Submission to Planning Inspectorate by East Leake Parish Council
Appeal – 195 Dwellings, Lantern Lane
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Rushcliffe Planning Application 17/02292/OUT
Inspectorate Reference: APP/P3040W/18/3196537
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1.0

Introduction

Following a public meeting on 24 January 2017 attended by 52 residents, East Leake Parish Council
objected to planning application 16/03119/OUT to build 195 dwellings off Lantern Lane. Rushcliffe
Borough Council refused permission on 19 May 2017. The applicant appealed this decision with the
Planning Inspectorate, and subsequently withdrew that appeal.
The applicant submitted the scheme a second time on 2 October 2017, with revised access
arrangements and further documentation, as planning application 17/02292/OUT. East Leake Parish
Council held a public meeting, with 42 residents present about the second application on 31 October
2017 and once again objected to reflect the residents’ views.
This document lays out the reasons why the Parish Council continues to object to this application. It
also lays out conditions and Section 106 considerations should the application be approved despite
the strong opposition of the Parish Council and residents.
We are also submitting in its entirety the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan, so that the full context of
its policies, including the evidence therein, can be referenced as necessary during the appeal.
2.0

The Principle of Approving Further Housing in East Leake

2.1

Overall number of new homes in East Leake

East Leake had around 2700 homes at the start of the plan period (2013) and since then has already
provided sites for 1062 new homes, expanding the village by 40%. This is in just 5 years of the 15
year plan period. This is far in excess of Rushcliffe’s Core Strategy target of a minimum of 400 new
homes for the entire plan period to 2028. Such massive over-allocation at East Leake distorts the
provision of homes across the Borough and thus conflicts with the spatial strategy of the Local Plan.
It also departs significantly from the planned phasing of delivery at East Leake as documented in
Appendix D of the Core Strategy (Housing Trajectory).
Providing a further large number of homes at the far south of the county at East Leake would
conflict with the requirement in the Core Strategy for Rushcliffe to provide sites on the urban edge
of Nottingham. It would also conflict with emerging Local Plan Part 2 which proposes to allocate no
further sites at East Leake.
Whilst it is understood that the 400 is a minimum figure, the approvals hugely exceed what was
planned for. To quote from Rushcliffe Borough Council’s issues and options paper for Local Plan Pt2:
“… other than allocating these eight sites that already have planning permission, there is no
need to identify any further land at East Leake for housing development over the plan period
(up to 2028). To do so would put at risk the Core Strategy’s focus to locate development
within or adjacent to the main urban area of Nottingham. There are also concerns over East
Leake’s capacity to support further development at this time and the effect that any further
development would have on the character of the village.”
The location of East Leake is such that it does not contribute well to the requirement to provide
housing for the Nottingham area, which is required to be on the edge of the urban area. Aside from
the distance, public transport links between East Leake and Nottingham, whilst present, are not
excellent, with the bus service taking over 45 minutes, and the journey time likely to increase when
the new development south of Clifton is completed. Aside from the bus service to Nottingham and
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Loughborough there are no direct public transport links to other locations. There are no designated
cycle paths out of the village.
East Leake is essentially a rural village, and further large development at this time would be a visual
intrusion, having a severe negative impact on the rural setting and the whole character of the village.
Residents are extremely unhappy about further loss of green fields and farm land and the impact on
wildlife.
Rushcliffe cannot currently demonstrate a 5 year supply of housing, but the 5 year housing supply is
only one issue that should be balanced against the cumulative impact of the explosive housing
growth currently being experienced on multiple sites across East Leake.
2.2

Sustainability

2.2.1

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

For the Core Strategy, East Leake was assessed by Rushcliffe as a sustainable location for a minimum
of 400 additional houses. Since then 1062 have been approved, but no further infrastructure
assessment has been undertaken. It is the Parish Council’s view that East Leake can no longer be
considered a sustainable location for development due to lack of primary school places, Health
Centre capacity, sewerage capacity and the limitations of the local road network. Housing
development is spreading the size of the village so that it is no longer easy to walk from the outskirts
to the central village facilities. Developer led housing is providing the wrong mix of housing to
support a balanced community. No employment opportunities are being created alongside the
housing. Couple this with a mediocre bus service linking only to Nottingham and Loughborough and
not other local centres of employment, and it is clear that the housing is generating additional car
journeys
In the NPPF, even where a 5-year housing land supply cannot be demonstrated, there is only a
presumption in favour of sustainable development. We argue that further development in East
Leake would fail to meet the economic, social, and environmental criteria for sustainable
development set out in paragraph 7 of the NPPF and cannot therefore be considered sustainable.

7. There are three dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and environmental. These dimensions give
rise to the need for the planning system to perform a number of roles:





an economic role – contributing to building a strong, responsive and competitive economy, by ensuring that sufficient
land of the right type is available in the right places and at the right time to support growth and innovation; and by
identifying and coordinating development requirements, including the provision of infrastructure
a social role – supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing required to
meet the needs of present and future generations; and by creating a high quality built environment, with accessible
local services that reflect the community’s needs and support its health, social and cultural well-being
an environmental role – contributing to protecting and enhancing our natural, built and historic environment; and, as
part of this, helping to improve biodiversity, use natural resources prudently, minimise waste and pollution, and
mitigate and adapt to climate change including moving to a low carbon economy.

Economic role:
Further housing land at East Leake is neither the right type nor in the right place. Despite all the land
allocated for housing in the past 5 years, no land has been allocated for employment (or indeed for
any use other than housing), and consequently very little employment has been created in the
village. This application also is for housing only, with no other uses. We discuss below some serious
gaps of provision of infrastructure.
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Social role:
The housing provided to date has been dominated by large four bedroom detached houses, built in
cul-de-sac developments that do not interconnect well with each other or into the existing areas of
housing. They are situated at an increasing distance from the village centre, and many car journeys
are created for work, shopping and everyday social living. They do not correspond with the housing
need identified by both Rushcliffe and the Neighbourhood Plan, which requires more provision for
smaller households and the aging population. Residents fear that the village is gradually becoming a
commuter dormitory location. As far as this particular site is concerned, its distance from the village
centre and the poor access arrangements and connectivity make it less likely that additional
journeys generated will be by foot or cycle.
Environmental role:
The green fields around East Leake, linking to wildlife corridors and county footpaths, are being dug
up at an alarming rate. The developments have reduced areas of agricultural land and done little to
promote diversity. This site is long term grazing land, supporting diverse wildlife and providing
connection from the village into the countryside, well used by dog walkers and ramblers.
2.2.2

Sustainable Locations for Growth Study

The assessment of East Leake as a sustainable location was undertaken in 2010 in the “Greater
Nottingham Sustainable Locations for Growth Study” by Tribal, which considers 34 assessment areas
in the Greater Nottingham area against 10 criteria:
 Sieve mapping
 Infrastructure considerations
 Geo-environmental considerations
 Transport and accessibility
 Housing affordability
 Economic development
 Regeneration potential
 Green Belt and/or strategic policy
 Housing land availability
 Landscape / urban character
The sieve mapping refers to East Leake’s position under the flight path for East Midlands airport, and
air traffic has increased, with little being done in new build to date in terms of noise attenuation in
new developments. When it comes to infrastructure considerations, great weight was given in the
study to the provision of primary school places and health facilities, and the current issues in East
Leake (see below) must have changed this rating. The report also notes the sewage provision at
capacity and this situation has worsened. The transport corridor for East Leake was not rated in the
study as one of the strongest in the study area, and by now, with the increased traffic on the roads
and at key junctions surrounding the village, this criterion also needs to be reassessed. There has
been very little economic development in the village in 5 years.
2.2.3

Primary School Places

Even with expansion undertaken and planned the two primary schools in the village do not have
capacity for any homes over and above the 814 approved before the Rempstone Road was allowed.
Both schools are currently full or oversubscribed in years 1 and Lantern Lane also in year 2, despite
the recent expansion of Lantern Lane to two form entry, yet less than half the new homes with
planning permission are occupied at present. The LEA has not identified any possibility to further
expand the schools, and there are no plans to build a third primary school. There is no funding
available to build a new school.
4

Brookside capacity is being increased by 105 places. Lantern Lane was extended by 4 classrooms,
but 2 portable classrooms were removed, a net increase of 60 pupils. Therefore 165 extra school
places have been provided, but using the LEA’s estimate of 21 primary school children per 100
homes, the 1062 new homes allowed to date (not including this site) will require 223 places.
We include in appendix 1 the Education Statement provided by the Local Education Authority for the
recent expansion of Brookside School (ref FR3/3786), which clearly shows that there are no places
available in East Leake for the children from the Rempstone Road development. This is also
indicated by the S106 clause for that development which seeks to allow contributions to be used to
expand schools outside the village and transport children to them.
2.2.4

Health Centre

East Leake Health Centre is the oldest in Nottinghamshire and 50% smaller than current guidelines
for the size of the patient list (see appendix 2). The existing building is too small for the size that East
Leake has become and unsuitable for a modern Health Centre. A second Doctor’s surgery in the
village closed in recent years.
This is limiting the number of medical staff that can be accommodated and the services that can be
provided. There is no land available to extend the Health Centre on the current site and the
construction is such that a second storey could not be added.
There are no firm plans to provide a new Health Centre, and no site has been agreed.
2.2.5

Sewerage

The sewerage provision is known to have insufficient capacity for all the developments under way
and with planning permission granted.
The situation as it was in 2015 is documented in Paragraphs 2.1.24 to 2.1.28 of the Neighbourhood
Plan and section 5.5 of the Neighbourhood Plan Statement of Consultation. This indicated that the
water treatment plant on West Leake Road had insufficient capacity to support the housing
approved plus the Stanford Hall development. The capacity has not been increased since then and
there are no plans as far as we know to expand the water treatment plant. The £2.1m project
currently underway is to improve the quality of the treatment but will not increase the capacity.
There is a sewage pumping station right in the centre of the village and the storage tank here has
insufficient capacity to deal with heavy rainfall. (Storm and foul drains are not separated throughout
the village.) As far as we are aware there are no plans to expand the storage capacity at the pumping
station. Appendix 4 shows photographs taken on 2 April 2018, when rainwater caused the storage
tank to overflow, running down the road, flooding an area of road in the centre of the village, with
the brook flooding onto the playing fields. The same thing happened on 10 April 2018, and on other
occasions in the past – this is not a rare event. There is consent in place to discharge sewage in to
the brook (see appendix 3), and at a meeting in December 2013 East Leake Parish Council was made
aware that sewage discharge had occurred 9 times in the previous year. The brook in turn floods
onto the children’s playground and this gives rise to health concerns among residents.
It cannot be stressed enough how concerned residents are about this issue, and Severn Trent’s
ability or otherwise to upgrade the infrastructure in time for occupation of all the developments. We
note the Foul Drainage Analysis provided by Gladman (Sept 2017) and the Foul Drainage
Supplementary report (October 2017), however the report by Severn Trent in the Supplementary
report appears to consider the additional flow from this development only, and not the combined
impact of all the East Leake developments plus Stanford Hall.
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Paragraph B7 of the Foul Drainage Analysis allows 2 years from grant of planning permission for
Severn Trent to expand their capacity, however Severn Trent indicates a lead time of 3-4 years. See
Severn Trent response on P107 of responses to Rushcliffe’s consultation on the East Leake
Neighbourhood Plan:
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/media/rushcliffe/media/documents/pdf/planningandbuilding/neighbo
urhoodplans/All%20ELNP%20reps%20redacted.pdf
2.2.6

Sustainable Journeys - Village Centre

The Neighbourhood Plan promotes a strong vision of East Leake as a “Walking Village” in line with
paragraphs 29 to 41 of the NPPF which promote sustainable transport. The site is not within the
1.25km walking distance to the centre of the village for most homes on the site required by policy
H6 of the Neighbourhood Plan. It is 1400m according to NCC Transport response, which quotes the
CIHT guidance; “For non-commuter journeys (such as shopping) the maximum walking distance
considered is 1,200m with desirable and recommended distances being 400 and 800m respectively”.
The latest response to the application from the Highways authority available to us is dated
November 2017 and it concludes:
.. we consider that the proposed development still fails to satisfy the requirements of the
NPPF with regard to sustainable development by virtue of its distance from the village centre
and poor public transport provision. The suggested improvements with regard to pedestrian
connectivity offer limited benefit and further measures are considered necessary to improve
the development in terms of pedestrian / cycling connectivity.
We understand that discussions continue between NCC and Gladman to improve the pedestrian and
cycle routes. If revised plans are produced for the appeal they will not have been through the public
consultation process so that residents and the Parish Council have the opportunity to consider them.
It is anyway difficult to see how the fundamental issue of distance could be overcome.
2.2.7

Sustainable Journeys – Other

The 6C’s Design Guide gives recommended walking distance to bus stops of a maximum of 400m,
and desirably no more than 250m. The nearest stop bus stop to the site is circa 850m to the west on
Gotham Road. This is more than twice the maximum recommended distance from the site and
therefore the site’s location does little to encourage public transport use.
There is no interconnection with the adjacent development currently being built on Lantern Lane, so
journeys (for example social visits) would necessitate a walk down to Lantern Lane and back up
Falcon Way. To build the community, every effort should have been made to provide at least
footpath and cycle linkages between the two developments. It should be very straightforward to
provide such a linkage at the top of the site and we request that this be secured by condition should
the appeal be allowed. This would also link the two areas of public open space and rural rights of
way for recreational purposes.
Sheep Plank Lane, a BOAT (Byway Open to All Traffic), has been identified in the Neighbourhood
Plan (see fig 4.1/1) as an important green link from Lantern Lane to Costock Road. It is an unmade
road unsuitable for general vehicle use and at present also unsuited to cycling, mobility scooters,
baby buggies etc. It could be improved to promote sustainable journeys by foot and bicycle, in
particular from the site to the playing fields on Costock Road. It would also provide an off-road
cycle route from the site out towards Costock, reducing distance and avoiding the village centre. We
would seek S106 contribution towards this should the appeal be allowed.
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British Gypsum is the largest employer in the village and we would have liked to see negotiations
with them to provide off road access for foot and cycle journeys via the top of the site.
3.0

Transport/Highways issues

East Leake Parish Council believes that access to this development via Lantern Lane is inadequate
and that Lantern Lane is too narrow to provide access. There are road safety issues given the
location of the leisure centre and two schools and the spilt site of Lantern Lane School, and the
volume of associated traffic. We particularly note the concerns expressed in the current and
previous consultations by the two schools. Additionally there would be land ownership issues to be
resolved to implement the proposals.
Although we understand that these matters continue to be discussed between Gladman and NCC, at
the time of writing we have no information on much of this. We will not have been consulted nor
had opportunity to comment on any revised proposals; nor will residents.
3.1

Lantern Lane Road Safety Issues

As pointed out by several respondents to the current consultation, including the governors of East
Leake Academy and Lantern Lane, there are concerns about access into the proposed development
via Lantern Lane. This residential road is narrow and serves nursery, primary and secondary schools
and the leisure centre plus another large new housing estate half built. Indeed, with the creation of
the Lantern Lane School annexe, it goes through the centre of one of the schools, with children
needing to cross in numbers at key times of the day. In this area there are already a number of busy
junctions in close proximity. The lane is congested, particularly at school start and finish times.
Parked cars on the road make access problematic, with reduced visibility for pedestrians and
frequent blockages impeding access for school buses as well as cars.
There is gridlock at school drop off and pick up times. We have photos (See Appendix 6) of children
weaving between cars to cross the road, and of buses and other vehicles mounting the pavement to
get through. Parents are hugely concerned about the road safety issues.
At the public meeting governors of Lantern Lane School referred to existing issues with road safety
and access, which could only be exacerbated by this development, and comments were made about
“an accident waiting to happen”. Lantern Lane School’s travel plan (Nov 2016) conducted a
consultation with parents, staff and classes which gives a summary of comments indicating
considerable parental concern relating to safety and access via Lantern Lane.
East Leake Academy will be expanding to become the catchment school for the 3000 home
development south of Clifton, with the children travelling by bus or car, increasing the traffic further.
The Lantern Lane BOAT is used for agricultural traffic, servicing a large area of farmland with tractors
plus trailers and huge items of machinery which have to navigate past parked cars, children crossing
the road etc.
The route along Lantern Lane is unsuitable for children to use to cycle to school.
With a single, congested access route along Lantern Lane emergency vehicles could be held up,
endangering residents, schools, and users of the leisure centre.
See Appendix 5 for correspondence with VIAEM on road safety and Appendix 6 for photographs.
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3.2

Lantern Lane “Pinchpoint”

To serve the development, Lantern Lane should be 6.75 metres along its length. Even if widening is
proposed, there is a 15 metre section where it is considered that widening is not achievable. This 15
metre stretch is between Sharpley Drive and Falcon Way, a key area where on-street parking occurs
associated with the schools, where the footway is already narrow, and where children cross the road
between the two primary school sites. There are entrances to the Lantern Lane Annexe and East
Leake Academy staff car park beyond the pinchpoint. This “compromised” section of road should
therefore not be dismissed just because it is “only” 15 metres. It should be deemed to be totally
unacceptable given that the 6Cs Design Guide requires a 6.75 metres wide carriageway and
footways outside schools to be a minimum of 3 metres wide. A departure from the design standards
should be not acceptable just to facilitate a development. The standards are there for a reason!
We understand that plans to allow this breach of the guidelines have now been accepted by the
“Departures Board”, but we dispute their decision. It is not a matter of slightly stretching tolerances
– if allowed there will be 365 homes against the 150 maximum. Furthermore it is not just a road
serving houses – there are also the two schools and a leisure centre. The secondary school serves a
wide rural area, and children are delivered and collected by car and a fleet of buses. The primary
school is in the process of expanding its roll as new homes are occupied in the village, and the
secondary school is set to expand to be the catchment school for the 3000 home development south
of Clifton, both of which will increase the traffic further.
We do not believe the measures proposed in the plans produced by the departures board will
adequately mitigate the risks. We request that additional measures are considered should this
scheme go ahead, including:
 Raised kerbs
 Railings along the edge of the pavement to prevent vehicles mounting the pavement and
channel pedestrians to crossing points.
 Replacement of grassed area opposite the main school/leisure centre entrance by a residentsonly parking bay
3.3

Land Ownership Issues

A resident stated in the consultation:
The proposal is to access the development via an extension of the Lantern Lane BOAT (byway
open to all traffic). Given that this is not adopted highway, it is not clear whether the access
proposal is actually achievable. I believe that there are third party land issues, and no
highway boundary information or land ownership plans have been provided within the
Transport Assessment to evidence that the access road is deliverable without using Barratts
land (third party land), particularly around the Redwing Close junction.
The Transport Assessment includes a drawing showing proposals to realign Lantern Lane into
the site and to alter the Lantern Lane/Redwing Close junction to make a T-junction with
Redwing Close forming the minor arm. Again, as no highway boundary information/land
ownership plans have been submitted, it is not clear whether these proposals are achievable
as the alterations to Redwing Close appear to be within Barratts land. The proposals would
also affect the drainage ditch, which is not within land controlled by Gladman.
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We cannot find any further information in the appeal documentation to indicate that these
ownership issues have been resolved.
3.4

Impact on local road network and junctions

We are concerned about the impact on the wider road network and road junctions. These are
country roads designed to serve a small village. The transport assessment does not include the
cumulative impact of all the housing developments in the village plus the National Rehabilitation
Centre development at Stanford Hall site which will include parking spaces for 682 cars and will
clearly have a major impact on the traffic volumes in the area. There is also the impact of the 3000
houses south of Clifton to be considered.
There are concerns at several roads and junctions around the village, including:
 Gotham Road/Main Street T-junction in the centre of East Leake
 Junction onto the A60 at Costock
 A60/A6006 crossroads at Rempstone
 A6006 Melton Road
 The A6006 staggered junction with Loughborough Road
 Loughborough Road / Rempstone Road junction
We have concerns about the validity of the Transport Assessment and Travel Plan provided by the
applicant. We are not convinced that the times and dates of the traffic survey are representative of
the traffic flow, having been conducted (according to residents) during fine weather and a day when
one school was not open. Residents and the schools report that the road is frequently gridlocked at
school start and end times, at odds with the survey data provided. There are reports of queues
tailing back around the Gotham Road/Lantern Lane traffic island.
The Barratt development is not yet fully occupied, and building work was not far advanced at the
time of the survey. The full effects of the other housing developments in the village have not been
felt yet either, nor have the effects of the DNRC at Stanford Hall and the 3000 homes South of
Clifton. The schools down Lantern Lane will increase their numbers of students to cope with these
developments, which will in turn lead to more car journeys, plus additional buses from Clifton

4.0

East Leake Neighbourhood Plan

A number of policies in the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan are relevant to the application. These are
summarised below.
Policy H1
As discussed in section 2.2 above, the infrastructure in East Leake cannot cope with rapid expansion
in such a short time. Policy H1 of the Neighbourhood Plan requires that infrastructure be provided
in time to serve the needs of any development over and above the minimum 400 homes.
Policy H3
We remind you of the requirement for market homes housing mix in policy H3 of the
Neighbourhood Plan, which should be strictly enforced should this application be granted, and
included in conditions to ensure that potential purchasers of the site are fully aware of this from the
outset.
Policy H4
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This covers requirements with respect to aircraft noise as East Leake is under the flight path for East
Midlands Airport. We note Gladman’s comment that the provision of triple glazing and acoustic
ventilation is to be considered at reserved matters stage and this should be covered in the
conditions so that it is not forgotten.
Policy H5
Covers design and building standards and requires an assessment against the Building for Life
Standard.
Policy H6 (a)
The site is not within the required walking distance of 1.25km from the village centre for most
homes on the site. This is covered further in 2.2.6 above.
Policy H6 (d)
Issues arising from the underlying of the site by gypsum deposits are covered in Section 6 below.
We have read the minerals report and note that assurances are required from British Gypsum about
the suitability of the site. There are two issues:
 proximity to existing workings and risk of subsidence
 sterilisation of the reserves
Policy H6 (e)
Residents have indicated serious concerns about potential flooding arising from this proposal in
combination with other development in the area, despite the Environment Agency designation of
this site as flood zone 1. Several instances of severe flooding in this immediate area in recent years
belie the designation and we would urge the technical experts of the relevant authorities to ensure
that this is adequately covered in the design of drainage, SUDS etc. Holistic modelling needs to take
place to deal with the cumulative effects of neighbouring developments, which ultimately just
discharge into each other.
Transport Policies
We note that the travel assessment provided does not appear to have considered the transport
policies T1, T2 and T3 in the Neighbourhood Plan as they are not referenced.
Policy T1
This policy requires new development to provide good connectivity for pedestrians and cyclists to
the village facilities. This issue is covered in 2.2.6 and 2.2.7 above. The site connects well into the
public rights of way network for ramblers, but is less helpful for cyclists and those with mobility
scooters, baby buggies etc. This needs to be considered. An upgrade of Sheep Plank Lane to cater for
cyclists etc would improve access to the Costock Road Playing Fields, other areas of housing in that
part of the village, and cycling commuting journeys via Costock.
Policy T2
T2 deals with permeability and connectivity into neighbouring sites, and contributing to the strategic
network of footpaths and cycle paths No connection is provided into the neighbouring Barratt
development. As discussed above, this could easily be achieved for pedestrians/cyclists at least the
top of the site, though connections for vehicles would be preferable.
Policy E1
Policy E1 designates ridges around the village to remain undeveloped to retain the “green rim” to
the village. The application acknowledges this and proposes to keep houses low enough to retain
the visible green rim. It is our experience of a previous site that outline permission maintained a
visible ridge but this was not the case when reserved matters were submitted. The requirement
would need to be an explicit condition should the application be approved.
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Policy E3
Policy E3 deals with green space within developments and states that green spaces should be
incorporated for the benefit of wildlife. The proposal does include considerable green space, but
again we have experience of developers removing this later in the detailed planning, so this too
needs to have conditions made explicit to protect the areas of green space shown in the plans.
Policy V2
See para 8.2.2 of the NP and policy V2. We should be building up funds via developer contributions
to create improvements in the Village Centre as detailed in this section of the NP.
Written Ministerial Statement HCWS346 12-Dec-16
The ministerial statement was intended to strengthen the role of Neighbourhood Plans, stating:
“Communities who have been proactive and worked hard to bring forward neighbourhood
plans are often frustrated that their plan is being undermined because their local planning
authority cannot demonstrate a five-year land supply of deliverable housing sites.”
East Leake Neighbourhood Plan (Dec 2015) was the first in Rushcliffe and produced with huge effort
by residents and the Parish Council. It does not allocate particular sites, although it does in policy H6
provide criteria for approval of sites outside the village boundary. One reason why actual sites are
not allocated is that while the Neighbourhood Plan was being put together, applications were being
approved for 8 sites around East Leake to a total of over 800 homes, more than twice the allocation
of a minimum of 400 homes in the Core Strategy. East Leake’s Neighbourhood Plan did not need to
allocate sites, as sites far in excess of the minimum 400 homes had already been approved when the
plan was created.
The Ministerial Statement was not issued until the end of 2016. If it had predated submission of the
East Leake Neighbourhood Plan it would have been a very simple matter to amend the plan to
allocate the sites that had already received planning permission, and it is very likely that this would
have been done.
The intent of the government is to encourage communities to produce neighbourhood plans to put
local communities at the heart of planning. We feel that the 3 year supply should, by any
consideration of natural justice, be applicable in our position, not the 5 year, and that the
Neighbourhood Plan should be considered up to date. We request that when balancing arguments
the intention of the WMS is considered.
In any case, it is only those policies that relate to the supply of housing land that could potentially be
considered out of date (H1, H6, E1), and these are backed up by national policies such as the NPPF,
as outlined in the Neighbourhood Plan document “justification” sections.
5.0

Environmental Issues

We are aware that RBC considers the environmental issues resolved, and did not include them in the
reasons for refusal for the second application. However in light of the importance that our residents
are attaching to these issues, we are summarising them here in the hope that they will be
considered in the balancing process and/or impacts mitigated by suitable measures included in
conditions.
The planning policy review in section 3.2 of the Ecological Impact Assessment does not include the
relevant policies in the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan, and we request that this omission be
rectified to demonstrate that the policies in Section 5 of the Neighbourhood Plan have been fully
considered and appropriate measures are included in conditions should the appeal be allowed, for
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example the measures included in policy E2. The development would mean loss of ridge and furrow
features, which policy E2(b) protects and consideration should be given to whether an area of
feature could be preserved. E2(c) specifies opportunities for managing open spaces for habitat gain.
E2(d) specifies bat and bird roosting provision.
Residents attach significant amenity value to this area of green fields, crossed by a footpath, and
adjacent to the Lantern Lane BOAT, with connecting footpaths to Bunny and Gotham and a large
area of farmland and woodland. The area is enjoyed by ramblers, dog walkers and horse riders. It
forms part of an important green corridor. We have reports of a significant bat roost at Taft Leys
Farm, and these fields provide habitat to support these bats. Residents report sightings of hares and
deer, and we would request further study of the impact of the proposed development on these
species. We understand also that Peregrine Falcon is present at the neighbouring Gypsum site.
The loss of the pond and nearby trees would be regrettable and should this development go ahead
we would wish to see a condition that allows these to be retained as a feature. The pond is variously
described in the documentation as “ephemeral” - we contest this as residents are attesting to the
fact that this has been there throughout living memory. It should be preserved by incorporating it
into the plans.
There are great crested newts present in significant numbers on the Gypsum site at a distance of
725m, considerably closer than the 1.64km quoted in 5.3.15 of the Ecological Impact Assessment.
(See 11/00050/FUL, replacement pond created to rehome GCN population.) Given the size of the
population close by, it is very surprising that they were not found in the survey and we suggest that
this be repeated at different times of the year.
The East Leake Neighbourhood Plan draws attention to the importance of wildlife corridors (policy
E2 and para 5.2.5). Existing green corridors which must be preserved and, where practical,
extended or enhanced [include]:
[The] east / west corridor starting at Bunny Woods, passing through woods on Ash Lane,
linking to Hotchley Hill and Rushcliffe Golf Course (the latter two in the parish).
It is noted that the golf course, although mostly just outside the parish, is a nationally recognised
Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) and that Hotchley Hill and the bridleway verges on the
northern part of Lantern Lane are designated local wildlife sites. The proposed development
threatens this wildlife corridor and certainly does nothing to enhance it. We would like to see further
green infrastructure threading through the site.
There are concerns about the loss of air quality caused by the traffic journeys along Lantern Lane,
and the impact on the health of children at the schools.
6.0

Other Objections

Gyspum
The site is close to existing gypsum workings. There are 2 issues:
 Safeguarding new properties
 Avoiding sterilising gypsum reserves that could be used in the future
New properties may not built in any part of this site where the land underneath is already mined,
and the “standoff” strip for these mined areas also has to be avoided. We request that this be
carefully mapped out and included in the conditions should the appeal be allowed, to protect future
householders whose homes may collapse or who may have difficulty obtaining a mortgage. It needs
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to be very clear to potential purchasers of the site that the indicative layout is designed to avoid the
undermined areas and that large area of the site are not available for building.
It is important not to sterilise an area that has consent for mining at a time when future supplies of
this mineral are a potential issue. The East Leake Gypsum plant is the main employer in the village,
so its continued existence is important to East Leake’s sustainability. It makes plasterboard, which of
course will remain in great demand to support the current government push to build new homes
Gypsum will become an increasingly scarce resource in future as the coal fired power stations close,
and even if there are no current plans to access the deposits, they may be needed for future
generations.
The comment in 3.11.2 of draft Statement of Common Ground that the site cannot be mined
because it is “standoff” for the neighbouring areas of housing is perhaps misleading. The standoff
comprises a 20m strip around buildings, not the whole area. Also building on this land would, of
course, create a further area of “standoff” thus sterilising further reserves.

East Leake Parish Council Policy on Provision of Play Facilities
The proposed S106 item (5.2.1 of the appellant statement) re play equipment is not wholly in
accordance with policy L1 of the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan, which states:
(a) Housing developer contributions for play equipment will contribute towards
the development and upkeep of the main large, modern and challenging
play area in the centre of the village for all ages and abilities.
(b) New housing developments should also have open play space for free play,
kick‐about etc., and possibly a small amount of onsite play equipment
provision for younger children.

7.0

Conditions

We summarise below the conditions we would like to see included should this appeal be allowed.
a)
b)
c)
d)
e)

No construction traffic be permitted to/from the site during the peak school start and end times.
No construction traffic to be allowed through the village centre.
Construction traffic to use Lantern Lane for access, not the Rushcliffe Estate roads.
Additional road safety measures, see section 3.2 above.
Footpath required at the top of the site linking to the adjacent development (policy T2 of ELNP,
see above)
f) Guarantees that the visible ridgeline, rights of way, and green spaces would be protected
(policies E1, E3 of ELNP)
g) Provisions laid out in policy E2 of ELNP (see section 5 above)
h) Retention of the pond and surrounding trees as a feature
i) Noise attenuation measures in the new homes (policy H4 of ELNP, see above)
j) Mapping of areas that cannot be built on due to Gypsum undermining and standoff
k) Conformance with the housing mix in policy H3 of the Neighbourhood Plan, i.e
1 and 2 bedrooms
Between 30% and 40%
3 bedrooms
Between 40% and 60%
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l)

8.0

4 bedrooms
Between 10% and 20%
5+ bedrooms
Between 0% and 5%
With a diverse mix of home types within each category.
We would like to see inclusion of homes suitable for older people (i.e. bungalows, sheltered
accommodation, conformance with lifetime homes standard etc) stated in the conditions as a
requirement for this development should it be granted.
Section 106

East Leake Parish Council strongly objects to the development, and believe our objections, based
firmly on material considerations, should be heeded and the application turned down. Should it go
ahead against our wishes we request S106 contributions for the following (in addition to the
contributions requested by others for schools, Health Centre, playing fields, roads, library etc):
a) Ongoing development of the recreation facilities in the centre of the village to increase the
capacity and range of activities. Note that NP policy L1 requires also the provision on site of
open play space and perhaps play equipment for younger children – we note that this is included
in the proposal.
b) Parking facilities in the village, e.g expansion of Gotham Road car park to accommodate the
additional car journeys from this development.
c) Improvement of Sheep Plank Lane to enable cycling, walking, baby buggies, mobility scooters etc
d) Improvement of the village T-junction area. (Policy V2 of ELNP)
We note in the committee report that there is a possibility that the primary school places S106
clause used in the Rempstone Road site will be included again for this development. This allowed
contributions to be used to provide primary school places outside the village and transport children
to these schools. East Leake Parish Council is horrified by the prospect of primary school age
children being bussed out of the village and request that the clause be worded so that primary
school contributions could only be used to increase the number of primary school places within the
village. This is essential to build a sustainable community. We also point out that a clause worded in
that way would not be CIL compliant, as the contribution would not be used solely for purposes
directly related to the development.
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Appendix 2 (Source, Appendix 7 of Rempstone Road Appeal)
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Appendix 3
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Appendix 4
Flooding and overflow from Sewage Pumping Station, 2 April 2018
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Appendix 5
Correspondence with VIAEM re School Traffic Issues
1. Email from Paula Johnson, VIA East Midlands, 5 Oct 2017
2. Follow-up email with number of reports of incidents, 3 Nov 2017

From: Paula Johnson [ mailto:paula.johnson@viaem.co.uk ]
Sent: 05 October 2017 11:59
To: rushcliffe.southnpa@nottinghamshire.pnn.police.uk; communitysafety@rushcliffe.gov.u
k; office@lanternlane.notts.sch.uk; East Leake Academy Reception
Cc: cllr.andrew.brown@nottscc.gov.uk; xxxxxxx; parishclerk@east-leake.gov.uk;
xxxxxxxSubject: Lantern Lane, East Leake – School Traffic issues
Importance: High
FAO Nottinghamshire Police / Community Safety Officer (Rushcliffe) Lantern Lane
Primary School / East Leake Academy
Dear Sir or Madam,
The Highways Authority at Via East Midlands Limited (NCC) have received an influx of
complaints relating to school traffic on Lantern Lane in the past 12 months or so. We have
carried out the relevant investigations, checked accidents data (1 slight in the past 3 years on
Lantern Lane) and continue to monitor Lantern Lane for any further incidents.
Parents of children attending the school are experiencing dangerous driving behaviour,
including disrespecting the zebra crossing which leads into the school site (private
land). Apparently a parent and their child were involved in a near miss involving a speeding
vehicle, on the zebra crossing itself. Another report of a near miss on Lantern Lane has been
logged by another parent and I suspect under the circumstances that these issues, including
vehicle details have been reported to the Police.
As you are aware, we receive many similar reports relating to dangerous driving and parking
behaviour outside schools across the County. We sympathise with parents, residents and
schools themselves who experience these issues daily during school peak. However, we can
only do so much to ease the problem e.g. 20mph advisory limits, school warning signs,
school keep clears (enforced), guard railing, bollards. In this case we would not consider
further measures in the absence of actual ‘recorded’ accidents. Lantern lane at least benefits
from being in a cul de sac position, and so does not experience rat running or unwanted
traffic as with most schools in the County.
PARKING
As an Authority in our experience of implementing parking restrictions in the form of double
yellow lines in school areas is that they seem to be ignored whilst children are being dropped
off or picked up. As you can appreciate this is a difficult problem to tackle due to the short
term nature of the problem and without constant enforcement which is unlikely given our
limited resources. It is for this reason that we usually resist installing restrictions as they are
rarely adhered to and the level of enforcement required is impractical. Furthermore parking
restrictions can take up to ten months and a considerable amount of resources and money to
introduce due to the fact that a legal order must be put in place, and as such we are currently
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only installing such measures if there is a clearly defined accident problem at a location or if
the emergency services report that they are having difficulties gaining access and egress.
REQUESTS FOR CROSSING FACILITIES
There are a number of ways in which we currently identify sites for pedestrian crossing
facilities. The main assessment we carry out is based on the Department of Transport’s
numerical criterion which relates to conflicting pedestrian and vehicle flows. This survey is
taken over a 9 hour period and then the figures from the four highest hours are averaged. To
put this in perspective ‘typical’ figures would be in the order of 1,000 vehicles in opposition
to 100 pedestrians crossing within a 100 metre road length for a zebra crossing and twice that
figure for a light controlled crossing.
If pedestrian crossings were to be provided at sites which do not meet these criteria, there is a
danger of increased risk to pedestrians, as with the most recent incident reported at the
zebra crossing on Lantern Lane. Where the number of pedestrians is low, drivers will
rarely encounter pedestrians on the crossing. As a result of this, drivers that regularly use the
road begin to expect that the crossing will always be clear and consequently will tend to fail
to pay sufficient attention when approaching it (particularly out of school peak times).
We also install crossings in response to high levels of pedestrian accidents. Our Crash
Reduction Technicians monitor accident levels on a daily basis throughout the County and if
a site exhibits a pattern of accidents involving pedestrians above the average levels expected,
and then a crossing can be justified on accident remedial grounds. I appreciate this may be
interpreted as having to wait for the occurrence of accidents before action is taken, but given
that we do not have the funding or resources to treat all roads around the County, we must
prioritise our spending to address the ‘worst cases’ first.
We also sometimes install crossings as part of the Safe Routes to School initiative, but even
then we still need certain levels of pedestrian activity to avoid the possible increased risk to
pedestrians detailed above.
I am contacting various organisations in the hope that a message can be circulated regarding
the concerns that have been raised. I am aware that many schools and Parish Councils
publish local safety concerns in regular newsletters. Some ‘ad hoc’ Police presence during
school peak times may also improve the situation in the short term. I have also copied the
Road Safety (Safe Routes to School) Team on this communication who may be able to offer
some road safety awareness to children attending these schools.
If not already, the school keep clears will be renewed in due course on Lantern Lane. If
locals are witnessing drivers contravening these restrictions then the following link should be
used to request CCTV mobile enforcement.
http://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/transport/road-safety/cctv-vehicle-enforcement
I am sure that any assistance to try and ease, or alleviate the issues raised would be
appreciated by those concerned and I have blind copied (for confidential reasons) the most
recent reporters into this communication for info.
Yours faithfully,
Paula
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Paula Johnson
Senior Highway Liaison Officer
ViaEast Midlands Ltd

This year we have received 10 reports relating to school parking / dangerous driving on Lantern Lane.
Hope this helps.
Kind regards
Paula
Paula Johnson
Senior Highway Liaison Officer
Via East Midlands Ltd
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Appendix 6

Morning Peak, 3 Nov 2017
(Note the general levels of congestion and in particular pedestrians attempting to cross between
parked/moving cars along the whole stretch of road)
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Afternoon peak, 15 Dec 2017
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Afternoon peak, 21 December 2017

The above shows the bus in the foreground driving on the pavement to get past the bus travelling in the opposite
direction
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Note more vehicles on pavement in the photos below.
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