East Leake Parish Council
Response to 18/02692/OUT, Land West of Field End Close
OBJECT
East Leake Parish Council vigorously objects to this planning application. It was discussed at
a Parish Council meeting on 8 Jan 2019, attended by about 100 members of the public. A
number of residents have also commented directly via the planning portal.
The key points of East Leake Parish Council’s objections are:
1. No further development is appropriate for East Leake at this time
2. This is not “sustainable” development as the infrastructure capacity in East Leake has
already been exceeded.
3. The location of this particular site is unsuitable and contravenes national and local
policies.
4. This site does not support sustainable forms of transport into the village centre or
elsewhere.
5. The access arrangements are inadequate and there are inaccuracies in the transport
assessment.
6. There is significant ecological impact
7. Archaeology/heritage objections
8. The proposal contravenes many policies in the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan.
We also note that there has been inadequate consultation process for this application and
request that this be rectified.
Should the application be approved despite our strong and valid objections, there are
several matters that must be covered by developer contributions and/or conditions and
these are summarised at the end of the document.
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1. No further development is appropriate for East Leake at this time
1.1. Background
East Leake had around 2700 homes at the start of the plan period (2013) and since then has
already provided sites for 1257 new homes, expanding the village by almost half again.
Rushcliffe’s Core Strategy specifies a minimum of 400 new homes for the entire plan period to
2028. Whilst it is understood that the 400 is a minimum figure, the approvals to date far exceed
what was planned. At what point does this stop? East Leake cannot be expanded indefinitely
without holistic planning of infrastructure and roads.
1.2. Core strategy spatial strategy
Such massive over allocation at East Leake distorts the provision of homes across the Borough
and thus conflicts with the spatial strategy of Rushcliffe’s Core Strategy1 Policy 3. Rushcliffe is
required to provide housing for the Greater Nottingham area and Policy 3 places the majority of
the housing requirement “in or adjacent to the main built up area of Nottingham”. 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.
Although East Leake is one of the “key settlements” identified for some growth, such massive
concentration of new housing at East Leake is not planned. Additionally there is nothing in the
policy to indicate that East Leake should grow hugely more than the other key settlements,
which are closer to Nottingham and have better transport links, employment opportunities,
retail offering, health services, and school places capacity than East Leake.
1.3. Local Plan Part 2
Considerable weight should be given to Rushcliffe’s Local Plan Part 22 which is at an advanced
stage of preparation and expected to be completed early in 2019, delivering a housing land
supply in excess of 5 years. It allocates no further sites at East Leake, stating at paragraph 3.25:
It is considered that it would be unacceptable to identify further land at East Leake for
housing development over the plan period. 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 and assimilate additional housing at
this time and the affect that any further development would have on the character of the
village.
1.4. Character of East Leake – a Rural Village
East Leake is essentially a rural village, although a large one, and further large development at
this time would be a visual intrusion, having a severe negative impact on the rural setting and
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Core Strategy
https://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/media/1rushcliffe/media/documents/pdf/planningandbuilding/planningpolicy/
corestrategyexamination/9%20Local%20Plan%20Part%201%20Rushcliffe%20Core%20Strategy.pdf
2
Local Plan Part 2
https://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/media/1rushcliffe/media/documents/pdf/planningandbuilding/planningpolicy/l
p2examination/SUB01%20Rushcliffe%20Local%20Plan%20Part%202%20Land%20and%20Planning%20Policies
%20Publication%20Draft.pdf
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the whole character of the village. Residents are extremely unhappy about further loss of green
fields and farm land and the impact on wildlife.
1.5. Timescale and impact on how the community grows
In addition to concerns about the overall number of houses now approved for East Leake, there
is also the matter of timescale. The “minimum 400” houses were allocated for the entire plan
period to 2028 and about 700 have been built already by 2018.
There is a social objective of sustainable growth defined in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) para 83 – i.e. to support strong, vibrant and healthy communities. Such
communities evolve over time, whereas a huge influx of new residents over a short period
leaves a “pulse” through the demographic profile of a community for a generation or longer.
Most of the houses being built in East Leake are large family homes – these families will age
together, their children will fill the primary then secondary schools for a time, causing capacity
problems, then as they leave home school rolls will drop, possibly giving viability problems.
Children becoming young adults wishing to leave the family home will have to leave the village
because there are few options for them to buy or rent smaller properties here. Residents will
become elderly together, with impact on health services. Clubs, societies, and voluntary
organisations of all sorts for children and adults need a steady demographic profile to thrive long
term.
2. Does not constitute sustainable development – capacity of infrastructure exceeded
2.1. Background
The NPPF is about achieving sustainable development. Further development in East Leake would
fail to meet the economic, social, and environmental criteria for sustainable development set
out in paragraph 8 of the NPPF. For the Core Strategy, East Leake was assessed by Rushcliffe as
a sustainable location for a minimum of 400 additional houses. No further infrastructure
assessment has been undertaken for more than three times this number of homes.
It is the Parish Council’s view that East Leake can no longer be considered a sustainable location
for development due to lack of 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 bus service linking only to Nottingham and
Loughborough and not other local centres of employment, and it is clear that the housing will
generate additional car journeys.
2.2. Neighbourhood Plan Policy H1
Policy H1 of the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan4 supports the allocation in the Core Strategy but
goes on in paragraph (b) to state that:
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NPPF
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/740441/
National_Planning_Policy_Framework_web_accessible_version.pdf
4
East Leake Neighbourhood Plan

3

“Further new residential development above this 400 minimum number will only be
supported where it is demonstrated that the provision of improved infrastructure, including
health centre provision/ improvements, primary school place provision and sewerage
capacities, can be achieved in time to serve the needs of the development.”
As discussed in the sections below, there is no prospect of this infrastructure being achieved in
time for this development, if at all, and therefore the application contravenes policy H1.
2.3. Health Centre
The Health Centre was only half the recommended size back in 2013, as stated in an email from
the CCG5. Since then the population has increased massively and there has been no increase in
capacity at the Health Centre. Doctors are hot-desking between consulting rooms and there are
insufficient rooms to provide the number of doctors and appointments required. Planning for a
replacement Health Centre is at a very early stage. No funding has been secured and no site has
been identified. S106 funds from housing developments to date will go nowhere near meeting
the costs of a new building, and the pooling limit has now been reached. If this application
should be approved, new homes could be occupied within 2 years, but there is no prospect of a
new Health Centre in this timescale.
2.4. Primary School Provision
An estimated 264 extra primary school places are needed to provide primary school places for
the additional 1257 homes that have already obtained planning permission6. We estimate that
about half of these homes have been built and occupied to date. Ad hoc expansion has taken
place at the two village primary schools as it has become apparent that the schools are full. They
cannot be expanded further on their existing sites.
In terms of accommodation, 105 additional places have been provided at Brookside school. We
understand that the planned admission number (PAN) is being increased on a rolling basis each
year, so at present (school year 2018-19) the PAN is 45 in YR and Y1, but 30 in Y2-Y6, giving an
overall PAN of 240 at present, with 5 of the 7 year groups full or over their PAN at December
2018.
The Local Education Authority (LEA) claim that 105 additional places have also been provided at
Lantern Lane, but this is questionable, as the school was over capacity for most of the period
before the annexe was built (see Appendix 1). For example in October 2012 they had a PAN of
310 but 328 children on roll, i.e. they were 18 children over PAN. In Oct 2015 with a PAN of 308,
they were 23 children over PAN. The LEA built 4 classrooms but removed 2 that were in
portacabins, giving only 2 extra classrooms, i.e. space for an additional 60 children.

https://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/media/1rushcliffe/media/documents/pdf/planningandbuilding/neighbourhood
plans/ELNP-Final%20version.pdf
5
Email from Lynne Sharpe (CCG) to Andrew Pegram dated 20 September 2013, see planning portal for
application 18/02692/OUT, Consultee Response, dated 13 Dec 2018
6
LEA uses a figure of 21 primary school places and 16 secondary school places needed for every 100 new
homes. See P23 of Nottinghamshire County Council Planning Obligations Strategy:
https://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/media/1529371/planningobligationsstrategy.pdf
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The LEA have certainly stated that they have insufficient school places in East Leake to support
the latest two developments to have obtained planning permission – for 235 houses off
Rempstone road and 195 off Lantern Lane.
We include in Appendix 2 the Education Statement provided by the Local Education Authority
for the recent expansion of Brookside School (ref FR3/3786), which lists the sites that expansion
caters for, and does not include the Rempstone Road site. This is also indicated by the S106
clause for that site which allows contributions to be used to expand schools outside the village
and transport children to them.
The Lantern Lane appeal inspector reported7:
In terms of primary education, the response from the LEA advises that primary schools in East
Leake are at capacity and incapable of being further extended beyond current expansion
schemes. However, the LEA confirmed that it is bringing forward a new 1 form entry (FE)
primary school on land at Rempstone Road, which will be opened in 2022 and will have
enough land to expand to 1.5 FE.
This intention to build a new school on the Rempstone Road site was not confirmed as definite
by the LEA representative at the Local Plan Part 2 hearing, and there now appears to be doubt as
to whether they are proceeding with the new school. The Rempstone Road site has not yet
been sold and reserved matters have not come forward, so it is possible anyway that the site
does not go forward and the school site will not become available.
Even if the school is built, it will not be a particularly good solution for the children of Field End
Close and there would be a high probability that parents would choose to drive their children to
school rather than walk. The only possible walking route is along West Leake Road. This does
not have a continuous pavement on either side of the road. Where pavements exist they are in
places narrow, in poor condition, and slope steeply towards the road. It is approx 2km to the
proposed school site from the nearest house on the Field End Close site (2.3km from the
furthest) assuming footpath access is provided via the Persimmon site on Kirk Ley. This is not in
place as yet and so is also open to doubt.
2.5. Secondary School Provision
East Leake Academy is now in need of expansion to cater for additional numbers, and a
contribution is needed for this from any new housing. The school is a PFI and there is an
additional percentage that has to be added to the cost of any building work. The level of
contribution needs to reflect this. However space for expansion has not been identified – the
site is constrained.
Space is already an issue at post 16 with the current numbers at 120-130 so will have become
critical in about 3 years time when numbers would be expected to be around 170-180 as the
larger classes come through, based on current conversion rates from year 11.
2.6. Sewerage and Flooding
It is now a matter of fact following a capacity assessment by Severn Trent Water (STW) that the
sewerage system in East Leake has insufficient capacity for the homes already approved. This
7

195 homes off Lantern Lane - Planning application 17/02292/OUT, Appeal Ref: APP/P3040/W/18/3196537

5

has been stated to members of the Parish Council by an employee of STW. There are at present
no definite plans/funding to increase the capacity, though a report has been put forward to be
reviewed and prioritised as the first stage in the internal project budget bidding process. No
timeline was provided but the group was advised that they are working on the budget period
2021 to 2024.
In an email update on 4 January 2019, the employee stated:
“A business case was submitted for approval in Mid-December, and was approved for a
feasibility assessment. Please note that as mentioned at the previous growth meetings there
are a number of stages that a scheme will need to get through before it is completed.
I am not yet aware of this project having been formally assigned to an engineer to undertake
the assessment yet and therefore I do not have any timelines for the project.”
In the event of the development going ahead it should be noted that the sewage treatment
plant does not have capacity to cope with the additional sewage.
Residents on West Leake road and Field End
Close have concerns about the possible
increased risk of flooding given that their
properties are at the bottom of the sloping
site and the new buildings and roads will
prevent water draining into the soil. They
state that here is a history of flooding in this
area and along Field End Close itself. They
need assurances on this matter over and
above that in the Flood Risk Assessment.
[Photo supplied by a resident shows flooding and water running
down the road outside 1 Field End Close, April 2018]
We note that it is proposed to discharge runoff water into Kingston Brook if possible, with the
sewers as a second option. Given the capacity issues at the treatment works it is vital that a
solution be found that keeps rainwater and sewage separate.
We would draw attention to the importance of designing the SUDS to be visually attractive, safe,
and contributing positively to wildlife habitat, as well as functional. It is our experience in East
Leake that some of the developments have achieved this at least to some extent (Cornflower
Way, Mulberry Way) and others have not (Meeting House Close, Lantern Lane).
2.7. Parking in village centre and for the Costock Road playing fields (sports pitches)
As the village grows outwards pressure is mounting on car parking in the village centre. The
closest house on this site would be 1.5 km walking distance from the main shopping area and
the furthest 1.78, along a difficult walking/cycling route with no bus service, and it is likely that
few residents would opt to walk for those everyday essentials from the supermarket, post office,
bakery etc. Village car parks therefore need to expand, and funding is required for this.
6

The main village playing fields on Costock Road (walking distance 2.2 to 2.5km from homes on
the site) already have a parking problem, particularly at weekends, and every new housing
development adds to the number of people using the playing fields and needing car park spaces.
The Parish Council has purchased land opposite for a new project to provide overspill parking,
but funding is required to undertake the work.
Both these pressures would be exacerbated as a direct impact of this development, should it go
ahead.
2.8. Village Centre Issues
The East Leake Neighbourhood Plan states:
“8.2.10 The village centre does not fully meet the expectations of residents today, and will
certainly not be fit for purpose as the village population and traffic continues to
grow. Deficiencies in a number of key areas have been identified, namely aesthetic appeal,
pedestrian safety and ease of access to shops, traffic management and parking, and safe
spaces for community events.
8.2.11 A lively and prosperous village centre, offering the widest possible range of services to
residents, is a key ingredient to a sustainable location for housing development. “
Policy V2(b) of the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan takes forward the village centre
improvement:
“(b) Developments in East Leake Parish will be required to contribute, (to an extent
appropriate to the scale of the development, through Section 106 Agreements, section 278
Agreements, Community Infrastructure Levy, and/or direct investment or works), towards
redevelopment of the village centre in accordance with the above objectives.”
The Parish Council met with an officer from Nottinghamshire County Council Highways
department in September 2018, and the Parish Council has formed a working group to take
things forward. A list of concerns and desires was been sent to Highways in October 2018 (see
Appendix 3) and they in turn have issued a brief to their design company, VIA, to consider the
issues raised. A report is expected by 31 March 2019.
It is hoped that this will allow work to be planned and started, perhaps in phases as funding
comes forward from developments and other sources.
2.9. Capacity and Safety of Surrounding Roads and Junctions
A separate report from the Parish Council deals with various issues arising from the Transport
Assessment and Appendices. The total unsuitability of the proposed access arrangements onto
West Leake Road and Woodgate Road are covered in this additional document and summarised
in section 5 below
The roads surrounding East Leake are essentially country lanes that have not been upgraded to
cope with the volumes of traffic generated by the massively expanded village. There are already
capacity and road safety issues with the roads and junctions in the area. The problem areas
most relevant to this site are:
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Dangerous bends travelling into East
Leake along West Leake Road. The
bend immediately to the east of the
site is so problematic that a sign is in
place warning of incoming vehicles in
the middle of the road. There are two
more severe bends by the church.
Junction between Main Street and
Station Road (by “The Offy”) is difficult
because of cars parking for the shop.
Difficulties are exacerbated by the fact
that this is the crossing point for
children walking to Brookside school,
and the traffic volumes into the confined space of School Green opposite at school drop-off
and pick-up times. There are few options for improving the layout (and thus safety) of this
junction without having an impact on the Conservation Area in this important heritage area
adjacent to the grade 1 listed church.
Travelling into West Leake from Field End Close there are two sharp bends in the road
entering West Leake.
Travelling onto the A6006 from the Woodgate Road entrance would be via the Travell’s Hill
junction, which has a blind dip/bend to the left, the site of a fatal accident with 6 casualties
in 2017.
There are sharp bends to both the East and West of the proposed Woodgate Road entrance.
Travelling out onto the A6006 via Rempstone Road would necessitate using the
Loughborough Road exit, notoriously difficult and set to become worse due to closure of the
eastern arm of Rempstone Road and addition of a junction from the National Rehabilitation
Centre opposite.
The T-junction at the village centre is congested and there is a conflict between the needs of
pedestrians and vehicles (see 2.8 above)
Junctions onto the A60 at Costock and Rempstone are also known to be over capacity and
have poor accident records.

Looking at para 108 of the NPPF:
(a) opportunities for sustainable transport modes have not been included in the proposals (see
also Section 4 below);
(b) there would be an unacceptable impact on highway safety on West Leake Road and
Woodgate Road near the proposed site access points and at the junction of Main Street and
Station Road;
(c) the cumulative effect of this development on top of 1257 new homes on 10 sites plus the
DNRC traffic (600 car park spaces) is severe.
According to para 109 of the NPPF the application should therefore be refused on highways
grounds.
“109. Development should only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would
be an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative impacts on the
road network would be severe.”
8

3. Location of this particular site is unsuitable and contravenes national and local policies
3.1. Incursion into Open Countryside
An earlier application on part of the site for just 18 houses (ref 13/01396/FUL) was turned down
on the following grounds:

These reasons for refusal still apply. With nearly 10 times the number of homes this is an even
more substantial incursion into this rural setting. The proposal would comprise residential
development of a green field site outside the built-up part of the settlement. The site is not
allocated for development in the development plan and although East Leake is identified as a
key settlement in policy 3 of the Core Strategy, the development would hugely exceed the
minimum number of houses to be provided in and around East Leake when considered
cumulatively with schemes already granted planning permission, bringing the number to 1427 as
opposed to the minimum 400 planned.
This is a tranquil and natural area where many people go to enjoy the peace and quiet of the
open, unspoilt countryside, with views from the ridgeline across fields, hills and woods. Walkers
and horse riders use the bridleway; people spend their leisure time tending their allotments; the
burial ground is used for quiet reflection, and there is a hidden and peaceful country campsite
adjacent offering space for campers plus a few glamping pods. All these activities would be
compromised by traffic on the new road structure and the hustle and bustle of a housing estate.
The proposal is contrary to:




Policy HOU2 (development on unallocated sites), clauses a, b, c, d, f and g of the Rushcliffe
Non Statutory Replacement Local Plan.
Policy 3 of the Rushcliffe Core Strategy, undermining the spatial strategy
NPPF 2018 paras 83(c); 96; 98; 118b; 130; 170 a,b,d, e; 180b

3.2. Visibility Impact
Neighbourhood Plan Policy E1(a) requires that the ridges surrounding the village remain
undeveloped to maintain the rural character of the village. The ridge in question for this site is
ridge A on the map at Fig 5.1/1 of the NP.
The applicant’s Landscape and Visibility Impact Assessment states at para 3.14, page 15:
9

“3.14 The proposed development would fundamentally change the landscape character of
the baseline landscape within the site from the existing area of a medium-large arable field
to an area of built development, this change would be irreversible and result in a major
alteration of the overall landscape character for the site and its immediate setting. This
would see development spill up the slope from West Leake Road toward the ridge which is
understood to be the line of an old Roman Road.”
The adverse impact on the view from existing properties on Field End Close, West Leake Road
and Woodgate Road is assessed by the report as high without extensive mitigation. Similarly the
significance of the impact on the view from the public footpath east of Caspian Kennels is
assessed as “major adverse”. Numerous other views are assessed as having a moderate adverse
impact.
The mitigation measures proposed do not, in our view, sufficiently reduce the impacts.
The visibility of the site from the footpath up Fox Hill and the Midshires Way alone should be
enough to refuse this application.
It should be noted that the estate off Mulberry Way was approved before the NP was adopted.
Given that the NP is now adopted this existing building should not be taken as a precedent to
further reduce the visibility of the green rim formed by the ridges around the village.
We note concerns of residents of West Leake Road and Field End Close that the development is
on higher ground and will overlook and overbear on their properties, some of which are
bungalows.
3.3. Should conform to linear/sporadic nature of development on West Leake Road
Neighbourhood Plan policy E1(b) states that any development to the west of the railway line on
West Leake Road should have regard to the more linear and sporadic residential character of the
area. This application blatantly disregards this policy.
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The aerial view above (source Google Earth) shows quite clearly how strong the railway line is as
a boundary to the settlement. It also highlights the different patterns of development to the
east and west of the Railway line along West Leake Road and Station Road. Yes, there are some
existing houses on West Leake road, but they are very low density with huge gardens, providing
a gentle edge to the village and large green areas adjacent to the open countryside where
wildlife can flourish. A dense, modern housing estate off Field End Close would completely alter
the character of the area.
As well as contravening the NP policy E1(b), the proposal contravenes:


Policy HOU2 clause f of the Rushcliffe Non Statutory Replacement Local Plan:
“HOU2 - DEVELOPMENT ON UNALLOCATED SITES PLANNING PERMISSION FOR NEW
UNALLOCATED DEVELOPMENT WITHIN SETTLEMENTS WILL BE GRANTED PROVIDED THAT…
… f) THE PROPOSAL DOES NOT FALL WITHIN AN AREA OF SPORADIC OR RIBBON
DEVELOPMENT OUTSIDE A SETTLEMENT, NOR IS SITUATED IN THE COUNTRYSIDE”



Policy 122 of the NPPF 2018:
“122. Planning policies and decisions should support development that makes efficient use of
land, taking into account:
…
d) the desirability of maintaining an area’s prevailing character and setting (including
residential gardens) …”

3.4. Disjoint from village due to railway line and distance
It can be argued that the site technically adjoins the built-up envelope of East Leake village as
required by NP policy H6(b) along most of its northern boundary. But note that our comments
above about the huge gardens and soft edge to the settlement have some relevance here – this
is not a densely built up area of the settlement, it comprises significant green spaces formed by
the gardens of sporadic large houses which merge into open countryside.
However we emphatically dispute the applicant’s suggestion in para 6.4 of the Planning
Statement that the eastern boundary of the site adjoins the built envelope of the village.
“The proposal site is also immediately west of a railway line of which currently defines the
western built envelope limits of East Leake. Therefore, it can be considered that as the
proposal site adjoins the eastern built envelope limits of East Leake and would be in
accordance with this criterion”
The site does not adjoin the settlement on its eastern edge - it adjoins the railway. The railway is
a hard boundary. The deep cutting provides a very definite barrier to permeability between the
two areas – there are no footpaths or roads crossing it and it is a long way around. The railway
is not “disused” as the application repeatedly states. It is in regular use by the GCRN (Great
Central Railway Nottingham) and protected against trespassers. In order to travel from the site
to the houses across the railway it would mean either a dangerous walk along an unlit winding
road with a 60mph speed limit to reach the signs indicating the start of the village, or a car
journey round to Damson Close or Sycamore Road. This is not “adjoining” by anyone’s
11

definition. The Woodgate Road access comes out into open countryside, at a considerable
distance outside the edge of the village.
The site is effectively disjoint from the village apart from the sporadic houses on the northern
boundary.
3.5. Reduced Separation from West Leake
Neighbourhood Plan policy H6(c) protects open countryside separating East Leake from
neighbouring villages. The development would reduce separation from West Leake.
3.6. Noise
We have experienced residents moving into their newly built homes disappointed and
complaining bitterly about the aircraft noise, which is intrusive particularly on summer nights
with windows open. We would rather new residents were delighted rather than disappointed
by their move into a new home in our village.
The noise assessment is a technical piece of work and we are not qualified to comment on the
detail. The main sources of noise (aircraft and railway) have been identified. The impact of
aircraft noise, particularly at night, at this location falls only just outside tolerances that would
require further mitigation measures. The site falls squarely under the “finger” of the noise
contour as it is directly on the flight path.
Our concern is that the specification may just about meet current needs but not allow for future
expansion at East Midlands Airport, nor for development of the railway to connect to main line
services, and we would prefer to see a risk assessment of these possible futures in terms of
noise impact and more future proofing in the specifications.
4. This site does not support sustainable forms of transport
The transport assessment and its appendices are covered in detail in a separate document from
the Parish Council, and this section just summarizes key points. East Leake Parish Council’s view
is that the site does not support sustainable transport and therefore conflicts with paras 108 and
110 of the NPPF.
4.1. Walking distances, Neighbourhood Plan Policy H6(a)
The applicant’s Travel Plan shows that there are no services or bus stops located within the
“800m walkable neighbourhood” of the site as recommended by the Manual for Streets and
6C’s Design Guide.
East Leake Neighbourhood Plan Policy H6(a) requires that most homes on the site be within
1.25 km walking distance of the village centre. No homes on this site are within that distances,
and the proposals therefore contravene H6(a).
NP sections 2.5.11 to 2.5.13 provide justification for this policy.
See also section 8.2 below.
4.2. Walking route to the Village – Woodgate Road
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The proposed Woodgate Road access is out in open countryside. The walk to the village this
way is impracticable and unsafe, along an unlit 60mph country road, with a blind bend and
brow of a hill. It is 300 m from the access point to the village sign. It is 400m to the 30mph sign
and the first pavement.
4.3. Walking route to the Village – West Leake and Station Roads
This is covered in detail in the supporting document. The pavement provision along West Leake
Road and Station Road is not adequate to support a development of this size. Pavements are
variously in poor condition, uneven, narrow, sloping towards the road, and obstructed. There is
no continuous pavement and walkers would have to cross the road several times. The route is
not suitable for baby buggies or mobility scooters. Street lighting is reported to be poor by
residents – there are gaps on some stretches and lighting does not extend to the end of the
30pmh zone.
Speeding traffic along the road gives rise to safety concerns. A traffic survey conducted by
Waterman Transport and Development in July 2012 shows traffic speeds along this section of
West Leake Road at 38.5mph eastbound and 39.7mph westbound (85th percentile in wet
weather).8
4.4. Cycling
The location of the site does not encourage cycling as a form of transport via either of its access
points, not even to local sources of employment such as the DNRC, British Gypsum or the village
centre nor to the schools. The immediately adjacent roads have blind bends and are narrow.
Parked cars provide additional hazards along West Leake Road.
4.5. Public Transport
Walking distance from the nearest house on the site to the No1 bus route is around 1.2km
along West Leake road. This far exceeds guidelines. Proposals to circumvent this objection by
investing in the Soar Valley Bus (operated by volunteers for school run and a weekly shopper’s
bus, having no disabled or pram access) and providing high tech bus stops within the site are
ludicrous.
There is currently no suitable rail service or station along the adjacent railway line.
5. The access arrangements are inadequate and there are inaccuracies in the transport
assessment
The transport assessment and its appendices are considered in detail in a separate document
from the Parish Council, and this section just summarizes some of the key points.
5.1. Woodgate Road access
There are only sketchy details at present showing the location of this access point, with no
details of pavements or how field access is to be managed for agricultural vehicles. It is situated

8

See P10, para 3.4 and 3.5 of the Transport Assessment for the previous application on this site
(13/01396/FUL) on the Rushcliffe Planning Portal
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on a narrow country road with 60mph speed limit, and blind bends in close proximity in either
direction.
5.2. West Leake Road access
Again details are sketchy, and more detailed specification of pavements on Field End Close and
a crossing point across West Leake Road are needed, along with guarantees of visibility.
Field End Close is narrow and the access road will necessarily be narrow, with a compromised
pavement width. A resident reports that the road narrows to 6.8m including grass verges –
insufficient for pavement and carriageway for development of this size. Appendix F of the
Transport Assessment indicates a road width of 4.8m at one point, with pavements of 0.6m and
2.0 m. As the main vehicle access to the site, and the only viable pedestrian access, the widths
do not conform to minima laid down in the 6C’s guidelines9 which requires a minimum
residential access road width of 5.5m (for 50 to 400 homes) plus 2m footway .
Note that the elsewhere in the proposal contributions are offered for on-site bus stops. A
“major residential access road (bus access likely)” requires a minimum width of 6.75m in the
6Cs Design Guide. Manual for Streets10 state that “streets on bus routes should not generally
be less than 6.0 m wide”.
Figure 7.1 page 79 of Manual for Streets illustrates what various carriageway widths can
accommodate.
19 and 21 West Leake would be immediately adjacent to the pavement. 1 Field Close, due to
the narrowness of the proposed pavement that side of the road, would also be unacceptably
close to the carriageway of what will become a busy road.
Ownership of a strip of land needed is questioned by residents. There is a “Private Road” sign
indicating that Field End Close is not part of the adopted highway.
5.3. Parked cars on West Leake Road
See also 2.9 above.
The cottages opposite Fields End Close do not have drives/garages. Visibility at this junction
and access into the village along West Leake road is therefore hampered by parked cars. This is
acknowledged by the presence of a sign just before the blind bend when leaving the village that
warns of oncoming vehicles in the middle of the road.
The East Leake Scouts hut is down a lane almost opposite Field End Close. At start and end
times of the meetings the area is congested with parents’ cars turning round, dropping off and
collecting excited children, and road safety here at these times is a real concern. It is likely that

9

The 6Cs Design Guide, Part 3, Table DG1,
https://www.nottinghamshire.gov.uk/media/131233/5_part_3_0.pdf,
10
Manual for Streets, para 6.5.7, page 72
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/341513/
pdfmanforstreets.pdf
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the new Field End Close entrance area would be used for parking and turning, and provision for
this should be made on the site should the application go forward.
5.4. Additional traffic using the route as a cut through
Estimates are given in the transport assessment of journeys created by the development. A
through route from Woodgate Road to West Leake Road is being created by the proposal, so
journeys of vehicles using the route as a cut through need to be added. This additional traffic
could be significant, and needs to be modelled. High sided vehicles approaching from the M1
might use this route to avoid the railway bridge on Station Road which has a height restriction.
5.5. Accident statistics
Covered in the separate document, but we note here that the accident report covers an area
very local to the access points, and fatal accidents have been recorded just outside the areas
selected for the report.
6. Ecology
6.1. Wildlife access to long back gardens along West Leake Road
Green corridors need to be preserved and substantial buffer strips are needed to ensure that
wildlife can continue to move freely between the countryside and the long gardens on West
Leake Road, especially given the proximity and importance of the habitat corridor along the
railway.
Have ponds in these gardens been checked for the presence of Great Crested Newts?
6.2. Badgers
We note the redacted paragraphs about badgers and the separate report, indicating that there
may be threat to this species. We have resident reports of badger sightings in the area. We
trust that the relevant authorities will be actively involved in the application to ensure adequate
protection.
6.3. Adjacent to railway wildlife site
We do not regard the mitigation measures proposed as sufficient to guarantee there is no harm
to this special wildlife habitat/corridor.
7. Archaeology
7.1. Route of old road
It is our understanding that an ancient roadway (locally known as a “Roman Road”) from
Rempstone to West Leake crosses the site. The report does not cover this in detail, and we
would like assurances about archaeological excavation along this road.
7.2. Impact on Conservation Area
The report states that there will be “no discernible impact on the conservation area”. Whilst it is
true that the site is some distance from the conservation area, our concern is the volume of
15

extra traffic into the conservation area at the junction by the Grade 1 listed church. Any future
work to deal with this problem could compromise this important heritage area.
8. Assessment of the Application against the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan
8.1. The 5-year Housing Land Supply
The application conflicts with several neighbourhood plan policies, as discussed variously above
and summarized in 8.4 below. The applicant argues that policies in the NP should be considered
out of date because Rushcliffe does not have the required 5 year housing land supply. The
application has been brought forward in haste, without pre-application public consultation, and
submitted in an incomplete state (lacking appendices to the Transport Assessment for example)
in a cynical attempt to capitalise on this temporary housing land supply situation.
Local Plan Part 2 is, however, very close to adoption, providing the required housing land supply,
and as an emerging plan at this stage should be given considerable weight (NPPF 48a). This
should in turn increase the weight given to the NP policies that impact on supply of land for
housing. (Note that other NP policies are not considered out of date whatever the state of the 5
year housing land supply, and carry full weight.)
8.2. Weight to be given to Neighbourhood Plan Policies
In Section 8.0 of the Planning Statement the applicant states:
“The council does not have a five-year housing land supply and as set out within this
statement, policies which seek to control the delivery and distribution of new housing are not
up-to-date and cannot be considered in the determination of the application. The application
should therefore be considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development. This approach is consistent with how the Planning Inspector has determined a
similar application on the edge of the village of East Leake (Appeal Ref:
APP/P3040/W/17/3178343).”
This is not accurate – the Planning Inspector did not say that the NP policies “cannot be
considered in the determination of the application”. He said:
“Under these circumstances, the tilted balance in favour of granting planning permission is
engaged in accordance with paragraph 14 of the National Planning Policy Framework (the
Framework).”
And he went on to actually consider the policies in detail and accord them weight in the context
of the tilted balance:
“28. The development would be in conflict with Policy H6 of the NP but the Council accepts
that this policy seeks to control where new housing development can be built and so has a
direct impact on the provision of housing. This conflict is a matter to be weighed in the
planning balance.“
So, even in a situation where there is no 5 year land supply the NP policies cannot simply be
dismissed and have to be weighed in the balance.
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The appeal site, with the addition of a footpath connecting via the Kirk Ley site, is significantly
closer to the village centre than the Field End Close site. The inspector concluded that the
Rempstone Road site conflicts with policy H6(a), and it by no means does so to the same extent
as the Field End Close site.
Policy H6(a) requires that “most homes on the site shall be within 1.25km walking distance of
East Leake Village Centre, defined here as the T-junction between Gotham Road and Main
Street”.
The Inspector stated:
“25. This link would provide a direct, surfaced and lit route from the appeal site to the village
centre and would bring the site within 1.25km, albeit that most of the proposed houses
would be further away according to the indicative drawings submitted.”
Comparing the Rempstone Road and Field End Close sites, neither comply with H6(a). However
some homes on the Rempstone Road site are within the required walking distance, whereas
none of the Field End Close homes would be.
Site
Rempstone Road
Field End Close

Nearest home – distance to village
Furthest home – distance to
centre
village centre
1.2km
1.58 km
1.5 km
1.78 km
(See appendix 4 for distance calculations)

Furthermore the “direct, surfaced and lit“ walking route from the Rempstone Road site would be
considerably better than the narrow, interrupted, and poor quality pavements along West Leake
Road.

8.3. Assessment of the Earlier Application against the Neighbourhood Plan
In the Planning Statement (4.2) the applicant states that the appeal for the previous refusal was:
“withdrawn prior to its determination at a Public Inquiry when the Council is understood to
have stated that they had a five year supply of housing, which is today no longer the case.”
However the reason stated at the time for withdrawing the appeal, according to the letter from
the agents on 25 August 2015 was different11.
“I write following publication of the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan Examiner’s Report in mid
August and the finding of the Examiner that the plan meets the Basic Conditions. The
appellant has been advised that in the light of this, there is now a significant material change
in the applicable planning policy position such that the appeal now has little prospect of
success.”

11

See planning portal, application 13/01396/FUL, document dated 25 August 2015, entitled “Appeal
Decision, appeal withdrawn”, which is a letter from Mark Flatman of iPlan Solutions
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This clearly acknowledges that the agent believed that previous application incontrovertibly
contravened policies in the Neighbourhood Plan. This application still does so, and as it is nearly
10 times larger, to a much more significant extent.
8.4. Summary of Neighbourhood Plan policies in regard to this application
Policy
H1(b)

See Section(s)
2.1 to 2.9

H2

1.5

H3

10

H4
H5

3.6

H6 (a)

4.1, 8.2,
Appendix 4
4.3, separate
report

T1

T2
T3
E1(a)
E1(b)

4.5
3.2
3.3

E2(a)

6.3

L1(a)
L2(b)

3.1

V2(b)

2.8,
Appendix 3

Conflicts. Various elements of infrastructure cannot be provided in time to
serve the needs of the development
Conflicts. No trajectory and phasing plan has been submitted. No account
has been taken of phasing with respect to cumulative infrastructure needs.
No conflict, but a condition should be included to ensure that the NP
housing mix is followed
Only just conforming – building specification should be future proofed
Conflicts. No assessment against Building for Life has been submitted. The
documentation does not show how relevant standards have been
considered.
Conflicts. No homes on the site would be within 1.25 km walking distance
of the village centre – distances range from 1.5 to 1.78km
Conflicts. There is no safe and easy footpath to most village locations as
the pavements along West Leake Road are not adequate, and the
application is not proposing improvements to this.
There is no connectivity across the railway line between this site and the
estates east of the railway see T1(g).
Conflicts. No improvements to strategic network of cycle and foot paths.
No public transport provision. Contributions suggested are ridiculous.
Conflicts. Would develop up to Ridge A.
Conflicts. This is a development west of the railway line on West Leake
Road that does not have regard to the linear and sporadic character.
Conflicts. Threatens the SINC along the railway line by reducing the
undeveloped land to its west.
Conflicts. No contribution offered for the village centre play area.
Conflicts. The peaceful rural setting of the allotments is destroyed causing
them harm.
Conflicts. No contribution offered for redevelopment of village centre.

Note that some of these policies do not impact on the supply of land for housing, so should carry full
weight even in the absence of a 5 year housing land supply.
9. Inadequate consultation
East Leake Parish Council believes that the consultation process for this application to date has been
inadequate.
We have experienced 10 large applications in the past 5 years and as far as we can recall most of
them have undertaken some form of pre-application consultation with residents and the Parish
Council, and included a consultation statement or statement of community involvement in their
application. This is recommended by the NPPF but did not happen with this application - we
understand it is not insisted on by Rushcliffe’s application process.
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Para 40 of the NPPF states that Local Planning Authorities should,
“where they think this would be beneficial, encourage any applicants who are not already
required to do so by law to engage with the local community and, where relevant, with statutory
and non-statutory consultees, before submitting their applications.”
There is also a question of the timing of the consultation. The Parish Council received notification by
email on 12 Dec, with a closing date for comments of 8 January. Over the Christmas period this is
insufficient time to assess public opinion and seek advice in order to make an informed response.
Residents were informed by post, and with delays in the Christmas post, had even less time to
respond.
Furthermore the information available on the website was incomplete, with the transport
assessment appendices missing, and they were not added to the site until 21 December.
The details of the access points are very sketchy even with the appendices and going by past
experience there will be work going on in the background to draw up more detailed plans. It is
important that residents are kept fully informed of such developments and given another
opportunity to comment before a decision is made on the access arrangements if they change or if
detail is added to the plans. This is particularly important for the current Field End Close residents.
Additional consultation on revised access plans has not always happened in the past and we ask the
Rushcliffe officers to ensure that this time it does.
Rushcliffe Borough Council has informed us that the site notices were displayed on 20 December
2018. The Parish Council received reports from residents as late as 5 Jan, saying that there were no
signs. By 10 Jan, after some considerable searching, the Parish Council has located signs at both the
Woodgate Road and West Leake Road sides of the site, but in both cases these are obscured by
vegetation and at a considerable distance from the site access points. The West Leake Road sign, in
addition to being some distance from Field End Close, is on the wrong side of the road where there
is no pavement and so is almost impossible to spot by residents or passers-by. We have no way of
knowing whether these were posted on 20 December or since that date. Either way, as they are so
badly positioned, it is very questionable whether they have adequately performed their function,
and we suggest they should be posted again, close to the two access points, where they are visible,
and that the consultation period should be extended by a further 21 days from the date the signs are
re-posted.
10. Developer Contributions
10.1 Transport Contributions
We realise that this might be because of inappropriate pre-application advice from NCC and RBC
which is both formulaic and generic, but the transport contributions proposed by the developer (see
first three pages the “Transport Assessment Appendices”) do very little to mitigate the severe
access problems that this site would have.
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The contributions proposed are not directly related to the impact of the site and hence not CIL
compliant12. The data provided on travel journeys is questionable and certainly does not justify
expenditure on the following items:



A52 / A606 junctions
A52 / A606 highway infrastructure package

The proposals for contributions for public transport are ridiculous:




£75,000 to provide a new vehicle for the Soar valley bus service (though there is no indication
that this would mean any more service than the existing school run and Tuesday morning
service that volunteers provide at present). We note that the developers have not even had the
conversation with the bus operator.
Bus stops on the site, including “Real Time Bus Stop Poles & Displays including Associated
Electrical Connections, Extended Hardstands/Footways, Polycarbonate or Wooden Bus Shelters,
Solar Lighting, Raised Boarding Kerbs, Lowered Access Kerbs and Enforceable Bus Stop
Clearways”. (For a non-existent bus service!!)

There are, however, other transport contributions possible that would be infinitely more relevant to
the site and would to some extent alleviate the access problems (though not sufficiently to make the
application acceptable to the Parish Council and residents).















Improved pavements along West Leake Road and Station Road, to include widening,
resurfacing, coverage on both sides of the road, introduction of safe crossing points, and
improvements to street lights
Traffic calming measures along West Leake Road and Station Road
Footbridge over the railway to provide footpath and cycle path connection via the “Trees estate”
or the new Woodgate Road development. If no footbridge is to be provided, the relevant land
should be contributed, and access assured, to allow such a footbridge to be provided by others
in the future.
Pavement from the proposed entrance on Woodgate Road for residents wishing to walk that
way down into the village
Parking and turning circle for the scout hut
Cycle path or cycle lane along West Leake road
Car park work to cater for the increased need at the village centre and Costock Playing Fields
Routing the “Skylink" service through East Leake and down West Leake road
Improve visibility on bends along West Leake Road and Woodgate Road
Improve narrow blind bends going into West Leake
Improvements to junctions onto the A6006
Improvements to village centre t-junction
Improvements to footpath/bridleway that crosses the site

We urge all concerned to rethink the transport contribution.
10.2 Other Contributions
East Leake Parish Council requests contributions for the following:
a) Ongoing development of the recreation facilities in the centre of the village to increase the
capacity and range of activities as required by NP policy L1(a). Note that NP policy L1(b) requires
also the provision on site of open play space and possibly a small amount of onsite play
equipment for younger children – we note that this is included in the proposal. It is not,
12

Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010
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however, either/or. The priority for older children is to provide a comprehensive and
challenging facility in the village centre.
b) Contribution towards new project to provide overspill parking at the Costock Road Playing Fields
(the main village sports field provision) to accommodate the additional car journeys from this
development.
c) Parking facilities in the village centre, to accommodate the additional car journeys from this
development
d) Improvement of the village T-junction area. (Policy V2 of ELNP)
11. Summary of Conditions requested
If this application should be granted despite the strong objections we have provided, we request the
following conditions be imposed.








Mix for market housing to comply with policy H3 of NP
For the construction work, restricted hours of operation 9-5 on weekdays only, no weekend
working
Ensure that construction traffic does not pass through the village centre
Wheel washing to prevent mud onto Woodgate Road and West Leake Road
Access to all existing homes needs to be maintained at all times.
Construction of carriageway and footpath from West Leake Road first, to ensure safe access
for current residents of Field End Close before other construction commences.
Site compounds, generators etc to be located away from existing housing.
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Appendix 1
CENSUS INFORMATION - LANTERN LANE PRIMARY

YEAR
Oct-11
Oct-12
Oct-13
Oct-14
Oct-15

ACTUAL No ON
ROLL
325
328
302
315
331

PLANNED ADMISSION
NUMBER
311
310
309
308
308

DIFFERENCE
14
18
-7
7
23

NOTES
*PAN Yrs R - 3 44, Yrs 4-6 45
* PAN Yrs R-4 44, Yrs 5-6 45
* PAN Yrs R-5 44, Yr 6 45
*PAN 44 in all year groups
*PAN 44 in all year groups

Oct-16
Oct-17
Oct-18

351
372
383

420
420
420

-69
-48
-37

* PAN 60 in all year groups
* PAN 60 in all year groups
* PAN 60 in all year groups

EAST LEAKE PRIMARY SCHOOLS – NUMBERS ON ROLL V. PLANNED
ADMISSION NUMBER (PAN), December 2018
Lantern Lane
Year Group
No on Roll
R
51
1
53
2
59
3
62
4
49
5
58
6
48
TOTAL
380

PAN
60
60
60
60
60
60
60
420

Year Group
R
1
2
3
4
5
6
TOTAL
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Brookside
No on Roll
46
42
31
32
27
30
30
238

PAN
45
45
30
30
30
30
30
240
(working
towards
315)

Appendix 2
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24

25
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Appendix 3
Notes of the meeting of the Village Centre working group of
EAST LEAKE PARISH COUNCIL held at Parish Office on 11.10.18
PRESENT: Councillors Donna Griggs, Lesley Way, Conrad Oatey, and the Clerk Neil
Lambert
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE: Jenny de Villiers Speed watch
Newsletter includes article to invite other interest going out soon
Hard copies of relevant sections and drawing/images from the ELPC Neighbourhood Plan
and RBC Retail Review had been circulated.
The summary notes from Shaping the Village Centre public visioning evening held April
2018 had also been revisited recently
Donna tabled a paper showing her version of the aims for the WP with “how” and “when”
sections. She also referred to the Community Plan questionnaire which had got significant
involvement, albeit not recent
There was agreement about the needs for the Village Centre to be more peoplefriendly and “greener”, not merely a T-junction for traffic
It was felt the visit by the Growth Board had led to a successful briefing for Paul Hillier of
Notts County Council highways who had not seen the display used at the Meet Your Village
event, and previous drawings and concepts referred to above. The door is now open for us
to prioritise our wishes and guide his deliberations for developing options and costed
proposals.
Various practical changes to the village centre environment were considered. On balance it
was felt we should offer Paul a re-presentation of our concerns and desires, as follows:1 We want a more people-friendly, open pedestrian area, and greener environment for the
village centre, promoting a sense of community and village atmosphere
2 We want changes to make it easier and safer for pedestrians to cross roads in the centre,
including wheelchair users and people with mobility impairment
3 As such we do want to shift the balance away from discussing a traffic T-junction and
vehicle movements and parking problems, although we do want local traffic to come into the
village and visit shops and businesses, ideally parking off-street in free car parks
4 We acknowledge there are disadvantages with the “shared space” concept, but do want to
consider road surface colour and materials in any design changes. We would also like to
consider the pros and cons of pedestrian crossings with lights, and traffic lights, and a miniroundabout, which might require differing budgets and longer-term timescales
5 We would like to know if it is possible to have a short-term trial changing the current “T”
(which gives priority to vehicles on Main Street driving past Gotham Road) to enable a
priority flow from Gotham Road turning left onto Main Street (and right from Main Street
[East] into Gotham Road). Vehicles coming down Main Street [West], wanting to turn left into
Gotham Road, or to go straight on, would encounter a Give Way sign. As far as we know,
apart from legal and administration fees, the only practical cost will be white line removal and
painting new ones.
Neil Lambert, Clerk to ELPC

Notes d3 241018
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Appendix 4
Calculation of Walking Distances to Village Centre
Distances referred in 4.1 and 8.2 above to were estimated using Google maps as shown below.
Field End Close to Village Centre:

Rempstone Road site to Village Centre:
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