
Comments on Waltham on the Wolds and Thorpe Arnold (WOTWATA) Final Neighbourhood Plan: 
Limits of development: Extension of Limits of Development to the south and east of Cedarwood, 
Thorpe Arnold. 
 
I strongly object to the redrawn Limits of Development with regards to the final Neighbourhood Plan 
with regards to the extension of the limits of development south and east of Cedarwood, Thorpe 
Arnold, and that the limits of development be revised/amended to correspond to the pre-
submission Waltham On the Wolds and Thorpe Arnold (WOTWATA) Neighbourhood plan.  
 
The expanded limits of developments with regards to Cedarwood and its adjoining land did not 
appear in THOR1 or THOR2 or in any consultation process prior to four days before the deadline of 
for public comments. It was never discussed or consulted with the residents of the village. It was 
never discussed on consultation days. None of the adjacent neighbours were consulted on this late 
change to the Limits of Development boundary.  
 
There are no current plans for planning applications with regards to this property or the land 
adjoining this property, no record of the land adjoining Cedarwood being submitted to the Melton 
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment SHLAA 2015/2016 nor application for change of use 
(from rural to residential, such as a garden extension). 
 
I refer to Waltham on the Wolds and Thorpe Arnold Neighbourhood Plan Appendix C:Consultation 
Statement Part 2. Section 3: Policy 2: Limits of development. Page 21 
 
Where the stakeholder, the Lovegrove family commented: 
 “The Limits of development as show in figure 13 cuts back into the grounds of Cedarwood. The 
Planning Permission granted was for the area shown on my sketch (supplied). We feel the line 
should be drawn as the per the original granted application (the same as the neighbouring property- 
White Gable) 
 
This was submitted four days before the final submission of comments and the limits of 
development promptly redrawn without any consultation with the residents of Thorpe Arnold. 
 
My objections to this change to the limits of developments are based on the material evidence 
presented by the stakeholder, issues relating to access and the lack of consultation with the 
residents of Thorpe Arnold. 
 
 
Objections based on documentation presented by the stakeholder 
 
 
In this section I make reference to HM Land Registry documents and include as attachments the 
following: 
 
Attachment 1- RegisterplanLT384466.pdf – Land Registry Title deed and plan for Cedarwood-  
LT384466 
 
Attachment 2- RegisterplanLT384472.pdf. – Land Registry Title Deed and plan for land adjoining 
Cedarwood – LT 384472 
 
The information submitted by the stakeholder , the Lovegrove family, to the NPG does not 
correspond with the current information held by the Land Registry, therefore the information 



submitted is out of date and materially inaccurate. Such documentation should not be used in 
planning processes. It is vital in planning processes that material submitted is accurate and up to 
date. 
 
I do not believe the sketch submitted by the stakeholder, the Lovegrove family, is sufficient reason 
or grounds to have the limits of development redrawn, especially as it does not correspond with the 
information held at the HM Land Registry. 
 
The current records held by HM Land Registry clearly indicate the existing boundaries. The property 
Cedarwood (title number- LT384466) and the land adjoining Cedarwood (LT384472). 
 
From the current documentation held by HM Land Registry it also possible to see that in 2006 that 
these two titles were given separate stated prices and slightly different registered owners. On the 14 
March 2006 the value stated for Cedarwood (LT384466) was £350,000 and the value stated for the 
land adjoining Cedarwood (LT384472) was £25,000. 
 
These stated values were presumably used as part of the probate process with regards to Vernon 
Lovegrove, so the stakeholder/Lovegrove family has been through a legal process recognising the 
boundaries as they exist today and as held by HM Land Registry. 
 
Furthermore the registered owners on the title deeds differ, so that the registered owners for the 
property, Cedarwood (LT384466) are listed as Barbara Mary Lovegrove, Susan Patricia Hatton, David 
Vernon Lovegrove and Bryan John Lovegrove. But on the land adjoining Cedarwoods (LT384472) 
Barbara Mary Lovegrove is not listed as a registered owner. 
 
This clearly illustrates that the stakeholder has previously accepted the current legal boundaries as 
they exist today and that the property and the land adjoining the property are two separate legal 
entities with clear existing boundaries. 
 
It should also be noted that Barbara Mary Lovegrove died in June 18th, 2011 and that the 
stakeholders have yet to inform HM Land Registry. 
 
If the stakeholder did have permissions in 1980 they have long ceased to exist, they have lapsed and 
prior to 2009 all permissions were considered to have lapsed after a period of three years. Whatever 
documentation they have from 1980 has been overwritten (legally)  in the intervening years and 
been superseded. 
 
If every lapsed permission from 37 years ago was to suddenly be activated we would have a rather 
problematic and somewhat anarchic planning system but more importantly  an unworkable one, 
particularly if they disregard material changes to the surrounding area which have occurred in the 
intervening 37 years. I would have thought by accepting a sketch and an outdated document that 
this would be setting an unwanted legal precedent and one which wouldn’t bear up to much 
scrutiny if legally challenged. 
 
The stakeholders could not have been unaware of any of these issues nor the processes, particularly 
as one of the stakeholders, David Lovegrove was on the Neighbourhood Planning Group (NPG) from 
the beginning and acted as a facilitator during the Consultation Days and had familiarity with the 
processes.  
 
The Neighbourhood plan process is not a means for stakeholders to bypass the usual legal processes 
or planning processes or to rewrite a property’s planning (and legal history). There has been no 



application for change of land use or a successful adjudication with the Land Registry with regards to 
boundaries of Cedarwood or the adjoining land. 
 
I see nothing in the documents presented by the stakeholder that warrants redrawing the limits of 
development. 
 
 
Access and Road Safety 
 
 
 
Furthermore, by referring to an old planning data the NPG have failed to take note how the village 
has materially changed neglecting some of the many complex issues surrounding access as result of 
the material changes that have taken place in the village since 1980, particularly with regards to the 
private road which Cedarwood adjoins. 
 
It is unlikely the owners of the private road (Ridgecrest, Field House, Thorpe End or Bracken House) 
would permit a new development having access to their private road which would mean if the land 
adjoining Cedarwood was to be developed then it would have to gain access via Lag Lane, extending 
beyond the Limits of Development (LoD). Access would then be onto a blind bend on a narrow 
country lane (classified as gated though the gates have been removed but the gateposts remain in 
place).  
 
This would also raise issues with regards to construction and the supply of utilities. 
 
If the road was to be widened would it then cease to be a pretty country lane, which gives the village 
at least some of its character? 
 
Though, I accept road safety issues and traffic inconvenience are a technical issue that are the 
preserve of the Highway Agency I do believe the NPG should have at least taken more time and 
entered consultation with residents as to these matters before making such a quick decision.  There 
are some extremely complex issues with regards to access which simply couldn’t be fully considered 
by the NPG, considering that the submission made by the Lovegrove family was made only four days 
before the deadline. Were the NPG presented with the full facts regarding access or ownership of 
the private road? 
 
 
Lack of Consultation  
 
Consultation and open communication were clearly meant to big selling points of the local plan 
process yet this late alteration to the limits of development was never discussed with the residents 
of Thorpe Arnold, no consultation with the owners of neighbouring properties of Cedarwood, it did 
not appear in THOR1 or THOR2, never so much as muttered about on one of the consultation days. 
At no time during the process does this change to the Limits of Development appear until the final 
plan, submitted July 27th, 2017.   
 
Four days before the end of the pre-Final NP the stakeholder emailed requesting the alteration for 
the limits of development, I don’t believe in such a short space of time that the NPG could have fully 
considered all the facts or been aware of many of the issues , if the NPG had communicated with the 
residents they would have at least considered them, even if they chose to ignore them in their 



decision making process. But the stakeholder and NPG did not give time or consideration to such 
concerns. 
 
Prior to this late submission and with regards to the limits of development, the NPG states (as 
recorded in page 9 of Appendix C: Consultation Statement Part 2 Regulation 14 Consultation on the 
Pre-Submission Draft) in reference to comments made by Jelson Builders: 
 
“the limits of development allow for housing to meet housing need of the Parish”. 
 
And on page 20 of the same Appendix in response to comments made by the Buckminster Estate the 
NPG states: 
 
“The Limits of Development enable sufficient housing to be built to meet the Parish’s overall 
requirement to meet the Objectively Assessed need”. 
 
So what exactly changes in the four days prior to the submission which changes the NPG’s 
assessment on the limits of development in granting this extension to limits of the development with 
regards to granting an extension in relation to Cedarwood and why were Jelson Builders or the 
Buckminster Estate not informed. Are there proposals less merit worthy than one proposed by the 
Lovegrove family? An out of date document/plan with regards to Cedarwood does not seem to be 
sufficient reason to suddenly alter the limits of development, especially with consideration of the 
comments and decisions made in respect to other stakeholders claims, who might have more robust 
documentation to support their argument. 
 
As such scant information is offered by the stakeholder , the Lovegrove family, in regards to the 
changes they seek it is surely important for reasons of openness and robustness to establish if the 
NPG and the stakeholder entered into communication about this extension of the limits of 
development prior to submission made by the stakeholder on 19th May, 2017. 
 
Additionally, I accept that this process is new and it is learning curve for all parties, that there will be 
as many misunderstandings as there are mistakes but what I do not accept is this inability to 
communicate or consult with the residents.  I would also like to take the opportunity to remind 
those concerned of the importance that consultation plays in planning and with particular regard to 
procedural unfairness that results from a failure to consult. 
 
In conclusion I strongly recommend that the submission made by the Lovegrove family with regards 
to having the line of the Limits of Development redrawn (with regards to Cedarwood and the land 
adjoining Cedarwood) be rejected and the Limits of Development that are presented in the Final 
Neighbourhood plan are revised  to the Limits of Development (LoD) presented in the pre-
submission Waltham on the Wolds and Thorpe Arnold Neighbourhood Plan. 
 


