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COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
 

 
20251740 Old Church Street, Meadow Court 

Proposal: 

Construction of detached single-storey outbuilding; construction of 
two storey side extension; first floor extension to care home; 
alterations(Class C2) (amended plans received 10 August, 20 
August and 28 September) 

Applicant: Mr Alpesh Patel 
App type: Operational development - full application 
Status: Minor development 
Expiry Date: 5 October 2026 
JA1 TEAM:  PD WARD:  Aylestone 

 

 
©Crown Copyright Reserved. Leicester City Council Licence 100019264(2025). Ordnance Survey mapping does not 
imply any ownership boundaries and does not always denote the exact ground features. 

Summary  
The application was triaged for consideration at the PDCC Gateway Meeting on 14th 
October because it is a Schedule 2 application and received at least 6 objections from 
6 different addresses within the city boundary.  
 
At the PDCC Gateway Meeting the application was assessed as raising a significant 
planning matter and it was scheduled for determination at Planning Committee.  
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The material planning considerations are its design, impact on a conservation area, 
ecology, residential amenity and parking and highways impact.  
 
The application is recommended for conditional approval.  

The Site 
The application site is an existing residential care home for elderly people. The site is 
within the Aylestone Village Conservation Area, gas landfill buffer and surface flood 1 
in 1000 area. 
 
There are trees on site including a Tree Preservation Order (TPO) tree, Silver Birch 
TPO ref number 17036. 

Background  
The application site has the following planning history relevant to this application: 

• In 1965, an application (011801) for ‘Old Persons Home to Accommodate 51 
Persons’ was approved. The permission has been implemented. 

• In 1979, an application (19791966) for ‘replacement of first floor lounge 
window with brickwork’ was approved. It is not clear whether this has been 
implemented. 

• In 1988, an application (19872099) for ‘erection of single storey extension to 
elderly persons home to form enlarged laundry’ was approved. It is not clear 
whether this has been implemented. 

• In 1998, an application (19980290) ‘new boundary wall/railings and gates’ 
was approved. The permission was implemented. 

• In 2001, an application (20010289) for ‘two storey block of eight self-
contained flats associated with meadows court care home (amended plans)’ 
was approved. The permission was not implemented. 

• In 2001, an application (20011275) for ‘first floor extension, laundry & boiler 
room at residential care home’ was approved. It is not clear whether this 
permission has been implemented. 

• In 2008, an application (20072242) for ‘single storey extension to internal 
courtyard; single storey extension to rear; first floor extension at front of care 
home (Class C2) (amended plans) was approved. The permission was not 
implemented. 

• In 2010, an application (20091309) for ‘first and second floor extension to east 
elevation of care home (Class C2)’ was withdrawn. 

• In 2011, an application (20110879) for ‘extension of time limit for 
implementation of planning permission 20072242 (single storey extension to 
internal courtyard; single storey extension to rear; first floor extension at front 
of care home (Class C2) (amended plans)’ was refused for the following 
reason: 

1. The site lies within Flood Zones 2 & 3 of the Environment Agency's 
Flood Map and there has been a material change in the risk Of flooding 
following the Environment Agency's Leicester Strategic Flood Risk 
Mapping project which shows the site to be at significant risk Of 
flooding. Insufficient details have been submitted to demonstrate that 
the proposal would be safe from flooding without increasing the risk 
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elsewhere. The proposal is therefore contrary to policy BE20 of the City 
of Leicester Local Plan and policy CS02 of the Core Strategy. 

 

The Proposal  
The application proposes the construction of two storey side extension and first floor 
extension at the rear of a care home and the construction of a detached single storey 
outbuilding to the side of the care home. There are further alterations linked to 
landscaping. 
 
The two-storey extension and first floor extension are proposed to be sited to the rear 
of the site, on an existing single storey wing, to the rear of the central part of the 
building. The two-storey extension would have a width of 3.06 metres and depth of 
5.18 metres, located to the north of the wing. It would measure 5.4 metres at the eaves 
and 7.5 metres at the ridge of the roof. The extension would serve as stair access to 
the first-floor extension which will cover the existing footprint of the ground floor 
element of the wing. 
 
The detached single storey outbuilding will measure 4.7 metres in depth, 2.9 metres 
in width and 2.6 metres in height, with a flat roof. The proposed outbuilding will be 
located to the south of the southern wing and to the east of an existing outbuilding. 
 
Landscaping alterations and works are as follows: 

• Two apple trees (T8 and T9) to be planted in the northeastern corner at the 
rear of site. 

• Landscaping scheme within a newly proposed enclosed courtyard area 
directly to the south of the extended wing 

• Fencing to be installed internally on site to enclose the proposed courtyard 
area.  

• Paving to be re-laid around perimeter of the wing to be extended at the rear of 
the site. 

 
A sycamore tree (T4) to the rear of the site is proposed to be felled.  
 
All materials are proposed to match those of the existing building. 
 
Amended plans were received during the application process. The proposed front 
elevations were amended to show the extensions to the rear of the building. In 
addition, the location plan was found to be incorrect during the application process. 
Therefore, the application was re-publicised to the correct location plan. 

Policy Considerations 
National Planning Policy Framework 2026 
DM1: Preparing development proposals  
 
1. Proposals for major development should:  
a. Be informed by early engagement with neighbours and the local community, as well 
as with the local planning authority, statutory consultees, infrastructure providers, 
registered providers of social housing and other relevant bodies where appropriate, to 
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identify and seek to resolve key planning matters prior to the submission of a planning 
application. This pre-application engagement should be proportionate to the nature of 
the proposal and those likely to be affected by it; and b. Be accompanied by a concise 
planning statement setting out:  

i. How the development proposal is consistent with relevant development plan 
and national decision-making policies; ii. The outcome of pre-application 
engagement and the extent to which the proposal has changed in response to 
this engagement; and iii. The proposed use of any planning obligations to make 
the proposal acceptable in planning terms.  

 
2. Proposals for other types of development should be supported by the 

minimum necessary information requirements to enable a decision. In 
certain circumstances, set out elsewhere in this Framework, this should 
include pre application discussions (see policies CO2 and P4). Pre-
application engagement may also be required where proposals raise 
complex planning matters, such as the potential effect on heritage 
assets. 

 
DM3: Determining development proposals  
1. When considering development proposals, local planning authorities should: 

a. Work with the applicant in a positive and proactive manner, where necessary 
seeking solutions to problems arising from initial proposals, to enable a timely 
decision;  
b. Take a proportionate approach to the consideration of the planning matters 
raised by the proposals, in a way that reflects their scale, complexity and 
potential impact;  
c. Take account of planning matters raised during any pre-application 
engagement, including any positive responses to this engagement, as well as 
representations on the proposals; 
d. Consult statutory or internal consultees only where it is necessary to do so. 
Decisions on development proposals should not be delayed in order to secure 
advice from a statutory or internal consultee beyond their statutory deadlines 
unless there is insufficient information to make the decision, there are public 
safety risks from proceeding without advice, or more detailed advice may 
enable an approval rather than a refusal;  
e. Consider whether otherwise unacceptable development proposals could be 
made acceptable through the use of planning conditions or planning 
obligations; and f. Not refuse applications for development which should clearly 
be approved, having regard to their accordance with the development plan, the 
policies in this Framework and any other material considerations. 

 
DM6: Use of planning conditions and obligations  
1. Planning conditions should only be attached to planning permissions and other 
associated consents for development where they are: 

 a. Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
 b. Relevant to the development and to planning considerations generally; 
c. Sufficiently precise to make them capable of being complied with and 
enforced; and d. Reasonable in all other respects.  

 
2. Conditions should not be used to:  
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a. Require payments of money; or  
b. Require that land is formally given up to another party (such as highways to 
the local highway authority); or  
c. Restrict national permitted development rights unless there is clear 
justification to do so. 

 
4. Planning obligations should only be used where it is not possible to address 
potential unacceptable impacts through a planning condition. Where national model 
planning obligations are relevant to the development, they should be used unless there 
are strong reasons for using a different planning obligation. 
 
DM7: Relationship with other regulatory regimes  
1. Development proposals should be assessed on the basis of whether they would be 
an acceptable use of land. Matters which are controlled by separate regulatory 
regimes may, in the context of a particular development proposal, be a material 
consideration where they have land-use implications. Decision-makers should 
assume, unless there is clear evidence to the contrary, that those separate regimes 
will operate effectively. 
 
2. Planning decisions should not seek to duplicate or extend controls imposed by 
separate regulatory regimes other than where there is a development plan policy in 
place applying optional technical standards for the development proposed (see policy 
PM13). 
 
S3: Presumption in favour of sustainable development  
1. Decisions on development proposals should apply a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development. This means:  

a. Policy S4 in this Framework should be applied when considering 
development proposals within settlements; 

 
CC2: Mitigation of climate change  
1. In order to contribute to climate change mitigation and the transition to net zero, 
development proposals should, where relevant to the proposal: 

a. Accord with policies TR3 and TR4 so that sustainable patterns of movement 
are prioritised, opportunities are taken to improve walking, wheeling, cycling 
and public transport, and infrastructure is provided to support the transition to 
zero-emission vehicles;  
b. Support good access to facilities in order to limit the need to travel, whether 
through the development’s location, through development densities which 
improve catchment populations for local services, or by incorporating 
community facilities and premises to support local employment opportunities;  
c. Use design approaches which conserve energy and other resources in 
accordance with policy DP3(2)(b);  
d. Take advantage of opportunities to reuse existing structures and materials, 
including by reusing non-contaminated excavated soil and hardcore within the 
site;  
e. Take advantage of opportunities to draw low carbon energy from 
decentralised networks (such as district heat networks), where these are 
available, and to co-locate energy and heat generators and users, especially to 
take advantage of suppliers of surplus heat and energy;  
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f. Contribute to the creation or restoration of habitats which can act as carbon 
stores, such as through woodland planting and peatland restoration, while 
avoiding harm to habitats which can act as important carbon stores, including 
peatland and salt marsh; and 

 
 2. Substantial weight should be given to the benefits of improving the energy 
efficiency of existing buildings and/or drawing energy from district heat networks, 
renewable and low carbon sources (including through the installation of heat pumps 
and solar panels where these do not already benefit from permitted development 
rights) where this would be achieved through proposals for development. 
 
CC3: Adaptation to climate change  
1. Development proposals should take into account the current and potential impacts 
of climate change over the lifetime of the scheme, and in order to minimise vulnerability 
to these impacts should, where relevant to the proposal:  

a. Be located where the risk of flooding is minimised, or can be managed and 
the development made safe without increasing risk elsewhere, in accordance 
with policies F4, F5, F6, F7 and F8;  

 
DP3: Key principles for well-designed places  
1. Development proposals should respond to their context (the history, character and 
features of their site and its setting), so that they integrate with and enhance their 
surroundings; such as through the arrangement of development plots and buildings, 
the use of materials and architectural features, and the restoration, reuse and 
integration of heritage assets. This should not preclude innovation or change where 
appropriate, especially where an increased scale or density of development is justified 
in accordance with policies L2 and L3. 
 
3. Development proposals should be refused if, without clear justification, they conflict 
with paragraph 1 of this policy or relevant aspects of the principles in paragraph 2, or 
with any explicit design standards set out in the development plan (including those in 
locally specific policies, guides, codes or masterplans). Substantial weight should be 
given to compliance with relevant development plan policies when assessing the 
design quality of proposals. 
 
DP4: The design process 
1. Design quality should be considered throughout the evolution, assessment and 
delivery of development proposals, including through any pre-application 
engagement; as outlined in Part 2 of the Design and Placemaking planning practice 
guidance. 
 
2.The local planning authority should: 

b. Ensure that relevant planning conditions refer to clear and accurate plans 
and drawings which provide visual clarity about the design of the development, 
including the approved use of materials where appropriate; and  
c. Not allow the quality of approved development to be materially diminished 
between permission and completion, as a result of changes proposed following 
its initial approval (for example through changes to approved details). 

 
TR3: Locating development in sustainable locations  
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1. So that development is located where it can support sustainable patterns of 
movement, enable good accessibility for different users and make the most of existing 
and proposed transport infrastructure, development proposals should reflect the 
following principles, taking into account the vision for the site, the type of development 
and its location:  

a. Development proposals which could generate a significant amount of 
movement, in the context of the area within which they would be situated, 
should be in locations that are sustainable (or which can be made so, taking 
into account planned improvements, including any provided for as part of the 
development itself). This means the location should limit the need to travel, 
particularly by private car, and offer a genuine choice of transport modes for 
residents and users, unless the nature of the development would make this 
impractical;  
b. Opportunities should be taken to utilise existing or proposed transport 
infrastructure in optimising the amount or density of development which can be 
accommodated in different locations, especially where this can support more 
walking, wheeling, cycling and public transport use;  
c. Any significant adverse impacts from the development on the transport 
network (in terms of capacity and congestion), or on highway safety, should be 
mitigated to an acceptable degree using a vision-led approach;  
d. The environmental impacts of traffic and transport infrastructure should be 
identified, assessed and taken into account – including taking opportunities to 
avoid or mitigate any adverse environmental effects, and to secure net 
environmental gains such as reductions in air pollution; and 

 
TR4: Street design, access and parking  
1. To contribute to creating well-designed places, transport considerations should be 
integral to the design of development, proposals for which should: 

d.Allow for the efficient delivery of goods, and ease of access by service and 
emergency vehicles, in ways which do not compromise key place-making 
principles (set out in policy DP3(2)); and  
e. Provide a suitable number of parking spaces for a range of transport modes 
where appropriate, reflecting the location and nature of the development (including 
its connectivity), any locally-set standards in the development plan, and including 
adequate provision of spaces and infrastructure that allow for the charging of 
electric vehicles in safe, accessible and convenient locations. A flexible approach 
to applying parking standards should be taken where the reconfiguration of retail 
or other sites which attract large numbers of customers would make better use of 
previously developed land, and there is evidence that a certain number of spaces 
needs to be retained to meet specific operational and commercial requirements. 

 
TR6 Assessing transport impacts 
3. In assessing movement patterns and potential impacts, including whether they are 
considered to be severe, reasonable future scenarios should be considered, taking 
into account impacts at relevant times of the day, potential cumulative impacts, 
multimodal trip generation and the promotion of sustainable modes of travel, and 
realising the transport vision for the development itself. Development proposals should 
be considered having regard to these potential impacts and the other policies in this 
Framework which are relevant (including TR3, TR4 and DP3(2)(d)). 
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4. Development proposals should be refused if they would have a severe adverse 
impact on the transport network (in terms of capacity and congestion, including 
cumulative impacts), or an unacceptable impact on highway safety; taking into account 
any mitigation measures proposed as well as any wider network improvements, 
including measures to support sustainable patterns of movement. This applies both 
during the construction phase and following completion. 
 
HE5: Assessing effects on heritage assets 
1. Development proposals affecting heritage assets should be accompanied by an 
assessment of the significance of the assets affected (including any contribution made 
by their setting) and of the potential effect of the proposal on their significance. The 
level of detail should be proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is 
necessary to understand the potential effect of the proposal on their significance. The 
relevant historic environment record should be referred to in making this assessment, 
and appropriate expertise employed where necessary.  
2. Assessments of the potential effects of development proposals on the significance 
of heritage assets (including through effects on their setting) should identify whether 
proposals would be likely to:  

a. Have a positive effect, which is where the significance of a heritage asset 
would be enhanced, or better revealed; or  
b. Have no effect on the significance of a heritage asset; or  
c. Result in harm to the significance of a heritage asset, either from work 
affecting the asset itself or from development within its setting. The degree of 
harm should be identified: substantial harm would occur where the 
development proposal would seriously affect a key element of the asset’s 
significance; or  
d. Cause the total loss of the significance of a heritage asset. 

3. In making this assessment it is the effect on a heritage asset’s significance rather 
than the scale of the development which should be considered. 
4. Decision-makers should be satisfied that assessments accurately reflect the effects 
on heritage assets caused by development proposals. 
 
HE6 Proposals affecting designated heritage assets 
1. When considering the potential effect of a development proposal on the significance 
of a designated heritage asset, substantial weight should be given to the asset’s 
conservation 95 (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). 
This is irrespective of whether any potential effect amounts to a positive effect, harm, 
substantial harm, or total loss of its significance. 
 
HE9 Conservation Areas 
1. Development proposals within or affecting the significance of conservation areas 
should: 

a. Retain and conserve buildings and other features which make a positive 
contribution to the character or appearance of the conservation area where 
possible; and  
b. Consider the area’s special architectural or historic interest (as identified as 
part of the designation of the conservation area) in the design of development. 

 
2. Not all elements of a conservation area will necessarily contribute to its significance. 
Where a development proposal would result in the loss of a building or other element 
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which contributes to the character or appearance of a conservation area that is 
desirable to conserve, the assessment of impact should take into account the relative 
significance of the element affected and its contribution to the significance of the 
conservation area as a whole, and the effects of this considered in accordance with 
policies HE5 and HE6. 
 
Leicester Local Plan 2026 
Policy VL01. Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development   
Policy CCFR01. Sustainable Design and Construction   
Policy CCFR05. Managing Flood Risk and Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) 
Policy DQP01. Design Principles  
Policy DQP03. Inclusive Design  
Policy DQP04. Landscape Design  
Policy DQP06. Residential Amenity Policy  
Policy HE01. The Historic Environment 
Policy NE01. Protecting designated sites, legally protected and priority species, and 
priority habitats Policy  
Policy NE02. Biodiversity Gain Policy  
Policy T01. Sustainable Transport Network Policy  
Policy T02. Climate Change and Air Quality Policy  
Policy T03. Accessibility and Development Policy  
Policy T06. Highways Infrastructure Policy  
Policy T07. Car Parking  
 
Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) 
Aylestone Village Conservation Area Character Appraisal 

Consultations 
Tree Officer- no major objections to this proposal proceeding, the felling of one 
Sycamore tree that has outgrown its location would be the only significant loss. 
Creation of a TPO was considered, but it is highly likely the damage shown within the 
AIA is due to the proximity of the tree which will only increase in time. Suggest 
replanting that would be suitable for the limited growing locations onsite, potentially 
through condition. 

Representations 
There are 17 objections to the application, received from 13 different addresses all 
within the city boundary. The objections raised the following concerns: 
 
Amenity 

• There will be a loss of light and privacy to the rear of the residential garden 
and house to the rear and there is not sufficient vegetation or fencing for 
screening. 

• The first floor to the care home will block out the already limited natural light to 
the front living areas of both 27 and 29 Old Church Street. 

• The first floor will make the care home more oppressive from the street scene. 
• The care home is lit for 24 hours a day and the proposal will increase its 

impact on all residents. 
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• The large first floor extension will result in 6 additional windows overlooking 
neighbouring properties on Aylestone Road. The property is often fully lit 
overnight, with no curtains in corridors. 

• The new second floor extension will be at a height where the windows will 
overlook rear gardens to the rear of the site, affecting privacy. 

• The building is currently illuminated nearly 24 hours a day which will be worse 
with two storeys. 

• The extension will block out light to the residents directly across from the care 
home and also impact upon the privacy of the residents. 

• Sound and light pollution will also increase as a result of an increase in staff 
• There are numerous issues with the care home, and a noise complaint has 

been brought to the attention of the Council as a result. 
 
 

Conservation and Design Impact 

• The application site is within a conservation area. 
• The existing home cannot be amended but adding to it will increase the harm 

it causes. 
• Part of the street dates back over 300 years with a lot of period properties. 

giving it a lovely feel and to those that live here, these plans if passed will 
destroy that. 

• The application is within a conservation area and the proposal does not align 
with this concept. 

•  The care home currently adds nothing to the area, being described as an 
"intrusive element" and "The building that detracts most from the quality of Old 
Church Street" according to the Conservation Area Character Appraisal from 
2008. The proposed extension to the care home would match the current care 
home design, and simply add to the detrimental look of the property, rather 
than improving the conservation area. 

• The footprint of the existing property is already high density for the area, 
occupying the majority of the site, with little space for an extension. 

• The development will have a negative effect on the conservation area. 
• The area is a conservation area with many of the properties dating back over 

300 years ago. This extension is not in the keeping with the rest of the 
buildings in the street. 

 
Highways/Parking Concerns 

• Increasing the capacity of Meadow Court will increase instances of inadequate 
parking for staff, visitors and ambulance attendance in Meadow Court and the 
surrounding area. 

• There is already an issue with staff parking on pavements or in front of 
driveways at all hours of the day. This issue also includes the noise staff create 
when parking all hours of the day. 

• The application will take away existing parking facilities 
• There is space for four cars to park legally outside the home and there are 

currently eleven vehicles in the street. 
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• The care home has no off-road parking for visitors. Delivery lorries already 
experience issues gaining access to the site when cars park illegally on the 
road, making it impossible for them to turn into the site. 

• The site urgently needs off road parking for staff and visitors. 
• The staff currently park vehicles where the ground floor extension is planned. 

Where will these vehicles move to? 
• Large lorries deliver and collect at the site. The only space available for them 

to load, unload or turn is where the proposed ground floor extension is planned. 
Otherwise, they would block the road. 

• Visitors to the care home park illegally already. 
• The vacant plot should be used by the owners of the care home to build a car 

park for their staff.  
• The care home is on a bend in the road and then Old Church Street narrows 

again as it nears the church, so cars at the site are a danger to other road users 
and to pedestrians. It becomes very congested and impossible to see vehicles 
approaching. 

• The site has insufficient staff/ visitor parking which means that cars are regularly 
parked on the pavements and illegally on a designated clearway. Building work 
and increased capacity is likely to make this worse unless it is dealt with as part 
of the planning application. 

• The development will result in a huge loss of on-site parking spaces. 
No provision has been included to cater for the inevitable increase in traffic and 
parking. It is bad enough now but this will get worse with an increase in staff 
and visitors. 

 
Tree and Ecology Concerns 

• The plans show the removal of healthy trees that are not dangerous or affecting 
ground works of the property in a conservation area. 

• The Arboricultural Impact Assessment mentions improvements to screening, 
including potential work to the hedges, but as the hedges belong to 
neighbouring properties, the applicant must liaise with us directly before making 
any changes to these. 

 
Flooding Concerns 

• The street is susceptible to flooding in heavy downpours and extending the 
care home will channel more water into the drains and make the situation 
worse. 

• Old Church Street is now a designated flood area. 
• The application will result in an increase in flash flooding on Church Street. 

Vine cottage is particularly at increased risk from any increase in water run 
off. 

 
Waste Concerns 

• Refuse Collection is a big issue and the application will make this issue 
worse. 

 
Other Concerns 

• Could not access the plans online. 
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• Only a few residents received the notification for the application 
• The application was made over the Christmas period giving too little time for 

proper consideration. 
• The plans submitted are hard to read and it would have been nice to have 

been approached by the care home before the application was submitted. 
• The application will impact the value of houses on Old Church Street. 
• The building works will make working from home difficult during the day. 
• Several past planning applications made for this site have been refused and 

this application is similar. 
• Only one site notice of this application has been posted. Residents opposite 

the development have not received a neighbour letter. 
• The proposed front elevation seems incorrect because a two-storey extension 

even at the rear of the site, would be visible from Old Church Street. 
• Where does it state how long the proposed works would take and when the 

works would commence? 
• A letter giving details of the application was not received; their house is very 

close to Meadow Court on the opposite side of the road and any extension to 
the building would impact them directly. 

• Any long term and substantial work undertaken this close to the rear boundary 
will undoubtedly create a nuisance to neighbouring properties. 

• Access/storage for works will also be an issue due to the very limited space 
on site and there is no detail in the planning documents as to how this 
concern will be mitigated. 

• This application was objected to by many of the residents that live in 
the street. The same objections still exist. 

• The timing and extent of circulation of the planning notice. 
• care home increasing their profits over the views and feelings of the residents 

they cohabite the street with and feel that the already strained relationship 
with the residents and care home has not been taken in to account. 

 

Consideration 
Principle of development  
The application proposes extensions to an existing residential care home for elderly 
people, within a primarily residential area. The principle of development is acceptable 
subject to the following considerations. 
 
Design and Heritage Assets 
The application site is within the Aylestone Village Conservation Area that is 
characterised by its 18th and 19th century domestic architecture as evidence of its 
history as a village settlement, prior to Leicester’s expansion. The application site 
comprises of a 1960s built care home and the building is not characteristic of the 
designation’s special interest, and does not contribute positively to the conservation 
area 
 
Objections raised concerns that the proposed development would have an adverse 
impact on the conservation area and so would not be appropriate development. As 
stated within the objections, the existing building is described as being an ‘intrusive 
element’ within the Aylestone Village Character Appraisal. Whilst it was acknowledged 
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in the objections that the care home is existing, concerns were raised over further 
impact on the character of the conservation area. 
 
The application proposes to extend the existing single storey central rear wing to two 
storeys and construct a small, detached storage building behind an existing 
outbuilding to the south of the site. Both of these elements would be partially visible 
from the street, although only glimpses of the proposed outbuilding and the roof of the 
first floor extension would be discernible from the public realm. The proposed 
development would match the character of the existing site through its scale and 
materials, resulting in a modest addition to an already large development. In 
consideration of the existing context of the size of the building and the minor scale of 
works, I consider these works would have no effect on the significance on the heritage 
asset, as per NPPF policy HE5 2b.  
 
Living conditions (The proposal) 
The application site is an existing care home. It would provide a further five bedrooms 
which would all have acceptable outlook and access to light. In addition, as per part 
b) of Leicester Local Plan policy Ho03, proposals for supported living are expected to 
meet Building Regulations technical standard M4(2) for accessible and adaptable 
dwellings. A document was submitted outlining measures for the proposed extensions 
to meet Building Regulations technical standard M4(3) for wheelchair user dwellings. 
Part c) of Leicester Local Plan policy Ho03 states that ‘proposals for wheelchair 
accessible dwellings will be expected to meet the technical standard for access of 
Building Regulations 2015 Part M4(3)’. As the proposal is for wheelchair accessible 
dwellings, I consider that as the proposal is proposed to be wheelchair accessible, it 
would be reasonable to condition that the extension is designed to that standard in 
accordance with part c) of Leicester Local Plan policy Ho03. The submitted document 
states that the extension will be designed to wheelchair accessible standards, but does 
not specify that this would relate specifically to Building Regulations standard 
M4(3)(2b). I consider it reasonable to specify in the condition that the extension will 
need to be designed to M4(3)(2b), as that is what has been applied for. A compliance 
condition will be attached requiring the development to meet M4(3)(2b) technical 
standards. 
 
Residential amenity (neighbouring properties) 
The application site is an existing care home, largely surrounded by residential 
properties. Concerns were raised within the objections over the impact of the proposed 
first floor extension on the privacy of neighbouring properties and gardens, through 
overlooking caused by occupants within the first floor extension. The first floor 
extension facing the sites of 695 and 693 Aylestone Road would have six windows. 
Three windows are proposed to be obscure glazed, which will be conditioned as part 
of the permission. A further window would serve the proposed stairs, meaning chances 
of overlooking would be lessened by activities in this part of the building being 
transient. The two windows serving the proposed bedrooms would have a minimum 
separation distance of approximately 5.9 metres with 695 Aylestone Road and 6.9 
metres with 693 Aylestone Road garden boundaries. I consider that there would not 
be any adverse harm to the privacy of residents when within their dwellings, as the 
windows would have a minimum separation distance of approximately 32 metres with 
the dwellings at 693 Aylestone Road and 42 metres with 695 Aylestone Road. 
Notwithstanding this, the proposed first floor extension will cause an increase in 
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overlooking to the rear gardens of the properties. However, both gardens have a 
significant depth of at least 30 metres and there is existing vegetation on the 
boundaries that would screen any overlooking. Whilst there will be some overlooking 
to the immediate rear of the garden, I consider that the significant majority of each 
garden will still have adequate privacy levels for residents due to their significant size 
and that the proposed extension would not have an impact on the usability of the 
gardens. 
 
Further concerns were raised regarding the impact of the proposal on access to light 
for neighbouring residents, specifically that the proposal will block out light to nearby 
properties. I also note concerns regarding the proposed extension being lit up 24 hours 
a day causing harm to nearby residents through light pollution. The first-floor extension 
will be sited to the rear of the site. The nearest residential dwelling to the proposed 
extension is approximately 18 metres. This dwelling would have no windows directly 
facing the extension, except for rooflights. In consideration of the significant separation 
distances between the nearby dwelling and the first floor extension, I consider the 
proposal will cause no harm to residents’ access to light, outlook or harm through light 
pollution. 
 
Sound pollution was also raised as concerns over increased noise through the 
proposed extensions, causing harm to nearby residents. I note that residents have 
stated they have made noise complaints to the Environmental Health Team within the 
local authority. The application is for the extension of an existing care home with an 
established use of class C2. I consider the proposed extensions are small and have 
suitable separation distances from neighbouring site, and a maximum increase of 5 
residents would have a limited impact on the existing noise levels of the site. 
Notwithstanding this, the granting of planning permission does not indemnify against 
statutory nuisance action being taken, should substantiated noise complaints be 
received but there would be no planning justification to withhold permission on this 
basis. 
 
Overall, the proposal will have some impact due to overlooking at the rear of the 
gardens of two dwellings immediately adjacent to the proposed first floor extension. 
However, in consideration of the separation distance of at least 5.9 metres with non-
obscure glazed windows, the gardens being of a very significant size and mature 
vegetation on the boundary, I consider there would not be a significant impact on the 
privacy of neighbouring occupiers to warrant refusal. As a result, the proposal will 
comply with Leicester Local Plan 2026 policy DQP06. 
 
Waste storage and collection 
Concerns were raised over the  impact of the proposal on existing refuse collection, 
highlighting that an existing issue will be made worse. The proposal would result in a 
minor increase in bedroom capacity for the existing residential care home. I do not 
consider the scale of the extension would result in a need for further waste 
management provisions. 
 
Highways and Parking 
Objections were received from residents regarding the impact of the proposal on the 
existing highway conditions and parking within the locality. Specific concerns were 
raised regarding the existing parking situation on site and within the immediate 
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surrounding area. They raised concerns that there was no specific off-site parking for 
staff or visitors and that parking was insufficient for the site. I also note the concerns 
raised over illegal parking outside the existing care home. 
 
There was no initial information submitted regarding parking on site, or existing and 
predicted future staffing levels. However, during the application process, a statement 
was submitted informing of existing staffing hours and the potential increase in staff 
as a result of the provision of five extra bedrooms. The information states that due to 
the nature of the care home, five extra bedrooms would not mean a significant 
increase in staffing hours and in some cases, dependent on the level of need of 
residents, the existing staffing structure would be sufficient for up to 65 residents. In 
my assessment, I also take note that the number of visitors to the site may increase, 
such as those visiting resident family members. However, the application site is in a 
sustainable location, with a 2 minute walk to the nearest bus stop with regular routes 
into the city centre. There is some on-street parking immediately outside the site, as 
well as a small car park to the front of the site for up to 6 cars. It was stated in the 
objections that the proposal would remove the existing parking provision. The 
development would be sited away from parts of the site that are accessible by car. I 
consider the provision of 5 further bedrooms and a storeroom would not result in a 
significant enough increase in staff, or visitors to have an increase in parking demand 
for the site that would result in a detrimental impact on the highways network or 
highways safety. The existing staffing levels are listed as 8 staff members on shift 
during the day and 4 staff members on shift during the night. However, no exact 
staffing figures were given for non-care staff on site during the day. Notwithstanding 
this, in consideration of the existing context for staffing levels, I consider the provision 
of 5 additional bedrooms would cause at worst a limited increase in parking demand 
for further staff or visitors to the site.  
 
I note there were also concerns about access to the site for deliveries and the proposal 
impacting existing parking provision. The proposal would have no impact on existing 
access to the site because the siting of the extensions is to the rear of the site, away 
from the public highway and car park to the front of the site. 
 
There are also concerns raised by the objectors regarding the existing siting of the 
care home near to a bend in the road, endangering other road users and pedestrians. 
NPPF 2026 policy TR6 .4, requires development proposals to be refused if they have 
an unacceptable impact on highway safety. As the siting of the care home is not 
affected by the proposal and there would not be a significant increase  on the existing 
parking demand, I consider the application would not create a significant enough traffic 
demand to have an unacceptable impact on highway safety. 
  
Overall, I note the existing concerns regarding parking in the area and the impact of 
further bed provision on parking and highways. However, the site is an existing 60 bed 
care home and only the impacts of the proposed development can be assessed. 
Evidence has been submitted that demonstrates only in exceptional circumstances 
would staffing increase following the further provision of 5 bedrooms. As a result, I 
consider the proposal would not result in a substantial enough increase in visitors to 
the site, for the application to result in an unacceptable increase in parking demand or 
result in highways safety issues. 
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Sustainable Energy 
Policy CCFR01 states that all development should be designed, constructed, and 
maintained to minimise operational energy use and carbon emissions, while also 
preventing overheating.  
The application is a minor application, and, given the scale of the development, the 
policy objectives of CCFR01 and of CCFR02 (in relation to the submission of an 
Energy Statement) can be satisfied by compliance with Approved Document L: 
‘Conservation of fuel and power’ (under the Building Regulations 2010). 
 
Drainage and Flooding 
Concerns were raised over the impact of the proposal on flooding, as it was stated the 
area is susceptible to flash floods during heavy downpours and the area is in a 
designated flood area. The site is within a surface flood 1 in 1000 area and is within 
flood zone 1. Due to the minor scale of works and the site not being with flood zone 2 
or 3, I am satisfied that the proposal will have an acceptable impact to flooding risk on 
site, or to the flooding risk of residents within nearby properties. 
 
Nature conservation 
A  Preliminary roost assessment, DNA analysis & dusk bat emergence survey report 
were initially submitted in support of the application. A DNA analysis confirmed that 
common pipistrelle bats were present on site. As a result, the documents Croft 
Ecology, June 2026) were updated to include results of an additional emergence 
survey that was undertaken in May 2026 to categorise the roost type. No emergences 
were recorded in either of the two emergence surveys undertaken in 2025 and or in 
the additional survey in 2026. The ecologist has concluded that the roost is a common 
pipistrelle day roost rather than a maternity roost. As a day roost of common pipistrelle 
bats has been confirmed and it would be damaged and disturbed by the proposals, 
the works need to be conducted under a European Protected Species Mitigation 
Licence (EPSML) to ensure that the works are undertaken lawfully. The licence 
application would need to be submitted to Natural England once planning permission 
is granted. The recommendations outlined in section 4 of the report must be followed 
and a condition will be attached to the permission requiring details of the protected 
species licence. 
 
The report has also confirmed that no further bat surveys are considered necessary 
at this stage, however if a bat mitigation licence is delayed beyond April 2027, then 
the bat emergence surveys and PRA will need to be updated. This recommendation 
is acceptable and a repeat survey condition will be attached to the permission. 
 
The application also proposes the removal of a tree and the building of an outbuilding 
on a small section of the grass verge. This will result in the loss of biodiversity habitat. 
The presented landscaping proposals and proposed off-site compensation is 
projected to exceed the national minimum requirement of +10% BNG and the 
recommendations within the provided BNG technical note and accompanying 
Statutory Metric are considered achievable and therefore acceptable in principle. This 
means that sufficient information has been submitted to support granting planning 
permission. The proposed onsite habitat compensation (two small trees) is of low 
ecological value and the majority of the provision would be offsite.. The BNG 
legislation and guidance dictate that proposals for BNG cannot be confirmed to be 
acceptable until a biodiversity gain plan is submitted and approved after the planning 
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permission is granted to discharge the mandatory Biodiversity Gain Condition (BGC). 
A biodiversity gain plan must be submitted in writing prior to works commencing. 
 
Trees and landscaping 
The application proposes the removal of a tree and further landscaping alterations to 
the site. There were concerns within the objections over the loss of healthy trees within 
the proposal site as part of the application. The application proposes to remove a 
Sycamore Tree (T4) at the rear of the site. Whilst the loss of the tree is regrettable, 
the tree officer stated that as there had been significant damage shown in the 
submitted Arboricultural Impact Assessment the damage will only increase in time. I 
consider the loss of the tree is therefore justified, as per the requirements of DQP04 
part b. Two apple trees are proposed to be planted as part of the application. I consider 
it necessary to attach a condition to ensure that the replacement trees are planted and 
replaced in the next planting season if they become diseased of die. 
 
It was also highlighted in the objections that the proposal highlighted works to hedges 
that are on neighbouring land. The application includes no works to neighbouring 
vegetation. 
 
Minor landscaping works and alterations are also proposed. A small landscaping 
feature is proposed adjacent to the extension of the first floor. Except for indicative 
details on the submitted plans, no further information has been submitted regarding 
this proposed landscaping. Other works include an internal fence, repair to an existing 
wall and repair and relaying of existing paving. I consider these works are acceptable 
but do not consider further information is required beyond the existing plans submitted, 
due to the siting of these landscaping works not being publicly visible and their minor 
scale within the context of the site. 
 
Other matters 
Concerns were raised during the application process, that the plans could not be 
accessed online and the plans were difficult to read. The plans have been visible 
online throughout all consultation periods for neighbouring comments. 
 
Concerns were raised over the number of residents who received a neighbour letter 
informing them of the application and the initial consultation being undertaken over 
Christmas allowing too little time for proper consideration. In addition, further concerns 
were raised regarding the siting of the site notice. The application has been publicised 
in accordance with the statutory requirements of the Development Management 
Procedure Order (DMPO).  
 
An objection also raised concerns that the letters had no individual names of residents 
and that the electoral roll should have been used to find the names of residents. The 
Local Planning Authority does not have access to the electoral roll and there is no 
statutory duty to send letters addressed to individual neighbours. 
 
Objections were also concerned with the proposal impacting houses prices on Old 
Church Street. House Prices are not a material planning consideration. 
 
Several objections highlighted concerns over the impact of the proposal on 
neighbouring amenity during construction, through noise impacting working from 
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home during the and access and storage of materials on site. Due to the limited scale 
of the works, I do not consider it necessary for the applicant to provide a construction 
statement. It is expected that all works would follow environmental legislation during 
any construction process. 
 
It was highlighted that this application was previously objected to by many of the local 
residents within the initial neighbour consultation. The application was re-publicised 
due to a change in the red line boundary of the application site. All objections have 
been carried over from the initial public consultation for consideration in this report. 
 
There were also concerns that the initial proposed elevations did not show the 
extension to the rear of the site. Amended plans were received to show where the first 
floor extension would be visible within the proposed principal elevation.  
 
It was also raised that this planning application is about the care home increasing their 
profits over the views and feelings of the residents they cohabite the street with and 
feel that the already strained relationship with the residents and care home has not 
been taken in to affect. This concern is not a material planning consideration relevant 
to the application. 
 
The application site is within a gas landfill buffer zone. A note to applicant will be added 
to the permission outlining the need to consult a relevant consultant, prior to 
construction. 

Conclusion 
I recommend that this application is APPROVED subject to the following conditions: 
 
 
 CONDITIONS 
 
1. The development shall be begun within three years from the date of this 

permission. (To comply with Section 91 of the Town & Country Planning Act 
1990.)    

 
2. The external elevations of the approved extensions and outbuilding shall be 

constructed in facing bricks to match those of the existing building and shall be 
retained as such. (In the interests of visual amenity, the character and 
appearance of the Aylestone Conservation Area and in accordance with 
Leicester Local Plan 2026 policies DQP01 and HE01.) 

 
3. The external faces of the roof of the approved extension shall be constructed 

with materials to match those used in the external surfaces of the existing roof 
and shall be retained as such. (In the interests of visual amenity, the character 
and appearance of the Aylestone Conservation Area and in accordance with 
Leicester Local Plan 2026 policies DQP01 and HE01.)   

 
4. Before the occupation of the proposed extension new windows serving the 

ensuites facing 693 and 695 Aylestone Road shall be fitted with sealed obscure 
glazing to Pilkington level 4 or 5 (or equivalent) (with the exception of any top 
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opening light) and retained as such. (In the interests of the amenity of occupiers 
of 693 Aylestone Road and 695 Aylestone Road and in accordance with 
Leicester Local Plan 2026 policy DQP06). 

 
5. The approved care home extension shall be constructed in full accordance with 

the ""Category 3: Wheelchair User Dwelling M4(3)(2b) Optional Requirement"" 
of Part M of the Building Regulations.  
On completion of the scheme and prior to the occupation of the development a 
completion certificate signed by the relevant inspecting Building Control Body 
shall be submitted to the local planning authority certifying compliance with the 
above standard. All requirements shall be retained thereafter. (To ensure the 
development enables access for all and is adaptable enough to match lifetime's 
changing needs in accordance with Leicester Local Plan 2026 policies Ho03, 
DQP01 and DQP03.) 

 
6. At the same time as the application to discharge the Biodiversity Gain Plan 

condition is submitted under Schedule 7a of the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 AND prior to the commencement of development, a Landscape and 
Ecological Management Plan (LEMP) to set out the management of all the 
onsite proposed biodiversity enhancements in accordance with the submitted 
DEFRA Metric and prepared in accordance with a Biodiversity Gain Plan, shall 
be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The 
LEMP shall be strictly adhered to and implemented in full for its duration and 
shall contain the following: 
a) Description and evaluation of the features to be managed; 
b) Description of the management operations necessary to achieving aims and 
objectives; 
c) Preparation of a works schedule, including annual works schedule; 
d) Details and a timetable of the monitoring needed to measure the 
effectiveness of management; 
The created and/or enhanced habitat specified in the approved LEMP shall be 
managed and maintained in accordance with the approved LEMP for 30 years 
after the first occupation of the development hereby approved. 
(To enhance biodiversity, and in accordance with paragraph 187 of the National 
Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 13 of Schedule 7A to the Town and 
Country Planning  Act 1990 and Leicester Local Plan 2026 policy NE02.) 

 
7. The approved hard landscaping scheme shall be carried out prior to occupation 

of the approved extensions and outbuilding, and the soft landscaping shall be 
planted within one year of occupation of the approved extensions and 
outbuilding. For a period of not less than five years from the date of planting the 
applicant or owners of the land shall maintain all new planted material. No 
works shall be carried out for a period of not less than two years for the lopping 
or topping of all new trees. All planted material shall be replaced if it dies, is 
removed or becomes seriously damaged or diseased. The replacement 
planting shall be completed in the next planting season in accordance with the 
approved landscaping scheme. 
(In the interests of amenity, the character and appearance of the Aylestone 
Village Conservation Area and in accordance with Leicester Local Plan 2026 
policies, DQP01, DQP04 and HE01.) 
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8. Throughout the development the trees on the site shall be protected in full 

accordance with the details in TPP- Tree Protection Plan received by the local 
planning authority on 30 October 2026.  The protection measures shall remain 
in place until development has been completed. (To minimise the risk of 
damage to trees and other vegetation in the interests of amenity, the character 
and appearance of the Aylestone Conservation Area, and in accordance with 
Leicester Local Plan 2026 policies DQP01, DQP04 and HE01.) 

 
9. No development shall take place (including demolition works) until a copy of the 

Protected Species Licence has been submitted to and agreed in writing with 
the local planning authority for the specified activity/development as outlined in 
the ecology report, ‘Preliminary roost assessment, DNA analysis & dusk bat 
emergence survey report (Croft Ecology, June 2026)'. This shall include the 
mitigation strategy, and any mitigation plans showing features to be installed 
as compensation for the removal of the bat roost, as submitted as part of the 
licence application. (To ensure all reasonable steps take place to prevent to 
protected species and habitats are protected in accordance with national 
legislation and in accordance with Leicester Local Plan Policy 2026 NE01). 

 
10. Should the development not commence by April 1 2027, then a further 

protected species survey of the development site shall be carried out including 
all buildings by a suitably qualified ecologist. The survey results and any revised 
mitigation shall be submitted to and agreed in writing with the local planning 
authority prior to commencement of development and any identified mitigation 
measures carried out in full accordance with the approved plan. Thereafter the 
survey should be repeated every 12 months and any mitigation measures 
reviewed by the LPA until the development commences (to comply with the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended by the CRoW Act 2000), and 
in accordance with Leicester Local Plan 2026 policy NE01.) 

 
11. The development shall be carried out in full accordance with the following 

approved plans: 
Proposed Ground Floor Plan (Whole Complex), DRAWING NUMBER ADM-
4043-PL-202, REVISION A, received 12 November 2025 
Proposed First Floor Plan (Whole Complex), DRAWING NUMBER ADM-4043-
PL-203, REVISION A, received 12 November 2025 
Proposed Plans & Elevations (Extension), DRAWING NUMBER ADM-4043-
PL-205, REVISION A, received 12 November 2025 
New Store Proposed Plans and Elevations, DRAWING NUMBER ADM-4043-
PL-206, received 12 November 2025 
Proposed Site Plan, DRAWING NUMBER ADM-4043-PL-201, REVISION E, 
received 20 August 2026 
Proposed Elevations, DRAWING NUMBER ADM-4043-PL-204, REVISION B, 
received 28 September 2026 

 (For the avoidance of doubt.)  
 
 NOTES FOR APPLICANT 
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1. The effect of paragraph 13 of Schedule 7A to the Town and Country Planning 
Act 1990 is that planning permission granted for the development of land in 
England is deemed to have been granted subject to the condition (“the 
biodiversity gain condition”) that development may not begin unless:  
(a) a Biodiversity Gain Plan has been submitted to the planning authority,  
and  
(b) the planning authority has approved the plan.  
Based on the information available this permission is considered to be one 
which will require the approval of a biodiversity gain plan before development 
is begun because none of the statutory exemptions or transitional 
arrangements are considered to apply.  
 

2. A biodiversity gain plan must be submitted in writing, no earlier than the day 
after planning permission has been granted. A discharge of condition 
application must be submitted for the approval of details, and there is  a 
statutory £145.00 fee (currently the fee but this may be subject to change). 
Further information can be found in Schedule 14 (Biodiversity Gain as Condition 
of Planning Permission) of the Environment Act 2021 (Environment Act 2021). 

 
The applicant is strongly advised to review the Biodiversity Gain Plan template 
as this clearly sets out what needs to be submitted (in addition to the form itself) 
including biodiversity metric calculation, pre-development habitat survey report 
and map, post-development habitat map or landscape plan. 
Biodiversity gain plan - GOV.UK  
(https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/biodiversity-gain-plan)   

 
Please note that although it has been helpful submitting BNG information 
upfront, all of the final documents will need to be submitted with the gain plan 
to discharge the Biodiversity Gain Plan condition. This is because there is an 
opportunity for the details to change between planning permission being 
granted and the gain plan etc. being submitted. 

 
The guidance on submitting the biodiversity gain plan is provided at the 
following link: 
Submit a biodiversity gain plan - GOV.UK  
(https://www.gov.uk/guidance/submit-a-biodiversity-gain-plan)  

 
The developer/agent is required to read this guidance to ensure understanding 
of the process and timescales etc. for the Local Planning Authority(LPA) to 
determine the biodiversity gain plan.  

 
Please see the following Legislation:  
The Biodiversity Gain (Town and Country Planning) (Modifications and 
Amendments) (England) Regulations 2024 - (Biodiversity Gain Plan (The 
Biodiversity Gain (Town and Country Planning) (Modifications and 
Amendments) (England) Regulations)2024 Part 7A 37C) confirms what is 
required when submitting the biodiversity gain plan (details can also be found 
here Biodiversity net gain - GOV.UK  
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/biodiversity-net-gain in Para 35 of the BNG PPG). 
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3.  In relation to Condition 6, attention is also drawn to the provisions of Condition 
7 and the maintenance and management expectations therein and in particular 
to the lengthier period of time these maintenance and management 
expectations are required to be fulfilled. 

 
4. The property may be suitable for roosting bats, which are protected by law from 

harm. The applicant should ensure that all contractors and individuals working 
on the property are aware of this possibility, as works must cease if bats are 
found during the course of the works whilst expert advice form a bat ecologist 
is obtained. Bats are particularly associated with the roof structure of buildings, 
including lofts, rafters, beams, gables, eaves, soffits, flashing, ridge-tile, 
chimneys, the under-tile area, etc. but may also be present in crevices in stone 
or brickwork and in cavity walls.  Further information on bats and the law can 
be found here Bats: protection and licences - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) 

 
5. It is recommended that care is taken during works should birds or nests be 

discovered on or adjacent to the building or rooftop, or within the development 
site In such a case, it is recommended that advice from a qualified ecologist 
should be sought before proceeding with works, given environmental protection 
legislation. If any nests or birds in the process of building a nest are found, 
these areas must be left undisturbed until the nest is no longer in use and all 
the young have fledged. An appropriate standoff zone should be marked out to 
avoid disturbance to the nest whilst it is in use. All wild birds are protected under 
the Wildlife and Countryside Act (1981) as amended making it an offence to kill, 
injure or disturb a wild bird and during the nesting season to damage or destroy 
an active nest or eggs during that time.  Further information on birds and the 
law can be found here Wild birds: protection and licences - GOV.UK 
(www.gov.uk) 

 
6. To meet Condition 5 all those delivering the scheme (including agents and 

contractors) should be alerted to this condition, and understand the detailed 
provisions of Category 2, M4(3)(2b). The Building Control Body for this scheme 
must be informed at the earliest opportunity that the dwellings stated are to be 
to Category 2 M4(3)(2b) requirements. Any application to discharge this 
condition will only be considered if accompanied by a building regulations 
completion certificate/s as stated above. 

 
7. It is considered that there is a perceptible risk from landfill gas adversely 

affecting this site. It is therefore recommended that the advice of a suitable 
consultant should be sought and carried out in the design and development of 
any building at this site, or underground services associated with them. It is 
pointed out that it is the developer's responsibility for the safe development and 
secure occupancy of this site. 

 
8. The City Council, as local planning authority has acted positively and 

proactively in determining this application by assessing the proposal against all 
material planning considerations, including planning policies and 
representations that may have been received and subsequently determining to 
grant planning permission with appropriate conditions taking account of those 
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material considerations in accordance with the presumption in favour of 
sustainable development as set out in the NPPF 2026. 
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