
 

 

MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE PLANNING COMMITTEE OF EAST LEAKE 
PARISH COUNCIL, HELD ON TUESDAY 11th FEBRUARY 2020 AT 7.00PM 
 
PRESENT Councillors Donna Griggs (Chair), Lindsey Maggs, Conrad Oatey, Eleanor 
Robinson, Kevin Shaw, Len Simmons, Liz Taylor, Carys Thomas, Lesley Way 
 
The Clerk Neil Lambert and 11 members of the public were also present  
 
APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE – Cllr Jenny de Villiers 
 

19/PC/086 CHAIR’S ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
None 
 
 
19/PC/087 DECLARATION OF INTEREST IN ITEMS ON THE AGENDA 
 
Cllr Liz Taylor in item 19/PC/089 (19/02796/FUL) 
 
 
19/PC/089 PLANNING APPLICATIONS 
 
The Chairman closed the meeting at 7.03pm to allow a member of the public to 
address the meeting. 
 
The Chairman re-opened the meeting at 7.05pm 
 
  19/02796/FUL Brook Furlong Farm, Costock Road 
 
     Erection of 15 dwellings, including demolition of 
     existing outbuildings and removal of external  
     hardstanding, creation of a private footway, and 
     associated works. 
 
     Object on the following grounds: 
 
1.  Principle of Development  
 
Less than half way through the plan period, East Leake has already had 1304 homes 
approved against the “minimum” target of 400.  There is a limit to how much growth can be 
absorbed by this rural village, and it has been reached.   
Any further housing here would be contrary to the spatial strategy of Local Plan Part 1, which 
places the majority of new homes adjacent to the Nottingham urban area. 
This is not an allocated site under Local Plan Part 2, which states that no further land should 
be allocated at East Leake. 
It is not covered by Policy 11 – “Unallocated sites within settlements”, because it is not within 
the settlement. It is separated from it by fields and Sheep Plank Lane which forms a strong 
boundary to development in this area. 
It should therefore be considered under Policy 22 – “Development within the Countryside”.  
Point 2(b) would permit “the re-use and adaptation of buildings for appropriate uses, 
including housing”, however this proposal extends the area of the existing farm buildings, 
and demolishes and rebuilds them, rather than adapting them.   



 

 

The proposal therefore contravenes LPP2. 
The Planning Statement was written before the adoption of LPP2.  Rushcliffe now has a 
housing supply in excess of 5 years, and the “tilted balance” does not apply. The appeals for 
the Rempstone Road and Lantern Lane sites cannot therefore be considered relevant.  
No Landscape and Visual Impact Statement has been provided with the application, but 
there would undoubtedly be visual intrusion into the countryside, including 3 storey homes 
(units 12-15). The Midshires Way runs close to the site. 
 
 
2.  East Leake Neighbourhood Plan. 
 
The proposal contravenes the following policies in the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan. 
H1 – It has not been demonstrated that infrastructure can be provided in time to serve the 
needs of the development. 
H3 – The % of market homes that have 4 bedrooms is greater than 20% 
H4 – No noise assessment has been provided 
H5 – The application does not show how it has considered Building for Life and other 
standards 
H6(a) – the majority of homes are only within 1.25km of the village centre if the new footpath 
is used to connect with Sheep Plank Lane and thence Stonebridge Drive.  Para 2.5.2 of the 
Neighbourhood Plan expects that the route used should be suitable for baby buggies and 
mobility scooters.  Sheep Plank is muddy and unsuitable for these.  It also floods frequently 
and the proposed route would be impassable at times. 
H6(b) The site does not adjoin the existing built envelope of East Leake. 
H6(d) The site is adjacent to Gypsum workings, and a survey is needed. 
H6(e) Although the homes are just outside the flood zone, the access road (which forms part 
of the application) does cross the flood plain. 
T1/T2  No provision for cycle paths has been made.  A footpath is proposed to improve 
connectivity, but with limited use (see above). 
 
3. Public Transport 
 
The site does not support sustainable forms of transport.  The nearest useful bus stop on the 
No 1 service to Loughborough and Nottingham is over 800m away (using a footpath via the 
muddy Sheep Plank Lane which is liable to flood – see above).  The bus service along 
Costock Road is the 863 which has just 3 buses a day in each direction towards Ruddington 
and Keyworth.  We do not understand why NCC is asking for money for bus stops for this 
tenuous bus route, as they already have unspent S106 funding for this purpose from 2 other 
developments. 
 
Agreed by 8 in favour with 1 abstention  
 
The Chairman closed the meeting at 7.10pm to allow a member of the public to speak. 
 
The Chairman re-opened the meeting at 7.12pm 

 
 
  20/00108/FUL Rushcliffe House, Stocking Lane 
 
     Erection of boundary fence and retention of  
     existing fence. 
 
     It was agreed to defer this for 1 week while we wait 
     for updated plans. 



 

 

The Chairman closed the meeting at 7.13pm to allow a member of the public to speak. 
The Chairman re-opened the meeting at 7.14pm 

 
  19/02205/FUL Land East of Cornflower Way Balancing Ponds, 
     Costock Road 
 
     Additional Information on 3.5m high ball strike net 
     to eastern site boundary 
 
Cllr Liz Taylor reported that the ELPFC felt that the proposed 3.5m high fence was 
neither high enough nor long enough to prevent balls reaching the proposed new site 
 
     Object on the following grounds: 
 
East Leake Parish Council continues to STRONGLY OBJECT to this application. We do not 
believe that amended plans improve the situation - indeed they worsen it in several respects.  
Please refer to our previous response. 
 
 
1.  Planning Policy - no further development at East Leake 
 
Rushcliffe still has a housing land supply of 5+ years and this is a site in the open 
countryside outside the built up area of the village.  Development here would be contrary to 
Policy 22 of Local plan pt 2.  Housing is required adjacent to the Nottingham urban area, 
East Leake is a commuter village, and the site is outside the recommended walking distance 
to a useful bus stop.   
The assertion by Mr Valentine that the Neighbourhood Plan area (i.e. the parish boundary) 
should be regarded as a settlement boundary is of course absurd.  The parish includes a 
large area of farm land and even green belt.  The Parish Council was advised when 
producing the Neighbourhood Plan that a settlement boundary could not be included.  In 
Local Plan Part 2 boundaries have only been drawn for settlements in the green belt.   
Mr Valentine has also referred to the successful appeal for the Lantern Lane site.  This 
application was considered when Rushcliffe did not have a five year housing land supply and 
the “tilted balance” was therefore applied at the time.  
    
2. Infrastructure Deficiencies 
 
There is no improvement in the situation and NP policy H1 is contravened. 
3/4.  Loss of Countryside/Separation from Costock 
 
We have already commented on the importance of this edge of village site to the rural 
setting of East Leake and in separating East Leake from Costock.  The amended proposals 
would worsen the situation by removing the mature native hedgerow and trees along the 
roadside.  The ball strike net would provide further visual incursion into the countryside.  It 
would be visible from Costock Road on the approach to the village. 
 
5.  Flood Risk/Drainage Strategy/Sewerage 
 
Whilst the Environment Agency has now accepted a redrawn flood zone, Severn Trent has 
not responded to the consultation and they know the village sewerage capacity is 
insufficient.  Please refer to photographs uploaded by Cllr Thomas on 27 October 2019 - the 
flood event of 26 October shows water pushing up through manholes from the sewers under 
Costock Road and flooding the road.  We remain wholly unconvinced by the assertion that 
the road would act as a flood barrier in the event of Kingston Brook flooding. 



 

 

 
6, 7 ,8. Access/transport, Parking, Housing Mix 
 
Previous comments stand. 
 
9.  Other Issues  
 
Previous comments largely stand. 
A ball strike fence has been added. It is 3.5m high as opposed to the 10m discussed, and 
does not run the length of the boundary with the site.  Whilst providing some protection for 
the current layout of sports pitches, it would not cater for reconfigured use of the pitches in 
future.   
No assessment has been provided of the impact of the ball strike fence on birds and bats.   
It is our view that the development would be too close to the pavilion and pitches and would 
either restrict future uses of the playing fields or cause noise disturbance to the new 
residents.   It is not reasonable to assume that residents will leave windows closed in 
summer.   
The loss of the hedge and mature trees would be an environmental loss. 
We are concerned that the applicant does not want the road within the site to be adopted.  
The cost of maintaining the road, including repairing any damage caused by refuse vans, 
would fall on the shoulders of residents through their management charge.  This seems 
unduly onerous and unfair, without providing great benefit. We are seeing disquiet in other 
new estates in the village about management charges for communal facilities.  
The applicant claims eco credentials for the proposal, but they don’t come close to those of a 
green field.  The site has been in use as a small paddock for horses for many years and 
there appears to be continuing demand for this. P150(b) of the NPPF includes “location” as 
one of the considerations to reduce greenhouse gas emissions in new development.  The 
spatial plan in the Core Strategy locates housing close to employment and public transport 
whereas car journeys would be created by this development, so it cannot be considered low 
carbon.  P152 of the NPPF supports community-led low carbon initiatives, but this refers to 
energy infrastructure, not housing, and anyway this proposal is developer-led and unwanted 
by the community.   
The Kingston Banks Resident Association (i.e. the adjoining development) remains 
categorically opposed to the development. They have serious concerns about the footpath 
proposed to link the car park (for which they pay management charges) with the new 
development, in terms of the maintenance of the link and exacerbation of problems with 
littering and anti-social behaviour due to the additional footfall. 
 
Agreed Unanimously 
 
The Chairman closed the meeting at 7.19pm to allow a member of the public to speak. 
 
The Chairman re-opened the meeting at 7.28pm 

 
 
  19/02523/FUL Willow Marsh Farm, Loughborough Road 
 
     Revised Noise Assessment Report 
 
     No further comments.  Conditions are required and 
     need to be enforced. 
 
     Agreed Unanimously 
 



 

 

19/PC/088 MATTERS ARISING – FOR INFORMATION ONLY 
 

 Rempstone Road – Reserve matters have been approved and aircraft noise 
stated as not a problem.  Cllr Carys Thomas as a Borough Councillor has 
already been in touch with Rushcliffe re plots 78 & 79 and it was felt that the 
Parish Council should support the adoption of the highway. 

 

 19/02780/FUL, 14 Brookside is being considered at Rushcliffe’s Planning 
Committee on the 13th February if anyone wishes to attend as an observer. 
 

 Stonebridge – nothing to report 
 

 Lantern Lane – nothing to report 
 

 
     
   
19/PC/090 CORRESPONDENCE 
 
1. Rushcliffe Borough Council 19/01770/REM, Land North of Rempstone Road – 
 Application for approval of matters reserved under application re 
 16/01881/OUT for the erection of 235 dwellings and associated appearance, 
 landscaping scale, layout and infrastructure works – Approve 
 
2. Rushcliffe Borough Council – Fell Dead Silver Birch at 3 Station Road, reduce 
 previously pollarded Silver Birch and fell Crab Apple damaging drive at 2 The 
 Nook - Noted 
 
19/PC/091 QUESTIONS TO CHAIR (IN ACCORDANCE WITH S.O. 1U) 
 
There were no questions. 
 
The meeting closed at 7.37pm 
 
 


