Examiner’s Clarifying Questions and Information Requests put to Babworth Parish Council and Bassetlaw District Council 


Questions and Information Requests to Parish Council 

Responses (in red)


Question PC1: 
What is to be the formal name of the neighbourhood plan – Babworth Parish Neighbourhood Plan or the Babworth Neighbourhood Plan? – currently the plan uses both titles.

We would like it to be called ‘Babworth Neighbourhood Plan’

Question PC2
Most neighbourhood plans have a clear thread that runs from identified key issues to vision and objectives and then to policies and proposals in response. The BNP doesn’t identify early on what the key issues are although as the reader progresses through the plan it does become clearer. I will be suggesting that the Parish Council provides a short section of text for section 3 ahead of the vision that sets out what the key issues for the parish are that have emerged out of the preparation and consultation process and which can then lead into the vision and objectives. It would be helpful if this additional text could be provided before the examination completes. A bullet point summary of the key issues will be sufficient.

Please find our preferred text below

· For the Parish to grow in a proportionate manner with housing that meets a local need
· For the most important environmental areas to be protected from inappropriate development
· To safeguard the character of the Neighbourhood Area and to ensure high quality design
· To preserve and enhance the range of community facilities and employment opportunities available to residents


Question PC3
Re the development boundary – what is the rationale for the long extended strip along Blyth Road north of the main part of Ranby? Currently there is no justification set out.

After the consultation event the residents in that area asked for the boundary to be moved so they could feel part of Ranby village. Development has already been approved in that area and it was seen as an opportunity to regularize the area and hopefully improve the road and footpath area. This is a positive response to sustainability filling in gaps between existing developments.

Question PC4
Re the alternative sites set out in the AECOM Site Options Assessment Report – what happened to LAA056 Blyth Road which AECOM considered to be the best site? The now allocated site south of the Conifers was one of 4 identified as possible all below LAA056 in terms of preference. Possibly LAA056 has been developed but even so there should be clarity as to why the now allocated site was chosen – is it just a case of the others either being too small to meet the identified need or too large?


Please see the response below and LAA056 already has planning permission on it so has already a number of houses allocated to it.

Maybe the response should be attached as an Appendix?

Site Allocation for Babworth Neighbourhood Plan.

The site allocation for the Babworth Neighbourhood Plan (BNP) evolved over time after going through several stages and processes both internally by the Babworth Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (BNPSG) and externally from AECOM Limited (AECOM).  The minimum housing requirement for Ranby for the next planning period was dictated by the Bassetlaw Local Plan which has set the target at 13 dwellings.
AECOM were employed to provide a Site Options and Assessment Final Report, using information from the Neighbourhood Plan “call for sites” and the Bassetlaw Land Availability Assessment (LAA) as a starting point. Following the work carried out by AECOM the number of sites that were actually potentially suitable and available were assessed and rated. Some sites already had planning permission granted so no further assessment was required. From the AECOM report 3 potential sites were then put forward for discussion by the BNPSG, these were BAB01, BAB02 and BAB03. BAB02 was the first area to be discounted as the site would only yield 1-2 dwellings and the challenging topography of the site was highlighted in the AECOM report. BAB01 also had significant issues, with the site’s close proximity to the A1 to the west generating large amounts of traffic noise, also a communication mast in the corner which would require ongoing access. The site borders the Chesterfield Canal which is a major feature of Ranby village and the building of a significant number of dwellings next to the canal could have a detrimental impact on the local biodiversity. BAB03 provided the best fit for a potential available site for allocation. The site does not have any physical or topography issues, the site is self-contained with hedging and trees offering some shielding on all sides and it has good potential access from The Conifers Road. The site size matches the number of dwellings allocated for the next planning period when taken in consideration with dwellings that have already been granted with planning permission. Barring infill BAB03 sits next to the last previous development within Ranby Village (The Conifers built in around 2007), which was a development of 5 large houses. This development was next to Beechwood Crescent which was a self-contained mixed development when it was built, meaning Ranby is continuing to grow in a similar way to how the village has developed in the past. BAB03 is also located very close to a bus route which passes through part of the village allowing access to Retford, Worksop and beyond.
After discussion the BNPSG decided that the only site that could be recommended for the Babworth Neighbourhood Plan was BAB03.



Question PC5
What is meant by the last paragraph on P19 – ‘population growth can be expected to be driven by the oldest households’? Does this mean demand for housing is driven by this age group and therefore it is the fastest growing age group?

Yes

Question PC6
Re BDC’s policy comments on policy ENV2 at Regulation 16 stage are there any important OS sites in the policy in need of improvement or enhancement?

Babworth Neighbourhood Plan are unaware of any OS sites in need of improvement.  

Question PC7
Re BDC’s policy comments on policy ENV6 at Regulation 16 stage are there any particular footpaths to identify for improvement.
Also Re Policy ENV6 ‘appropriate mitigation’ is not clear as to what is intended. Presumably if loss of a footpath was involved it was intended that mitigation would  include alternative provision?

Babworth Neighbourhood Plan are unaware of any footpaths that need improvement but if a footpath was lost mitigation would include appropriate re routing of the footpath and to retain its country side feel.
  

Question PC8
What is the evidence base/justification of the height threshold for wind turbines in policy ENV8 as 50 metres to tip is now very small in industry terms? 

Currently there are a number of smaller wind turbines within the parish and Babworth Neighbourhood Plan would support similar turbines. We also have to be mindful of the proximity of the Sherwood Forest Prospective Potential Special Protection Area which need to be taken into account, and the location of the Parish within the Sherwood Forest Landscape Character Area.

Question PC9 
Re community facilities and amenities - whilst the historic background to the churches is interesting - perhaps the more relevant point is the extent to which the buildings offer wider community services beyond worship. Please can you clarify?

The churches are used for worship, Christenings, weddings, funerals but also Ranby Village School have visits to the Churches especially Ranby. Babworth church is also used for historical visits due to its relationship with the pilgrim fathers.





 
Question PC10
On Page 49 in the top two paragraphs - what is the situation with home working and economic activity in the data from the 2021 census as this will be more relevant now than quoting 2011 data? 

The 2021 Census identifies 35.2% of people in Babworth who work from home. Economic inactivity has reduced to 39%.

Question PC11
The justification in the supporting text to Policy E3 is exceptionally brief – what is the intent of the policy? -  is it necessary because you want to develop/expand on the BLP policy on tourism? Please provide additional supporting text for this section.
Also in respect of E3 - is this intended to restrict tourism development to reuse of existing buildings and farm diversification schemes because if so this would put the policy in conflict with NPPF policy which does not restrict business growth in the rural economy in this way? 

The purpose of the policy is not to restrict tourism in this way, but to acknowledge that further tourism activities can come from farm diversification along with other sources.
Maybe the following re wording would work 

POLICY E3: TOURISM - Support will be given to facilities that enhance and promote tourism where: 
a) They are of a scale appropriate to the nature of the Parish and
b) They do not have a detrimental effect on the distinctive rural character of the Parish and
 c) They do not adversely affect the surrounding infrastructure, particularly local road networks, water supply and sewerage and
 d) They benefit the local community through, for instance, provision of local employment opportunities and improvements to local service provision appropriate in scale to their location and 
Tourism activities which involve the reuse of existing buildings and involve farm diversification are supported’.


Question PC12
Re Policy T1 – the justification / evidence base for the policy is similarly ‘light’. Please provide additional supporting text for this section.

The justification for this policy is excess speeding within Ranby village and on country roads. Large traffic problems including irresponsible parking around the village school which causes congestion.


Question PC13
Re the section on Monitoring and Review – would the Parish commit to monitoring annually – is that the intent as the phrase ‘regular monitoring’ is unclear and could for example mean every 5 years ?
Also what are the examples of other monitoring that will be included? 

The Parish Council will routinely monitor the NP by analysing planning approvals and refusals and considering how successful the NP policies have been. This informal monitoring will take place on at least an annual basis and will help inform the need to formally review the NP itself.

Other data will include legislative updates such as the NPPF, Planning Practice Guidance and updated housing requirement figures supplied by the local planning authority.

Question PC14
With regard to the consultation statement and the Reg 14 pre submission consultation – were any events held or was it simply a case of making the plan available and notifying consultees and the community that it was published?
In particular how did the Parish ensure that traditionally hard to reach groups were engaged?
Is it right that only 6 consultees responded and only one from a resident at this pre-submission stage?
Also – at the draft policies consultation event in September 2023, of the attendees there, how many actually made comments on the policies?

As referenced in the question, there was an informal consultation event organised for the community which was held in September 2023 and was attended by 30 people. As stated in the analysis of the event, attendees were offered the opportunity to comment but were encouraged to contribute to the Regulation 14 consultation. The analysis notes that three people commented on the policies and a further six people completed a questionnaire on renewable energy.

The responses to Regulation 14 consultation are as stated.

There were no specific consultation events through Regulation 14. It was advertised on the Parish Council website, through posters and fliers delivered throughout the parish.











Questions to Bassetlaw District Council 

Question BDC1: 
Two dates are given for the designation of the neighbourhood area in the documentation – 24/9/20 and 25/9/20 which is it?

The neighbourhood area was designated on 24 September 2020.

Question BDC2
What is the specific concern in respect of policy ENV7? – when asking for a policy to be revisited it would be helpful to have an indication of the concern and the requested change. This helps ensure any recommended modifications actually resolve the point of concern.

Paragraph 1 of the supporting text should refer to National Flood and Coastal Erosion Risk Management Strategy for England, 2020 instead of draft 2019. Figure 11 should also be updated to align with the most recent Flood Risk Maps. The Local Plan policy reference should be Policy ST50 not Policy 50.

The supporting text says the Neighbourhood Plan is looking to support measures that manage the effects of climate change on flooding for the lifetime of the Plan and beyond. It adds that its important that the location and technical standards of all new development in the Plan Area be judged on their likely contribution to flooding in a climate change world. 

However, the first paragraph of Policy ENV 7 focuses on proposals in areas identified in Figure 11, which we understand to be the flood zones. To be consistent with the NPPF and the Local Plan the ENV7 should ensure that proposals anywhere in the Plan Area appropriately manage their impact on flood risk, not just in flood zones 2 and 3. 

The first paragraph of ENV7 says ‘Development proposals within the areas indicated in Figure 11 will be required, where appropriate, to demonstrate that the benefit of development outweighs the harm in relation to its adverse impact on climate change targets, and on the likelihood of it conflicting with locally applicable flood mitigation strategies and infrastructure.’

It is not clear how the ‘benefit of development’ will be assessed and when that would be considered to outweigh the harm in relation to climate change and flood risk. This does not align with the national policy requirement to use the sequential test.

It is also unclear how a proposal could conflict with locally applicable flood infrastructure. 

Our understanding of the intention of ENV7 paragraph 1 is that the neighbourhood plan is requiring all relevant development proposals to mitigate their impacts upon flood risk in the Plan Area to ensure they are consistent with climate change objectives. We’d suggest the following to be consistent with national and local policy:

‘Development proposals within the Plan Areas indicated in Figure 11 will be required, where appropriate, to demonstrate that the benefit of development outweighs the harm in relation its adverse impact on long term implications for flood risk have been appropriately considered and that the proposal contributes to climate change targets objectives and aligns with locally applicable flood mitigation strategies to avoid increased vulnerability to residents, properties and land from climate change and infrastructure.’

Paragraph 2 of ENV7 considers proposals for new/improved flood infrastructure. Such provision is complex and should be designed to an appropriate technical specification, supported by appropriate technical assessments to ensure that the infrastructure can be effective in managing flood risk and drainage in the long term. To ensure paragraph 2 is effective we’d suggest the following: 

‘Proposals to construct new (or modify existing) floodwater management infrastructure (ditches, roadside gullies, retention pools, etc.), including within or close to the built-up area, will be supported, provided they are designed to minimum operational standards, have the support of the relevant agency(s), do not adversely affect sites and features of natural or historical environment significance, and have maintenance arrangements in place to ensure effective operation over its lifetime.’

The introduction to ENV7 paragraph 3 is restrictive and does not take into account any development that is not classified as residential, employment or agricultural. To ensure that there are no conflicts with national and local policy we’d suggest changing the first sentence to relate to all new development.

The policy recognises that if a proposal is in a location susceptible to flood risk no other sites in a preferable location are available. We understand this is referring to the sequential test. To aid legibility and effectiveness we suggest clarifying how a susceptible location will be defined (via the Flood Risk Map) and also by being explicit to a sequentially preferable location.

Given the focus on surface water flooding and sustainable drainage in paragraph 3 we’d also suggest for legibility and effectiveness, having a separate part of the policy for surface water, as distinct from fluvial and other forms of flood risk. This would align well with the NPPF/Local Plan. The separation would also help align paragraph 3 with national policy which requires SuDS from all major development. 

In paragraph 3, part c) the policy requires surface water strategies to ‘prevent’ properties from flooding from surface water. This conflicts with national policy which requires that flood risk ‘is not increased elsewhere’. This should be changed. F) and g) repeat c) and should be removed. In summary we’d suggest:

‘Development proposals of one or more dwellings and/or for employment or agricultural development should demonstrate that: 
a) if in a location susceptible to flooding from rivers or surface water risk as defined by the national Flood Risk Map, no alternative site is available in a sequentially preferable location to meet the local residential development need is available; 
b) its location and design respect the geology, flood risk and natural drainage characteristics of the immediate area and is accompanied by a hydrological study whose findings must be complied with in respect of design, groundworks and construction; 

All major development proposals should include sustainable drainage systems, unless it can be demonstrated that this is not feasible. Proposals will be expected to:
c) it includes a Surface Water Drainage Strategy which demonstrates that the proposed drainage scheme, and site layout and design, will not lead to an increase in surface water flood risk on site or prevent properties from flooding from surface water, , that flood risk elsewhere will not be exacerbated by increased levels of surface water runoff, and that the development will not threaten other natural habitats and water systems; 
d) its be designed to an appropriate technical specification, includes, as appropriate, sustainable drainage systems (SuDS) with an appropriate including allowing for climate change allowance, supported effects with by ongoing maintenance acceptable for the developments lifetime provision for , other surface water management measures and permeable surfaces; 
e) proposed SuDs infrastructure includes, where practicable, include habitat creation comprising e.g. landscaping, access and egress for aquatic and terrestrial animals, and native species planting; 
f) it does not increase the risk of flooding to third parties; and 
g) it takes the effects of climate change into account.’


Question BDC3
What is the specific concern in respect of policy ENV8? – when asking for a policy to be revisited it would be helpful to have an indication of the concern and the requested change. This helps ensure any recommended modifications actually resolve the point of concern.

The supporting text for ENV8 states that mapping of areas that are technically suitable for renewables is outside the scope of the Plan. But the NPPF says a suitable area for wind energy development can be defined in the development plan, not solely a Local Plan, and Local Plan Policy ST49 supports neighbourhood plans identifying suitable areas for renewable development including wind energy. We’d request that paragraphs 2-4 of the supporting text be amended as:

‘Mapping of areas that are technically suitable (aspect, exposure, prevailing wind, connection to the grid) for renewables development is beyond the scope of this Plan. 

Residents of Babworth Parish wish to play their part in reducing emissions, but at a scale appropriate to the landscape sensitivity of the Plan Area. The impact of wind generation infrastructure on communities has been recognised by the government: a Ministerial Statement (18 June 2015) the NPPF says that plans should consider identifying suitable areas for wind energy development must be identified in local plans and that any such proposals in those areas must have the support of local communities. The Bassetlaw Local Plan (2020-2038) intentionally does not refer to any evidence-based documentation identifying and mapping areas suitable for turbine (or solar PV) infrastructure developments across the District or, specifically, in Babworth Parish but supports neighbourhood plans who wish to identify suitable areas. In the absence of up-to-date BDC development plan landscape sensitivity or renewables suitability assessments, the Neighbourhood Plan’s Policy ENV 9 8 takes its guidance on site-specific wind and solar energy generation infrastructure landscape sensitivity/suitability and therefore on locally acceptable locations from the descriptions and assessments of the adverse effects of drivers of change in the Natural England National Character Area Profile 49 Sherwood. Given the emphasis on the National character Area Profile, we would recommend that landscape character is added as a consideration in Policy ENV8.’

By relying on the National Character Area Profile, the supporting text recognises that there is little locally specific evidence to inform the location of renewables proposals. However, Policy ENV8 provides a threshold for wind energy/solar development. It is unclear how that threshold has been reached or where the evidence for the number and scale of wind/solar development has been derived from. The National Character Area Profile does not provide information about the capacity for renewable energy development so should not be relied upon to justify the policy. This conflicts with the NPPF which requires plans to provide a positive strategy for renewable energy.

However, the Babworth Design Code highlights the importance of site-specific renewable energy measures helping to mitigate the impacts of climate change. It also highlights the importance of considering the impacts, including visual of roof mounted technologies. Given this local evidence we would recommend a slight change to policy ENV8 to address this locally important matter. 

We would recommend the following:

‘Proposals for wind, and solar, and other renewable energy generation infrastructure of up to five turbines, maximum tip height 50m, and/or one solar array up to 40 ha will be supported, subject to the satisfactory resolution avoidance or mitigation of harmful effects site specific and cumulative impacts on landscape character, environment and amenity, including views, footpaths, biodiversity, historic environment and noise. 

Proposals for commercially available renewable energy generation infrastructure systems for individual properties including roof mounted renewable technologies larger than specified above (number, height or area) will not be supported subject to visual and other planning matters being addressed.’


Question BDC 4
What is the specific concern in respect of policy T1? – when asking for a policy to be revisited it would be helpful to have an indication of the concern and the requested change. This helps ensure any recommended modifications actually resolve the point of concern.

We advise that reference in paragraph 3 of the supporting text should be to Local Plan Policy ST53 not ST55. 

National policy requires development plans to be written positively. The following proposed changes are designed to strengthen the positive approach to traffic management in the neighbourhood plan. 

For Policy T1 to be consistent with the Local Plan and the NPPF we recommend that the policy applies to all new development not just housing and commercial development.

Policy ST33 of the Local Plan requires new parking to be informed by the most up to date Nottinghamshire Parking Standards unless it can be demonstrated that it is not feasible or viable to do so. It does not require all proposals comply with the standards as it is recognised that there will be many circumstances particularly in the rural area, like Babworth where this may not be practicable. 

Further, this allows locally distinctive parking solutions to be promoted through design codes, such as the Babworth Design Code – GF.03 provides detailed locally specific car parking solutions. We would suggest that this appropriately evidences the approach to parking at a local level and should be referenced in Policy T1. 

In terms of providing off site parking in an alternative location, it is important that the policy is clear about where the off site provision should go. To ensure there is a link between the provision and the development we would suggest that needs to be in the locality of the development.

For the policy to be effective, part d) and e) need further clarification about what is considered a necessary improvement and when traffic calming is appropriate. We advise this needs to be as assessed by the development’s transport statement/assessment. 

Reference to communal parking in part d) duplicates the parking criteria in the policy and should be deleted. 

‘With particular regard to the rural highway network of the parish and the need to minimise any increase in vehicular traffic, all new housing and commercial development must:

a) Be designed to minimize additional traffic generation and movement through the village and on single-track roads by providing safe and convenient access for all including through sustainable travel measures;
 b) Avoid additional on-street parking provide for an appropriate level of well-integrated, convenient parking for motor vehicles and to ensure provision is made for cycles storage, development proposals will be assessed against informed by the Nottinghamshire Parking Standards (2016) unless it can be demonstrated that it is not viable or feasible to do so 
c) provide on-plot parking consistent with the Babworth Design Code and not remove or compromise the use of any to maintain existing off-road parking areas unless a suitable equivalent alternative is provided in an off road location within the locality; 
d) provide any necessary improvements as evidenced by the proposal’s transport assessment/statement to provide safe, convenient site access, communal parking and the safe, effective functioning of the highway network; and 
e) Provide for traffic calming measures where evidenced by the proposal’s transport assessment/statement as appropriate.’


Question BDC5
Regarding BDC Conservation Team’s Reg 16 representations re page 28 of the neighbourhood plan - if the number of Non Designated Heritage Assets is to be added to the text , please provide the actual number of these and whether these are in a ‘local list’ recognised and maintained by the District Council?

In terms of the non-designated heritage assets:

· There are 29 Local Interest Buildings within the Babworth Parish boundary. I have attached an extract of our non-designated heritage asset spreadsheet relating to these. And yes, these are recognised as being on our ‘local list’ and are identified in accordance with our approved criteria (https://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/media/qfenhzgx/non-designated-heritage-assets-criteria-november-2016-update.pdf). The same data is also contained on the Nottinghamshire HER.

· There are also 3 Unregistered Parks and Gardens, these being Ranby Hall, Ranby House and Morton Hall. Again, these are identified in line with our approved criteria (https://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/media/11zbfs15/bassetlaw-upgs-methodology-1st-march-2017.pdf) and the data is shared on the Nottinghamshire HER.
Four attachments – see screenshots on pages 8 - 12 (The documents are sent to the Examiner):
· Babworth Parish – Local Interest Buildings.pdf
· UPG39 – Morton Hall.pdf
· UPG44 – Ranby Hall.pdf
· UPG45 – Ranby House.pdf


Note – As I continue the examination I may have additional questions of clarification and these will be forwarded on.


P. D. Biggers
Independent Examiner
04 June 2025



Babworth Parish – Local Interest Buildings.pdf
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UPG39 – Morton Hall.pdf
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 UPG44 – Ranby Hall.pdf
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UPG45 – Ranby House.pdf
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Unregistered Park & Gardens
Morton Hall

Nec/BDCRer:
UPG39

Datels):
1802, Eary19, 18605, Late-C15 & Eary-C20

Lo g

Description & Nistoric information
Primarty 1860z landscaped park sssocisted with Morton Hll, an 1860z mansion designd by Jamss
Fower of Louth for Wiliam Mason J. The house was demlished in 1596, sthough the locge (aiz0
Gesigned by Fowler), situated adjacent o Byth Road, st remains and is grade Il sted. The 18605
park incorporated pre-edsting tree plantations adjacent 1o Blyth Rosd, dating to the eary-19"
century snd contemporary with ForestFarm originaly Morton Forect)

Viw o arionHal o 138 e v From Aveve)

The ste contains the grade Il stad ‘Money Stone’, which commemorates the finding of 3 Roman
<ol hoard in December 1802 [the tre plantations t the west may also have been planted shortly
fter the coins were found). The park contains 1860 outbuildings contemporary with Morton al,
including a stable/barn range (see 1938 photo). The Kitchen garden survives 1o south east of the
bam range. At the cast end of 1860 park i Spruce Cottage originally 'Morton O1d Cortage’). More
tree planting added inthe ate-19" and carly.20" century. The site was occupied by a tank regiment
Guringthe Second Worid War

Bassetlaw
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Features of signiicance:

Morton Hal Lodge (grade I, ictured below in c1384); The Money Stone (grade I, pictured below in
1876); Former sables/barns o Morton Hal, kitchen garden, Forest Farm, Spruca Cortage; wooded

plantations, diveways/walks.
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References:

" ohil. € sones; Los Housesof otinghamshire; 2006.

Aot iformatio o k5t o e ot it rinmans B e e isined by NotghrnsivsConeyConc.
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Unregistered park & Gardens
Ranby Hall

NCC/BDC Ref:
UPGA4

Date(s):
Late-CI8; Mid-C13, 18905

Description & historic information:
Late-18" and 167 century landscaped park, set around Ranby Hall, a large grade I1* listed country
house, mostly ate-18” century (around 1775-1800 — the hall doesn't appear on the 1774 map) with
‘eariy-157 century aiterations, together with a seies of outbuildings, cottages and a lodge.

Prior to the construction of Ranby Hall, the area was primarily marshy ground, farmland and grazing.
It Is unknown who bult the hall, but possibly John Rogers (of Ranby House) or John Bridgman
Simpson (of Babworth Hall. The south elevation of the hallis very similar to the south fagade of
Carlton Hal, Cariton in Lindrick (built 1783, demolished 1955)

by ) southfaade. Carlon Hal, Coon i inrick bl 1733 (demolshed).

Other features dating to the original phase of the hal include the stone barn range to the west, the
walled kitchen garden, the garden terrace, the ice house (currently hidden by vegetation) the ‘ha-ha’
and aseries of boundary walk

South wallo ichen arden. e tos0uth o ol
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‘The east fagade was remodelled in the early-1” century by Hugh Blaydes Esq (born 1777), who had
likely purchased the site shortly after his marriage in 1800, This saw the east range altered to form 3
Storeys (rather than 2) and the construction of a new entrance (note however, the present Doric
porch is mid-20" century). The position of the large chimney stacks and the irregular siting of 3
number of window openings ilustrate the changes carried out in the early-19™ century. The window
surround above the doorway i also typicalof the Regency period.

(3
~

‘Ronty a, st fogade,inc1500 (source:  and presenc .
Blaydes was probably responsible for the construction of lodges to the north east (originally Barnby
Lodge, now called Diggles Lodge) and south east (called Babworth Lodge, demolished mid-20"
century), in addition to the sweeping driveways through landscaped park to the east of the hall

2

Forkiand o south of Ranby rall 1825 sanderson’s Map (Nottinghamshir County
Counci, 2003)

In 1828, Ranby Hall was purchased for Anna Maria Pelham-Clinton, Dowager Duchess of Newcastle
under Lyne (and mother of the 4 Duke) in 1828".She made i her family home, shared with her new
husband, Lisutenant Genera Sir Charles Crauford and her son, the Earl of Lincoln (ater the 5" Duke
of Newcastie). The Duchess was likely responsible for Hall Farmhouse, the improved walkuays, the
‘opening up of istas through groups of trees and other tree-lined boundares.

il Farmhouse, bult 18205 View of Ranby al from 15405 [source: mma'sSketchbook —
Scnes of Nottnghamshie Lfe in the 16405, Notinghamshire
County counci, 2013

By 1853, Ranby Hall was referred 1o as being the residence of the 'Ladies Clinton’, the unmarried

‘daughters of the 4 Duke. In the later-15" century, further land in the Ranby area was purchased by

the 57 Duke of Newcastle. Garden Cottage was added i the 18905
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Westfogade f Gaden ortage 1855 Grdnance sunvey map, showing Ranby il

In the early 20" century Ranby Hall was purchased by Mr J Harold Smith, who then sold it to Mr
Charies Francis Darley (2 brewer). It then remained in the Dariey family until 1953.

Features of significance:
Ranby Hall(grade I1°) - although heavily damaged by fire in 1384, Garden terrace (grade ), Barn and
stables (grade I, Hall Farmhouse (grade I, remains of ce house, kitchen garden with wall, bothies.
and glasshouse (curtilzge lsted), Garden Cottage, Diggles Lodge, tree-ined boundaries, curved
driveway through tree-iined route, open vistas, circular wooded areas (possibly rabit warrens).

Ranby vl (gade 1 the Kichen garden & regarded = coriage sted); Garden Terace o

T ansy il (rade ; bam  Attached tabe lock(rade ) il Farmheuserade )
Scheduied nciem |

Loca iteres suitdings:

Digges odge, Garden ortage
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Ranby Hall
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References:

" John Burke; & Geneatogical and Herallc History of The Commoners of Great Bitain and Ireland Enjoying.
Terrtorial Possession o High Officil Rank But Invested With Heritable Honours — VoL I; 1833; pe6S.

* Universit of Nottingham websit:
s nottingham sc okl manuzerptsandspeciicolsctioncolsctionsindepth/family/newcaste/fe
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Adiionatnormatin on i st may befound on th Histoic Enionment Record he and maintained by Notinghamshie Couny Counci.
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Unregistered Park & Garder
Ranby House

Datels): S o B S R T e
Late-CI8; early & mic-C19, €1910, mig-C20 S e L
Pl Ay

Description & historic information:
Late-16 century landscaped park associated with Ranby House, a mid and late-18" century
mansion with 157 and early-20° century (c1910) akterations (grade I listed). Features a range of
‘associated buildings and structures. Used a5 a school from the late-1940s. The original house was
constructed in the mid-18 century of red brick with a hipped slate roof. This structure, being two
and 3 haif storeys, s stll visible on the west and east elevations, with timber glazing bar sashes
throughout, a large stair window and shallow brick arches above the openings. Some of the wooded
plantations on the site were also planted in the mid/ate-15 century period

centurysecion o buiding o reo of aterfogace. - Wooded area toeastofmainbuling.

I the late-18early-19” century, 2 range of outbuildings (mostly stables) was constructed a the
norther end of the house, together with walled gardens on both west and east sides of the house
‘The outbuidings are much altered, aithough the majority of the walled garden to the west remains,

with 2 section of the east garden wall also extant

Former stabl ranget neh of mai buidig

|

itchen garden wall o west of main building. Kitchen garden woll o east of main buiding.
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Also in this period, the main fagade of the house was rebuit, utiising 3 yellow coloured brick. The
only visible remnants of this phase are on the east side of the house, with a rounded window bay, 3
small area of brickwork visible in 2 narrow recess between the window bay and the later fagade and.
a sries of chimney stack.

Vellow bickwark on rounded bay, chimney stack and i gap between bay and ler extension

In €1820, Centre Lodge (grade Il isted) was constructed alongside the main entrance into the ste. In
1832, John Rogers Esq s recorded as the owner. I s likely that it was Rogers who was responsible
for the construction of this lodge and for some of the planting alongside the driveway.

Gentr Lodge, vewed from zouth st 833 Sanderson’s Mop showing Ry Fouse.

The estate was purchased by Henry Francis Noble Champion in the early-1850s. In the later-19"
century (approximately 18505/705), new entrances were instalied to both the west and east of the
original entrance, with sweeping driveways from each end. Adjacent to both new access points,
small lodges were constructed (now called West Lodge’ and ‘East Lodge'). Both are of similar design,
of ellow brick with hipped siate roofs. The entrance driveway from the east was the primary.
entrance for visitors, a5 it passed through an area of parkland formed at that end of the ste (also.
dating to the 18605705 period). It i likely that John Champion (Henry Francis Noble's son), owner of
Ranby House during the 1860s & 705, was responsible for these alterations.

4835 Orcnance Survey map, showing Rany House and new lodge ot westant cst énde o ront buncary.
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EastLodge, eostslevtion. EastLodge, north levation.

West Lodge, west and south lvatons.

west odge, nothelevaton.

In the early-20" century, Ranby House was purchased by Sir Albert Edward Bingham, 3 cutiery
manufacturer and factory owner from Sheffield. In 1910, Bingham had the main fagade of the
house rebuilt, covering the earler yellow brick structure with  new red brick and stone exterior in
an Elizabethan style, contrasting to the Georgian classical style of the earlier buiding behind.

Y ]

Mainfgase, vewed from west

Sir Albert Bingham died in 1945 and in 1348, the house became Ranby House School, officially
opened by Earl Manvers (of Thoresby Hall). The change to 2 school saw the main area of parkland to
the east of the house turned into a cricket field. Other areas of open space also became spor: fields.
Various alterations were made to the various outbuildings to form classrooms, with further
structures added since to add more teaching accommodation.

ket fekd and lgwns 0 east o house. Spors fkd o astendofse.
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Features of significance:
Ranby House (grade Il; Centre Lodge (grade Il) alongside the original entrance to the site; West
Lodge and East Lodge (both curtiage lsted) with associated entrances, wooded plantations, grassed

Fanby Toues (gad 1], Centre Lodge (Grade 1], West Lodke, Eax Lodge, the range of

istd sudings: outuidings adjscen to Ranby House and the kichen garden wals ars 3 ragardd 55
curtage sted.
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