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Mr J Worley 

Melton Borough Council 
Parkside, Burton Street, 
Melton Mowbray 

LE13 1GH 

 
 

18th August 2017 

 

 

 
  

Dear Mr Worley (FAO Inspector of Melton Local Plan), 

 

Re: Melton Local Plan, focused changes; objections to the inclusion of 
site LONG4 and changes to site LONG1; objection to the overall housing 
figures suggested 

 
You kindly met me on Friday 11th August 2017 and discussed my concerns about site LONG4 
(Sandpit Lane, Long Clawson). We discussed the lack of notice afforded to the views 

expressed by Historic England with respect to this site. We also discussed the geological 

character of the land and the information that surface runoff from the field is the water supply 
source for the historic Manor Farmhouse Fishpond that forms the setting of the Grade II*  

Manor Farmhouse. I expressed these concerns in a draft letter, which we discussed. All the 

sites being proposed in Long Clawson are subject to current planning applications for housing 
numbers far in excess of any assessment (Local Plan or Neighbourhood Plan). 

 
I am now presenting my finalised letter with the supporting information and ask that you 
consider it and present it to the inspector with respect to representation about the focused 
changes to the Melton Local Plan. My concerns are noted below and highlight aspects of the 
Local Plan with respect to Long Clawson that are unsound. 

 
1. Unrealistic housing numbers being proposed in Long Clawson by developers 

and oversupply of sites when compared with Melton Local Plan assessment 
(dramatic oversupply when compared with the emerging Neighbourhood Plan). 

2. Failure to take notice of the views of Historic England with respect to site 
LONG4. 

3. The inclusion of LONG4 being unsound because scientific evidence shows that 

development of this land means there is a very strong likelihood that the Manor 

Farmhouse Fishpond will dry up, get polluted, or overfill. 
4. Objection to the inclusion of LONG4 because it is visually intrusive, out of 

keeping with the character of the village in the sensitive area adjacent to the 
conservation area, historic centre and listed buildings. 

5. Objection to the inclusion of LONG4 because of traffic and parking problems 
on Sandpit Lane. 

6. Objection to the inclusion of LONG4 because of its close proximity to the 
Cemetery. 

7. Objection to large scale development proposed by the Local Plan for Long 
Clawson because the village has an inadequate transport infrastructure and car 
use is the only option. 

8. Objection because proposed housing sites are in the wrong places and out of 

scale with the village.. 

9. Objection to large-scale expansion of the village because of the potential 
increased pressure on parking in the village centre. 

10. Objection to large-scale expansion of the village because there is a lack of 

further capacity at the school and nowhere for the school to expand. 
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11. Objection to large-scale expansion of the village because there is very little 

further capacity at the Surgery, the village is not sustainable. 

12. Objection to LONG4 and the extension of LONG1 because they will be 
detrimental to the local ecology and fragment already fragile habitats. 

 

 
Thank you for considering this submission. 

Yours sincerely 

 

Dr Anthony H. Cooper 
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1. Unrealistic housing numbers being proposed in Long Clawson by developers and 
oversupply of sites when compared with Melton Local Plan assessment (or dramatic 
oversupply when compared with the emerging Neighbourhood Plan). 

 
The revised housing allocation for Long Clawson (Appendix 1 Spatial Strategy Land  
Allocation) identifies a residual need for 111 houses in Long Clawson over the next 20 years. 

The Local Plan (Service Centres, update of site assessments,  May 30th  2017) identifies 4  
sites with a capacity of 141 houses,  plus additional sites that have been proposed bringing   
the capacity up to 257. Currently there are planning applications in Long Clawson for 200 
houses that would be built over about the next 5 years. The emerging Neighbourhood Plan (at 
regulation 16 consultation stage) identifies a residual need for 73 houses over the next 20 
years. 

 
The rush to get planning applications submitted by the developers was triggered by  the 
SHLAA submissions related to the Draft Local Plan and not by any considered planning. Most 
of the sites being proposed are speculative, unsustainable, damaging to the local landscape 
and village environment. Thankfully, the site Land off Back Lane (formerly LONG2 now 
MBC/028/13 (confusingly LONG2 is now being reused for Hickling Lane proposal)) has been 

removed from the present spatial strategy, but it still has a planning application on it for 19 
houses. 

 
Unsustainable and damaging sites include LONG4 (Sandpit Lane) and the extension to  
LONG1 (MBC/026/15 - Coronation Avenue); These sites are unsound and  should  be  
removed from the Local Plan. In addition, the Local Plan should exclude any forthcoming 
proposals for development on MBC/026/17 (Land off Waltham Lane) and MBC/027/13 (Land 
north of East End). 

 
2. Failure to take notice of the views of Historic England with respect to site LONG4 

 
The field off Sandpit Lane designated as LONG4 has not been properly assessed and the 
views of Historic England have not been taken into account. However, the views of the 
developer have been considered. This makes inclusion of this field in the Local Plan unsound. 

 
I commented on the Draft Local Plan expressing concerns that with respect to LONG2 and 
LONG 4 the views of Historic England had not been taken into account. In appendix to item 
(iv) page 105 you stated “All heritage assets likely to be affected by any development have 
been taken into account in the site assessment process”. Since then LONG2 has been 

removed from the allocation following the comments from Historic England, but LONG4 is still 
included. 

 
The LUC Sustainability Appraisal Report prepared for MBC did a tick box assessment of  
LONG 4 giving the site an amber -? score for Cultural Heritage (page 68 and pages 226-228). 
This assessment also refers on page 227 to a further assessment of emerging site and a 

downgrading of the ecological assessment from red --? to yellow 0? following a biodiversity 
assessment for MBC. This appears to be the ecological assessment carried out by the 

developer as no MBC assessment appears to have  been made public.  The assessment of  

this site therefore appears to be influenced by submissions from the developer. 
 

Historic England have replied to MBC objecting to the planning application for this site and to 

the amber rating given in the LUC Sustainability Appraisal Report. In their letter of February    

5th 2016 (their ref P00497592 with respect to Land south of Keystones, Sandpit Lane, Long 

Clawson) they make several statements contesting the amber rating and the validity of the 
assertion that development here will not impact on heritage as indicated by the Sustainability 

Assessment Report. 
 

With respect to the amber rating given in the appraisal report, Historic England say “Within our 

soon to be submitted Local Plan consultation response, we will dispute  this assertion as it is 

not considered strong enough in relation to both the limited impacts and the potential for 
mitigation” They go on to say “Development of the site will undoubtedly change its rural 

character and appearance” and “We do not accept that the impact of existing modern 
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development in any way, justifies this proposal. Indeed it will serve to create a cumulative 
change resulting in greater erosion of the open character of the setting (refer to HE Good 
Practice Advice in Planning Note 3 – The Setting of Heritage Assets).” 

 

The letter runs to 5 pages setting out the NPPF position on heritage assets and concludes:  
“We are not convinced the available supporting information demonstrates that the degree of 

harm is justified in terms of potential benefits and we do not agree that the extent of previous 

development along Sandy lane (sic. this should be Sandpit Lane) provides a precedent or 
justification for addition housing development in closer proximity to the designated heritage 

assets. Therefore we believe this proposal represents unjustified harm to heritage assets of 

great significance.” 

 
The views of Historic England are very clear on this site. It is difficult to understand  why this 
site is still ranked as amber and still included in the housing land allocation, when there is   
such strong representation from Historic England. Thankfully LONG 2 (land off Back  Lane)  
has been removed from the allocation, but LONG4 which has equally strong heritage 
arguments has not been removed. 

 
I am greatly concerned that the views of Historic England have not been considered and I am 
greatly concerned that the hydrology of the field is such that any development will adversely 
impact on the Manor Farmhouse Pond and the setting of the heritage asset (see below). 

 
The inclusion of LONG4 in the Melton Local Plan is unsound and it should be removed. It is 
excluded from the emerging Neighbourhood Plan on the grounds of heritage and landscape 
impact in the light of Historic England’s views. 

 
 

3. The inclusion of LONG4 is unsound because scientific evidence shows that 

development of this land means there is a very strong likelihood that the Manor 
Farmhouse Fishpond will dry up, get polluted, or overfill. 

 

On February 10th 2016 I made comment about the drainage situation in my response to the 
planning application 16_00032_OUT current on site LONG4. On October 3rd 2016  I 
commented on the inadequacy of the developers revised assessment. An independent 

hydrological assessment by Dr Paul Garrad on 27th September 2016 also raised questions 
about the modelling of the site drainage. Despite these scientific objections, the focused 
changes document page 122 states that “No significant technical issues have been  raised” 
and “No issues raised” with respect to viability; this is wrong and unsound. The work done by 
the developer in assessing LONG4 and the comments about their proposals are relevant to  
the inclusion or exclusion of the site from the Local Plan. No proof has come forward that the 
site can be developed without affecting the Manor Farmhouse Pond, on the contrary there is 
strong evidence that the field LONG4 cannot be developed without affecting the pond. 

 
There are severe flaws in the original report “Flood Risk Assessment and SUDS Drainage 
Strategy” by Morgan Tucker (January 2016) for the proposed Sandpit Lane development on 

LONG4 and in the addendum of September 13th 2016. They do not adequately consider the 
present water drainage routes and the impact on the historic Manor Farmhouse Pond. Most 
importantly they do not model the downstream effects of their SuDS proposals and the effect 
that changes to the land on LONG4 will have on the historic Manor Farmhouse Fishpond. 

 

The British Geological Survey (BGS) maps (slightly revised× - Figure 3 and Figure 4),  show 
that the site and the adjacent Manor Farmhouse Pond is underlain by the Charmouth  
Mudstone Formation of Jurassic age; this deposit is an aquitard. The lower ground on the site 
is overlain by head deposits named as the Langar Head. These deposits comprise thin 
soliflucted slope deposits of clay with a little sand and gravel. The head deposits are also 
mainly clay aquitards, but do contain some sandy and gravelly layers that allow a small  
amount of subsurface water flow. As detailed by the Morgan Tucker reports, the clayey nature 

 

× 
Recent mapping by Dr A H Cooper FGS, C.Geol, EurGeol, formerly a British Geological Survey surveyor and 

training officer for bedrock and superficial geological mapping training. 
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of the land (Soil Type 4) does not allow water to soak away and the land is unsuitable for 
infiltration SuDS. This observation is supported by the submitted Land Research Associates 

agricultural assessment report (page 3 section 2.3) which noted seasonal water logging of the 

ground. It is also supported by the attached photograph (Figure 1) which shows standing 
surface water after moderate rain on 8th February 2016. Rainfall data for that day (up to 3pm) 

and preceding days from http://www.weathercast.co.uk/world-weather/weather- 

stations/obsid/99025.html for Sutton Bonnington (17 miles to the west) recorded: 
 

8th February (up to 3pm) 3.6mm 

7th February 5.4mm 
6th February 21.2mm (max of 8.6mm in 6 hours) 
5th February 0.8mm 

 

 

 

Figure 1. View looking up the proposed site on a day with moderate rainfall showing 
the ponding of water due to the surface drainage of the field (composite of two pictures 
taken at 12.32 left and 13.43 right by D Orson on 8th February 2016). 

 

 
The ground was obviously easily saturated by the fairly normal amounts rainfall on the 8th 

February and preceding days. 

http://www.weathercast.co.uk/world-weather/weather-
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Figure 2. Topographical survey of LONG4 from Morgan Tucker Flooding Assessment 
report. Annotated in red to show drainage routes. 

 

 
The Topographical Survey (Phoenix Surveys Ltd in the Morgan Tucker report) shows that  

most of site LONG4 drains directly downhill towards the Manor Farmhouse Pond (Figure 2). 
The slightly elevated land along the eastern hedgerow effectively constrains the  drainage to 

the field and very little, if any, passes into the ditch at the side of Sandpit Lane. Apart from 
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about 5% of the field in the north-western corner of the site, all the drainage is directed  
towards the pond. The impervious nature of the underlying bedrock and superficial deposits 

mean that surface and near-surface runoff are the source of water feeding the Manor 

Farmhouse Pond. There are no known input pipes into the pond. Water in the ditch to the  
north of Back Lane is commonly higher than that in the pond and drains towards the north- 

east; there is no evidence of water flow to the pond from the flat land to the north-east. There  

is no supply of water from the north as the dip of the strata (Figure 5) means that the thin 

sandstone aquifer beneath St Remigius Church and Castle Field cannot contribute water to  
the pond. The overflow from the pond is to the west then northwest in a 15cm pipe, but it   

rarely flows. The pond has become very low during periods of very hot dry weather. 

 
The source of the water for the pond is runoff from the proposed development site LONG4.  
The Runoff Assessment by Morgan Tucker gives this as around 7.95 l/s (QBAR – rural) and 

15.6 l/s for a 30  year rainfall event (Note HR Wallingford calculations give these as 9.01 l/s  
and 18.01 l/s – Figure 7). The indicative SUDS calculation that the developer presented 
indicates that the impermeable area for the site would be around 1.29 ha (60%) with 0.86 ha 
(40%) remaining as grass and vegetation. Initially they indicated a SuDS scheme taking the 
water offsite, a move that would certainly cut the input to the Manor Farmhouse Fishpond and 
cause flooding elsewhere in the village. 

 
While considering hard surface SuDS, they have not considered the natural “greenfield” 

drainage from gardens and the way this will be disrupted by the installation of the roads and 

drain systems. The foul and surface water drains are usually installed in trenches with a 
granular fill around or under the pipe (Building Regulations approved document H); the 

trenches themselves act as unintentional French drains that will carry the “greenfield” water to 

a lower part of the site, where it will most likely emerge as “springs” from the drain ditches.   
The road sub-base material has a similar effect further disrupting the natural drainage moving  

it to different parts of the site depending on the road and drain layouts. 

 
In their addendum, the developers have suggested draining their SuDS scheme  into  the 
Manor Farmhouse Fishpond itself, but they did not consider pollution, the hydrology of the 
pond, the downstream drainage (Figure 6) or permissions to change the pond hydrology. The 
pond has naturally become very low a few times in very dry weather and overfilled on 
occasions in very wet weather. The developers mentioned exceedance events but did not 
consider them or the flow  routes of water if their proposed SuDS scheme was overwhelmed  
by sequential heavy rainstorms (CIRIA C635, C738 and C753,  2015). Given the lie of the  
land, the likely route from the holding ponds would be overland directly into the Manor 
Farmhouse Fish Pond. This would carry polluted water directly into the pond and elevated  
pond water levels could threaten the historic Manor Farmhouse. The developers have not 
demonstrated that the site could be constructed without affecting the Manor Farmhouse 
Fishpond. 

 
DIGMAN, C, ASHLEY, R, HARGREAVES, P and GILL, E, 2014 Managing urban flooding from heavy rainfall- encouraging 

the uptake of designing for exceedance. Recommendations and summary. CIRIA C738, ISBN: 978-0-86017-742-5 

BAMFORTH, D, DIGMAN, C, KELLAGHER, R and BUTLER, D 2006. Designing for exceedance in urban drainage – good 

practice. CIRIA C635. ISBN 0-970-0-86017-635-0 

WOODS BALLARD, B, WILSON, S, UDALE-CLARKE, H, ILLMAN, S, SCOTT, T and ASHLEY, R, KELLAGHER, R. 2015. The 

SuDS Manual. CIRIA C753. ISBN 978-0-86017-760-9 
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Furthermore, the ecological reports record Great Crested newts and their eggs in the pond. 
Drying up or pollution would be a disaster for the local ecology and the well-being of the pond. 
It would also damage the Conservation Area and detract greatly from the village and tourist 
appreciation of the pond and adjacent heritage. This would be contrary to the NPPF Sections 
11 and 12-129, Melton BC policies and the ecological protection of a pond used by Great 
Crested Newts. 

 
The fishpond is an integral part of the setting of the Grade II* listed Manor Farmhouse and 

development should not be permitted that will threaten the pond and unique setting for this 

building (National Planning Policy Framework section 12 – 129). For the hydrological reasons 

given above the inclusion of LONG4 in the Melton Local Plan is unsound and it should be 
removed. 
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Figure 3. Bedrock and superficial geology of the Manor House Fishpond area 
resurveyed by A H Cooper based on published BGS survey of 2002. Base map 
Ordnance Survey copyright 2015, Licence Number 100022432 
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Figure 4. Superficial geology of the Manor House Fishpond area resurveyed by A H 
Cooper based on published BGS survey of 2002. Base map Ordnance Survey 
Copyright 2015, Licence Number 100022432 
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Figure 5. Generalised cross-section through the Manor House Fishpond area to the 
Cemetery from NNW to SSE, not to scale. Base map Ordnance Survey copyright 2015, 
Licence Number 100022432 



12  

 
 
 

 
Figure 6. Catchments in Long Clawson that have flooding problems; orange - Claxton 
Rise culvert catchment; purple The Sands culvert catchment. Site LONG4 is shown in 
green. 
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Figure 7. Greenfield runoff calculation for the Sandpit Lane LONG4 site from HR 

Wallingford online calculator. 
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Figure 8. Onsite storage capacity requirement calculation for the Sandpit Lane LONG4 
site from HR Wallingford online calculator. 
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Figure 9. Onsite storage capacity requirement calculation, without allowance for 
climate change and urban creep, for the Sandpit Lane LONG4 site from HR Wallingford 
online calculator. 
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4. Objection to the inclusion of LONG4 because it is visually intrusive, out of keeping 
with the character of the village in the sensitive area adjacent to the conservation area, 
historic centre and listed buildings. 

 
Development on LONG4 will destroy the views from the road and heritage countryside setting 
of Long Clawson’s Listed Buildings and protected areas (Church II* listed, Manor Farmhouse 

II* listed, Manor Farmhouse Pond and Castle Field and conservation area). it goes against 
NPPF (para 17)  core principle 10 to conserve heritage assets in a manner  appropriate   
to their significance, so that they can be  enjoyed  for their  contribution to  the quality of  

life of this and future generations. The setting of the heritage is also important and 

recognised as such by Section 12 -129 and Annex 2 of the NPPF (Significance (for heritage 
policy)). Development of LONG4 will destroy the setting of the Manor Farmhouse and Pond, 

the conservation area was established to protect these assets. Long Clawson is unique in 

having open views from the middle of the village, these are enjoyed by all who live here, by 
the tourists that come here and anyone who walks or drives along the road past the Manor 

Farmhouse Pond; these views need protecting. 

 
The proposal to develop LONG4 is in the sensitive village fringe (Melton Borough  Council  
Area of Separation, Settlement Fringe  Sensitivity  and Local Green Space Study - Final  
Report September 2015) and adjacent to the conservation area. A report by Golby and Luck  
for the prospective developer of site LONG4 states (Section 6.5, page 26) The landscape of  
the site and its local setting is therefore considered to be of high/medium susceptibility (my  
bold here) to the proposed change, and in overall terms high/medium landscape sensitivity 
(their bold). They assess numerous views of the site as being of medium to high visual value. 

 
The landscape assessment for the developer presents numerous panoramic views of the site, 
but does not show what will be lost.  Their  pictures and others show below  give an indication 
of the areas that will be changed by the proposed development of LONG4. 

 

Figure 10. View from St Remigius Church past Manor Farmhouse to proposed 

development of LONG4 showing approximate area to be obscured by housing (in red) 
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Figure 11. View from public highway next to the Manor Farmhouse Fishpond to 

proposed development of LONG4 showing approximate area to be obscured by 

housing (in red) 
 

 

Figure 12. View from public highway Back Lane -Sandpit Lane junction to proposed 
development of LONG4 showing approximate area to be obscured by housing (in red) 
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Figure 13. View from Church Lane public highway across Castle Field to proposed 

development of LONG4 showing approximate area to be obscured by housing (in red) 

 
 
 

 

Figure 14. Views presented by Golby and Luck annotated to show proposed 
development of LONG4 with approximate area to be obscured by housing (in red) 
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Figure 15. Views presented by Golby and Luck annotated to show proposed 
development of LONG4 with approximate area to be obscured by housing (in red) 

 

 
The representation shown in Figure 16 highlights the public roads and paths from which the 
proposed development of LONG4 would be visible. It shows the impact of the proposal on a 
large area that currently has open views of pleasant countryside forming a backdrop to the 
historical centre of the village. The red areas on this figure and the photographs above show 
what will be lost. 
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Figure 16. Public roads and footpaths from which the proposed development of LONG4 

would be seen. The views from the middle of the village (Church, Back Land and 
Church Land) in particular would see the development as intrusive and detrimental to 

the landscape and heritage of the area. 

 
The adverse effects on the sensitive village fringe and views from the historic centre of the 
village show that the inclusion of LONG4 is unsound and that it should be removed from the 
Local Plan. 

 

5. Objection to the inclusion of LONG4 because of traffic and parking problems on 
Sandpit Lane. 

 
Sandpit Lane has properties with on-road parking making the narrow lane effectively a single- 
track road to two farmsteads. Even widened to 5.5m as suggested, it is of unsuitable width for 
both the parked cars and the cars from 55 houses plus their associated delivery vehicles.     
The attached pictures show the scale of parking and how there is very little room to 
considerably widen the road without taking out the hedge that defines this rural lane. Removal 
of the hedge would change the character of this lane. 
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Figure 17. Sandpit Lane viewed from the junction with Back Lane (with Kings Road on 
the left) showing the narrowness and parking on the lane 

 
 
 

Figure 18. Sandpit Lane viewed from the junction with Kings Road showing the 
narrowness and parking on the lane 
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6. Close proximity of LONG4 to the Cemetery. 

 
Development of this field will disturb the peace and tranquillity of the Cemetery, which  has 
been set apart from the village for this reason and for environmental reasons. No assessment 

has been made of likely contamination associated with the Cemetery. While this is a small 

cemetery, it must be noted that there is a potential groundwater and surface water 
contamination possibility. The presence of a minor springline downhill on the north side of the 

cemetery is of concern and the area should be monitored for any potential contaminants 

emanating from the Cemetery (Environment Agency, 2004; Üçisik  and Rushbrook,  1998). 
This is a further reason why LONG4 should not be developed and a reason why it should be 

excluded from the development land detailed by the Melton Local Plan/MLP focussed  

changes. 
 

ENVIRONMENT AGENCY. 2004. Assessing the Groundwater Pollution Potential of Cemetery Developments. 
Environment Agency. 
ÜÇISIK, A S, and RUSHBROOK, P. 1998. The Impact of Cemeteries on the Environment. World Health 

Organization. 

 
 

7. Objection to large scale development proposed by the Local Plan for Long Clawson 

because the village has an inadequate transport infrastructure and car use is the only 

option. 
 

The development of LONG4 (and all the other sites in the village)  is not sustainable and is  

high carbon with respect to the environment. The local bus service is inadequate and only 
allows commuting to Melton Mowbray within a limited time slot (first bus from Long Clawson 
8.01 am, last bus back from Melton at 18.39) even this bus service is under threat. There are 
only a limited number of mainly low-paid shift work jobs in the village. Consequently, any new 
residents in the village are most likely to commute to Leicester or Nottingham adding to the 
overcrowding on the narrow bendy unclassified road that passes through the village and the 
lanes running from the village. 

 
Building large numbers of houses in Long Clawson is not sustainable development. There are 
not the situations to allow the use of walking, cycling and public transport to get to work. 
Opportunities for local employment are limited. For this reason the housing numbers in the 
village should be reduced and sites such as LONG4 and the extension to  LONG1  not  
included for development. 

 

8. Objection because proposed housing sites are in the wrong places and out of scale 
with the village. 

 
The village of Long Clawson has largely grown organically without large housing estates of  

one house style/period. New estates of more than 10 houses will introduce large urban-style 
development imposed on a rural village that has grown bit by bit, not in great leaps. The size 
and style will be out of character with the village and will not fit with the local “sense of place” 

that the NPPF encourages (para 58). Developments of more than 10 houses  should  be 
around Melton where the jobs are and where there are sensible transport  links.  It  goes 

against the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) Core planning principles for 
sustainable development notably (para 17) core principle 11 to actively manage patterns of 
growth to make the fullest possible use of public transport, walking and cycling, and focus 

significant development in locations which are or can be made sustainable. For the same 

reasons the large number of site allocations are also contrary to the principles of the Draft 
Melton Local Plan. 

 
 

9. Objection to large-scale expansion of the village because of the potential increased 

pressure on parking in the village centre. 

 

Observations of how the present residents use their cars or walk indicate that car use in the 
village increases considerably in poor weather. Parking is difficult and during bad weather 

becomes more problematic in the village centre, around the doctors and around the school. 
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The suggestion made in the assessments that walking and cycling will always  be  the 

preferred options are misguided and unproven. 

 
 

10. Objection to large-scale expansion of the village because there is a lack of further 

capacity at the school and nowhere for the school to expand. 

 

The school is full with nowhere to expand and more children in Long Clawson will have to be 
transported out of the village – the development is not sustainable. 

 
11. Objection to large-scale expansion of the village because there is very little further 
capacity at the Surgery, the village is no sustainable. 

 
The Doctor’s is full and cannot take many more patients, the more development in Long 
Clawson (all sites) is not sustainable. 

 
12. Objection to LONG4 and the extension of LONG1 because they will be detrimental 

to the local ecology and fragment already fragile habitats. 

 

When LONG1 was given planning permission for 10 houses it had to incorporate a SuDS 
scheme and could not use the pond area because of the presence of Great Crested Newts. 
Furthermore, it was stipulated that the pond should remain open to the field to the south. The 
extension of LONG1 by the inclusion of MBC/026/15 more than doubles the size of the 
development from 10 houses to at least 23 though this is hidden in the assessment text. Such 
a development would surround the pond being detrimental to the ecology 

 
Ecological surveys show that the Manor  Farmhouse Pond has Great Crested Newts and  
Great Crested Newt eggs were also observed there. A Great Crested Newt was  also  

observed by a village resident in 2015 next to the post box on the junction of Sandpit Lane   

and Back Lane (www.naturespot.org.uk). A consultant’s report discounts the site as being 
separate from other breeding ponds to the north (shown in Figure 19) citing only the drainage 

routes as the linkage between the ponds and the presence of roads as  barriers.  Great 

Crested Newts have a range easily of 500m and commonly 1km (Langton et al. 2001) as 

indicated by the requirement to survey a 500m radius from development sites. The breeding 
ponds to the north do in fact link up with the Manor Farmhouse Pond via a green lane,  

gardens, the Vicarage garden, the Castle Field and the Church grounds. A 500m buffer from 

the locally known breeding ponds takes in half the Sandpit Lane site, while the 1km buffer 
includes all the site (Figure 19). The newts only go to water to breed and spend several years 

dwelling on the  land before breeding. Consequently, they are found in many places around  

the area. The rural roads do not form a barrier to their movement and the hedgerows and 
gardens facilitate their spread (LRERC 2014) There are also proved breeding sites south  of 

the proposed development. The map of Great Crested Newt breeding sites for the county 

produced by Sue Timms (Principal Ecologist Leics CC) and published in the Leicestershire  
and Rutland Recorder in 2010 (Figure 20) shows that the Great Crested Newt population in 

Long Clawson is one of the most important in the county. For this reason, LONG4 and the 

MBC/026/15 extension to LONG1 (which surrounds the pond instead of leaving it open to the 
field) are both contrary to good management and preservation of the local ecology. LONG 4 

and the LONG1 extension are both ecologically unsound and should be deleted  from the  

Local Plan 
 

LANGTON, T.E.S., BECKETT, C.L. and FOSTER, J.P. 2001. Great Crested Newt Conservation Handbook, 

Froglife, Halesworth. ISBN 0952110644 

LEICESTERSHIRE and RUTLAND ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD CENTRE (LRERC). 2014 Great Crested Newt 
Survey Protocol, November 2014. 
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Figure 19. Great Crested Newt records and breeding ponds for Long Clawson compiled 
from planning application surveys, www.naturspot.org.uk and local observations. 

 

 
 

Figure 20. Great Crested Newt breeding areas in Leicestershire and Rutland from the 

Leicester and Rutland Recorder Autumn 2010. Compiled by Sue Timms, Principal 

Ecologist Leicester CC. 

http://www.naturspot.org.uk/

