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Reasons the case is called to the Planning Committee: 
 
This application is brought to Planning Committee at the request of the Strategic Director of Place 
given the number of representations received both against and in support of the proposed 
development. 
 
RECOMMENDATION – REFUSE, for the following reason: 
 

1. Policy IF4 of the adopted North West Leicestershire Local Plan (2021) outlines, amongst 
other things, that development should take account of the impact upon the highway network 
and should incorporate safe and accessible connections to the transport network. Criterion 
(b) of Paragraph 114 of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) (2023) outlines that 
safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all users, with Paragraph 115 of the 
NPPF stating that the development should only be prevented or refused on highway grounds 
if there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 
impacts on the road network would be severe. 

 
The proposal, if permitted, would lead to the intensification in the use of a vehicular access 
onto a high-speed Class A road (Kegworth Bypass (A6)) and where the turning manoeuvres 
of vehicles could lead to dangers to highway users whilst also restricting the free flow of traffic 
on part of the County Highway Authority’s (CHA’s) Resilient Network. As such the 
development has failed to demonstrate that a safe and suitable access to the transport 
network would be delivered with the impacts resulting in an unacceptable impact to highway 
safety. The residual cumulative impacts of the development to the road network would also 
be severe given the increase in vehicular movements and the restriction to the free flow of 
traffic at the site access. 
 
On this basis the proposed development would be contrary to Policy IF4 of the adopted Local 
Plan and Paragraphs 114 and 115 of the NPPF. 

 
1. Proposals and Background  
 
Planning permission is sought for a change of use of agricultural land to motocross training park 
including the formation of parking and earth-made jumps and the placement of associated ancillary 
portable buildings at Molehill Farm, Ashby Road, Kegworth. The 9.07 hectare site comprises 
agricultural land, outside the defined Limits to Development, which is located to the south-west of 
Molehill Farm and to the south-east of the M1 and is identified on the site location plan below: 
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Site Location Plan 
 

 
 
 
The supporting planning statement (at paragraph 4.2) outlines that it is intended that the site would 
be utilised by members of the public, both adults and children, of any riding ability who would be able 
to train and ride at the track. Such tracks would comprise a beginners track for smaller children and 
adult novice riders and two more advanced tracks. Training would be offered to the riders on a one-
to-one basis as well as within group sessions. 
 
It is further stated (at paragraph 4.3) that only motorcycles would be used at the training park with 
the potential for 45 riders to be on the site at any one time. Such riders would be required to bring 
their own bikes as none would be offered for hire. Two members of staff would be present on the 
site. 
 
At paragraphs 4.4, 4.5 and 4.6 of the planning statement it is outlined that the site would operate on 
four days of the week (Tuesday, Thursday, Saturday and Sunday), as well as Bank Holiday Mondays, 
between the hours of 10:00 and 16:00. The only exception to this would be Thursdays during the 
summer months where the site would operate until 19:30. It would be expected that riders would pre-
book their times for arrival to ensure that vehicle movements are staggered and that not all riders 
are arriving or leaving at the same time. It is also indicated that although a spectator area would be 
proposed this would be solely for family members wishing to watch the training with the site not being 
used to host events and/or competitions.  
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Paragraph 4.7 of the planning statement specifies that the physical changes to the site would include 
the formation of earth-made jumps, demarcation of boundaries between the circuits and access 
routes with rope and post fencing, formation of hardstanding for parking and placement of portable 
buildings for use as toilets and as a signing in office. Although motocross tracks are shown on the 
submitted plans these are indicatively shown with it being intended that the tracks would not be 
surfaced. 
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Part of Site Plan to the immediate south-west of Molehill Farm showing hardstanding, along 
with the location of the portable buildings, the beginning of the intermediate track and 
vehicular and pedestrian access to the tracks. 
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Part of Site Plan identifying the remainder of the intermediate track as well as the junior 
circuit, primary circuit, and spectator/picnic area. 
 

 
 
The above plans indicate that there would be no changes to ground levels associated with the junior 
circuit with the jumps on the intermediate circuit having maximum dimensions of 1.5 metres in height, 
7 metres in width and 10 metres in depth and those on the primary circuit being a maximum of 3 
metres in height, 12 metres in width and 30 metres in depth. 
 
Vehicular access into the site would be provided via the existing access to Molehill Farm off the 
Kegworth Bypass (A6). 
 
Along with the planning statement, a preliminary ecological appraisal, noise impact assessment, 
highways report and personal statement from the applicant were originally submitted in support of 
the application. Following the receipt of consultation responses, a flood risk assessment, aerodrome 
safeguarding statement, amended noise impact assessment, swept path analysis, rebuttal highways 
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report and speed survey have also been submitted and re-consultation undertaken. 
 
Further information in respect of the application can be found on the District Council’s website. 
 
Relevant Planning History 
 

- 11/00475/FUL – Use of land for off-road motorcycle and quad bike circuits with associated 
car parking and portable office and toilet buildings together with alterations to vehicular 
access – Approved 5th October 2011. 

- 19/01945/FUL – Change of use of agricultural buildings and silage store to B8 use, including 
storage of caravans and self-storage, excluding use as a distribution centre, sorting depot or 
retail warehouse and excluding any physical changes to the buildings – Approved 25th 
November 2019. 

- 22/00033/FUL – Erection of an agricultural building – Approved 29th April 2022. 
 
2.  Publicity 
 
One neighbour notified 9 February 2023. 
 
A site notice was displayed on the 17 February 2023. 
 
A press notice was published in the Leicester Mercury on the 15 February 2023. 
 
3. Summary of Consultations and Representations Received 
 
The following summary of representations is provided. All responses from statutory consultees and 
third parties are available to view in full on the Council’s website. 
 
Comments from: 
 
Kegworth Parish Council, who neither support nor object to the proposed development, on the 
following grounds: 
 

1) A number of residents have made comments about fears of persistent background noise 
(‘buzzing hornets’) and it is noted that the site could be active for 27+ hours per week. 

2) The Noise Assessment uses a standard library noise of 88dB, we note that published 
standard data for such bikes operating up to 35mph is in the range 85-95dB. There is a large 
step from 88 to 95 given the logarithmic nature of the dB scale so we question the use of this 
reference value. Further, we would note that this noise level would assume that the bikes 
have factory fitted (or better) silencers. Customised silencers can have considerably higher 
noise levels. Should this application be granted we would request that the planning conditions 
should stipulate the standard for maximum noise levels of vehicles and/or vehicle compliance 
with accepted noise standards for the exhaust system. 

3) The impact assessment makes reference only to Spring House Farm as the closest property. 
We note that the approved developments at Finger Farm roundabout are significantly closer 
and more extensive and will thus be impacted more. We feel that this aspect is a significant 
oversight and requires further consideration of noise impact and mitigation. 

4) Kegworth Parish Council are not opposed to the general principal of the development as a 
worthwhile recreational facility and a source of economic activity. We are, however, 
concerned that there should not be further intrusive noise impacts on the residents of 
Kegworth above that which is currently experienced from Donington Park, East Midlands 
Airport and the trunk road infrastructure (M1/A453/A6/A42). 
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Objections from: 
 
Leicestershire County Council – Highways Authority who have recommended refusal of the 
application as the proposal, if permitted, would lead to the intensification of use of an access onto a 
high-speed, Class A road, contrary to Policy IN5 of the Leicestershire Highways Design Guide, and 
where turning manoeuvres could lead to dangers for highway users, contrary to Paragraphs 110 and 
111 of the NPPF. 
 
Long Whatton and Diseworth Parish Council on the following grounds: 
 
“From the plans submitted this proposal appears to border our parish boundary rather than fall within 
it. Whilst the location for such a facility seems suitable in respect to the distance from the 
neighbouring villages and its access to transport links, being immediately next to the M1. However, 
it is also close to EMA’s flight path and the proposed route of HS2. Whilst this might seem reasonable, 
the Parish Council is concerned that the additional noise generated, in what is an already noisy area, 
will be unacceptable so needs careful consideration and mitigation. Given the disturbance our Parish 
is subjected to at all times of the day and night together with Donington Park’s limited track days the 
PC assume that an open track facility for trial bikes will generate considerable disturbance and needs 
serious consideration.” 
 
No Objections from: 
 
Leicestershire County Council – Archaeology. 
 
No Objections, subject to conditions and/or informatives, from: 
 
East Midlands Airport Safeguarding. 
HS2. 
Leicestershire County Council – Ecology. 
Leicestershire County Council – Lead Local Flood Authority. 
NWLDC – Environmental Protection. 
NWLDC – Tree Officer. 
 
Third Party Representations 
 
32 no. third party representations have been received objecting to the application with the comments 
raised summarised as follows: 
 
Grounds of Objections 

 
Description of Impact 

 
Principle and Need 
 

 
The proposal would impact on the landscape 
given the topography of the site. 
 
 
The Ashby Moto Park at Lount is 9 miles from 
the site; the Wymeswold Motocross Track is 8 
miles, and the Coleorton MX Track is 10 miles. 
Donington Park could also adequately support 
such a facility and therefore it is not needed. 
 

 
Residential Amenity 

 
The proposed development would create 
additional noise when combined with that 
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already generated by East Midlands Airport, the 
M1 and Donington Park. 
 
 
The noise levels already experienced at 
residential receptors in Kegworth are above 
those deemed acceptable with the height of the 
application site not providing any means of 
noise mitigation. The wind is also predominately 
from a western direction bringing the noise to 
Kegworth. 
 
 
There will be an increase in environmental 
pollutants which will add to those already 
created by existing developments in the locality. 
The wind will bring these pollutants towards 
Kegworth given the prevalent wind direction. 
This will impact on air quality as well as the 
Molehill Farm Air Quality Management Area. 
 
 
There will be an increase in dust and dirt due to 
the nature of the activity undertaken. 
 
 
The proposed development is contrary to Policy 
D2 of the adopted Local Plan and Paragraph 
185 of the NPPF. It is also noted that Donington 
Park is subject to strict controls on the noise 
generated so this development should also be 
controlled if allowed. 
 
 
External lighting would have the potential to 
create more adverse impacts to residential 
receptors. 
 

 
Ecology 

 
There is a watercourse near to the track which 
would become polluted from oil and fuel leaks, 
and this would be contrary to Paragraph 174 of 
the NPPF. 
 
 
 
There will be an adverse impact to wildlife which 
would be displaced because of the 
development. 
 

 
Impact to Agricultural Land 

 
There will be a further loss of agricultural land 
which should not be substituted for highly 
polluting leisure activity. 
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 Publicity for this proposal 

 
No site notice was displayed for the application 
to advertise it to the wider public 
. 

 
Other Matters 

 
What measures will be put in place to control 
rubbish? 
 
 
A restoration plan should be put in place to 
ensure the land can be restored should the use 
cease. 
 

 
The impact of the development to the value of residential properties has also been raised but this is 
not a material planning consideration which can be considered in the overall assessment of the 
application. 
 
52 no. third party representations have been received supporting the application with the comments 
raised summarised as follows: 
 
 
Nature of Support 

 
Grounds of Support 

 
Need for Motocross Training Park 
 

 
The proposal would be positive to the local 
community and would be available to various 
age groups. There is a lack of such a park in the 
area. 
 
 
The local community will be able to access the 
park on foot and it will also provide a leisure park 
for the neighbouring settlements. 
 
 
The tracks available elsewhere are not training 
facilities they are practice and race tracks that 
hold open practice sessions with multiple riders 
in each group. 
 
 
The proposal would support the health and 
wellbeing of the participants and provide an 
organised area for them to be involved in the 
sport. 
 

 
Business Support 

 
New businesses should be supported in 
establishing in the area. 
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The proposal would bring additional people to 
the area and help support the existing 
businesses. 
 
 
There is a need for this type of park with such a 
recreation activity not getting the support it 
needs. 
 

 
Residential Amenity 

 
The noise assessment has concluded that 
subject to mitigation the proposal would accord 
with relevant standards. 
 
 
In the future bikes will become electric which will 
assist in reducing the noise generated.  
 

 
Highway Safety 

 
As the site will be accessed from the major 
highway network it will not impact on the 
highway network within the surrounding 
settlements. 
 

 
Ecology 

 
The impacts to ecology can be mitigated by 
planning conditions. 
 

 
4. Relevant Planning Policy  
 
National Policies 
 
National Planning Policy Framework (2023) 
 
The following sections of the NPPF are considered relevant to the determination of this application: 
 
Paragraphs 8 and 10 (Achieving sustainable development); 
Paragraphs 11 and 12 (Presumption in favour of sustainable development); 
Paragraph 34 (Development contributions); 
Paragraphs 38, 39, 40, 41, 42, 44 and 47 (Decision-making); 
Paragraphs 55 and 56 (Planning conditions and obligations); 
Paragraphs 85, 88 and 89 (Building a strong, competitive economy); 
Paragraphs 96, 97 and 102 (Promoting healthy and safe communities); 
Paragraphs 111, 112, 114, 115 and 116 (Promoting sustainable transport); 
Paragraphs 123 and 124 (Making effective use of land); 
Paragraphs 131, 133, 135 and 139 (Achieving well-designed places); 
Paragraphs 157, 158, 159, 165, 173 and 175 (Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and 
coastal change); 
Paragraphs 180, 186, 188, 189, 190, 191, 192, 193 and 194 (Conserving and enhancing the natural 
environment); 
Paragraphs 200, 201, 203, 205, 206 and 211 (Conserving and enhancing the historic environment). 
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Local Policies 
 
Adopted North West Leicestershire Local Plan (2021) 
 
The following policies of the adopted local plan are consistent with the policies of the NPPF and 
should be afforded full weight in the determination of this application:  
 
Policy S2 – Settlement Hierarchy; 
Policy S3 – Countryside; 
Policy D1 – Design of New Development; 
Policy D2 – Amenity; 
Policy Ec5 – East Midlands Airport: Safeguarding; 
Policy Ec6 – East Midlands Airport: Public Safety Zones; 
Policy IF4 – Transport Infrastructure and New Development; 
Policy IF7 – Parking Provision and New Development; 
Policy En1 – Nature Conservation; 
Policy En6 – Land and Air Quality; 
Policy He1 – Conservation and Enhancement of North West Leicestershire’s Historic Environment; 
Policy Cc2 – Water – Flood Risk; and 
Policy Cc3 – Water – Sustainable Drainage Systems. 
 
Other Policies 
 
National Planning Practice Guidance. 
Good Design for North West Leicestershire Supplementary Planning Document – April 2017. 
Leicestershire Highways Design Guide (Leicestershire County Council). 
Circular 06/05 (Biodiversity and Geological Conservation - Statutory Obligations and Their Impact 
Within the Planning System). 
 
5. Assessment 
 
Principle of Development 
 
In accordance with the provision of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004, the starting point for the determination of the application is the Development Plan, which, in 
this instance, includes the adopted Local Plan (2021). 
 
Paragraph 180 of the NPPF (2023) highlights the need to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty 
of the countryside but does not specifically preclude development within the countryside.  
 
The application site lies outside of the defined Limits to Development, and therefore the proposal 
would be subject to Policy S3 (Countryside) of the adopted Local Plan. Policy S3 outlines, under 
criterion (i), that the expansion of all types and business and enterprise in rural areas, both through 
conversion of existing buildings and well-designed new buildings will be supported, with criterion (n) 
supporting recreation and tourism. Any development supported under Policy S3 would also need to 
adhere to criteria (i) to (vi) of the second part of this policy. 
 
To support a prosperous rural economy, Paragraph 84 of the NPPF states that planning decisions 
should enable: 
 

- The sustainable growth and expansion of all types of business in rural areas, both through 
conversion of existing buildings and well-designed new buildings (criterion (a)); and 

- Sustainable rural tourism and leisure developments which respect the character of the 
countryside (criterion (c)). 



PLANNING APPLICATIONS- SECTION A  
 

 Planning Committee 10 January 2024  
Development Control Report 

 
 

 
In terms of an assessment against criteria (i) to (vi) of Policy S3 this would be as follows: 
 

(i) The appearance and character of the landscape, including its historic character and 
features such as biodiversity, views, settlement pattern, rivers, watercourses, field 
patterns, industrial heritage and local distinctiveness is safeguarded and enhanced. 

 
Development on the site would comprise the placement of the portable buildings (to be used as 
toilets and a signing in office), hardstanding for parking, formation of the access routes and circuits 
(including the jumps) and rope and post fencing. 
 
Previously planning permission was granted, on the 5th of October 2011, for the use of the land for 
off-road motorcycle and quad bike circuits with associated car parking and portable office and toilet 
buildings together with alterations to vehicular access under application reference 11/00475/FUL. 
 
The officer assessment in respect of application reference 11/00475/FUL concluded that: 
 
“Whilst it is acknowledged that the proposed portable buildings are not structures typically associated 
with the agricultural/rural location, the buildings would be modest in size, particularly in comparison 
to the existing agricultural buildings at Molehill Farm. Despite being located within the Countryside, 
the site is situated adjacent to the M1 motorway, near to an existing mobile phone mast and the 
landing lights for East Midlands Airport. As such it is not considered that the two buildings proposed 
would have a significant impact on the local landscape or rural environment.” 
 
Whilst the planning permission granted under application reference 11/00475/FUL was not 
implemented, and as such has expired, it is noted that since that decision the East Midlands Gateway 
Strategic Rail Freight Interchange (EMGSRFI) and Kegworth Bypass (A6) have been constructed 
with the M1 also being widened. Such developments have further urbanised the immediate 
environment. Planning permission has also been granted for an additional agricultural building 
associated with Molehill Farm under application reference 22/00033/FUL. 
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View of agricultural building and other infrastructure from Whatton Road, the application site 
would extend to the left of the agricultural building.  
 

 
 
The agricultural building under construction in connection with the planning permission granted under 
application reference 22/00033/FUL has an overall height of 8.5 metres, whereas the proposed 
portable buildings would have maximum heights of 2.5 metres. It is also noted that screening exists 
to the majority of the site boundaries in the form of hedgerows. 
 
View of area of site where hardstanding would be laid for off-street parking along with where 
the portable buildings would be positioned. 
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Whilst portable buildings are not typical within a rural environment, it is considered that they would 
not impact significantly on the character and appearance of the landscape given their close 
association with the agricultural building under construction which is more substantial in scale. The 
portable buildings would also be visually read with the agricultural building under construction from 
any public vantage points given the proximity. The presence of the boundary hedges would also 
assist in providing screening of the portable buildings, with any gaps in such hedges being reinforced 
with additional planting which could be conditioned on any permission to be granted. 
 
It is noted that a condition (no. 19) was imposed on the planning permission granted under application 
reference 11/00475/FUL which required the provision of a management plan for the monitoring of 
the condition of the portable buildings to enable maintenance and/or repair works to such buildings 
or their replacement. A condition would be imposed on any permission granted to secure a 
management plan, along with conditions to secure the colour scheme of the portable buildings (so 
as to enable them to assimilate into the rural environment) and the precise elevation details of the 
portable buildings (in the absence of any information). 
 
In terms of the hardstanding (for off-street parking) this would be sited immediately adjacent to the 
agricultural building under construction and would be limited to an area of 1,199 square metres. A 
condition could be imposed on any permission granted to secure a sensitive surfacing material to 
such hardstanding but given its ground level impact, it is considered that such hardstanding would 
not result in detriment to the character and appearance of the rural landscape. 
 
 
View of agricultural building under construction and location of off-street parking for the 
development, the portable buildings would be placed where the photo is taken from. 
 

 
 
The circuits themselves would not be surfaced, which would reduce the ‘urbanisation’ of their impact, 
with such tracks being formed by scraping back the earth to form the jumps which would be up to 
1.5 metres in height on the intermediate circuit and 3 metres on the primary circuit. It is also indicated 
on the plans that the jumps on the intermediate circuit would be 7 metres in width and 10 metres in 
depth with those on the primary circuit being 12 metres in width and 30 metres in depth. Land levels 
would not be altered on the junior circuit. 
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Photo within the site showing the fields where the circuits would be located, the field in the 
immediate foreground would be where the intermediate circuit would be located with the 
junior circuit and primary circuit then being in the distance where the land rises to the tree 
line at the site boundary. 
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Zoomed in photo showing the location of the primary circuit to the boundary with the tree 
line. 
 

 
 
Zoomed in photo showing the location of the remainder of the intermediate circuit and junior 
circuit, the boundary being defined by the tree line. 
 

 
 
As shown on the plans the arrangement of the circuits is indicative, but a condition would be imposed 
on any permission granted so as to secure precise details of the arrangement of the circuits and the 
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alterations to the land levels, this would be similar to condition 2 on the planning permission granted 
under application reference 11/00475/FUL. 
 
Whilst accepting that the formation of the jumps may appear ‘alien’ in a rural landscape where 
mounds or bunds are not common place, it is considered that their overall height would be limited 
and could be suitably screened by soft landscaping infrastructure which would be conditioned on any 
permission to be granted. Such a soft landscaping scheme would seek to reinforce existing 
hedgerows (where gaps exist) whilst also encouraging the planting of trees. It is also the case that 
the circuits, and associated jumps, would be viewed in the context of a backdrop where the 
infrastructure associated with the strategic highway network (such as gantries, lighting columns and 
signage) is visible and consequently it is considered that as a minimum the character and 
appearance of the landscape would be safeguarded.  
 
Overall, it is considered that there would be no significant conflict with criterion (i). 
 

(ii) It does not undermine, either individually or cumulatively with existing or proposed 
development, the physical and perceived separation and open undeveloped character 
between nearby settlements, either through contiguous extensions to existing settlements 
or through development on isolated sites on land divorced from settlement boundaries; 
and 

(iii) It does not create or exacerbate ribbon development. 
 
The settlement of Long Whatton is located to the south of the site, with Diseworth set to the south-
west and Castle Donington to the north-west.  
 
Whilst the proposed development would be located on undeveloped land between these settlements 
the application site is severed from the settlements of Diseworth and Castle Donington by the 
presence of the strategic highway network of the M1 and A42, with East Midlands Airport and the 
East Midlands Gateway Strategic Rail Freight Interchange (EMGSRFI) also being between the 
application site and the settlement of Castle Donington. 
 
In terms of the settlement of Long Whatton, the proposed development would be predominantly 
located adjacent to the M1 and at least 1.25 kilometres from the closest part of this settlement. Given 
the separation and location of the proposed development, it is considered that whilst the ‘physical’ 
separation may be decreased the ‘perceived’ separation would not be undermined given that the 
limited visual impact could be mitigated by landscaping infrastructure. 
 
On the basis that any impact would not undermine the physical and perceived separation (my 
emphasis) and open undeveloped character between nearby settlements it is considered that there 
would be no conflict with criterion (ii). 
 
The proposed development would not create or exacerbate ribbon development and as such there 
is no conflict with criterion (iii). 
 

(iv) Built development is well integrated with existing development and existing buildings, 
including the re-use of existing buildings, where appropriate. 

 
Development on the site would comprise the placement of the portable buildings (to be used as 
toilets and a signing in office), hardstanding for parking, formation of the access routes and circuits 
(including the jumps) and rope and post fencing. The jumps themselves would be up to 1.5 metres 
in height on the intermediate circuit and up to 3 metres in height on the primary circuit. 
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Planning permission was granted for the erection of an agricultural building associated with Molehill 
Farm on the 29th of April 2022 under 22/00033/FUL and this permission has been implemented on 
the site. 
 
As proposed, the hardstanding to be created for off-street parking would be located to the immediate 
south-west of the agricultural building with the two portable buildings then positioned to be to the 
immediate south-west of the proposed hardstanding. The intermediate circuit would then be to the 
south-west of the portable buildings with the junior and primary circuits then to the south-west of the 
intermediate circuit. The proposed pedestrian and vehicular access tracks would be positioned 
alongside the circuits with the post and rope fencing then defining the boundaries of each circuit. 
 
Given the relationship the proposed development would have, visually and physically, with the 
agricultural buildings associated with Molehill Farm and the infrastructure associated with the 
strategic highway network (both the M1 and A42) it is considered that it would be well integrated with 
existing development and therefore compliant with criterion (iv). 
 

(v) The development will not seriously undermine the vitality and viability of existing town and 
local centres. 

 
Given the nature of the proposed development this criterion is not considered relevant. 
 

(vi) The proposed development is accessible, or will be made accessible, by a range of 
sustainable transport. 

 
Under Policy S2 (Settlement Hierarchy) of the adopted Local Plan, Kegworth is identified as a ‘Local 
Service Centre’ which is defined as a settlement which provides “some services and facilities 
primarily of a local nature meeting day-to-day needs and where a reasonable amount of new 
development will take place.” 
 
The supporting text to Policy S3 of the adopted Local Plan acknowledges that development will 
sometimes need to be located in a countryside setting (Paragraph 5.33) with Paragraph 89 of the 
NPPF advising that some rural business needs will have to be located in areas that are not well 
served by public transport. Should such circumstances arise then Paragraph 89 outlines that it should 
be ensured that a development is sensitive to its surroundings, does not have an unacceptable 
impact on local roads and exploits any opportunities available to make the location more sustainable 
(e.g. by improving the scope for access on foot, by cycling or by public transport). 
 
Given the nature of the proposed use and the location of the site, it is considered that the 
development would attract additional private car journeys and vehicular movements above that of 
the existing arrangement. The public transport interchange at the East Midlands Gateway Strategic 
Rail Freight Interchange (EMGSRFI) is within 700 metres of where the proposed development would 
be located (around 225 metres from the site access off the Kegworth Bypass (A6)) with it being 
possible to reach the site entrance via raised footways which are well lit. Such a walking distance 
would be considered acceptable as outlined within the Manual for Streets. Therefore, staff could 
utilise the public transport options available with it also being the case that the site could be accessed 
via bicycle from the neighbouring settlements of Kegworth, Castle Donington and Long Whatton (as 
well as further afield settlements). 
 
It is, however, accepted that future users of the site would be unlikely to utilise sustainable means of 
transport given the nature of the use of the site (i.e. motocross training park) whereby users would 
be expected to bring their own bikes (as none would be available to rent). 
 
When having regard to Paragraph 89 of the NPPF, consideration has been given to the fact that it is 
not unusual for this type of development, given its nature and characteristics, to be found adjacent 
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to or beyond existing settlements, and in locations that are not well served by public transport. It is 
also recognised that criterion (vi) only seeks to ensure that the development ‘is’ or ‘can be made’ 
accessible via a range of sustainable transport, in this case the application site is already accessible 
via bus (given the walking distance to a public transport interchange) and by cycling. 
 
Overall, given the nature of the proposal and the availability of public transport options for staff, some 
visitors, and spectators, it is considered that the development would not conflict with criterion (vi) of 
Policy S3. 
 
Overall Conclusion in Relation to Policy S3 
 
Paragraph 85 of the NPPF indicates that planning decisions should “help create the conditions in 
which businesses can invest, expand and adapt” and that “significant weight should be placed on 
the need to support economic growth and productivity, taking into account both local business needs 
and wider opportunities for development.” 
 
Regard is also given to the terms of Paragraph 88 of the NPPF as outlined above. 
 
In principle the development is an acceptable form of development outside the defined Limits to 
Development given its compliance with criteria (i) and (n).  
 
It is also concluded above that no significant conflict with criteria (i) to (vi) of Policy S3 would arise 
because of the development and consequently the proposal would be considered acceptable in 
principle and compliant with the aims of Paragraphs 88 and 89 of the NPPF. 
 
Assessment of objections in relation to the principle of the development 
 
Objection 
 

Officer Response 

 
The proposal would impact on the landscape 
given the topography of the site. 
 

 
See above assessment. It is considered that the 
existing soft landscaping infrastructure, which 
could be reinforced where necessary, when 
combined with new soft landscaping 
infrastructure would assist in screening the 
proposed development which would be 
physically and visibly associated with existing 
infrastructure including the farm buildings at 
Molehill Farm and strategic highway network. 
On this basis there would be no adverse 
impacts to the character and appearance of the 
landscape. 
 

 
The Ashby Moto Park at Lount is 9 miles from 
the site; the Wymeswold Motocross Track is 8 
miles, and the Coleorton MX Track is 10 miles. 
Donington Park could also adequately support 
such a facility and therefore it is not needed. 

 
Whilst it may the case that existing motocross 
parks exist elsewhere within the District, as well 
as outside the District (in the case of 
Wymeswold), the adopted Local Plan provides 
support for recreational development outside 
the defined Limits with it being the case that 
recreation type developments are not 
necessarily about ‘need’ but about adding to the 
vitality of the area by enhancing the current offer 
and providing economic and social benefits to 
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the District for residents whilst also attracting 
visitors from further afield. 
 
The applicant has outlined that the proposal 
relates specifically to a ‘training park’, rather 
than being a competition circuit, and as such 
seeks to differentiate itself from those existing 
parks within the district. As the application is 
described as a ‘motocross training park’ rather 
than a ‘motocross park’ this provides 
reasonable assurances that should 
competitions be held it would breach the nature 
of any permission to be granted (albeit a 
condition could be imposed on any permission 
to be granted to outline that competitions would 
not take place). 
 
Notwithstanding this, it is considered that there 
is not an abundance of motocross parks within 
the district as a whole and consequently it is 
considered that the potential provision of an 
additional park would not be to the overall 
detriment of the rural environment of the District 
particularly when there would be no cumulative 
impacts with the existing parks. On this basis 
the application stands to be assessed against 
relevant Policies of the adopted Local Plan and 
Paragraphs of the NPPF. 
 
Donington Park racetrack is not currently 
designed to accommodate motocross activities 
and there is no current application submitted 
which enables the creation of motocross 
facilities within its boundaries. As such whether 
Donington Park could, or could not, 
accommodate the motocross park is not 
material in the consideration of this planning 
application. 
 

 
Loss of Agricultural Land 
 
In terms of the loss of agricultural land, Paragraph 180 of the NPPF outlines that planning policies 
and decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by, amongst other 
things, recognising the “wider benefits from natural capital and ecosystem services – including the 
economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile (BMV) agricultural land.” Footnote 62 to 
Paragraph 181 of the NPPF suggests that “where significant development of agricultural land is 
demonstrated to be necessary, areas of poorer quality land should be preferred to those of a higher 
quality.” BMV agricultural land is defined as that falling within Grades 1, 2 and 3a of the Agricultural 
Land Classification (ALC). 
 
Information which accompanies the application does not detail the agricultural quality of the 
application site but based on the ALC map for the East Midlands Region it would likely be within 
Grade 3 (Good to Moderate), however the ALC map does not specify whether the Grade 3 land falls 
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within 3a (BMV) or 3b (not BMV) classification. 
 
Whilst the NPPF does not suggest that the release of smaller BMV sites is acceptable, the magnitude 
of loss of agricultural land is considered to be low where less than 20 hectares of BMV would be lost. 
Given that the developable site area (9.07 hectares) would fall below this threshold it is considered 
that a reason to refuse the application in the context of criterion (b) of Paragraph 174 of the NPPF 
could not be substantiated. 
 
Assessment of objections in relation to the loss of agricultural land 
 
Objection 
 

Officer Response 

 
There will be a further loss of agricultural land 
which should not be substituted for highly 
polluting leisure activity. 
 

 
See above assessment. It is considered that the 
magnitude of loss of agricultural land is low 
where less than 20 hectares of BMV would be 
lost. The developable site area is below this 
threshold, and it may be the case that the land 
is not BMV should it be within Grade 3b of the 
ALC. 
 

 
Residential Amenity 
 
Policy D2 of the adopted Local Plan outlines that development proposals will be supported where 
they do not have a significant adverse effect on the living conditions of existing and new residents 
through loss of privacy, excessive overshadowing, and overbearing impacts, which is supported by 
the Council's Good Design SPD. Paragraph 191 of the NPPF states that planning policies and 
decisions should also ensure that new development is appropriate for its location considering the 
likely effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on health, living conditions and the natural 
environment, as well as the potential sensitivity of the site or the wider area to impacts that could 
arise from the development. 
 
The nearest residential receptor to the application site would be Spring House Farmhouse, Whatton 
Road which is situated, at its closest point, around 374 metres to the east of the site.  
 
Whilst the representation from Kegworth Parish Council has referred to development at ‘Finger Farm’ 
being impacted on, the development consented relates to the provision of offices so is not a 
residential use and Policy D2 of the adopted Local Plan, as well as relevant Paragraphs of the NPPF, 
only seek to protect residential amenity and not ‘employee’ amenity. This was outlined in an appeal 
decision at Unit C, Norman Court, Ashby De La Zouch (appeal ref: APP/G2435/W/18/3195626 and 
District Council ref: 17/01159/FUL), dated 23rd May 2018, for an extension to an industrial building 
and where the Inspector at Paragraph 12 of the appeal decision outlined that “I have been referred 
to Policy D2 of the Local Plan regarding amenity but this relates to the living conditions of occupiers 
of residential properties and is not relevant in this case.” 
 
Given the separation distance to the nearest residential receptor it is considered that the proposed 
development, including the provision of the portable buildings and formation of the earth made jumps, 
would not give rise to any adverse overbearing, overshadowing, or overlooking impacts to the 
amenities of the residential receptor. 
 
The other aspect to consider in respect of residential amenity is any potential impacts arising from 
noise, dust and fumes with Part 2 of Policy D2 of the adopted Local Plan outlining that development 
proposals will only be supported where “they do not generate a level of activity, noise, vibration, 



PLANNING APPLICATIONS- SECTION A  
 

 Planning Committee 10 January 2024  
Development Control Report 

 
 

pollution or unpleasant odour emissions, which cannot be mitigated to an appropriate standard and 
so, would have an adverse impact on amenity and living conditions.” This is compliant with the terms 
of Paragraph 185 of the NPPF as outlined above. 
 
Paragraph 194 of the NPPF outlines that the focus of planning decisions “should be on whether 
proposed development is an acceptable use of land, rather than the control of processes or 
emissions (where these are subject to separate pollution control regimes). Planning decisions should 
assume that these regimes will operate effectively.” 
 
It is noted that planning permission has previously been granted, on the 5th of October 2011, for the 
use of land for off-road motorcycle and quad bike circuits with associated car parking and portable 
office and toilet buildings together with alterations to vehicular access under application reference 
11/00475/FUL. Whilst three tracks were proposed as part of this approved development such tracks 
were smaller given the reduced application site area (the land where the primary circuit is proposed 
was excluded).  
 
The officer report in respect of application reference 11/00475/FUL stated the following in respect of 
the impacts to residential amenity: 
 
“The nearest residential properties to the site are Spring House Farm, located approximately 340m 
to the east of the primary circuit and Molehill Farm, on whose land the use is proposed. There are 
no other residential properties within 750m of the site. The area is currently influenced by existing 
noise impact from the M1 Motorway and East Midlands Airport, and it is advised through the 
submitted noise assessment, and supported by the Council’s Environmental Protection Officer that 
the proposed use is likely to result in only marginal significance in terms of nuisance to the occupiers 
of residential properties near to the site.” 
 
The planning permission granted under application reference 11/00475/FUL was not implemented 
and consequently expired on the 28th July 2014. It therefore does not act as a ‘fallback’ position in 
the assessment of this application. 
 
A Noise Impact Assessment (NIA) was submitted in support of the application, and this has been 
reviewed by the Council’s Environmental Protection Team (EPT).  
 
In their original consultation response, the Council’s EPT raised concern regarding the noise the 
proposed development could generate and the level of impact to residential receptors in Kegworth. 
Particularly, the Council’s EPT commented that the NIA did not give a true reflection of the predicted 
noise levels from the proposed operation which would involve moving sources and consequently the 
noise measurements of a point source would not give a clear assessment of the noise that would be 
generated in a circular movement around each track. In addition the NIA only referred to one receptor 
(being Spring House Farmhouse) with no reference to receptors in Kegworth. 
 
On this basis the Council’s EPT advised that a NIA would be required to be undertaken at a 
representative motorsport facility, due to the wide range of specific acoustic characteristics from 
motorsport operations, and the methodology of BS4142 (Noise Assessments and Measures) applied 
to achieve the rating level which would be extrapolated on to the application site. This would then 
provide a true reflection of the potential noise impact. It was also advised by the Council’s EPT that 
a Noise Management Plan (NMP) would be necessary to detail how noise levels would be managed 
and how compliance to meet the guidelines would be achieved. 
 
Information was also required in relation to the following: 
 

1) How many bikes would operate on each track at a time; 
2) Whether all tracks would be operating at the same time; 
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3) The length of sessions; 
4) Number of practice runs/sessions in a week; and 
5) The acoustic specification of bikes to be allowed on site. 

 
The Council’s EPT also advised that if the tracks were not to be surfaced then there would be a 
potential for dust to be generated, which would also have the potential to impact negatively on nearby 
residential areas, and therefore it was also outlined that a Dust Management Plan (DMP), including 
dust mitigation measures, for the proposed site should be provided. 
 
It was also noted by the Council’s EPT that no lighting information had been submitted in support of 
the application, but the Council’s EPT considered that this could be subject to condition should 
planning permission be granted. In this respect it is noted that Paragraph 6.5 of the Planning 
Statement (PS) states that there “is no need for lighting” as the site would only operate during daylight 
hours. 
 
Following the receipt of the comments from the Council’s EPT, the applicant has subsequently 
submitted an amended NIA. The conclusions of the amended NIA are that the change in ambient 
noise and the rated level of noise at the closest residential dwellings (which are identified as Spring 
House Farmhouse and Kenilworth House) as result of the use of the motocross tracks falls below 
the criteria noise level. This would also be the case for cars parking. On this basis the amended NIA 
considers there is no requirement for noise mitigation measures. It therefore summarises that the 
predicted level of noise from the development would be sufficiently low enough at the identified 
residential receptors that they would accord with the ‘No Observed Adverse Effect Level’ detailed 
within the NPPG. A NMP was also appended to the amended NIA. 
 
Re-consultation has been undertaken with the Council’s EPT and within their revised response they 
advised that it was not clear how staff would check the bikes on entering the site so as to ensure 
they would meet the noise level emissions detailed within the amended NIA (being 86 decibels (dB) 
on a 4-stroke bike and 94 dB on a 2-stroke bike), and in this respect it was recommended that the 
use of a calibrated handheld noise monitor would be reasonable to check the bikes and consequently 
refuse entry to those bikes which exceeded such a limit. 
 
The applicant has subsequently clarified that a digital noise meter would be utilised and that there 
would be a holding pen for bikes before they would go on to a stand where the noise reading would 
be taken. When taking such a reading staff would stand 2 metres from the bike with such staff being 
technical (sound) officials. This is considered acceptable to the Council’s EPT. 
 
Based on the amended NIA the Council’s EPT have no objections to the application, in respect of 
noise impacts, but this would be subject to conditions, on any permission to be granted, so as to 
secure: 
 

(a) A robust NMP detailing the operation of the track, how staff would carry out the bike checks 
(including how far they would stand away from the bikes and the rev etc the bikes would be 
at) and that a log would be maintained for inspection by the Council’s EPT at any reasonable 
time; 

(b) That if a bike fails to meet the set noise level emissions detailed in the amended NIA it shall 
not be permitted to ride on the tracks unless, and until, it has been modified and/or repaired 
and has subsequently passed a further noise level emission check; 

(c) That the operational hours detailed within the amended NIA would be adhered to; being 
between 10:00 and 16:00 on Tuesdays, Thursdays, Saturdays, and Sundays as well as Bank 
Holiday Mondays with extended hours in the summer months where the site would operate 
until 19:30 on Thursdays. The extended hours on Thursdays in the summer months would 
be only available for a total of 12 days; 

(d) That the length of a session would be limited to 15 minutes, with a maximum of 24 sessions 
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during a day and a maximum of 96 sessions a week; and 
(e) That whilst 45 bikes may be present on the site at any one time, not all 45 bikes would be 

riding at the same time with the number of bikes operational on the circuits at a particular 
time being limited to 21. 

 
It is considered that conditions could be imposed on any permission to be granted to meet the 
requirements outlined by the Council’s EPT and the imposition of such conditions would ensure that 
noise generated by the proposed development would not result in detriment to residential amenity. 
 
Within their revised consultation response the Council’s EPT reiterated that no details of lighting have 
been provided, albeit it is outlined above that the submitted PS details that no lighting is proposed. 
Notwithstanding the contents of the PS, it is considered that a condition could be imposed on any 
permission to be granted to ensure that no lighting is provided on the site unless details have first 
been approved. 
 
So as to ensure that dust does not result in detriment to residential amenity a condition would be 
imposed so as to secure a DMP given that the tracks would be unsurfaced, and no details have been 
provided by the applicant in respect of how dust would be controlled to date. 
 
It is also the case that any statutory nuisance complaints arising from the operation of the proposed 
development could be investigated under separate legislation by the Council’s Environmental 
Protection Team. 
 
Residential Amenity Conclusion 
 
Overall, and subject to the imposition of conditions, the impacts of the development to residential 
amenity (be that existing or future residential amenity) would not be of such significant detriment that 
a reason to refuse the application could be substantiated. On this basis the proposed development 
would be considered compliant with Policy D2 of the adopted Local Plan as well as Paragraphs 191 
and 194 of the NPPF. 
 
Assessment of objections in relation to residential amenity 
 
Objection 
 

Officer Response 

 
The Parish Council [Long Whatton and 
Diseworth] is concerned that the additional 
noise generated, in what is an already noisy 
area, will be unacceptable so needs careful 
consideration and mitigation. Given the 
disturbance our Parish is subjected to at all 
times of the day and night together with 
Donington Park’s limited track days the PC 
assume that an open track facility for trial bikes 
will generate considerable disturbance and 
needs serious consideration. 
 
The proposed development would create 
additional noise when combined with that 
already generated by East Midlands Airport, the 
M1 and Donington Park. 
 
The noise levels already experienced at 

 
See above assessment. The Council’s 
Environmental Protection Team have raised no 
objections to the application subject to the 
imposition of a condition to predominately 
secure a Noise Management Plan (NMP) which 
would control the levels of noise generated by 
the proposed development and thereby 
ensuring that there was no detriment to 
residential amenity. This would be 
notwithstanding any separate action which 
could be taken by the Council’s Environmental 
Protection Team, under relevant Environmental 
Protection Legislation, should a statutory 
nuisance issue arise. 
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residential receptors in Kegworth are above 
those deemed acceptable with the height of the 
application site not providing any means of 
noise mitigation. The wind is also predominately 
from a western direction bringing the noise to 
Kegworth. 
 
The proposed development is contrary to Policy 
D2 of the adopted Local Plan and Paragraph 
191 of the NPPF. It is also noted that Donington 
Park is subject to strict controls on the noise 
generated so this development should also be 
controlled if allowed. 
 
 
There will be an increase in dust and dirt due to 
the nature of the activity undertaken. 
 

 
It is considered that the imposition of a condition 
requiring a dust management plan (DMP) to be 
approved could ensure that dust and dirt did not 
result in residential amenity issues. This is 
notwithstanding any separate action which 
could be taken by the Council’s Environmental 
Protection Team, under relevant Environmental 
Protection Legislation, should a statutory 
nuisance issue arise. 
 

 
External lighting would have the potential to 
create more adverse impacts to residential 
receptors. 
 

 
It has been outlined by the applicant that no 
external lighting is proposed because of the 
development with it being the case that external 
lighting (if required in the future) could be 
controlled by the imposition of a condition on 
any permission to be granted. This would then 
enable an appropriate assessment of any 
external lighting to be undertaken. 
 

 
Air Quality 
 
Part (2) of Policy D2 of the adopted Local Plan outlines that development will be supported which 
does not generate a level of pollution, which cannot be mitigated to an appropriate standard and so, 
would have an adverse impact on amenity and living conditions. 
 
Policy En6 of the adopted Local Plan specifies that proposals for development which is within or 
close to an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) will be supported where (a) a planning application 
is accompanied by a detailed investigation and assessment of the issues; and (b) appropriate 
mitigation measures are identified which avoid any unacceptably adverse impacts upon the site or 
adjacent areas. 
 
Paragraph 192 of the NPPF outlines that planning decisions should “sustain and contribute towards 
compliance with relevant limit values or national objectives for pollutants, taking into account the 
presence of Air Quality Management Areas and Clean Air Zones, and the cumulative impacts from 
individual sites in local areas. Opportunities to improve air quality or mitigate impacts should be 
identified, such as through traffic and travel management, and green infrastructure provision and 
enhancement…Planning decisions should ensure that any development in Air Quality Management 
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Areas and Clean Air Zones is consistent with the local air quality action plan.” 
 
The application site does not lie within or adjacent to an Air Quality Management Area (AQMA) given 
that the M1 AQMA (which included Molehill Farm as the only receptor) was revoked in 2019. The 
nearest AQMA is therefore the High Street/Bondgate, Castle Donington AQMA which is over 3 
kilometres from the application site. 
 
As part of the consideration of the application the Council’s Environmental Protection Team (EPT) 
have been consulted and no objections have been raised in respect of the impacts of the 
development to air quality. It is considered to be the case that the proposed development is unlikely 
to result in any significant increase (if any increase) in vehicular movements through the High 
Street/Bondgate, Castle Donington AQMA given the location of the application site in relation to the 
strategic highway network and the separation distance involved. 
 
On this basis the proposed development would not conflict with the aims of Policies D2 and En6 of 
the adopted Local Plan and Paragraph 192 of the NPPF. 
  
Assessment of objections in relation to air quality 
 
Objection 
 

Officer Response 

 
There will be an increase in environmental 
pollutants which will add to those already 
created by existing developments in the locality. 
The wind will bring these pollutants towards 
Kegworth given the prevalent wind direction. 
This will impact on air quality as well as the 
Molehill Farm Air Quality Management Area. 
 

 
See above assessment. The M1 Air Quality 
Management Area (AQMA) was revoked in 
2019 with the development not resulting in any 
significant increase (if any increase) in vehicular 
movements through the High Street/Bondgate, 
Castle Donington AQMA (being the nearest 
AQMA) due to its accessibility on the strategic 
highway network.  
 
The Council’s Environmental Protection Team 
(EPT) also have no objections to the application. 
 

 
Highways 
 
Policy IF4 of the adopted Local Plan requires that development takes account of the impact upon the 
highway network and the environment, including climate change, and incorporates safe and 
accessible connections to the transport network to enable travel choice, including by non-car modes, 
for residents, businesses, and employees. Policy IF7 of the adopted Local Plan requires that 
development incorporate adequate parking provision for vehicles and cycles to avoid highway safety 
problems and to minimise the impact upon the local environment. 
 
As part of the consideration of this application the County Highways Authority (CHA) and National 
Highways (NH) have been consulted with the consultation response from the CHA considering the 
advice outlined in the Leicestershire Highways Design Guide (LHDG). 
 
It is noted that no consultation response has been received from NH in relation to the application. 
 
Site Access 
 
In their original consultation response, the CHA outlined that the proposed development would be 
served by an existing access connecting onto the Kegworth Bypass (A6) which is a classified A-road 
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subject to a national speed limit of 60mph at the site frontage.  
 
The submitted Highways Report (HR) states that the existing vehicular access serving Molehill Farm 
is 6.5 metres wide and has 0.5 metre clear margins on each side with an extended dropped kerb 
crossing. In this respect the CHA advised that Policy IN5 within Part 1 of the LHDG may be 
applicable, which seeks to resist the increased use of an existing access onto a road with a speed 
limit above 40mph. They also advised that the access should be 6 metres wide with minimum control 
radii of 6 metres so as to accord with the LHDG.  
 
On this basis, the CHA advised that swept-path analysis be undertaken based on the largest vehicle 
accessing the site so as to inform the access design. They also advised that as the proposed 
development was situated more than 45 metres from the highway, than it would be necessary to 
cater for emergency vehicles by ensuring that the access and driveway were of a sufficient width.  
 
In their initial response the CHA also outlined that vehicular visibility at the site access, in accordance 
with the LHDG, would need to be demonstrated, and that a speed survey should be undertaken 
within the vicinity of the site access to ensure that the achieved vehicular visibility splays were in 
accordance with the 85th percentile recorded speed of passing traffic. A Stage 1 Road Safety Audit 
(RSA), with satisfactory designers’ response, was also requested to demonstrate a safe and suitable 
access would be delivered. 
 
The Agent subsequently submitted a speed survey which has demonstrated 85th percentile 
westbound vehicle speeds of 50.5mph and eastbound vehicle speeds of 49.8mph, it was also 
outlined that the 64 vehicular movements per day associated with the proposed development would 
be in addition to those already generated by the existing land uses (agriculture and storage). 
 
In their revised response, the CHA has outlined that the Kegworth Bypass (A6) forms part of the 
CHA’s Resilient Network whereby it is considered essential for economic activity and key services in 
the event of extreme weather events, major incidents, and other disruption. The key aim is to ensure 
that access is maintained on the Resilient Network for traffic at all times, wherever reasonably 
practicable. 
 
The CHA has also outlined that the site access is located circa 180 metres east of the 
A6/A453/Wilders Way roundabout junction which facilitates access to East Midlands Airport, A50, 
A42 and M1. To quantify its importance, the CHA has empirical data for this area of the network from 
a permanent counter located 250 metres east of the site access which identified an Annual Average 
Daily Traffic (AADT) two-way count of 7,561 vehicles based on the period 1st July 2022 to 30th June 
2023. 
 
On the basis of the intensification in the use of the existing access, onto a highway where recorded 
vehicle speeds are around 50mph, the CHA consider that this would not be in the interests of highway 
safety and would not maintain the free flow of traffic. 
 
The CHA has also outlined that they verbally advised the Agent, on the 8th of August 2023, that an 
improvement to the access to physically prevent right-turn in or out movements could counter-
balance the CHA’s road safety concerns over the intensification in the use of the access as this would 
only allow left-turns in and out. This option, however, has not been taken forward by the applicant. 
 
In terms of visibility the CHA has outlined that the applicant has not demonstrated the required 
visibility splays on a scaled plan but based on the recorded 85th percentile speeds such visibility 
splays would equate to 2.4 metres by 149.06 metres in a westbound direction (i.e. when looking 
east) and 2.4 metres by 144.09 metres in an eastbound direction (i.e. when looking west).  
 
Although the CHA consider that it is likely that the visibility splays can be accommodated within 
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highway land, they have noted that there is significant existing highway infrastructure within the 
visibility splay envelope which could obscure sight lines for users of the access. This includes vehicle 
restraint system (VRS) infrastructure, lighting columns, speed limit signage, directional signs, and 
other traffic signs, all of which would need to be reviewed and potentially relocated at the applicant’s 
expense. If permission was to be granted the CHA would advise that a condition be imposed to 
ensure the required visibility splays were delivered, with the applicant then needing to fund and/or 
undertake works so as to deliver the required visibility splays. 
 
Overall, however, the CHA recommends that the application be refused on highway safety grounds 
given the intensification in the use of the existing access and where the free flow of traffic on the 
Kegworth Bypass (A6) would not be maintained. 
 
 
Impact on the Highway Network 
 
In their original consultation response, the CHA requested a trip generation exercise for the proposed 
use type to determine the likely number of two-way vehicle trips during the weekday AM (08:00 – 
09:00), PM (17:00 – 18:00) and Saturday peak periods. It was a requirement that such a trip 
generation exercise was comparative with the extant use type and considered the number of users 
of the tracks, employees and whether any spectators, officials or emergency services would be on 
site. 
 
The Agent’s covering letter in connection with the speed survey outlines that a total of 64 two-way 
movements would be experienced and which is broken down as follows: 
 
“This is based on riders sharing transport and the expectation is that 20 riders would come in 
individual vans, there would be 5 vans with 2 riders and 5 vans with 3 riders in. The 30 vans would 
therefore generate 60 movements (30 in/30 out) and the staff would generate another 4 movements 
(2 in /2 out) giving the total of 64 daily movements. Given that the proposed hours of use are 10am 
till 4pm (except on Thursday during the Summer Holidays, when the training will continue until 
7:30pm) and mainly at weekends and Bank Holidays, the proposed use will generate few if any 
vehicle movements during the peak hours.” 
 
It is also outlined in the Agent’s covering letter in connection with the speed survey that the 
breakdown of existing trips would be as follows: 
 

- In 2019, application 19/01945/FUL was granted for change of use of agricultural buildings and 
silage store to B8 use, including storage of caravans and self-storage. Details from the owner 
state that the movements equate to an average of 29 movements per day. 

- The storage sheds generate 8 movements per day, (4 arrivals and 4 departures) with most of 
these movements occurring during the peak hours. In addition, the storage use generates an 
average of 3 lorry movements per day. 

- In 2022, application 22/00033/FUL was granted for a new agricultural building at the farm, 
doubling seasonal harvesting movements, from the 80 original in 2019 (on the storage 
application) to 160 movements. When season averaged through the year, the letter states 
they will generate 0.4 movements each day. 

 
In their revised response the CHA has outlined that in accepting the Agent’s existing vehicle 
movements of 40.4 movements per day, then the proposed development trips of 64 trips per day 
would more than double the daily trips using site access. 
 
In such circumstances whilst ‘severe’ is not defined within the NPPF, the CHA considers that a 158% 
increase in daily trips at the site access onto a high speed ‘A’ classified road would not be in the 
interests of highway safety. 
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Highway Safety 
 
In their original consultation response, the CHA outlined that two Personal Injury Collisions (PICs) 
had taken place near the site within the most recent five year period which were recorded as ‘slight’ 
in severity and occurred at the A453/Kegworth Bypass (A6) roundabout to the west of the site. The 
CHA consider that the PICs recorded could not be attributed to the existing operation of the site and 
consequently they determined that the proposed development would not exacerbate the likelihood 
of such PICs occurring. 
 
It was, however, outlined by the CHA in their original consultation response that they would not 
conclude that the current site access proposal was safe until the potential intensification in the use 
of the access was demonstrated. 
 
Within their revised consultation response the CHA has outlined that the proposed development 
would result in the intensification in the use of the existing vehicular access to a level which would 
be contrary to highway safety, and which would restrict the free flow of traffic on the Kegworth Bypass 
(A6) predominately by virtue of vehicles turning into and out of the site, and particularly those turning 
right in and out.  
 
Internal Layout and Off-Street Parking 
 
In their original consultation response, the CHA outlined that a bespoke off-street parking 
arrangement would be required given the unique use proposed and therefore further information was 
required in respect of the trip generation to inform the level of off-street parking required. It was also 
noted that users of the site would bring their own bikes and as such the CHA advised that off-street 
parking spaces would be required to be larger, to accommodate trailer parking, and that swept path 
analysis would be required to demonstrate the vehicles could manoeuvre within the site so as to exit 
in a forward direction. 
 
The Agent has outlined that a hard standing and grassed area of 55 metres wide by 60 metres long 
(3,300 square metres with 1,199 square metres comprising hardstanding) would be provided for off-
street parking and the turning of vehicles but does not quantify the number of off-street parking 
spaces proposed. 
 
In their revised consultation response, the CHA has outlined that the parking provision would need 
to be demonstrated on a drawing to enable this to be conditioned should permission be granted, with 
no such drawing being provided at this time. 
 
Whilst no further details have been provided by the applicant to demonstrate the off-street parking 
which would be delivered, as well as how vehicles would manoeuvre within the site, the CHA are 
satisfied that should permission be granted a condition could be imposed to secure a suitable level 
of off-street parking as well as manoeuvring facilities. This is due to the area of land identified on the 
submitted plans which would be allocated for off-street parking and manoeuvring.  
 
Highways Conclusion 
 
Policy IF4 of the adopted Local Plan outlines, amongst other things, that development should take 
account of the impact upon the highway network and should incorporate safe and accessible 
connections to the transport network.  
 
Criterion (b) of Paragraph 114 of the NPPF outlines that safe and suitable access to the site can be 
achieved for all users with Paragraph 115 of the NPPF stating that development should only be 
prevented or refused on highway grounds where “there would be an unacceptable impact on highway 
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safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be severe.”  
 
The CHA has outlined that the proposal, if permitted, would lead to the intensification in the use of a 
vehicular access onto a high speed Class A road (Kegworth Bypass (A6)) and where the turning 
manoeuvres of vehicles could lead to dangers to highway users whilst also restricting the free flow 
of traffic on part of the CHA’s Resilient Network which is considered essential for economic activity 
and key services in the event of extreme weather events, major incidents and other disruption. As 
such the development has failed to demonstrate that a safe and suitable access to the transport 
network would be delivered with the impacts resulting in an unacceptable impact to highway safety. 
The residual cumulative impacts of the development to the road network would also be severe given 
the increase in vehicular movements and the restriction to the free flow of traffic at the site access. 
 
On this basis to permit the development would be contrary to Policy IF4 of the adopted Local Plan, 
as well as Paragraphs 114 and 115 of the NPPF. 
 
The CHA has also referred to the application being refused by virtue of the conflict with Policy IN5 of 
Part 1 of the LHDG, whereby the CHA normally seeks to apply restrictions to the increased use of 
existing accesses onto highways where the speed limit is above 40mph or where measured vehicle 
speeds are more than 40mph. In this case the Kegworth Bypass (A6) is subject to a speed limit of 
60mph in the vicinity of the site access, and the submitted speed survey has demonstrated 85th 
percentile speeds of around 50mph. Whilst noting the comments of the CHA, the LHDG does not 
have adopted plan status and is guidance to the District Council, rather than being adopted into 
policies of the Local Plan, and consequently it is considered that refusing the application based on 
conflict with Policy IN5 of the LHDG could not be justified. 
 
In terms of off-street parking, the CHA is satisfied that a condition could be imposed, should 
permission be granted, to secure a suitable level of off-street parking in connection with the proposed 
development. On this basis the proposal would not conflict with Policy IF7 of the adopted Local Plan 
and Paragraph 111 of the NPPF. 
 
Flood Risk and Drainage 
 
The application site comprises land which is within Flood Zone 1 (low risk of fluvial flooding) and is 
predominately at a very low risk of surface water flooding, as defined by the Environment Agency’s 
Surface Water Flood Maps, with the only exception being a higher risk of surface water flooding 
along the watercourse within the southern part of the application site.  
 
As part of the consideration of the application the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) has been 
consulted and their original consultation response outlined the requirement for the application to be 
supported by a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) which should demonstrate the proposed surface water 
drainage strategy (if one was proposed), surfacing materials and demonstrate that the proposal 
would not mobilise suspended solids towards the watercourse. If there was a risk of suspended 
solids being mobilised than the LLFA required them to be intercepted prior to overland flows 
discharging to the watercourse. 
 
An FRA has subsequently been submitted by the applicant which outlines that the only increase in 
surface water runoff because of the development would be from the hardstanding proposed for off-
street parking and the two portable buildings. In this respect it is proposed that surface water runoff 
would be allowed to infiltrate naturally into the ground to mimic the existing drainage regime. Surface 
water runoff from the hardstanding and two portable buildings would therefore not be directly into the 
watercourse. It is also specified that the motocross tracks would not affect surface water drainage. 
 
In terms of the management of surface water runoff to the watercourse from the formation of the 
tracks, the FRA outlines that a method statement would be produced to outline that the construction 
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of the tracks would only take place during a prolonged and forecast dry period to stop silt entering 
the watercourse. An additional precaution during the construction of the tracks would also comprise 
that placement of a barrier of straw bales downstream within the watercourse which would trap 
suspended sediment whilst allowing water to penetrate through. Such sediment would then be 
removed from the watercourse. 
 
Following re-consultation, the LLFA has outlined that they have no objections to the application 
subject to the imposition of conditions on any permission to be granted which would secure the 
surface water drainage strategy for the parking and portable buildings as well as the management of 
surface water during the construction stage (and which would include the method statement in 
relation to the ensuring suspended solids do not enter the watercourse). 
 
It is considered that the imposition of such conditions would ensure the development would not 
exacerbate any localised flooding impact and therefore it would be compliant with Policies Cc2 and 
Cc3 of the adopted Local Plan as well as Paragraphs 173 and 175 of the NPPF. 
 
In terms of foul drainage disposal, the application forms indicate toilets would be provided in a 
portable building, whereby the effluent would be collected by a waste disposal contractor, and 
consequently there would be no connection to the mains sewer, nor would any alternative means of 
foul drainage disposal (i.e. a package treatment plant) be required. It is considered that this means 
of the disposal of foul drainage would be acceptable and as such the proposal would accord with 
Paragraph 191 of the NPPF. 
 
Ecology, Trees, and Landscaping 
 
Ecology 
 
Vegetation, in the form of trees and other shrubs, are present on the site. Such features could be 
used by European Protected Species (EPS) or national protected species. As EPS may be affected 
by a planning application, the Local Planning Authority has a duty under regulation 9(5) of the 
Habitats Regulations 2010 to have regard to the requirements of the Habitats Directive in the 
exercise of its functions. 
 
A Preliminary Ecological Appraisal (PEA) has been submitted in support of the application which has 
been reviewed by the County Council Ecologist and who has raised no objections to the application 
based on the contents of the PEA. 
 
It is, however, advised by the County Council Ecologist that the precautionary recommendations 
outlined within the report, as well as the ecological mitigation and enhancement measures, should 
be secured by the imposition of conditions on any planning permission to be granted. 
 
Such precautionary recommendations and ecological mitigation and enhancement measures would 
comprise the following: 
 

1) The provision of petrol interceptors and sediment traps to avoid pollution of the watercourse, 
both during the construction and operational phases of the development. 

2) A precautionary method of works to ensure great crested newts (GCNs), badgers, reptiles 
and other species (such as hedgehogs) are not put at risk during the construction phase. 

3) The provision of bat and bird boxes, hedgehog boxes within the peripheries of the site, refuge 
piles/hibernacula for reptiles and insect refuge features. 

 
In terms of biodiversity net gain (BNG), it is noted that the mandatory requirement for 10% BNG has 
not yet been enacted through the Environment Bill (will come in during late January 2024 for major 
developments) but Paragraph 180(d) and Paragraph 186(d) of the NPPF set out a requirement to 
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minimise impacts on and provide net gains for biodiversity.  
 
Whilst no calculations have been provided it is considered that the securing of the measures outlined 
at point 3) above, along with an enhancement to the soft landscaping infrastructure of the site (as 
discussed elsewhere in the report), would be sufficient in delivering a ‘net gain’ in biodiversity.  
 
Trees and Landscaping 
 
The Council’s Tree Officer considers that there are no significant arboricultural issues associated 
with the proposed development given that the indicative location of the motocross tracks has been 
designed around the site’s natural features so as to ensure existing trees and hedgerows are 
retained.  On this basis the Council’s Tree Officer has no objections but they have outlined the need 
for it to be demonstrated that retained trees would be adequately protected during the ground works 
to form the tracks. 
 
The submitted PEA, also outlines that a proposed soft landscaping scheme could include areas of 
native wildflower meadow creation (ideally by the enhancement of existing grassland areas), native 
species rich hedgerow planting (or the infilling of any defunct hedgerows); new native tree planting 
and new native mixed scrub planting. The submission of a detailed soft landscaping scheme would 
be conditioned on any permission granted which would seek to visually mitigate the proposed 
development. 
 
Hard landscaping would be limited to the proposed off-street parking area, which is to be constructed 
using permeable surfacing, albeit precise details have not been submitted at this time. Given the lack 
of precise information a condition would be imposed on any permission granted to secure a detailed 
hard landscaping scheme. 
 
Ecology, Trees and Landscaping Conclusion 
 
Overall, and subject to the imposition of conditions, the proposal would accord with Policies D1, En1 
and En3 of the adopted Local Plan, Paragraphs 180 and 186 of the NPPF and Circular 06/05. 
 
Assessment of objections in relation to landscaping, trees and ecology 
 
Objection 
 

Officer Response 

 
There is a watercourse near to the track which 
would become polluted from oil and fuel leaks, 
and this would be contrary to Paragraph 174 of 
the NPPF. 
 

 
Subject to the imposition of a condition requiring 
the provision of fuel interceptors and sediment 
traps the County Council Ecologist has no 
objections to the application. The provision of 
such interceptors/traps would ensure that the 
watercourse would not become polluted. 
 

 
There will be an adverse impact to wildlife which 
would be displaced because of the 
development. 
 

 
Based on the above assessment there is no 
objection to the application in respect of the 
impacts to the ecology from the County Council 
Ecologist. This is subject to the imposition of 
suitable conditions so as protect ecological 
features and species and which would be 
secured on any permission granted. 

 
High Speed Rail 2 
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The application site lies to the immediate west of land which is protected by the Safeguarding 
Directions put in place by the Secretary of State for Transport when the Phase 2b route was 
announced. Safeguarding is an established tool of the planning system designed for the above 
purpose and aims to ensure that new development along the route does not impact on the ability to 
build or operate HS2 or lead to excessive additional costs. 
 
On the 4th  of October 2023, the Government announced that the Phase 2b route of HS2 (or HS2 
East as outlined in the Integrated Rail Plan (IRP)) would not take place. Whilst this is the case there 
has been no subsequent announcement on how the safeguarded areas would be revoked. 
 
As part of the consideration of the application the HS2 consortium has been consulted and their 
original consultation response outlined whether the applicant would accept a temporary five year 
permission given the proximity to the safeguarded area and land potentially required for 
construction/utilities of HS2 Phase 2b/East. 
 
The applicant has subsequently outlined that a temporary permission would make their investment 
into the site for a motocross training park unviable given the need to have longevity to the business 
model. They also outlined that the application site does not lie with the safeguarded area, being 
immediately adjacent to it. 
 
Following re-consultation, the HS2 consortium have outlined that the location of the application site 
has the potential to impact upon the construction proposals of HS2 Phase 2b/East in this location, 
with the construction of HS2 Phase 2b/East also causing disruption to the applicant’s operation. It 
was also outlined that the route of HS2 Phase 2b/East could alter in this location considering the IRP 
identifying that the route of HS2 Phase 2b/East would terminate at East Midlands Parkway. 
 
It was, however, concluded by the HS2 consortium that they had no objections to the application, 
given that no development is proposed in the safeguarded area, subject to the imposition of an 
informative on any permission to be granted advising the applicant of the relationship the application 
site has with the safeguarded area for HS2 Phase 2b/East. 
 
Notwithstanding such comments from the HS2 consortium, it is outlined above that HS2 Phase 
2b/East has been cancelled and therefore whilst the safeguarding area remains in place at this time 
it is likely to be removed soon. On this basis the note to the applicant would not be considered 
necessary should permission be granted. 
 
East Midlands Airport Safeguarding 
 
Part (1) of Policy Ec5 of the adopted Local Plan outlines that development which would adversely 
affect the operation, safety or planned growth of East Midlands Airport will not be permitted. 
 
Part (1) of Policy Ec6 of the adopted Local Plan outlines that there will be a general presumption 
against new or replacement development or changes of use of existing buildings within the 
designated East Midlands Airport Public Safety Zones identified on the Policies Map. Part (2) of 
Policy En6 states that within the identified 1:10,000 risk contours, only development which would 
involve a very low density of people coming and going may be permitted as exceptions to 
presumptions outlined in Part (1) of Policy Ec6. 
 
As part of the consideration of the application East Midlands Airport Safeguarding (EMAS) has been 
consulted. 
 
The original consultation response from EMAS outlined that the main part of the application site is 
located 800 metres to the south-east of the runway 27 threshold at East Midlands Airport (EMA), with 
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the vehicular access to the site running underneath the approaches to EMA. It was also noted by 
EMAS that the creation of the motocross site would necessitate large amounts of earth handling, 
particularly for the jumps. 
 
On the above basis, EMAS advised of the following requirements: 
 

(1) A Bird Hazard Management Plan (BHMP) would be required for the construction phase 
including stripping top soils on a ‘just in time’ basis, compacting, covering or removing of top 
soils off-site to prevent access to hazardous birds which would feed on invertebrates in newly 
turned top soils, a commitment to promptly drain any areas of puddling or ponding to prevent 
hazardous bird using them to bathe and drink and to monitor hazardous birds on site and 
take additional measures if necessary; 

(2) A Site Management Plan (SMP) outlining that sufficient lidded bins would be provided within 
the picnic area, car parking area and elsewhere where necessary to ensure food waste was 
not available to scavenging birds; 

(3) That any replacement planting should be on a ‘like for like’ basis and that new soft 
landscaping infrastructure should not include large areas of berry or fruit bearing plants and 
large canopy forming trees such as Oak and Scots Pine. A detailed soft landscaping scheme 
would therefore be required; 

(4) That the bird boxes to be provided should be designed for smaller bird species and therefore 
bird boxes suitable for owls, kestrels of other large birds were required to be omitted; 

(5) That a Dust Management Plan (DMP) would be required to mitigate against rising dust to 
prevent visibility issues for approaching aircraft and a hazard to aircraft engines; 

(6) That a height restrictor would be required at the site access to ensure that vehicles did not 
obstruct the approach lighting for runway 27 at any time; 

(7) That if external lighting was required then a detailed plan would be necessary demonstrating 
that lighting would be capped at the horizontal with no upward glare to ensure there was no 
adverse impact to the Air Traffic Control (ATC) tower or approaching aircraft; 

(8) That details of the hardstanding and portable buildings would be required; and 
(9) That the use of tall equipment (over 10 metres in height) used during construction or 

maintenance of the site, along with any frequency emitting equipment used at the site, would 
require a permit from EMAS given its proximity to EMA. 

 
The applicant subsequently submitted an Aerodrome Safeguarding Statement providing 
commentary against the above points raised by EMAS and re-consultation was undertaken. 
 
In their revised consultation response EMAS have confirmed that they have no objections to the 
application subject to the imposition of conditions which would require strict management of the site 
and effective communication with the airport. Such conditions would include: 
 

(1) A Site Management Plan (SMP), which would include a BHMP and DMP; 
(2) A detailed soft landscaping plan; 
(3) Precise details of the portable buildings to be provided on the site; and 
(4) No external lighting is installed unless details are first approved. 

 
It was also reiterated that a communication plan should be agreed with EMAS to advise on visitor 
numbers, an agreement that if a high sided vehicle regularly visits the site and obstructs aviation 
lighting then a height barrier should be installed retrospectively, and which addressed the scenario 
where vehicles are stationary at the location of the aviation lighting. 
 
Whilst it is considered that planning conditions addressing points (1) to (4) would meet the tests for 
planning conditions as outlined at Paragraph 56 of the NPPF, it is considered that the securing of a 
communication plan would be unreasonable and unnecessary to make the development acceptable 
in planning terms and thereby failing the tests for planning conditions outlined at Paragraph 56.  
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This is considered to be the case as the vehicular access is already utilised for agricultural vehicle 
movements as well as commercial storage movements in accordance with the planning permission 
granted under application reference 19/01945/FUL which was not subject to a condition requiring a 
communication plan. It is also the case that there is no existing restriction preventing the obstruction 
of the aviation lighting from vehicles visiting the site. On the basis there would be no material change 
to the nature of the use of the vehicular access route past the aviation lighting, with the type of 
vehicles associated with the motocross training park not being materially different to those already 
visiting the site, the condition would be unreasonable. 
 
In terms of Policy Ec6 the supporting Planning Statement (PS) outlines that the main application site 
is located deliberately outside the Public Safety Zone (PSZ) with only the existing access to the 
farmstead, which is currently used for agricultural traffic and access to the storage use, being within 
the PSZ. Whilst additional vehicle movements would occur on the access route through the PSZ 
(estimated to be 64 vehicle movements per day), they would be transient so the incidence of people 
being within the PSZ would be extremely limited and would not result in an increased number of 
people living, working, or congregating within the PSZ. 
 
Overall, and subject to the imposition of relevant conditions, the proposed development would be 
considered compliant with Policies Ec5 and Ec6 of the adopted Local Plan. 
 
Design 
 
Policy D1 of the adopted Local Plan requires that all developments be based upon a robust 
opportunities and constraints assessment and be informed by a comprehensive site and contextual 
appraisal. It also requires that developments are assessed against the Council's adopted Good 
Design SPD. 
 
From a design perspective consideration is to be given to the placement of the portable buildings 
(which the plans indicate would measure around 12 metres by 3 metres and have maximum heights 
of 2.5 metres) and the proposed rope and post fencing given that the circuits (and their associated 
jumps) would be standardised in appearance and the hardstanding is considered in the ‘Ecology, 
Trees and Landscaping’ section of this report above. 
 
Previously planning permission has been granted, on the 5th  of October 2011, for the use of the land 
for off-road motorcycle and quad bike circuits with associated car parking and portable office and 
toilet buildings together with alterations to vehicular access under application reference 
11/00475/FUL. This planning permission was not implemented and as such has now expired. 
 
Whilst portable buildings are not typical within a rural environment, it is considered that they would 
not impact significantly on the character and appearance of the rural landscape given their close 
association with the agricultural building under construction (as permitted under application reference 
22/00033/FUL) which is more substantial in scale. The presence of the boundary hedges would also 
assist in providing screening of the portable buildings. 
 
Ordinarily planning permission for portable buildings would be granted on a temporary basis, given 
the tendency for the appearance of portable buildings to easily deteriorate. However, it is noted that 
a condition (no. 19) was imposed on the planning permission granted under application reference 
11/00475/FUL so as to secure a management plan for the monitoring of the condition of the portable 
buildings in order to ensure that maintenance and/or repair works were undertaken to such buildings, 
or they were replaced. It is considered that the imposition of such a condition on any permission to 
be granted would be reasonable and would negate the need for only a temporary consent to be 
granted for the portable buildings. 
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At this time no details of the appearance of the portable buildings have been provided and as such 
a condition would be imposed on any permission to be granted so as to secure precise details. A 
condition would also be imposed requiring the approval of a colour scheme for the portable buildings 
to enable them to assimilate more successfully into the rural environment. 
 
The proposed rope and post fencing would be considered acceptable in a rural environment as a 
means of defining the boundaries of the three circuits and would not impact adversely on the 
character and appearance of the landscape. This boundary treatment could be secured by condition 
on any permission granted. 
 
On the above basis the proposal would be considered compliant with Policy D1 of the adopted Local 
Plan, the Council’s adopted Good Design SPD and Paragraphs 131 and 135 of the NPPF. 
 
Archaeology 
 
As part of the consideration of the application the County Council Archaeologist has been consulted 
and following a review of the Leicestershire and Rutland Historic Environment Record (HER) they 
have advised that the proposal would not result in a significant direct or indirect impact upon the 
archaeological interest or setting of any known or potential heritage assets. This is the case as the 
formation of the tracks would result in ground levels increasing (for the jumps) rather than being 
decreased and the portable buildings not having footings. 
 
On this basis the proposed development would be considered compliant with Policy He1 of the 
adopted Local Plan, insofar as it relates to archaeology, and Paragraph 211 of the NPPF. 
 
Other Matters 
 
Assessment of objections in relation to other matters 
 
Objection 
 

Officer Response 

 
No site notice was displayed for the application 
so as to advertise it to the wider public. 
 

 
Part (4) of Article 15 of the Town and Country 
Planning (Development Management 
Procedure) (England) Order 2015 (as 
amended) (DMPO) outlines that the 
consultation on a ‘major’ planning application 
should comprise a notice by either site display 
or by serving the notice on any adjoining owner 
or occupier (my emphasis) and the publication 
of a notice in a newspaper. 
 
A site notice was displayed on the 17th  of 
February 2023 within the vicinity of the site 
access (on the A6 Kegworth Bypass) with a 
press notice published in the Leicester Mercury 
on the 15th February 2023 and the only adjoining 
owner or occupier to the red line application site 
boundary (Spring House Farmhouse, Whatton 
Road) being consulted on the 9th February 
2023. 
 
In the circumstances that consultation has been 
undertaken in the form of a site notice, 
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consultation with a third party and a press notice 
it is considered that compliance with Part (4) of 
Article 15 of the DMPO has been demonstrated. 
 
Given that several representations have also 
been received against the application, it is also 
considered that third parties have not been 
prejudiced by any decision to be made on the 
planning application. 
 

 
What measures will be put in place to control 
rubbish? 
 

 
Within the Aerodrome Safeguarding Statement 
the applicant has outlined that the use of the 
picnic area would be ‘low-key’ and only used by 
those who are accompanying the rider for their 
training (i.e. parents). No catering is provided on 
the site so therefore any picnics would be 
brought by users of the park, and it would be 
anticipated that they would take their rubbish 
home. Signage would be put in place to advise 
visitors on removing their rubbish and daily 
checks of the park would be undertaken to 
ensure no rubbish is left on the site and if it has 
the applicant shall remove it.  
 
It is also outlined within the ‘East Midlands 
Airport Safeguarding’ section of this report 
above that a condition would be imposed on any 
permission granted requiring the submission of 
a Site Management Plan (SMP) which would 
include the means of ensuring rubbish is 
appropriately managed given that scavenging 
birds could result in detriment to aviation safety. 
 

 
A restoration plan should be put in place to 
ensure the land can be restored should the use 
cease. 
 

 
It is considered that a condition could be 
imposed on any permission to be granted to 
secure a restoration plan. Such a plan could 
restore the land to its former condition albeit 
predominately this would only relate to the 
removal of the portable buildings, hardstanding, 
fencing and jumps and re-seeding of the 
surface. The applicant has confirmed that they 
would be agreeable to such a condition should 
permission be granted. 
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Conclusion 
 
In accordance with the provisions of Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 
2004, the starting point for the determination of the application is the development plan which, in this 
instance, includes the adopted North West Leicestershire Local Plan (2021). 
 
The application site is situated outside the defined Limits to Development, but Policy S3 of the 
adopted Local Plan supports the expansion of all types of business and enterprise in rural areas as 
well as recreation and tourism. This would be subject to compliance with criteria (i) to (vi) of Policy 
S3 and for the reasons as outlined above, the proposed development is considered compliant with 
such criteria and is therefore acceptable in principle. 
 
It is also considered that, subject to conditions, the proposed development would be of an acceptable 
design and would not result in significantly adverse impacts to residential amenity, air quality, 
ecology, trees, aviation safety or archaeology, nor would the proposal create or exacerbate any 
localised surface water flooding impact.  
 
However, the proposal would lead to the intensification in the use of a vehicular access onto a high 
speed Class A road (Kegworth Bypass (A6)) and where the turning manoeuvres of vehicles would 
lead to dangers to highway users whilst also restricting the free flow of traffic on part of the CHA’s 
Resilient Network which is considered essential for economic activity and key services in the event 
of extreme weather events, major incidents and other disruption. On this basis the development has 
failed to demonstrate that a safe and suitable access to the transport network would be delivered 
within the impacts resulting in an unacceptable impact to highway safety. The residual cumulative 
impacts of the development to the road network would also be severe given the increase in vehicular 
movements and the restriction to the free flow of traffic at the site access. 
 
The NPPF also contains a presumption in favour of sustainable development and when having 
regard to the three objectives of sustainable development, it is concluded as follows: 
 
Economic Objective 
 
This objective seeks to ensure that sufficient land of the right types is available in the right places 
and at the right time to support growth, innovation, and improved productivity, and that the provision 
of infrastructure is identified and coordinated. The leisure/recreation economy would improve 
because of the jobs created in connection with the proposed use, as well as potential increases in 
the local economy as a result of visitors of the development utilising local facilities and services. 
However, given the nature of the development such economic benefits would be limited and would 
be balanced with the decline in the agricultural economy because of the loss of agricultural land. 
 
Social Objective 
 
The economic benefits associated with the proposed development would, by virtue of the social 
effects of the jobs created on those employed in association with the leisure/recreation use, also be 
expected to provide some social benefits. The NPPF identifies, in particular, in respect of the social 
objective, the need to foster a well-designed and safe built environment and to support communities’ 
health, social and cultural well-being. 
 
It is considered that the scheme, as proposed, would be of an acceptable design and would support 
the community’s health and social well-being by providing a leisure/recreation facility which would 
be accessible to all. However, such health and social well-being benefits would only be applicable to 
those who have an interest in motocross and would be balanced by the health impacts which arise 
because of the noise and pollution generated by the use (albeit this could be mitigated to an 
acceptable standard). 
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Environmental Objective 
 
The development would be undertaken on greenfield land and would result in the loss of agricultural 
land. It is, however, considered that the impact to the character and appearance of the rural 
landscape would not be significantly adverse and impacts to ecology can be appropriately mitigated. 
It is also the case that existing soft landscaping infrastructure would not be impacted on and could 
be suitably enhanced. This, however, is balanced with the increase in noise and pollution because 
of the proposed land use, albeit this could be mitigated to an acceptable standard. The use of petrol 
motocross vehicles would also not support the move to a low carbon economy, but this may change 
in the future because of the move towards the provision of electric motocross vehicles. 
 
Overall, it is considered that the limited social and economic benefits arising from the proposed 
development, with there also being environmental impacts, would be significantly outweighed by the 
unacceptable impact to highway safety and severe impact to the highway network. On this basis the 
proposed development would be contrary to Policy IF4 of the adopted Local Plan and Paragraphs 
114 and 115 of the NPPF. Accordingly the application is recommended for refusal. 
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