
Minutes of Planning Meeting held at The Scypen, Radley Road, Halam. 
On Tuesday 23

rd
 January 2018 

 
Declarations of interest:  Item 3:.Peter Kent. Discussions on other matters with the University.  

Item 4: John Martindale known to applicant. 
  

Applications considered: 
  

1. Householder application for two storey side extension. 
23 Trinity Road, Southwell, Nottinghamshire, NG25 0NW. Ref. No: 17/02336/FUL. 
 No objection 
  
2. Householder application for demolition of 2no. existing single storey extensions and 1no outbuilding. Erection of 
2no. two storey replacement side extensions.   
Old Farm Cottage, The Holme, Southwell, NG25 0NF. Ref. No: 17/02328/FUL. 
 This property has had several unacceptable alterations over the years. In this instance we would defer 

to the judgement of the Conservation Officer. We would point out that the property does not reach 
down to the Dumble as shown on the drawings. 

  
3. Six Residential Blocks  The School Of Animal, Rural and Environmental Sciences Nottingham Trent University, 
Brackenhurst Campus, Southwell, Nottinghamshire NG25 0QF. Ref. No: 17/02259/FULM. 

We strongly object to this application. This proposal is contrary to NSDC Area Policy So/AP2, which 
states “Ensure that new development does not detrimentally affect the setting of the Campus or the 
town of Southwell.” The application confirms that Nottingham Trent University has not taken into 
consideration the surroundings to the Brackenhurst Campus especially in respect to its position in 
relation to the views of The Minster and the town of Southwell.  
 
We have examined the drawings of the proposed blocks and read the Design and Access Statements. 
We consider that the proposed blocks are inappropriate to both their rural surroundings and more 
particularly the existing adjacent student accommodation. The NSDC Landscape Character Assessment  
“ Nottinghamshire Farmlands” includes Brackenhurst with recommended Actions in this area for the 
“Built Features”- “Maintain use of vernacular materials, style and scale in any new developments.” 
“Promote measures for reinforcing the traditional character of existing farm buildings using vernacular 
building styles.” “Create new development which reflects the local built environment.” We believe there 
is a need to have a transition and compromise in building form to meet the unique needs of an 
educational establishment. This was achieved with the first phase of the new residential development 
but this second phase does not pay any respect to this nor in any way meet the required Actions 
outlined in the Landscape Character Assessment adopted by Newark and Sherwood District Council.  
 
The existing student accommodation has been designed with an attractive varied roofscape with 
differing heights and orientation and with contrasting roof and wall materials.  This is in sympathy with 
much of the character of the roofscape of the Southwell conservation areas.  The new proposals are 
very lumpy in character, with little or no differentiation in heights or orientation between the blocks and 
with roof materials in the same colour as the walls, which exacerbates the effect. The Design and 
Access Statement gives examples of similar blocks. The buildings may be appropriate to city 
universities and indeed Luxembourg but not on this campus. 
 
In respect of the blocks situated on the ridgeline overlooking Southwell we would make the following 
observations: - 

1. By placing the new blocks in front of the existing accommodation they will be clearly visible 
from Southwell as already stated contrary to Policy So/AP2. 
2. The suggestion that by planting along the existing bund the effect will be mitigated is an 
overstatement. Firstly the effect in winter will be negligible and secondly even if it takes fifteen, or 
more likely thirty years, for the trees to mature, what of the intervening period? Do the citizens of 
Southwell have to just put up with it? 
3. The proposed level of lighting will cause significant light pollution, surely contrary to the aims 
and ethics of a School of Environmental Sciences. 
4. We wondered if the buildings might be better sited in the current car park with parking moved 
to a location between the access road and the existing residences where it would be hidden by 
the bund. Alternatively, contrary to the Design and Access statement, accommodation echoing 
the form of the existing residences but over a larger footprint might actually be a more acceptable 
solution.  

 
In respect of the blocks adjacent to the cricket ground we appreciate that they will not overlook the 
town. However the design is once again totally inappropriate to the setting of this historical rural cricket 
ground. It is more reminiscent of a city centre ground such as Old Trafford with its surrounding office 
blocks. We also note that despite a long Design and Access Statement the applicant has not 

https://publicaccess.newark-sherwooddc.gov.uk/online-applications/applicationDetails.do?keyVal=P0T3FHLBJ6700&activeTab=summary


demonstrated that the policies within the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan have been addressed; in 
particular for drainage and flooding issues, Policy E1 -Flood Risk Assessments and Mitigation nor 
Policy E2- Flood Resilient Design. Notable weaknesses in the application are any agreement with the 
Lead Flood Authority, the need to take account of climate change, a 1 in 100 year 6-hour duration event 
and consideration of Sustainable Drainage Systems best practice. On the latter point, an appraisal to 
explore increasing water resources for Great Crested Newts and other Biodiversity Action Plan species 
would seem a requirement. 
 
The proposal constantly refers to the Memorandum of Understanding between NSDC and the 
University. However this agreement refers to the increase in student bed spaces as 150 whereas this 
application is for 200 spaces. Finally we wish to quote the D&A statement that: -“The proposal aims to 
minimise the impact, both on and by these constraints, while ensuring it feels like an extension of the 
existing residences with minimal impact on the wider views from Southwell.” We submit that this 
proposal is anything but an extension of the existing residences or has a minimal impact on the wider 
views from Southwell. In fact it should have zero impact. The designers’ aim has singularly failed and 
the applicant should come back with a revised scheme that meets these aims and the wider 
requirements of the District Council and Neighbourhood Planning policies. 

 
4. Conversion of two houses into one. Internal changes only which preserve the two existing staircases and convert 
the two one-bedroom houses into one three bedroom-house   
48-50 Westhorpe, Southwell, Nottinghamshire, NG25 0NG. Ref. No: 17/02218/LBC. 
  No objection 
 
5. Replacement of fire-surround in drawing room and of fire-surround and removal of plywood boarding in dining 
room; replacement and widening of door leading to dining room from drawing room, removal of timber arched 'porch' 
in dining room and fit double hardwood 6 panel doors in line with hall way wall  Burgage House, Burgage, Southwell, 
Nottinghamshire, NG25 0EP. Ref. No: 18/00092/LBC.  
 We have no objection to this application, subject to the Conservation Officer’s comments. 

  
6. Variation to conditions 2 and 5 attached to planning permission 17/01162/FUL to vary plans. 
Autumn House, Nottingham Road, Southwell, NG25 0LG. Ref. No: 18/00055/FUL. 
 No objection 
  
7. Residential annex in the garden of Holly Cottage. 
Holly Cottage, Fiskerton Road, Brinkley, NG25 0TP. Ref. No: 18/00030/FUL. 
  No objection 
  
8. Householder application for first floor extension over existing ground floor and double garage. 
Badgers. Fiskerton Road. Southwell. Nottinghamshire. NG25 0TH. Ref. No: 17/02345/FUL. 

We object strongly to this application. Badgers is a fine and rare example of a "one off" architect 
designed house located in a conservation area but designed in a modern idiom rather than as a 
pastiche of the old. Its geometry is interesting and complex and gives rise to vibrant internal spaces. 
Furthermore it also drives the interesting roofline so that roofline and geometry reflect each other. We 
view it as a modern classic, which should be preserved at all costs and probably listed. The proposed 
flat roofed extension unbalances the building and completely destroys the purity of the design. 

 
9. Proposed erection of double garage/annexe building.   
7 Landseer Road, Southwell, NG25 0LX, Ref. No: 17/02136/FUL. 
  No objection 
 
10. Householder application for first floor front extension and ground floor front and side extension.   
135 Easthorpe, Southwell, Nottinghamshire, NG25 0HZ, Ref. No: 18/00095/FUL.  
  No objection 
  
11. Householder application to demolish existing rear extension and erect full width, single storey extension.   
20 Kirklington Road, Southwell, Nottinghamshire, NG25 0AY. Ref. No: 18/00105/FUL. 
  No objection 
  
12. Householder application for conservatory to rear   
11 Silvey Avenue, Southwell, Nottinghamshire, NG25 0BU. Ref. No: 18/00077/FUL.  

We object to this application. This application is not for a conservatory but a full height brick walled 
extension with a glass roof. The property has already been extended with a flat roofed structure and 
this proposal does not enhance the building.What most concerns us is that it will be completely over 
bearing to the next-door neighbours. The extension lying to the south. The proposal completely 
contravenes, (as does the existing extension), Clause 8.4 and 8.5 of the NSDC Householder 
Supplementary Planning Document regarding overbearing and overshadowing and fails significantly 
to meet the 45 degree rule. 



 
13. Outline application for construction of 18 dwellings in total (9 on the land to the north of The Vineries, and 9 

affordable homes on land to the south of The Vineries). All matters are reserved except for the means of access.   
The Vineries, Kirklington Road, Southwell, NG25 0RU. Ref No 17/00605/OUTL. 

We have examined the new and amended documents recently submitted and we still strongly object to 
this application. The application site forms a part of NSDC Allocation site So/Ho/4 and Southwell 
Neighbourhood Plan (NP) site SS4 and as such cannot be approved in isolation. We note that a 
masterplan has been submitted which not only includes the whole of Neighbourhood Plan Policy SS4, 
but also land which NSDC considered unsuitable in its Allocations and Development Management DPD. 
Have the other landowners been consulted and given their approval? What is the status of this plan? 

 
 This application remains at 18 houses and does not include the whole of the masterplan site. The 

application fails to meet the housing mix criteria of The Southwell Neighbourhood Plan (60% 1/2 bed, 
15% 3 bed, 25% 4+ bed) and if this application is approved there is no guarantee that the rest of the site 
will be developed as the masterplan.  The smaller houses are not distributed throughout the 
development but concentrated in one area contrary to the requirements of the Neighbourhood Plan and 
the Affordable Housing SPD. This theme is carried through in the masterplan. The masterplan itself fails 
to meet the requirement of the Southwell NP. There is no provision of an open space/play area. Will this 
be the best and only access point? Where are the pedestrian and cycle links, etc? 

 
 The Flood Report does not provide any specific proposals and only deals in generalities. This is a very 

sensitive site and will discharge into a watercourse, which already causes flooding downstream. Even 
though the application is outline, the detail drainage issues need to be clarified at this time. For 
instance we ask how will the site be drained without going across land not in the applicant’s 
ownership? Neither the Application for 18 houses nor the Master Plan meet the requirements of the 
Southwell NP, Policy E1 -Flood Risk Assessments and Mitigation or E2 – Flood Resilient Design. Whilst 
the application recognises the Environment Agency (EA) Flood map for Planning (Rivers and Seas) it 
fails to take into account of the EA map for Risk of Flooding from Surface Water which shows flooding 
risk on the southern border of the site along the watercourse into which the applicant plans to 
discharge drainage. The viability of this site drainage solution is further challenged because the 
application fails to take into account of the Southwell flood experience of 2013. At that event the 
watercourse on the southern boundary was severely under water and the discharge downstream 
caused major flooding problems en route to Lower Kirklington Road and beyond. The applicant should 
be aware that the Trent Valley Internal Drainage Board advises that a minimum 9-metre wide access 
strip should be retained along side watercourses to allow for maintenance. The Southwell NP reinforces 
this need for maintenance and for pollution prevention. In addition the Plan requires that developers, 
should wherever possible, enhance the green infrastructure within Southwell making footpaths 
inclusive and multi functional for users and effective for wildlife corridors – Policy E2 and Policy E4- 
Public Rights of way and Wildlife Corridors. 

 
The application accepts that the geology of the site does not permit the use of soakaways to help run-
off to be maintained at green field rates and that some other form of retention is required. The proposal 
is that this will be achieved by the provision of pervious surfaces soaking into a drainage layer. 
Practical experience shows that these surfaces tend to block over time and the surface becomes 
impervious. The alternative is to provide detention basins/ wet ponds and these have been ruled out on 
the basis there are spatial constraints with the proposed site layout. This is not a valid reason, as this 
must take precedence over more houses. Direct drainage of surface water from the site  into the 
southern watercourse is not acceptable. In preparing the site layout, drainage should be an intergral 
part of the development and not something added later. The NSDC Allocation for this site is 45 houses 
whereas the masterplan shows 78 houses. Although the use of detention basins/wet ponds will further 
reduce the potential for housing there would still seem adequate scope to meet the NSDC allocation. 
The ecological and arboriculture reports are confined to the application for 18 houses. It is essential 
that these are not taken as precedents to apply to the whole Master Plan area. The eastern section of 
the Master Plan area provides very valuable wildlife habitat and is the remains of an ancient orchard 
shown on Ordinance Survey maps dating back to 1900. The potential amenity and biodiversity value of 
the site was recognised in the Newark and Sherwood District Council (NSDC) Allocations and 
Development Management DPD which includes a requirement that the best specimen trees should be 
retained in public aand amenity space.  
 
The applicant’s ecological surveys identify all hedges on the application area as local Nottinghamshire 
Biodiversity Action Plan priorities and those on the perimeter also of valuable landscape and amenity 
features. As the hedges (except the laurel hedge) on the site are long standing features and of 
Biodiversity value the Southwell NP Policy E3 makes provision that these should be retained with a 
buffer strip between them and the boundaries of any house so that they can be maintained and be 
effective as wildlife corridors. The Southwell NP Design Guide Criteria stipulates a minimum buffer 
width of 8 meters for these purposes. The NSDC Allocations and Development Management DPD also 
makes special reference to the need for buffering between perimeter hedges and development so that 



these are retained to keep the semi rural character of the area. This application does not meet the 
requirements of either the Southwell NP or the Allocations and Development Management DPD for 
buffers to hedges. . Importantly the scheme does not include even an 8 metre protected strategic 
landscape buffer to the boundary with Kirklington Road. The proposed 5-metre strip is inadequate and 
even this is encroached into by plots 2 and 16. As the hedges on the site are long standing features of 
and of Biodiversity the Southwell NP Policy E3 makes provision that there should be a buffer strip 
between these and the boundaries of any house so that they can be retained, maintained and be 
effective as wildlife corridors.  

  
 When the scheme comes up for full planning permission the ownership and responsibility for 

maintaining the buffer needs to be clearly determined. We are concerned that homeowners are not 
allowed to cut down the hedge and put up a fence as has happened on Hopkiln Lane. No buffer zone is 
shown along Lower Kirklington Road and the development proposed would prejudice any future 
improvements to the junction layout. The hedge planting will obscure any site lines. Compare this with 
the Neighbourhood Plan Proposals map A on page 20. 

  
 The designers of this scheme have completely disregard the Southwell Neighbourhood Plan, which is a 

Statutory Document. The submission of the so-called masterplan, which is not in the power of the 
applicant to deliver, needs to be disregarded. We are unable to support an application on this site until 
there is a comprehensive single application for the whole site, which conforms, to the requirements of 
NSDC Allocation Site So/Ho/4 and Southwell Neighbourhood Plan Site SS4. 

 


