land proposed and the likely growth in the workforce associated
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with the planned level of housing.
56. Whilst the overall approach to employment and economic development is
appropriate, the Core Strategy lacks sufficient clarity in terms of the sources
of supply of employment land and the scale of development envisaged at
strategic locations during the plan period. It is also not clear that main town
centre uses on employment sites will need to be considered in the light of
Policy CS9 (Town Centres and Shops). Main modification MM5 would address
these concerns and also clarify the timeframe for provision as 2011 to 2028.
Along with main modification MM1 it would also ensure that the Core Strategy
reflected up to date evidence regarding jobs growth and that the approach to
housing and jobs growth was broadly aligned.
57. Subject to these modifications the Core Strategy would be positively prepared,
justified, effective and consistent with national policy in relation to
employment and economic development.
Issue 3 – Whether the development strategy set out in Policy CS1 is
justified, effective and consistent with national policy
58. The PUA is a long standing concept reflecting the fact that the continuous built
up area of Leicester extends beyond the administrative boundaries of the City
Council. The PUA includes Birstall and Thurmaston in the south of Charnwood.
They form part of the edge to the urban area of Leicester and have strong
physical and functional links with it.
59. Whilst the PUA was a key element of the now revoked Regional Plan, it
remains in my view a valid, sustainable approach to planning given the
particular relationships between the urban area of Leicester and surrounding
authorities such as Charnwood. The HRS estimated that 44% of the housing
needs of the Borough were generated by in migration from Leicester City.
60. Loughborough is by some way the largest town in the Borough, providing a
wide range of services and facilities and access to employment. It has good
public transport links and acts as the focus for the north of the Borough.
Although Shepshed is a distinct and separate settlement, it has clear
functional links with Loughborough and strong interactions in terms of
commuting patterns.
61. Anstey, Barrow upon Soar, Mountsorrel, Quorn, Rothley, Sileby and Syston are
all sizeable villages (population above 3,000), have a good range of services
and facilities and reasonable public transport links. They play an important
role in meeting the daily needs of their own residents and those living in the
surrounding areas and are defined as Service Centres.
62. Beyond this there are a number of other settlements with some key services
and access to public transport and small villages and hamlets with few or no
services and facilities.
63. The development strategy is one of urban concentration and regeneration,
focussing development on the PUA in the south of the Borough (approximately
42% of housing and up to 46ha of employment land) and Loughborough and
Shepshed in the north (approximately 37% of housing and up to 22ha of
employment land). Beyond this, development is directed primarily towards
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the Service Centres (approximately 18% of housing and up to 7ha of
employment land) with limited development envisaged in other settlements
with key services (approximately 3% of housing).
64. I deal with the specific proposals for Sustainable Urban Extensions (SUEs) and
Directions of Growth in detail later in my report. The overall housing figures
for the PUA, Loughborough and Shepshed, the Service Centres and other
settlements set out in Policy CS1 are based on an annual Borough wide figure
of 790 homes and cover 2006 to 2028. As set out above, I have concluded
that the annual figure should be increased to 820 homes and provision should
relate to 2011 to 2028.
65. Notwithstanding this, I consider that the development strategy and the broad
distribution of housing and employment development proposed is appropriate
and justified. It rightly seeks to steer the majority of development to the
larger urban areas (the PUA and Loughborough and Shepshed) which provide
the best access to jobs, services and public transport. At the same time it
recognises the need for development (albeit on a lesser scale) across a wide
range of sustainable smaller settlements with the focus being on those with
the greatest range of services and best access to public transport (Service
Centres).
66. Overall I consider that the development strategy strikes the right balance
between urban concentration and ensuring a reasonable spread of
development across suitable settlements. It provides for a considerable
degree of choice and flexibility in terms of potential sites.
67. Service Centres and other settlements have clearly come under considerable
pressure for housing development in recent times, not least due to the
difficulty in demonstrating an adequate supply of housing land in the Borough.
There have been significant levels of housing completions since 2011 and
there is a substantial stock of existing commitments (sites with planning
permission or subject to s106 agreements) in these settlements2.
68. In addition to adjusting the specific housing provision figures in Policy CS1 to
reflect an increased annual requirement of 820 and a time period covering
2011 to 2028, it is also necessary to take account of the significant scale of
completions and commitments in Service Centres and other settlements.
Whilst there is a need to maintain the basis of the development strategy and
to ensure flexibility in terms of the balance between potential supply and
planned provision, I consider it appropriate to marginally increase the
proportion of planned provision in these settlements to take account of
completions and commitments with a corresponding marginal reduction in the
proportion planned for the PUA and Loughborough and Shepshed.
69. 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. Given the reality of the
situation in terms of completions and commitments, the distribution of housing
between individual Service Centres and other settlements is to a large extent
2

Service Centres- 778 completions since 2011 and 2,682 commitments as of Nov 2014
Other settlements- 211 completions since 2011 and 676 commitments as of Nov 2014
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already established. There is no need for Policy CS1 to be more specific in this
respect.
70. Given that there are seven settlements involved, Policy CS1 lacks sufficient
flexibility in relation to the amount of employment land to be provided for in
Service Centres.
71. Main modification MM1 would ensure that the housing figures for the PUA,
Loughborough and Shepshed, Service Centres and other settlements reflected
the overall Borough provision of 820 homes per year, covered the period 2011
to 2028 and took account of the extent of completions and commitments in
Service Centres and other settlements. It would also ensure a more flexible
approach to the amount of employment land to be provided in Service
Centres.
72. Subject to this modification the development strategy set out in Policy CS1
would be justified, effective and consistent with national policy.
Issue 4 – Whether the approach towards the supply and delivery of
housing land is justified, effective and consistent with national policy
73. The submitted Core Strategy included a housing trajectory based on providing
for 17,380 homes between 2006 and 2028 (22years x 790 homes). During
the examination the Council updated its position regarding the housing
trajectory, initially to reflect the significant number of recent commitments but
then also to address concerns regarding the timescales and rates of delivery
for the proposed SUEs and the Direction of Growth North of Birstall. The latest
trajectory produced by the Council took account of commitments as of
November 2014 (PSD/74).
74. As set out above, the Core Strategy needs to make provision for at least
13,940 homes between 2011 and 2028 (17years x 820 homes). Rates of
demolitions/conversions have been minimal and there is no need to increase
provision to take account of this factor.
75. On the basis of the updated trajectory, the Council estimates that the supply
of housing land between 2011 and 2028 would total some 15,436 homes3.
This is made up of completions between 2011 and 2014 (1,802),
commitments as of November 2014 (6,599) and the SUEs and Direction of
Growth North of Birstall (7,035).
76. I deal with the proposed SUEs and Direction of Growth in more detail later in
my report. However, I consider that the Council’s most up to date trajectory
takes a reasonable approach to the delivery of homes from these large
strategic proposals, recognising that lead in times will be longer and the
overall number of dwellings expected to be delivered by 2028 will be less than
originally envisaged in the submitted Core Strategy. Whilst it remains in my
view optimistic, I am satisfied that the revised trajectory takes a realistic view
of likely start dates and annual rates of completions from these strategic sites.

3

This figure excludes an allowance for 130 dwellings on unspecified sites in the PUA which
was included in PSD/74
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77. Prior to the further hearing sessions, the Council provided detailed information
on all of the individual sites and anticipated timescales for delivery on
commitments as of 30 September 2014 (PSD/41). This included three sites at
Shepshed categorised under the Direction of Growth. Information was also
provided on other significant individual site commitments that had come
forward since 30 September 2014. All of the sites that make up the
commitments as of November 2014 (6,599) were individually identified
therefore and in the vast majority of cases, the Council had set out anticipated
annual rates of delivery.
78. During the further hearing sessions the Council confirmed its assumptions
regarding lead in times and annual rates of development. It also provided a
breakdown of commitments as of November 2014 by individual settlement
(PSD/55), information demonstrating a low rate (approx. 2%) of lapsed
planning permissions (PSD/61) and that in overall terms the number of
dwellings in reserved matters permissions matched those in outline
permissions (PSD/62). Further detailed information on commitments at
Shepshed as of November 2014 was also provided (PSD/85). In addition,
evidence showing that windfall completions on sites for less than 5 dwellings
had averaged 80 per year since 2006 was submitted (PSD/57).
79. In overall terms I consider that there is sufficient evidence to support the
Council’s assessment of the potential supply of housing land. I am satisfied
that the Council has carried out a robust and thorough assessment and has
used reasonable assumptions in terms of whether sites are deliverable and
developable and over what timescale.
80. There is considerable flexibility within the overall supply to compensate for
some committed sites not coming forward as anticipated or for strategic sites
to progress at a slower rate than expected. The trajectory does not include an
allowance for windfalls which may come forward and give additional flexibility.
81. Taking account of completions to date and the extent of existing
commitments, the Core Strategy makes adequate provision for housing
between 2011 and 2028. In addition to providing flexibility and choice, the
supply and distribution of housing land across the Borough is necessary to
deliver the development strategy, focussing significant growth on the PUA,
Loughborough and Shepshed.
82. The level of housing completions has been below the annual requirement set
by the former Regional Plan in every year since 2008. Total completions since
2006 were below the figure required. Completions since 2011 have been well
below the annual requirement of 820 homes. I consider that there has been
persistent under delivery of housing. The Council accepts that this is the case.
In terms of a five year supply it is appropriate to apply a 20% buffer brought
forward from later in the plan period in line with paragraph 47 of the NPPF. As
set out in the PPG, the aim should be to deal with undersupply within the first
five years where possible.
83.

As of 1 April 2015 the basic five year requirement would be for 4,100 homes
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(5 x 820). Adding the under supply between 2011 and 20154 (755 homes)
gives a total of 4,855 homes. Applying the 20% buffer to this would give a
total five year requirement of 5,826 homes.
84.

The Council estimates that the five year supply of deliverable sites from 1 April
2015 would total some 6,245 homes. Approximately 75% of this supply would
be made up of existing commitments with the remainder coming from the
proposed strategic sites.

85.

Again I consider that the Council has used reasonable and justifiable
assumptions in terms of whether sites are deliverable within the five year
period. I consider that the Core Strategy would provide for a five year supply
of housing land while addressing the shortfall to date within the first five years
and providing a 20% buffer. There would be some flexibility should sites not
come forward as planned. Additional flexibility would be provided by as yet
unidentified windfall sites. I am satisfied that a five year supply of housing
land can be maintained.

86. Main modification MM18 is necessary to provide a realistic housing trajectory
which reflects up to date evidence in relation to existing commitments.
Subject to this modification the approach towards the supply and delivery of
housing land would be justified, effective and consistent with national policy.
Issue 5 – Whether the approach towards strategic housing needs and
affordable housing in Policy CS3 is justified, effective and consistent with
national policy
87. The 2014 SHMA identifies a need for an average of 180 affordable houses per
year in the Borough up to 2031. For the period between 2011 and 2028, this
would equate to a total need for 3,060 affordable houses. An average of 150
affordable houses per year were delivered between 2011 and 2014.
88. Policy CS3 seeks the provision of a proportion of affordable houses as part of
market housing developments. The targets for the proportion of affordable
houses sought vary across different settlements, based on evidence relating to
market values and the potential effect on viability. Provision would be sought
on sites of 10 or more dwellings in urban areas and Service Centres and 5 or
more in rural locations, reflecting the nature of development in these smaller
settlements.
89. I am satisfied that evidence supports the need to seek affordable housing
provision on the level envisaged and that the site size thresholds and
proportions sought in different locations reflect available evidence.
90. Policy CS3 sets out a clear yet flexible approach which would take account of
the effect on the viability of development proposals along with other site
specific factors.
91. Main modification MM2 would ensure that the policy reflected up to date
evidence from the 2014 SHMA on affordable housing needs, give consistency
with Policy CS1 in terms of overall housing provision between 2011 and 2028

4

Calculated using actual completion figure of 723 for 2014/15 – PSD/101
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and clarify that the specific locations set out in the policy related to
settlements.
92. Subject to this modification the approach towards strategic housing needs and
affordable housing in Policy CS3 would be justified, effective and consistent
with national policy.
Issue 6 – Whether the approach towards Gypsies, Travellers and
Travelling Showpeople in Policy CS5 is justified, effective and consistent
with national policy
93. The Leicestershire, Leicester and Rutland Gypsy and Traveller Needs
Assessment Refresh published in 2013 was commissioned jointly by the
authorities in the HMA. It provides robust and up to date evidence on pitch
and plot requirements up to 2031 for Charnwood and the other Leicester and
Leicestershire authorities.
94. Policy CS5 is based on this evidence and seeks to meet identified needs as
part of the strategic housing proposals and additional site allocations. I
consider that in overall terms the policy takes a positive and proactive
approach with a clear commitment to meet identified accommodation needs.
It will enable a 5 year supply of deliverable sites to be achieved. Needs have
been identified on a Borough wide level and there is no evidence of specific
needs for sub areas within the Borough or that there are unmet needs from
other authorities. Bringing forward sites for Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling
Showpeople accommodation as part of the strategic housing proposals would
enable them to be well related to the main urban areas, to benefit from good
access to services and facilities and to be delivered as part of a
comprehensively planned development.
95. Whilst the approach is broadly appropriate, Policy CS5 itself lacks sufficient
clarity in terms of overall accommodation needs and how the criteria for
additional sites would be applied. It also fails to recognise that the figures for
pitches and plots should be expressed as minima to provide flexibility. Main
modification MM4 would address these concerns, clarify the role of the Site
Allocations and Development Management Development Plan Document (SA
and DM DPD) and reflect other modifications in respect of development at
Shepshed dealt with later in my report.
96. Subject to this modification the approach towards Gypsies, Travellers and
Travelling Showpeople in Policy CS5 would be justified, effective and
consistent with national policy.
Issue 7 – Whether the approach towards Town Centres and shops in Policy
CS9 is justified, effective and consistent with national policy
97. Policy CS9 sets out a comprehensive approach to retailing and other main
town centre uses. It is informed by the Charnwood Retail and Town Centre
Study- 2013 Update which provides up to date and robust evidence for the
hierarchy of centres and the requirements for additional floorspace.
98. The policy is justified in seeking to focus new development on Loughborough
Town Centre and takes a proactive approach in identifying areas for new
development and regeneration. The thresholds for requiring impact
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assessments for development proposals are justified by evidence on the
potential effect on centres.
99. However, the policy lacks sufficient clarity in terms of how the sequential
approach to main town centre uses and the requirements for impact
assessments would be applied. It also provides insufficient guidance on the
proportion of additional floorspace envisaged in Loughborough. Given that
Thurmaston Retail Park is not recognised as a centre, the specific references
to it are inconsistent with the overall approach of Policy CS9 and national
policy.
100. Main modification MM6 would address these issues and subject to this the
approach towards Town Centres and shops in Policy CS9 is justified, effective
and consistent with national policy.
Issue 8 – Whether the SUEs at the PUA and Loughborough are justified in
principle
101. I have considered the proposed SUEs (and Direction of Growth for a SUE North
of Birstall) in the light of my conclusions regarding overall housing and
employment land requirements in the Borough, the development strategy and
the approach towards the supply and delivery of housing land. I have taken
account of the up to date evidence regarding housing commitments. I deal
with the specific situation arising from the significant number of recent
commitments in Shepshed under Issue 14.
102. As set out above, there is a need to ensure an adequate supply of housing
land to meet the Borough wide requirement of 820 homes per year. In doing
so it is necessary to provide for a reasonable degree of flexibility and choice
and to focus growth on the PUA and Loughborough and Shepshed. Adequate
provision for employment land also needs to be made in appropriate and
deliverable locations in line with the development strategy.
103. Notwithstanding the scale of existing housing commitments, there is still a
need to identify significant amounts of additional housing land to meet overall
requirements up to 2028 and provide flexibility and choice and to provide for a
five year supply of deliverable sites. I am satisfied that the Council has
considered reasonable alternatives in terms of accommodating growth. There
is a limited supply of potential housing land within existing built up areas.
Significant extensions to settlements are inevitable in order to deliver
sufficient housing.
104. There are convincing arguments in favour of large planned extensions to the
urban areas. Compared with a more dispersed approach involving a number
of smaller extensions to the urban areas and Service Centres, they provide
better opportunities for the co-ordinated delivery of social and community
infrastructure, particularly given the limitations on the pooling of developer
contributions from a number of development sites. A larger scale
development gives scope for employment and retail provision within the site
itself. It is likely to be more self-contained in terms of travel patterns, assist
in the provision of public transport and promote its use.
105. Whilst there may be physical capacity to expand Service Centres, the scale of
housing required, combined with recent completions and existing
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commitments, would be significant in relation to the level of services and
facilities available and public transport links. It would be such that it is likely
to have a significant effect on the character and separate identity of the
settlements concerned.
106. Completions since 2011 and existing commitments are disproportionately
focussed on the Service Centres (and other settlements) in relation to their
size and role and planned levels of provision across the Borough. In order to
redress the balance and to ensure that the development strategy is
implemented, it is necessary to direct future growth to the PUA and
Loughborough (in addition to existing commitments at Shepshed).
107. Taking these factors into account I consider that in principle the approach of
identifying SUEs (and Direction of Growth for a SUE North of Birstall) is
appropriate and justified.
Issue 9 – Whether the SUE North East of Leicester proposed in Policy CS19
is justified, effective and consistent with national policy
108. The Core Strategy proposes a SUE North East of Leicester. It would involve
land adjacent to the PUA east of Thurmaston and north of Hamilton5 and is
intended to accommodate approximately 4,500 homes in total. The submitted
Core Strategy envisaged some 3,750 homes being delivered up to 2028 with
the remainder beyond the plan period. The SUE would also be expected to
provide for up to 13ha of employment land, schools, shops, a range of other
social and community facilities and green infrastructure. Policy CS19 would
require a site for Gypsies and Travellers and a site for Travelling Showpeople
to be included within the SUE and would seek 30% affordable housing
provision. A range of transport improvements and mitigation measures would
also be required.
109. An application for outline planning permission for up to 4,500 dwellings, 13ha
of employment land and associated social and community infrastructure was
submitted to the Council in December 2013. The Council resolved to grant
permission in November 2014, subject to a s106 agreement.
110. I am satisfied that the Council has considered reasonable options for a SUE in
the south of the Borough and reached a justifiable conclusion in respect of the
merits of the alternatives. The proposed SUE would be able to accommodate
housing on a scale that would make a critical contribution to overall housing
supply and bring with it significant new social and community infrastructure
and transport improvements, providing for a reasonable degree of selfcontainment, whilst building on close physical and functional links with the
wider urban area of Leicester. It provides scope for substantial areas of green
infrastructure. Coupled with the topography this would allow the separate
identities of surrounding settlements to be retained.
111. Options involving the SUE extending further towards Syston would be less well
related to the urban area and impact on settlement identity. There are
physical, environmental and practical limits to the scale of development that
could be accommodated South of Anstey and North of Birstall. They would not
5

Hamilton forms part of the PUA and is within Leicester City
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in themselves be capable of delivering the scale of development required.
112. The scale of development proposed is necessary to ensure an adequate and
flexible supply of housing for the plan period and to deliver the strategy of
urban concentration. It will also enable employment opportunities and key
infrastructure and social and community facilities to be brought forward
comprehensively as part of the development.
113. The development of the SUE will inevitably result in some adverse impacts.
There will be substantial increases in traffic flows. Without adequate
mitigation this would place undue pressure on the local road network, lead to
significant congestion and potentially impact on noise levels and air quality.
However, Policy CS19 requires a range of transport mitigation and
improvement measures including capacity improvements, a spine road
through the site and improvements to public transport links. As Highway
Authority, Leicestershire County Council has undertaken a thorough and
robust assessment of the transport implications of the SUE and is satisfied that
adequate mitigation can be put in place. On the basis of evidence available, I
share this view. There would be scope to review transport mitigation
measures as the development of the SUE progressed.
114. Although on the edge of the urban area, the SUE is predominantly in
agricultural use and currently has an open and essentially rural character.
Development on the scale proposed will clearly change the character and
visual appearance of the land in question, resulting in an urbanisation of the
countryside. This would be true of any substantial extension to the built up
area however. In this case, it is intended to utilise the topography to provide
some visual containment below ridgelines and to incorporate substantial areas
of green space/landscaping. Policy CS19 makes it clear that the separate
identities of Syston, Barkby and Barkby Thorpe will be protected.
115. The site itself does not contain any designated heritage assets. However, the
Barkby and Barkby Thorpe Conservation Area lies very close to it. There are a
number of Listed Buildings in the wider area, including several in Barkby.
There are two Scheduled Monuments to the south east of the site, the
Hamilton Deserted Medieval Village (approximately 280m from the boundary)
and the Roman Villa (approximately 600m from the boundary).
116. It is intended to incorporate areas of greenspace/landscaping around the edge
of the site. This would assist in maintaining a clear separation between the
proposed built development and the surrounding heritage assets and provide
some screening. Policy CS19 and other relevant policies include safeguards in
terms of the impact on heritage assets. Whilst there would be some impact on
the setting of the Barkby and Barkby Thorpe Conservation Area and the listed
buildings at 32 Main Street, Barkby and the associated barn, this would be
limited. Built development would be some distance from the Scheduled
Monuments, whose setting is already influenced by substantial built
development at Hamilton. Further built development as part of the SUE would
have an impact on the setting of the Scheduled Monuments but again this
would be limited.
117. Whilst there would be an impact on the setting of these designated heritage
assets, I consider that this would constitute less than substantial harm to their
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significance. Having regard to the statutory duties relating to the preservation
of such assets, I have given this harm considerable importance and weight.
However, the provision of a substantial number of new homes to meet the
needs of the Borough, including significant amounts of affordable housing,
along with employment land and social and community infrastructure
represent considerable public benefits. Public benefits would also arise from
the support that would be provided for jobs in construction and the wider
supply chain, increased expenditure and economic activity in the area and
funds through the New Homes Bonus. Taken together I consider that the
public benefits of the proposed SUE would outweigh the harm to the
significance of heritage assets.
118. There are no designated nature conservation sites within or close to the SUE
and there is potential to enhance the ecological value of those parts of the site
left undeveloped. The layout of development and mitigation measures are
capable of minimising flood risk. Whilst there would be some loss of the best
and most versatile agricultural land, this would be outweighed by the
significant benefits of the proposal.
119. Development of the SUE will clearly bring significant change to the local area
and I appreciate the strong concerns of local residents, community groups and
other organisations. However, Policy CS19 and other policies in the Core
Strategy provide clear mechanisms for mitigation and safeguards in terms of
the potential effects of the development. The SUE will bring with it substantial
benefits in terms of meeting the Borough’s development needs in a
sustainable manner. These benefits outweigh any residual harm associated
with the SUE following mitigation.
120. The development of such a large site over many years will undoubtedly be a
complex process. It will require careful planning, there are significant
infrastructure requirements and costs and issues still to resolve in terms of
land ownership for some of the site. However, I am satisfied that there are no
insurmountable physical or other constraints and that mechanisms can be put
in place to ensure that necessary infrastructure is provided as the
development progresses. There is clearly strong interest in developing the
site, and proposals are well progressed. On the basis of available evidence I
consider that the SUE would be viable and realistically deliverable.
121. The size of the site gives some flexibility in terms of the layout of built
development and in particular the location of employment development
relative to areas of new housing. I see no reason in principle why all of the
key elements of the SUE could not be accommodated.
122. Policy CS19 (in association with Policy CS3) provides a justified and sufficiently
flexible approach to affordable housing provision as part of the SUE.
123. Given the scale and complexity of the proposal and the extent of progress to
date, I consider it unrealistic to expect the first housing completions on the
site in 2015/16 and for completions up to 2028 to reach the figure of 3,750
envisaged in the submitted Core Strategy. The Council acknowledged that this
was the case and suggested that it was now in fact likely that the first
completions would take place in 2016/17 with fewer completions expected in
the first year and some 3,250 homes being delivered up to 2028. Whilst it is
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still optimistic and depends on good progress and a strong housing market, I
consider this to be a realistic scenario. Main modification MM11 would amend
the figures accordingly.
124. This main modification would also provide necessary flexibility in terms of the
size of the site for Travelling Showpeople and the size of retail units within the
proposed local centre. In addition it would clarify the relationship between the
site boundary on the Policies Map and the concept masterplan included in the
Core Strategy for illustrative purposes. It would also provide necessary
certainty by amending the site boundary to include the land required for the
north west link road.
125. Taking account of all of the above I consider that subject to main modification
MM11, the SUE North East of Leicester proposed in Policy CS19 is justified,
effective and consistent with national policy.
Issue 10 – Whether the North of Birstall Direction of Growth proposed in
Policy CS20 is justified, effective and consistent with national policy
126. Policy CS20 proposes a Direction of Growth for a SUE North of Birstall. It is
intended that a site for the SUE would be allocated in the SA and DM DPD.
The submitted Core Strategy envisaged at least 1,500 homes being delivered
up to 2028. The SUE would also be expected to provide for up to 15ha of
employment land, a primary school, shops, a range of other social and
community facilities and green infrastructure. Policy CS20 would require a site
for Travelling Showpeople to be included within the SUE and would seek 30%
affordable housing provision. A range of transport improvements and
mitigation measures would also be required.
127. There is clear interest in bringing forward a planning application for the
development of a SUE in this location. The Council is working with interested
parties and anticipates an application being submitted by December 2015 (see
PSD/101).
128. Reasonable alternative options for an additional SUE in the south of the
Borough have been considered and I am satisfied that the Council has reached
a justifiable conclusion in respect of the merits of the alternatives. Although
not capable of delivering development on the same scale as the SUE North
East of Leicester, the proposed Direction of Growth would be able to make a
significant and necessary contribution to overall housing supply and bring with
it new social and community infrastructure, providing for a reasonable degree
of self-containment, whilst building on close physical and functional links with
the wider urban area of Leicester. It is very close to the Birstall Park and Ride
facility. It provides the opportunity to incorporate significant areas of green
infrastructure and work within landscape features to maintain the separate
identity of Rothley.
129. The alternative option North of Glenfield would not be able to accommodate
sufficient housing due to the physical constraint of the A46 and would affect a
more sensitive landscape and the Green Wedge. The option south and east of
Syston would significantly expand a Service Centre rather than develop
adjacent to the PUA. It would reduce the separation with Thurmaston. It
would also raise concerns over delivery and cumulative impact given the very
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close proximity to the SUE North East of Leicester. The option south of Anstey
would again expand a Service Centre and compromise its separate identity in
relation to the PUA. It also has limited capacity due to the constraints of the
A46.
130. The scale of development proposed is necessary to ensure an adequate and
flexible supply of housing and to deliver the strategy of urban concentration.
It will also enable employment opportunities and key infrastructure and social
and community facilities to be brought forward comprehensively as part of the
development, whilst maintaining a reasonable degree of separation with
Rothley. At the time of submission, work on a potential site allocation had not
progressed sufficiently. Rather than delay the Core Strategy, the Council took
what I consider to be a reasonable and pragmatic view and proceeded with a
broader Direction of Growth.
131. The character and appearance of the area will inevitably be affected by the
extension of built development northwards from the existing urban area of
Birstall which is currently contained by the A46. The proposal will also involve
the loss of agricultural land. The intention is that built development would be
largely focussed on lower lying land near the A6 however, which would reduce
the impact on the wider landscape. It is also intended to incorporate a
significant buffer of green space between the proposed development and
Rothley, maintaining the separate identity of the village.
132. There are no designated heritage assets within the Direction of Growth and
there would be sufficient distance between built development and nearby
heritage assets including the Rothley and Rothley Ridgeway Conservation
Areas to avoid any harm to them or their setting. There are no nature
conservation designations within or close to the Direction of Growth. Subject
to appropriate improvements and mitigation measures, the increased traffic
from the Direction of Growth could be accommodated safely and without
undue increases in congestion.
133. Policy CS20 and other policies in the Core Strategy provide clear mechanisms
for mitigation and safeguards in terms of the potential effects of the
development.
134. I am satisfied that there are no significant physical or other constraints to
development and that mechanisms can be put in place to ensure that
necessary infrastructure is provided as the development progresses. There is
clearly strong interest in developing the proposal. I consider on the basis of
evidence available that the Direction of Growth would be viable and
realistically deliverable.
135. Policy CS20 (in association with Policy CS3) provides a justified and sufficiently
flexible approach to affordable housing provision.
136. Taking account of the scale and complexity of the proposal and the extent of
progress to date, I consider it unrealistic to expect the first housing
completions in 2015/16 as envisaged in the submitted Core Strategy. The
Council acknowledged that this was the case and its updated trajectory is
based on the first completions taking place in 2017/18 with some 1,345
homes being delivered up to 2028. Although this remains optimistic and
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depends on good progress and a strong housing market, I consider it to be
realistic. Main modification MM12 would amend the figures accordingly.
137. As submitted, Policy CS20 lacks sufficient flexibility in terms of the size of the
site for Travelling Showpeople and the size of retail units within the proposed
local centre. It also lacks sufficient clarity as to the area being considered for
development and its relationship with key physical boundaries. In addition,
the Council accepted that there was no longer a justification or requirement
for a link road from the A6 to the Wanlip junction or a Wanlip bypass. Main
modification MM12 would also address these concerns.
138. In light of the above, I consider that subject to main modification MM12, the
North of Birstall Direction of Growth proposed in Policy CS20 is justified,
effective and consistent with national policy.
Issue 11 – Whether the Watermead Regeneration Corridor Direction of
Growth proposed in Policy CS21 is justified, effective and consistent with
national policy
139. The Watermead Regeneration Corridor Direction of Growth is proposed
through Policy CS21. It is intended that specific sites will be allocated in the
SA and DM DPD. The proposal seeks to continue on from long standing
environmental improvement initiatives by regenerating existing employment
areas and creating new areas of economic activity. It also seeks to bring
forward opportunities for residential and leisure development, improving links
and accessibility to the Watermead Country Park.
140. The Direction of Growth is well situated in relation to the road network and the
PUA and due to its accessible location provides a good opportunity to
contribute to the range of employment land needed to meet strategic
requirements. It also provides an opportunity to contribute towards the needs
for office development which cannot be met in Leicester City. The scale of
employment land envisaged (some 16ha with an additional area for office
development) is justified by the potential opportunities available and the need
to ensure a reasonable distribution of sites across the PUA and the Borough as
a whole. The Council has worked closely with Leicester City Council to ensure
that the scale of office development at Watermead is relatively modest and
would not undermine efforts to focus such development on the City Centre.
Given this and the evidence available, I consider that it is appropriate that the
policy sets a clear limit to the amount of office floorspace (8,750sqm).
141. Whilst the policy provides necessary flexibility in terms of the types of uses
that may come forward, it is not sufficiently clear that proposals for offices and
other main town centre uses would need to be considered in the light of the
sequential approach to such development and take account of the potential
impact on centres. Main modification MM13 would address this concern by
incorporating clear references to modified Policies CS6 and CS9.
142. Policy CS21 and other policies in the Core Strategy provide clear mechanisms
for mitigation and safeguards in terms of the potential effects of the
development including in relation to flood risk. I am satisfied that detailed
proposals could be brought forward to ensure that development is compatible
with the country park and to deal with the physical constraints which arise

- 25 -

Charnwood Borough Council – Charnwood Local Plan: Core Strategy, Inspector’s Report September 2015

from close proximity to water courses and bodies of water. There is clearly
strong developer interest in bringing proposals forward. I consider that the
Direction of Growth would be viable and realistically deliverable.
143. Subject to main modification MM13, the Watermead Regeneration Corridor
Direction of Growth proposed in Policy CS21 is justified, effective and
consistent with national policy.
Issue 12 – Whether the West of Loughborough Sustainable Urban Extension
proposed in Policy CS22 is justified, effective and consistent with national
policy
144. The submitted Core Strategy proposes a SUE West of Loughborough which is
intended to accommodate approximately 3,000 homes in total. It envisages
at least 2,500 homes being delivered up to 2028 with the rest beyond the plan
period. The SUE would also be expected to provide for up to 16ha of
employment land, schools, shops, a range of other social and community
facilities and green infrastructure. Policy CS22 would require a site for
Gypsies and Travellers and a site for Travelling Showpeople to be included
within the SUE and would seek 30% affordable housing provision. A range of
transport improvements and mitigation measures would also be required.
145. An application for outline planning permission for up to 3,200 dwellings, 16ha
of employment land and associated social and community infrastructure was
submitted to the Council in September 2014.
146. I have dealt with the principle of the proposed SUEs above, however it is
worth re-emphasising that I consider the SUE West of Loughborough to be
justified in principle both in terms of housing land supply and the development
strategy. I have reached this view in the context of the updated information
on commitments provided during the examination, which showed increased
potential supply across the Borough and in particular a significant increase in
recent commitments at Shepshed.
147. It is argued by a number of representors that the scale of recent commitments
and the effect on overall housing land supply no longer justifies the SUE, or at
least would only justify a proposal on a much smaller scale. I consider the
SUE to be a crucial element of the overall supply of housing land in the
Borough. Without it, there would be a shortfall in housing land supply over
the plan period and a lack of a five year supply of deliverable sites. A much
reduced proposal (a figure of 800 houses has been suggested) would remove
any flexibility in overall housing land supply and could well undermine the
ability to provide a five year supply of deliverable sites. This would also be the
case if such a number of additional houses were allocated to Service Centres,
rather than the SUE.
148. Deleting or substantially scaling down the SUE, or replacing it with a smaller
number of additional houses in Service Centres, would significantly reduce the
focus of new housing on Loughborough and Shepshed and undermine the
overall development strategy. Furthermore, development on a much reduced
scale would not provide the opportunity to deliver the proposed social and
community infrastructure as part of a comprehensive scheme. In addition
there is no evidence that a significantly reduced scheme would be a viable and
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deliverable proposition.
149. The proposed distribution of housing set out in the submitted Core Strategy
(Policy CS1 and Fig1) had already taken account of commitments as of March
2012 and specific additional provision for a Direction of Growth at Shepshed.
Total provision (including completions and commitments) of at least 6,450
homes in Loughborough and Shepshed between 2006 and 2028 (293/yr)
represented some 37% of the Borough total. In the light of my findings on
other issues, estimated total supply in Loughborough and Shepshed between
2011 and 2028 would be 5,363 homes (315/yr) representing some 35% of the
Borough total. Notwithstanding the different time periods, the scale and
proportion of housing planned for Loughborough and Shepshed would be
broadly in line with that planned for in the submitted Core Strategy.
150. I am satisfied that the Council has considered reasonable alternatives for the
location of a SUE in the north of the Borough focussed on Loughborough and
Shepshed and has reached a justifiable conclusion in respect of the merits of
the alternatives. The potential to accommodate significant development to the
south of Loughborough is limited by the need to avoid coalescence with the
settlements of Quorn and Woodthorpe and environmental constraints. To the
south west of Loughborough development potential is limited by landscape
constraints and the proximity of the Charnwood Forest Regional Park. The
option of a SUE west of Shepshed would have a significant landscape impact
and be remote from Loughborough.
151. The option of a SUE at Cotes to the east of Loughborough would entail
development being separated from the urban area of Loughborough by the
wide valley and floodplain of the River Soar, limiting scope for physical links
and integration with the existing urban area. There were also concerns
regarding the deliverability of a SUE of an appropriate scale in this location
due to the significant road improvements necessary.
152. The Council also considered the option of substantial development at
Wymeswold which was proposed through public consultation. This would
effectively be a new settlement, remote from the urban area. It would require
substantial and costly road improvements and have significant adverse
impacts on the landscape and the character and setting of rural settlements.
153. All of the options for a SUE would have some impact on heritage assets and
their settings. In the case of land at Cotes, these include a Scheduled
Monument (the deserted medieval village at Cotes) and Historic England6
considers that substantial harm would occur and that there are no
opportunities for mitigation7.
154. As I have explained above, the scale of development proposed is necessary to
ensure an adequate and flexible supply of housing for the plan period and to
deliver the strategy of urban concentration. It will also enable employment
opportunities and key infrastructure and social and community facilities to be
brought forward comprehensively as part of the development.
6

On 1st April 2015 English Heritage separated into Historic England and the English
Heritage Trust – Historic England deals with planning matters
7
Confirmed in PSD/36 and at the hearing session
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155. The proposed site boundary for the SUE West of Loughborough includes
Garendon Park, a Grade II Registered Park and Garden. This contains a
scheduled monument and 13 listed buildings. These include the Grade I listed
Triumphal Arch and Grade II* listed Temple of Venus along with a number of
Grade II listed buildings and structures. Garendon Park, the Triumphal Arch
and the Temple of Venus are on the national heritage at risk register.
156. The intention is that built development will be located to the north of
Garendon Park although the proposed strategic distributor road would pass
through it close to the junction of the M1 before linking up with the A5128.
157. Policy CS22 sets out criteria relating to the protection of and mitigation of
impacts on historic and archaeological features, the provision of public access
and the restoration and long term management of the Registered Park and
Garden.
158. Historic England had originally raised serious concerns over the proposal in
their representations on the Pre-Submission Draft of the Core Strategy. These
related to the process of considering and selecting options for the location of a
SUE, the extent of evidence on the potential impact on heritage assets, the
harm due to the proximity of housing development to the Registered Park and
Garden and the road passing through it and the appropriateness of proposals
for restoration, long term management and public access. At that stage
Historic England took the view that substantial harm would be caused to the
significance of the heritage assets.
159. Historic England was subsequently involved in discussions with the Council and
the promoters of the proposal. Detailed work was undertaken in relation to
the planning application for the SUE and the Council produced a detailed
heritage appraisal. A number of potential modifications to the Core Strategy
were also discussed and agreed. On the basis of this additional work and
discussions, Historic England is now satisfied that the site selection process
was justified and that sufficient evidence exists in relation to the significance
of the heritage assets and the potential impact of development on them.
Subject to the agreed modifications to the Core Strategy, it now considers that
there would be less than substantial harm to the significance of the heritage
assets. Statements of common ground were submitted to that effect9.
160. An important aspect of the significance of Garendon Park, and the individual
buildings and structures within it, is the open, rural landscape setting which
remains largely intact to the north. The proposed SUE would bring about
substantial change to the character and appearance of this area. The
currently open, agricultural land would become largely urbanised. Whilst the
impact would be mitigated to some extent by buffers of green space and
additional planting, there would still be an adverse effect on the setting of the
heritage assets.
161. The strategic distributor road would result in the physical loss of historic
parkland along its length and the separation of an area between the road and
the M1 from the rest of the parkland. It would also affect the setting of the
8
9

As shown on concept masterplan p121 of submitted Core Strategy
PSD/32 and PSD/36
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Triumphal Arch, the Temple of Venus and the Grade II listed White Lodge.
Although the impact of the road could be mitigated to some extent by
sensitive design, sympathetic to the historic parkland setting and by ensuring
that it follows a route as close as possible to the M1, there would be an
adverse effect.
162. On the basis of discussions and suggested modifications Historic England
considers that subject to appropriate safeguards, the proposals for restoration
of the parkland landscape and historic structures and proposals for public
access would not have an adverse effect on the significance of the heritage
assets. In fact it considers that there would be heritage benefits through
restoration. I share this view.
163. Shepshed and Hathern Conservation Areas are both well contained within their
respective built up areas and some distance from the SUE. I consider that the
SUE would not adversely affect these Conservation Areas or their settings.
164. In overall terms, whilst there would be some adverse impact on designated
heritage assets and their settings, I consider that subject to appropriate
mitigation, this would constitute less than substantial harm to their
significance. Having regard to the statutory duties relating to the preservation
of such assets, I have given this harm considerable importance and weight.
165. However, the proposed SUE would provide a substantial number of new
homes, making a critical contribution to the overall supply of housing land in
the Borough. It would provide significant amounts of affordable housing,
along with employment land and social and community infrastructure. The
SUE would support jobs in construction and the wider supply chain, increase
expenditure and economic activity in the area and provide funds through the
New Homes Bonus. It would enable the restoration and long term
management of the parkland landscape and historic structures and the
introduction of public access for the first time. Taking all of this into account I
consider that the proposed SUE would deliver very substantial public benefits.
I conclude that the harm to the significance of the heritage assets would be
outweighed by these public benefits.
166. Policy CS22 requires a range of transport mitigation and improvement
measures including a strategic distributor road through the site, dualling of a
stretch of the A512 up to Junction 23 of the M1, capacity improvements at
Junction 23 and improvements to public transport, pedestrian and cycling
links. As Highway Authority, Leicestershire County Council has undertaken a
thorough and robust assessment of the transport implications of the SUE
(including in respect of the planning application) and is satisfied that adequate
mitigation can be put in place. The Highways Agency has confirmed in respect
of the planning application that subject to conditions and improvements to
Junction 23, it has no objections to the proposal. There would be scope to
review transport mitigation measures as the development of the SUE
progressed. I am satisfied on the basis of available evidence that the effects
of the SUE on traffic and transport can be adequately mitigated.
167. Development on the scale proposed will clearly change the character and
visual appearance of the area, resulting in an urbanisation of the countryside.
It will significantly extend the built up area of Loughborough to the west and
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north-west, reducing the gaps between Loughborough and Shepshed and
between Loughborough and Hathern. However, it is intended that built
development will sit below the ridgeline south of Hathern and the SUE will
incorporate substantial areas of green space and additional planting. A clear
separation between Loughborough and Hathern would be retained. The M1
would continue to provide a significant physical barrier between Loughborough
and Shepshed. The retention of Garendon Park as a substantial area of
undeveloped land, along with areas of green space around the periphery of the
SUE would reinforce the sense of separate identity and avoid coalescence.
168. There are no nationally or internationally designated nature conservation sites
within or close to the SUE. There are two Local Wildlife Sites within the SUE
and a number of wildlife corridors run through it. Policy CS22 sets out clear
safeguards in terms of the protection and enhancement of biodiversity.
Adequate safeguards are also set out in relation to minimising flood risk.
Whilst there would be some limited loss of the best and most versatile
agricultural land, this would be outweighed by the significant benefits of the
proposal.
169. I appreciate the strong concerns of local residents, community groups and
other organisations over the proposed SUE. However, Policy CS22 and other
policies in the Core Strategy provide clear mechanisms for mitigation and
safeguards in terms of the potential effects of the development. The SUE will
bring with it substantial benefits which I consider outweigh any residual harm
following mitigation.
170. Policy CS22 (in association with Policy CS3) provides a justified and sufficiently
flexible approach to affordable housing provision as part of the SUE.
171. As with the proposed SUE North East of Leicester, the development of such a
large site over many years will undoubtedly be a complex process which will
require careful planning. The proposed SUE brings with it significant
infrastructure requirements and associated costs and a number of detailed
issues will need to be resolved. However, I am satisfied that there are no
insurmountable physical or other constraints and that mechanisms can be put
in place to ensure that necessary infrastructure is provided at the appropriate
time as the development progresses. There is clearly strong interest in
developing the site, and proposals are well progressed. I am satisfied that the
SUE would be viable and realistically deliverable.
172. However, taking account of progress to date and the scale of the proposal, I
consider it unrealistic to expect the first housing completions on the site in
2015/16 as envisaged in the submitted Core Strategy. The Council
acknowledged that this was the case and indicated that it was now in fact
likely that the first completions would take place in 2016/17 with only a
modest level of completions in the first year. The result would be a slight
reduction in anticipated completions in the plan period. Although this remains
optimistic, I consider it to be a realistic scenario. Main modification MM14
would amend the figures accordingly.
173. In addition, main modification MM14 would amend the concept masterplan in
respect of the route of the strategic distributor road and provide necessary
clarity and safeguards in terms of the effects on heritage assets and
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mitigation. Historic England confirmed that the main modification would
address their concerns in respect of the proposed SUE.
174. This main modification would also provide necessary flexibility in terms of the
size of the site for Travelling Showpeople and the size of retail units within the
proposed local centre. In addition it would clarify the relationship between the
site boundary on the Policies Map and the concept masterplan included in the
Core Strategy for illustrative purposes and amend the boundary to clarify that
the SUE does not extend into North West Leicestershire.
175. Taking all of the above into account I consider that subject to main
modification MM14, the West of Loughborough SUE proposed in Policy CS22 is
justified, effective and consistent with national policy.
Issue 13 – Whether the extension to the Science and Enterprise Park
proposed in Policy CS23 is justified, effective and consistent with national
policy
176. Policy CS23 proposes an extension to the Loughborough Science and
Enterprise Park. The existing Science and Enterprise Park has been developed
over a number of years and provides a base for a range of businesses
associated with the University’s own activities and the wider research and
development sector. It provides high quality and high value employment and
is a key element in the local and sub-regional economy. It has a particular
role in terms of business start-ups and innovation. The Science and Enterprise
Park has proved successful with very high levels of occupancy. Evidence
supports the need for further expansion of the Science and Enterprise Park
and I consider that this would bring substantial economic benefits.
177. The policy seeks to ensure a high quality development providing for specialist
uses associated with the University, research and development and the
knowledge based sector. It is anticipated that Phase 3 of the Science and
Enterprise Park would be developed in the plan period. Whilst this would
cover 35ha in total, the policy requires 40% of the site to be retained as green
infrastructure. This would provide for some 21ha of development in a very
well landscaped setting. Phase 4, which would allow for some 25ha of
development on a site of 42ha (again with 40% green infrastructure), gives
flexibility and provides a clear basis for the long term development of the
Science and Enterprise Park beyond the plan period.
178. I consider that the proposed extension to the Science and Enterprise Park is
justified in principle and that there would be clear mechanisms through
planning controls and the University’s continued management to ensure that it
provides for specialist businesses and does not accommodate more general
employment uses which are well provided for elsewhere. I am satisfied that it
is realistically deliverable.
179. Subject to the addition of specific reference to the need to protect the setting
of heritage assets including Garendon Park, I consider that Policy CS23
provides adequate safeguards and mitigation in terms of the potential impacts
of the proposed development, including those arising from additional traffic.
180. Policy CS23 lacks sufficient clarity in terms of the approach to ancillary uses
and main town centre uses and in terms of the evidence base to support a
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development framework. It also lacks sufficient flexibility with regards to the
amount of floorspace to be accommodated in the various sectors.
181. Main modification MM15 would address these concerns and ensure that the
need to protect the setting of heritage assets including Garendon Park is set
out clearly. Subject to this main modification the extension to the Science and
Enterprise Park proposed in Policy CS23 is justified, effective and consistent
with national policy.
Issue 14 – Whether the Shepshed Direction of Growth proposed in Policy
CS24 is justified, effective and consistent with national policy
182. A Direction of Growth adjacent to Shepshed is proposed in Policy CS24. It was
intended in the submitted Core Strategy that this would accommodate at least
500 new homes by 2028 (in addition to existing commitments at the time).
As explained above, I consider that the strategy of focussing development in
the north of the Borough on Loughborough and Shepshed is sound.
183. Following the submission of the Core Strategy, a number of planning
applications for housing were approved (or approved subject to s106
agreements) at Shepshed. The scale of commitments at Shepshed
subsequently increased significantly, particularly between April and November
2014. As of November 2014 there were commitments for some 1,270 homes.
184. Taken together with commitments in Loughborough and the proposed West of
Loughborough SUE, this is already sufficient to ensure that overall housing
requirements are met with some flexibility and that the development strategy
is achieved. In this context there is no need to promote additional strategic
growth at Shepshed beyond existing commitments.
185. In light of this, I consider that the proposed Direction of Growth at Shepshed
is no longer justified. It is not necessary under the circumstances for me to
address other detailed matters of soundness. Main modification MM16 would
delete Policy CS24 and remove references to the Direction of Growth from the
Core Strategy. Along with main modification MM1 it would also clarify the
situation regarding housing provision and commitments at Shepshed and
ensure that the Core Strategy reflects up to date evidence. These
modifications are necessary for the Core Strategy to be justified, effective and
consistent with national policy in this respect.
Issue 15 – Whether other policies are justified, effective and consistent
with national policy
186. Policy CS4 sets out a justified approach to houses in multiple occupation.
However it fails to explain clearly that detailed policy requirements will be
reviewed and set out in the SA and DM DPD. Main modification MM3 would
address this concern.
187. Main modification MM7 is required to ensure that Policy CS10 is sufficiently
flexible in terms of the amount of employment land at Service Centres.
188. Whilst Policy CS12 sets out a justifiable approach to green infrastructure, the
Key Diagram lacks clarity in that it does not show the location of Green
Wedges. Main modification MM8 would address this concern.
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189. Main modification MM9 is required to ensure that Policy CS15 is fully
consistent with national policy in respect of the protection of open space, sport
and recreation facilities.
190. Policy CS16 sets out criteria to assess proposals for all renewable energy
developments. This is no longer consistent with national policy on wind
energy as set out in the Written Ministerial Statement published on 18 June
2015. Main modification MM21 would address this concern.
191. The Loughborough Inner Relief Road has been constructed and main
modification MM10 would ensure that Policy CS18 reflects this up to date
situation.
192. There is a need to ensure that Policy CS25 reflects the Council’s up to date
position on the introduction of a Community Infrastructure Levy Charging
Schedule, clarify the status of the Infrastructure Schedule set out in Appendix
2 and make it clear that this will be kept under review. Main modification
MM17 would address these matters.
193. Subject to these main modifications, the above policies and others in the Core
Strategy are justified, effective and consistent with national policy.
Issue 16 – Whether the Core Strategy would be able to be monitored
effectively
194. The Council accepted that Appendix 3 does not set out a sufficiently clear and
effective monitoring framework. Main modification MM19 would replace the
monitoring framework, ensure that indicators relate to key policy aims and
that the targets are relevant to these indicators. It would also enable more
responsive monitoring over shorter time periods, provide baseline data where
appropriate and reflect other modifications set out above. Subject to this
main modification the Core Strategy will be able to be monitored effectively.

Assessment of Legal Compliance
195. My examination of the compliance of the Core Strategy with the legal
requirements is summarised in the table below. I conclude that the Core
Strategy meets them other than in terms of setting out which policies from the
Borough of Charnwood Local Plan will be superseded by policies in the Core
Strategy. Main modification MM20 would rectify this.

LEGAL REQUIREMENTS
Local Development
Scheme (LDS)

Statement of Community
Involvement (SCI) and

The Core Strategy is identified within the approved
LDS (April 2013) which sets out an expected
adoption date of October 2014. Although there has
been slippage in the timetable for adoption due to
the suspension of the examination, the content of
the Core Strategy is compliant with the LDS.
The SCI was adopted in January 2006 and
consultation
has
been
compliant
with
the
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relevant regulations

requirements therein, including the consultation on
the post-submission proposed main modifications
(MM)

Sustainability Appraisal
(SA)

SA has been carried out and is adequate.

Appropriate Assessment
(AA)

The Habitats Regulations AA Screening Report
(March 2013) sets out why AA is not necessary.

National Policy

The Core Strategy complies with national policy
except where indicated and modifications are
recommended.

Sustainable
Community Satisfactory regard has been paid to the SCS.
Strategy (SCS)
2004 Act (as amended) The Core Strategy complies with the Act and the
and 2012 Regulations.
Regulations other than in terms of setting out which
policies from the Borough of Charnwood Local Plan
will be superseded by policies in the Core Strategy.
Main modification MM20 would rectify this.

Overall Conclusion and Recommendation
196. The Core Strategy has a number of deficiencies in relation to
soundness and legal compliance for the reasons set out above which
mean that I recommend non-adoption of it as submitted, in
accordance with Section 20(7A) of the 2004 Act. These deficiencies
have been explored in the main issues set out above.
197. The Council has requested that I recommend main modifications to
make the Core Strategy sound and legally compliant and capable of
adoption. I conclude that with the recommended main modifications
set out in the Appendix the Charnwood Local Plan: Core Strategy
satisfies the requirements of Section 20(5) of the 2004 Act and meets
the criteria for soundness in the NPPF.

Kevin Ward
INSPECTOR

This report is accompanied by the Appendix containing the Main Modifications
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Appendix 5:
Planning Appeal Decision
APP/X2410/W/18/3194886

Appeal Decision
Site visit made on 14 May 2018
by I Radcliffe BSc(Hons) MRTPI MCIEH DMS
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State
Decision date: 30 May 2018

Appeal Ref: APP/X2410/W/18/3194886
Land at Briscoe Lane, Woodhouse, Leicestershire LE12 8UF





The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.
The appeal is made by Swithland Homes Limited against the decision of Charnwood
Borough Council.
The application Ref P/17/1984/2, dated 29 September 2017, was refused by notice
dated 18 January 2018.
The development proposed is residential development.

Decision
1. The appeal is allowed and planning permission is granted for the erection of 9
dwellings and associated access, parking, garaging and landscaping on land at
Briscoe Lane, Woodhouse, Leicestershire LE12 8UF in accordance with the
terms of the application, Ref P/17/1984/2, dated 29 September 2017, subject
to the conditions in the schedule at the end of this decision.
Procedural matter
2. The appellant has confirmed that the description of development has changed
from that stated on the application form and is now ‘erection of 9 dwellings and
associated access, parking, garaging and landscaping’. I have dealt with the
appeal on this basis.
Application for costs
3. An application for costs was made by Swithland Homes Limited against
Charnwood Borough Council. This application will be the subject of a separate
Decision.
Main Issue
4. The main issue in this appeal is whether the appeal site would be a suitable
location for the proposed development having regard to: the Development
Strategy for the area; the accessibility of services and facilities from the site by
sustainable modes of transport; its effect on the character and appearance of
the area, including its effect on protected trees; and, the National Planning
Policy Framework (‘the Framework’)
Reasons
5. Paragraph 47 of the Framework advises that Local Planning Authorities should
have a five year housing land supply. It is common ground that the local
planning authority has a housing land supply of 4.6 years. As a consequence,
relevant policies for the supply of housing are considered not to be up to date.
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Location of development
6. The development plan includes the Charnwood Local Plan Core Strategy (‘Core
Strategy’) adopted in 2015 and the Borough of Charnwood Local Plan (‘Local
Plan’) adopted in 2004. In order that occupiers of new development have good
access to services and facilities and to protect the countryside, policy CS1 of
the Core Strategy sets out a Development Strategy for the Borough that
supports new development within settlements. The Strategy focuses new
housing development in order of preference on the Principal Urban Area of
Leicester, Loughborough / Shepshed, Service Centres, Other Settlements and
Small Villages and Hamlets. Policy ST/2 of the Local Plan supports new
housing within the defined Limits to Development of settlements.
7. The appeal site is located within the Limits to Development for Woodhouse
which falls within the category of Small Villages and Hamlets. Within such a
settlement only housing development that meets a specific local identified
social need is supported by the Development Strategy.
8. A Housing Needs Survey for the Parish of Woodhouse and Woodhouse Eaves
was produced in 2014. It found that there was a need for up to 16 affordable
homes and 11 open market dwellings. However, these two nearby villages fall
within different categories of the settlement hierarchy. Due to its greater
range of services and facilities Woodhouse Eaves is categorised within Other
Settlements where the Development Strategy is supportive of a higher level of
housing provision than in Woodhouse.
9. The Parish Council have been in contact with the authors of the 2014 survey
who have confirmed that the apportioned need for open market dwellings in
Woodhouse was two units. This assertion has not been challenged by the
appellant and I have no reason to disagree with it. The appellant also accepts
that permission for twelve new open market dwellings in the Parish has been
granted since the survey was published which includes permission for one such
dwelling in Woodhouse.
10. In providing nine open market dwellings to address local housing need in the
smaller of the two settlements, I therefore find that the proposed scheme
would be larger than necessary to meet the local need for such housing
attributable to the small village of Woodhouse. Taking all these matters into
account, I therefore find that the location of the proposed development would
therefore be contrary to policy CS1 of the Core Strategy.
Accessibility
11. By definition development within Small Villages or Hamlets such as Woodhouse
will typically be greater than 800m away from services and facilities. As a
result, the proposed housing would not form part of a walkable neighbourhood,
as promoted by Manual for Streets, and would be contrary to the Council’s
supplementary planning document ‘Leading In Design’ and the County Council’s
6 C’s Design Guide. This is why the Development Strategy limits new
development to that which is required to meet local need.
12. However, an hourly daytime bus service serves the village from Monday to
Saturday connecting it to Leicester, Loughborough and settlements in between.
With bus stops for this service located very close to the appeal site it would be
readily accessible by future occupiers of the proposed development. Reference
has been made to a review of the bus service. However, in the absence of
submitted evidence that the service would be reduced, I have assessed the
https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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service based upon its existing timetable. Therefore, whilst the services and
facilities within Quorn and Woodhouse Eaves approximately 2km away are not
within a desirable walking distance, and the national speed limit that applies to
the connecting roads would put off all but the most confident from cycling, I
find that for a small village in a rural area services, facilities and employment
are reasonably accessible by a sustainable mode of transport.
Character and appearance
13. The appeal site is an open grass covered area of land with mature trees around
much of its periphery. Housing encloses the site on three sides. A number of
the trees on the site are subject to tree preservation orders or are included
within the Woodhouse Forest Road Conservation Area and make a positive
contribution to the character and appearance of the area. Whilst the openness
of the site is pleasant, it is only prominent in brief public views from Briscoe
Lane and in private views through the trees around its edge from the
surrounding houses. As a result, its open undeveloped state does not form an
important part of the character and appearance of the village or Charnwood
Forest landscape.
14. The proposed development in scale and layout would complement the
surrounding pattern of development. The gable ended dwellings with front
dormer windows, slated roofs and constructed from local stone with brick
dressings would be in keeping with the distinctive features of older buildings
that characterise Woodhouse along Forest Road.
15. The vast majority of the trees would be retained as part of the scheme with
only those in poor condition considered for removal. Reinforced with new
planting the layout of the proposed development, set back from Briscoe Lane
and the trees around the periphery of the site, would achieve a satisfactory
balance between making efficient use of the site, protecting the trees and
complementing the character and appearance of the area. During construction
protection of the trees on the site could be secured by the use of an
appropriately worded condition.
16. Concern has been expressed that the proximity of the houses to the trees
would mean that it would be difficult to resist pressure from future occupants
of the proposed dwellings for tree works, including felling. However, I note
that the local planning authority has no objections in this regard and in my
judgement given the orientation of the proposed houses and the distance the
trees are away from them there would be little need for anything other than
normal arboricultural management.
17. For all of these reasons, I therefore conclude that the proposed development
would complement the character and appearance of the area, including trees.
The scheme would therefore comply with policies CS2 and CS11 of the Core
Strategy and policy EV/1 of the Local Plan which seek high quality design that
protects the landscape.
Other matters
Heritage Assets
Conservation Area
18. The appeal site, positioned almost entirely behind linear development on the
western side of Forest Road, lies largely outside the Woodhouse Forest Road
Conservation Area. The heritage significance of the Conservation Area,
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deriving largely from the design and grouping of its older buildings, is
architectural and historical. As no built development is proposed within that
part of the appeal site located within the Conservation Area and trees of value
would be retained the statutory test, which requires that special attention shall
be paid to the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or
appearance of the Conservation Area, would be complied with.
19. In relation to the vast majority of the appeal site outside the Conservation Area
the relevant issue, having regard to section 12 of the Framework, is the effect
that the proposed development would have on the heritage significance of the
Conservation Area, which includes its setting. Policy CS14 of the Core
Strategy in seeking to conserve and enhance heritage assets is consistent with
this test.
20. There is limited visibility between the Conservation Area and the appeal site
outside of it due to mature vegetation and boundary treatments. The
openness of the appeal site therefore does not make a material contribution to
the heritage significance of the Conservation Area as part of its setting.
Similarly, the proposal would not adversely affect views into or out of the
Conservation Area. There would be no harm, therefore, as a consequence of
the development proposed, to the setting or heritage significance of the
Conservation Area and the ability of the public to interpret its significance.
Policy CS14 of the Core Strategy would therefore be complied with.
Listed buildings
21. 271, 273 Forest Road and Beaumanor Lodge are Grade II listed buildings. In
the exercise of planning functions, the statutory test in relation to a listed
building is that special regard shall be had to the desirability of preserving the
building or its setting, or any features of special architectural or historic
interest which it possesses.
22. Nos 271 and 273 form a semi-detached pair of mid nineteenth century cottages
built from local sourced stone and slate with Elizabethan style ornamental
detailing. Beaumanor Lodge, on the next plot to the north, is from the same
era and is constructed from similar materials and also displays Tudor inspired
architecture. As a result, the special interest of these buildings is largely
architectural and historical and relates to their setting on Forest Road rather
than the relationship of these buildings to the open land that forms most of the
appeal site to their rear.
23. The mature landscaping to the side of the cottages along Forest Road within
the appeal site would be retained as part of the proposed development and the
proposed houses to the rear of the listed buildings would be sufficiently well set
back not detract from the setting of these buildings or the Lodge. As a result,
the proposed development would not harm the setting of these listed buildings
and the statutory test and policy CS14 of the Core Strategy would be
complied with.
Ecology
24. A phase 1 habitat survey has been submitted showing that, other for the
possibility of foraging bats, protected species are not present on the site. As a
consequence, I find that the proposed development would not cause harm to
wildlife on the site.
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Highway safety
25. The Council has no objections to the proposed development in terms of
highway safety, subject to the access to the site being laid out in accordance
with the submitted plans and compliance with certain conditions. I have no
reason to disagree with that assessment. In terms of parking, sufficient
provision would be made to accord with the Council’s standards. As a result,
highway safety would not be harmed by the proposed development.
Living conditions
26. Owing to the separation distances and orientation of the proposed properties,
there would be no harm to the living conditions of neighbouring residents and
future occupiers of the proposed scheme in terms of outlook, privacy and levels
of natural light.
Affordable housing
27. Policy CS3 of the Core Strategy requires 40% affordable housing on sites of
more than five dwellings in Woodhouse. However, by way of a Written
Ministerial Statement the Government introduced as national policy that
affordable housing should not be sought in schemes of ten units or less. This is
an important material consideration which outweighs the policy position of the
development plan on this matter. As a result, affordable housing is not
necessary as part of the proposed development.
Overall Conclusions: The Planning Balance
28. For the reasons I have set out earlier, the proposal would be in conflict with
policy CS1 of the Core Strategy. This policy seeks to focus new development
on the largest settlements in the Borough in order that occupiers of new
development have good access to services and facilities and to protect the
countryside
29. Applications for planning permission are determined in accordance with the
development plan, unless material considerations indicate otherwise. The
Framework is an important material consideration and contains a presumption
in favour of sustainable development.
30. The Council does not have a 5 year housing land supply. As a consequence,
paragraph 49 of the Framework directs that development plan policies relevant
to housing land supply should not be considered up to date.
31. The Development Strategy contained in policy CS 1 of the Core Strategy is
consistent with the Framework in that it seeks to focus development on larger
settlements than Woodhouse in order to provide good access to services and
facilities. However, the proposal is for a small number of houses and whilst
services and facilities are not readily accessible on foot or by bicycle from the
appeal site, they are readily accessible by a regular bus service that stops close
by. The Council states that the Core Strategy contains measures to address a
shortfall in housing land supply. Nevertheless, the supply is materially below
five years. Taking all these matters into account, I therefore attach limited
weight to the policy conflict between the proposed scheme and the
development plan.
32. In circumstances where relevant policies are out of date, the so-called tilted
balance in paragraph 14 of the Framework applies. It states that in such
circumstances planning permission should be granted unless any adverse
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impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in the Framework as a whole.
33. The policies of the Framework as a whole constitute the Government’s view of
what sustainable development means in practice. There are three dimensions
to sustainable development: environmental, economic and social.
34. Socially, the proposed development would contribute to helping address the
shortage of housing in the District as a whole. I attach moderate positive
weight to the social benefits that nine open market dwellings would provide.
35. Environmentally, in terms of the Development Strategy the local ward
councillor states that there are 921 completed and committed dwellings in
settlements below the size of Service Centres in the Borough. This is almost
double the planned housing provision of 500 dwellings in the Core Strategy.
However, as policy CS1 and Figure 1 of the Core Strategy explains, the figure
of 500 dwellings is a minimum target. Furthermore, as the number of such
dwellings stood at 887 when the Core Strategy was adopted in 2015 there has
been only a slight increase since then. In the context of the 14000 new
dwellings sought by the Core Strategy over the plan period of 2011 to 2028,
the appeal scheme in providing nine houses in a settlement with few services
and facilities would have a minimal adverse effect on the Development
Strategy for the Borough.
36. The proposed development would complement the character and appearance of
the village. In addition, as I have noted, whilst Woodhouse has few services or
facilities and nearby services are not readily accessible on foot or by bicycle, it
has a regular bus service connecting it to Leicester, Loughborough and
settlements in between. Environmentally, therefore I attach modest weight to
the adverse impacts of the proposal on the Development Strategy for the
Borough and the accessibility of services and facilities by sustainable modes of
transport. In relation to the effect of the development on the character and
appearance of the area, I attach neutral weight.
37. Economically, the development would generate construction employment and
the additional households would increase the spending power of the local
community to the benefit of businesses and services in nearby villages such as
Woodhouse Eaves and Quorn. I attach modest weight to these benefits.
38. Reference has been made to an appeal decision1 where an Inspector, taking
into account the social and economic benefits of a proposed development,
found that a site that was approximately 1km away from services and facilities
and served by an hourly bus service was not a sustainable development.
However, unlike in the appeal before me, in that case the tilted balance in
paragraph 14 of the Framework did not apply as a five year housing land
supply existed. As a result, circumstances in that appeal are materially
different to this appeal and reference to this decision has not altered my
conclusions.
39. My overall conclusion in this case, having considered all the matters raised, is
that the adverse impacts of the proposal are limited and fall far short of
significantly and demonstrably outweighing the benefits of the scheme when
assessed against the policies of the Framework and development plan as a
whole. Consequently, the proposal would represent sustainable development
as defined in the Framework, and material considerations indicate that planning
1

Ref APP/G2435/A/14/2217036
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permission should be granted for development that is not in accordance with
the development plan. I therefore conclude, on balance, that the appeal
should be allowed. In reaching this decision the views of the Parish Council,
local residents and local Borough councillor have been taken into account.
Conditions
40. In the interests of certainty, I have imposed a condition specifying the relevant
drawings that the development is to be carried out in accordance with. In
order to ensure that the development complements it surroundings further
details on materials, finished levels and landscaping, including boundary
treatments and trees that are to be retained, are required. To ensure that any
planting becomes well established it needs to be well maintained. Trees that
are to be retained also need to be protected during construction. To prevent a
nuisance and protect public health adequate surface water and foul drainage
needs to be provided.
41. In the interests of highway safety, the site access and internal access road
needs to be constructed in accordance with the approved plan, properly
surfaced and have no access gate or barrier within 5m of the highway. For the
same reason, on-site parking and turning needs to be provided in accordance
with the approved plan and a construction traffic management plan followed.
42. I have required all these matters by condition, revising the Council’s suggested
conditions where necessary to better reflect the requirements of Planning
Practice Guidance.

Ian Radcliffe
Inspector
Schedule
1)

The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than 3 years
from the date of this decision.

2)

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance
with the following approved plans: 16.3216.28A Proposed Block Plan,
16.3216.29A Proposed site and roof plan, 16.3216.30A Floor Plans Plot 4,
16.3216.31A Elevations Plot 4, 16.3216.32 Elevations and Floor Plans
Plots 5 – 6, 16.3216.33 Floor Plans Plot 7, 16.3216.34 Floor Plans Plot 8,
16.3216.35 Elevations Plot 8, 16.3216.36 Elevations and Floor Plans Plot
9, 16.3216.37 Garage Details.

3)

No development shall take place until samples of all external facing
materials have been submitted to and approved by the local planning
authority in writing. Development shall be carried out in accordance with
the approved details.

4)

No development shall commence until details of finished levels across the
site including finished floor levels for each plot and east/west and
north/south section through the site to show the relationship of the
development to adjacent land and properties has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved level details.

5)

No development, including site works, shall begin until a landscaping
scheme, to include those details specified below, has been submitted to
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and agreed in writing by the local planning authority: i) the treatment
proposed for all ground surfaces, including hard areas; ii) treatment of
the application site boundaries and internal plot boundaries; iii) full
details of tree planting; iv) planting schedules, noting the species, sizes,
numbers and densities of plants; v) finished levels or contours; vi) any
structures to be erected or constructed; vii) functional services above and
below ground; and viii) all existing trees, hedges and other landscape
features, indicating clearly any to be removed.
6)

The agreed landscaping scheme shall be fully completed, in accordance
with the details agreed under the terms of condition 5, in the first
planting and seeding seasons following the first occupation of any part of
the development or in accordance with a programme previously agreed in
writing by the local planning authority. Any trees or plants removed,
dying, being severely damaged or becoming seriously diseased, within 5
years of planting shall be replaced in the following planting season by
trees or plants of a size and species similar to those originally required to
be planted.

7)

No site clearance, preparatory work or development shall take place until
a scheme for the protection of the retained trees (the tree protection
plan) and the appropriate working methods (the arboricultural method
statement) in accordance with paragraphs 5.5 and 6.1 of British Standard
BS 5837: Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction Recommendations (or in an equivalent British Standard if replaced) shall
have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority. The scheme for the protection of the retained trees shall be
carried out as approved.
In this condition “retained tree” means an existing tree which is to be
retained in accordance with the approved plans and details submitted in
accordance with condition 5.

8)

No development, including site works, shall begin on site until such time
as full details foul sewage and surface water drainage on the site have
been submitted to and agreed in writing by the local planning authority.
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
details.

9)

No development shall commence on the site until such time as a
construction traffic management plan, including wheel cleansing facilities
and vehicle parking facilities, and a timetable for their provision, has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The development shall thereafter be carried out in accordance
with the approved details and timetable.

10)

No part of the development hereby permitted shall be occupied until such
time as the vehicular access to the site has been provided in full in
accordance with the details as set out on the submitted drawing no.
16.3216.29A. Once provided the vehicular access to the site shall be
maintained at all times and nothing shall be allowed to grow above a
height of 0.6 metres above ground level within the visibility splays to the
access.

11)

Notwithstanding the provisions of Part 2 of Schedule 2, Article 3 of the
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England)
Order 2015 (or any Order revoking and re-enacting that Order) no

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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vehicular access gates, barriers, bollards, chains or other such
obstructions shall be erected within a distance of 5 metres of the highway
boundary, nor shall any be erected within a distance of 8 metres of the
highway boundary unless hung to open away from the highway.
12)

The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until such time
as the private access road has been provided in accordance with drawing
no. 16.3216.29A. Any turning spaces shall be surfaced with tarmacadam,
concrete or similar hard bound material (not loose aggregate) and shall
be retained and maintained as such at all times.

13)

No dwelling within the development hereby permitted shall be occupied
until such time as the parking and turning facilities associated with that
dwelling have been implemented in accordance with drawing no.
16.3216.29A. Thereafter the parking provision shall be retained and
maintained in perpetuity.
----------------------End of Conditions Schedule----------------------------

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate
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Appendix 6:
Designation of the Woodhouse
Parish Neighbourhood Area

DD080 17/18
D e c i s i o n u n d e r Delegated Powers

Officer R e q u e s t i n g D e c i s i o n

P a u l G i l d i n g , P r i n c i p a l P l a n n i n g Officer, P l a n s Policies a n d Place M a k i n g

Officer M a k i n g the D e c i s i o n

Geoff Parker, Chief Executive

Recommendation

That the C o u n c i l approves the a p p l i c a t i o n from Woodhouse Parish C o u n c i l for
d e s i g n a t i o n of the whole of the p a r i s h ,

identified on the N e i g h b o u r h o o d Area

a p p l i c a t i o n m a p , as a N e i g h b o u r h o o d Area. The decision is to take immediate
effect.

Reason

So that Woodhouse Parish C o u n c i l may c o n t i n u e the process of preparing a
Neighbourhood

Plan

for

the

area

covered

by

its

Parish

b o u n d a ry

in

accordance with the N e i g h b o u r h o o d P l a n n i n g (General) R e g u l a t i o n s 2 0 1 2 (as
amended).

Authority for D e c i s i o n

Section 8 . 3 of the C o u n c i l ' s constitution i n c l u d e s a delegation to the Head of
Paid Service,
Investment

in consultation with the Lead

&

Neighbourhood

Tourism
Area

Strategy,

that

would

to

be

Member for P l a n n i n g and

agree

covered

and
by

a

formally

Inward

designate

Neighbourhood

Plan

the
or

N e i g h b o u r h o o d Order.

D e c i s i o n a n d Date

Background

The Localism Act ( 2 0 1 1 ) provides the l e g a l basis for n e i g h b o u r h o o d p l a n n i n g
and

establishes

neighbourhood

plans

plan a l o n g s i d e the C o u n c i l ' s local p l a n .

as

part

of the

statutory

development

The first stage for a group preparing a n e i g h b o u r h o o d p l a n , as set out in the
Neighbourhood
determine the

Planning
b o u n d a ry

(General)
of the

Regulations

neighbourhood

2012

plan

(as

area

amended),

and

is

s u b m i t to

to
the

Borough C o u n c i l for d e s i g n a t i o n .

U n d e r the N e i g h b o u r h o o d P l a n n i n g Regulations which came in to force on the
51

1

October 2 0 1 6 , the designation needs to be made as soon as possible once

the

local

planning

complete.
been

authority

is

satisfied

that

the

application

is

valid

and

The requirement for the authority to consult on the a p p l i c a t i o n has

removed

by these

Regulations

where

the

whole

of a

parish

is

to

be

designated and it is not covered by another designated N e i g h b o u r h o o d Area.

Woodhouse Parish C o u n c i l has submitted an application for the whole of the
parish

of

Woodhouse

application
outlines

was

that

considered
greatest

to

received

the

be
by

designated
the

local

neighbourhood

most appropriate,

meaning

for

policy

as

a

Neighbourhood
on

the

1

formed

by

the

parish

reflecting the existing
making

o"

authority

area

purposes.

Area.

April

2018

and

b o u n d a ry

c o m m u n i t y and

The

The

application

being

letter

is
of

and

b o u n d a ry map are attached to this delegated d e c i s i o n .

The application is considered valid and complete, and the area is not covered
by a n y other N e i g h b o u r h o o d Area. Therefore, the B o r o u g h C o u n c i l must now
issue

a

decision

Neighbourhood

to

designate

Area

to

the

enable

b o u n d a ry

the

Parish

of

Woodhouse

Council

to

parish

continue

as

with

a

the

preparation of a N e i g h b o u r h o o d P l a n .

Financial Implications

The cost of preparing N e i g h b o u r h o o d P l a n s falls largely to the parish or town
c o u n c i l preparing it. However, Charnwood B o r o u g h C o u n c i l must arrange a n d
pay for the Examination a n d Referendum required as p a rt of the proposal (as
set out in Cabinet Resolution Minute 1 2 1

0 3 / 1 3 ) and meet the costs of officer

time s u p p o rt i n g the process of preparing the
and

content of the

currently

plan.

available

An

from

plan

a m o u n t of £ 2 0 , 0 0 0

DCLG

which

can

and

per
be

advising

on evidence

Neighbourhood

claimed

on

Plan

is

successful

completion of an examination, once a date for the Referendum has been set.

Grants of u p to £ 9 , 0 0 0 are also a v a i l a b l e to Town and
Locality

and

packages

those

further f u n d i n g
Planning

facing

of technical

in

of an

extra

Charnwood

barrier to Town

and

P l a n s in Charnwood.

more

complex

s u p p o rt where
£8,000.

Borough",

Parish

issues

needed,

An

and

independent

found

can
may

C o u n c i l s from

apply
also

report,

that financial

C o u n c i l s who wished to

Parish

be

for

specific

eligible

"Neighbourhood

resources were

prepare

for

not a

Neighbourhood

Risk Management

Risk Identified

Likelihood

Impact

Risk

Management

Actions

Planned
A lack of adequate

Possible

Low

Resources will be m a n a g e d
effectively and will be prioritised to

staff resources to
ensure appropriate

match the d e m a n d from

s u p p o rt is available

competing n e i g h b o u r h o o d plans

to help town a n d

and existing workloads.

parish councils
prepare t h e i r

Staff resources spent on

neighbourhood

N e i g h b o u r h o o d P l a n s w i l l be

plans.

backfilled u s i n g D C L G grant
money where existing activity is at
risk of delay.

C h a n g e s to DCLG

Likely

Medium

DCLG have committed the

f u n d i n g impact on

funding s u p p o rt program until

the ability to

2 0 1 8 . F u n d i n g will be applied for

finance

where p o s s i b l e at the relevant

Neighbourhood

stages of the N e i g h b o u r h o o d P l a n

P l a n regulatory

preparation. If f u n d i n g was to be
removed the B o r o u g h C o u n c i l

processes

would have to fund the
Examination and Referendum.

Key Decision:

No

Background Papers:

Paper 1 :

Woodhouse Parish C o u n c i l letter requesting
d e s i g n a t i o n as a n e i g h b o u r h o o d area

Paper 2 : B o u n d a ry m a p

Paper1

1 0 April 2 0 1 8
Richard Bennet
Head of P l a n n i n g and Regeneration
Charnwood Borough C o u n c i l
Southfields
Loughborough
LE11

2TN

Dear Mr Bennett

Application for designation as a n e i g h b o u r h o o d area: Woodhouse Parish

At the parish council meeting on Monday 9 April 2 0 1 8 the Council resolved to develop a
neighbourhood plan for Woodhouse p a r i s h .

U n d e r Section 6 1 G of the Town and Country Planning Act 1 9 9 0 and Regulation 5 of the
Neighbourhood Planning [General] Regulations 2 0 1 2 , Woodhouse Parish C o u n c i l , the
relevant body, formally submits an application to designate the whole of Woodhouse
Parish as the neighbourhood area. A map is attached.

The C o u n c i l will establish a steering group comprising members of the community,
experts and parish Members, to develop a plan which conforms to the requirements of
the Local P l a n n i n g Authority and Her Majesty's Government.

As an area, Woodhouse parish has a long history. It represents the former hamlet of
Longdale with the village settlements of Woodhouse and Woodhouse Eaves, a l l
previously under the aegis of Barrow Rural District C o u n c i l . It now comprises two v i l l a g e s
surrounded by farm land and recreational open spaces. The area is much valued by local
residents and businesses and is p o p u l a r with tourists. It is endowed with heritage assets,
from B e a u m a n o r H a l l in Woodhouse to the former recovery homes in Woodhouse Eaves
and the striking environment of The Brand and its former quarries.

The Parish area is host to a network of p u b l i c foot and bridle paths, regional beauty
spots, mature and ancient w o o d l a n d , granite-clad and slate-roofed properties quarried
locally.

Many are l o c a l l y or nationally listed, some at Grade I * . There are Archaeological

Alert Areas, Sites of Special Scientific Interest, Sites of Interest for Nature Conservation,
and a designated Ancient Woodland. Trees are distinctive features, protected by a
n u m b e r of individual and group Tree Preservation Orders and regulations a p p l i e d to
three Conservation Areas.

Surveys have shown the presence of a range of protected

species.

The Parish lies within Charnwood Forest with borders that invite both local and non-local
people to enjoy w a l k i n g , cycling and horse r i d i n g around Beacon H i l l Country Park,
Broombriggs, Swithland Wood, and The Outwoods. Some visitors pass through from
other settlements to reach major roads, i n c l u d i n g the M 1

motorway, resulting in attempts

to keep the largely rural roads safe.

Parish communities have recognised this provenance through having developed a Parish
P l a n and a Village Design Statement for each village. These documents demonstrate the
commitment of the community to value their place. They have also participated in three
Rural Housing Needs Surveys; and recognise the need for the right homes in the right
place at the right price. There are currently 1 6 7 7 names on the Electoral Roll from a total
population of 2 , 3 1 9 , which i n c l u d e s a r o u n d 300 term-time boarders at the Defence Sixth
Form C o l l e g e .

Yours sincerely
..'A.nn Irving

Dr Ann I rv i n g

Clerk & Proper Officer
Woodhouse Parish C o u n c i l

Paper2
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