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Charnwood Draft Local Plan 2021-37; Examination in June / July 
2022 
 
Hearing Statement on behalf of Thrussington residents for 
allocations HA67 & HA68 
 
5th June 2022 
 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The following statement appears on the Charnwood Borough Council website in relation to 
the draft local plan: 
 
“We have been developing the Charnwood Local Plan 2021-37 for several years. It provides a 
robust strategy for growth which simultaneously safeguards the environment and builds 
healthy communities here in Charnwood. It sets out the location of land and infrastructure 
needed for the development required to support the growth of the borough up to 2037.The 
plan identifies how the borough will meet increased Government targets for new homes, as 
well as providing employment land and critical infrastructure.” 
 
The website then explains that the examination stage of the plan is underway and that there 
are four tests of ‘soundness’, that the plan is: 
 
“Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to meet 
objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet 
requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and consistent 
with achieving sustainable development; 
 
Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy when considered against the 
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence; 
 
Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint working 
on cross-boundary strategic priorities; 
 
Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.” 
 
158 people (130 joint and individual responses), who are residents of Thrussington, 
objected to the late inclusion of sites HA67 and HA68 which had not been included in 
previous versions of the draft plan. The Thrussington Residents Working Group have 
prepared this hearing statement on behalf of the 158 people who objected to the draft local 
plan. This representation provides clear evidence that the plan is UNSOUND and would fail 
each of the four tests in relation to the proposed development sites in Thrussington.  
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INCORRECT CHARNWOOD STATEMENTS 
 
Before considering the questions posed by the Inspectors in relation to housing allocation, it 
is important to make the Inspectors aware of two critical errors included within 
Charnwood’s documents. 
 
Firstly, the draft local plan states; “The Council has undertaken three consultations to help 
prepare this plan and engagement with stakeholders has also taken place to inform the 
preparation of our evidence. The first local plan consultation concerned the scope of the plan 
and took place in July 2016. The second consultation in April 2018 focussed on the key issues 
and options, with the Council publishing a discussion paper titled ‘Towards a Local Plan for 
Charnwood’.”  
 
Comment: 

 
Secondly, the council altered their policy after the final consultation in 2021 when they 
amended a Topic Paper (TP/2) titled ‘Development Strategy and Site Selection’ dated July 
2021 (amended in December 2021). December 2021 was 5 months after the deadline for 
representations in relation to the draft plan. There was no opportunity for stakeholders to 
consult or comment on this document which states that a decision was made to relax the 
criteria for assessing sites and “compromise” with the public transport indicator. 
  
At page 75 there is an Addendum added in December 2021. “The following addendum to the 
topic paper has been included to address issues in relation to the development strategy and 
the site selection process that were raised during the consultation on the Pre-submission 
Draft Local Plan in July and August 2021. As such it expands on the identification of the main 
issues arising from the consultation ….”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Thrussington Parish Council was not consulted at either of these times on sites within the 
village as the Thrussington sites, added to the final draft plan, were not included in 
previous versions.  
 
We have been informed by the chair of the Parish Council that the first time they were 
made aware of any potential sites in Thrussington being included in the plan was in May 
2021 when the local councillor showed the Parish Council a plan with the sites in 
Thrussington. This was not a formal consultation but an update on local issue. 
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This is an extract of the addendum to the revised TP/2 document, page 77: 
 

 

 
 
Comment: 

 

The highlighted section above is CATEGORICALLY WRONG. There has been no bus service in 
Thrussington since 2019. 
 
The new policy to compromise on public transport accessibility is contrary to National Planning 
Policy, has not been consulted on and goes against the sustainability criteria of the plan. 
Secondly, it is factually incorrect as Thrussington has NO bus service, not even an infrequent 
one. 
 
Further in the document is a table of the sites at “Appendix C18” reassessing various 
settlements classified as ‘Other Settlements’. It is clear from this table that the sites at 
Thrussington are rated as less suitable than most of the other sites and the assessment takes 
no account of the fact that Thurcaston, Woodhouse Eaves and Wymeswold all have regular bus 
services and Thrussington has NONE. 
 
This late alteration to policy appears to try and fit the policy to the sites rather than the sites 
within the policy. But most importantly, inaccurate information has led to the inclusion of two 
sites within Thrussington on the assumption that there is a bus service. There is no bus service 
at all.  
 
The facts upon which the housing allocations were assessed are wrong and therefore the draft 
local plan is UNSOUND. 
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MATTERS, ISSUES AND QUESTIONS (MIQs) 

The Inspectors have issued a document with ‘MATTERS, ISSUES AND QUESTIONS (MIQs)’ 
that they wish to consider. Matter 6; Issue 4 – ‘Housing allocation’ states the questions that 
the inspectors have asked in relation to each of the proposed housing site allocations. 
Representors are asked to “respond to those questions relevant to the representations they 
made at the Regulation 19 consultation stage.” The responses to each of the questions 
asked in relation to all sites and specifically in relation to HA67 and HA68 are set out below. 
 
 
 
MATTER 6: URBAN AREA POLICIES, SITE SELECTION, SUSTAINABLE URBAN EXTENSIONS 
AND HOUSING SITE ALLOCATIONS 
Issue 4 - Housing allocations for HA67 & HA68 
 
Question 6.16a. ‘Is the proposed scale of housing development justified, having regard to 
any constraints and the provision of necessary infrastructure?’  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Answer: 
The proposed scale is not justified and is unsound due to the following: 
 

1. Lack of accessibility & not a sustainable location There has been no public 
transport since 2019. Charnwood Council assessments have mistakenly used 
the old service of six buses a day, 6 days a week and so rating it mistakenly as 
limited access to Employment and Higher Order Services. 
 

2. Traffic constraints – See Appendix I: Transport Review 
 

3. The Charnwood Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (CSHA) highlights that 
Thrussington does not have 2 of the 4 essential requirements (Food Shop & 
Employment Access) and does not have 5 of the 7 desirable services. 
Charnwood Settlement Hierarchy Assessment 2020 Oct Update.  A detailed 
analysis of the CSHA in relation to these service requirements for Thrussington 
and other sites is included at Appendix II. 
 

4. Development on this site would be contrary to Charnwood’s Climate Strategy 
(CCS) 2018 – 2030 which states ‘On 24th June 2019, Charnwood Borough 
Council declared its ambition to be a carbon neutral organisation by 2030.’ 
Building new houses in this location will result in car journeys for every 
shopping trip, doctors/dentist visit, entertainment experience, pharmacy access 
and the vast majority of employment opportunities. Further detail on this 
matter is included in the Review of Evidence to support sites at Thrussington at 
Appendices III & IV. 

 
 

https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/eb_ds_3_charnwood_settlement_hierarchy_assessment_2020/EB-DS-3%20Charnwood%20Settlement%20Hierarchy%20Assessment%202020.pdf
https://data.climateemergency.uk/media/data/plans/charnwood-borough-council-955b42d.pdf
https://data.climateemergency.uk/media/data/plans/charnwood-borough-council-955b42d.pdf
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Question 6.16b ‘Is the allocation consistent with the development strategy in Policy DS1 and 
where relevant, does it take account of a made Neighbourhood Plan?’ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Answer: 
The allocations are not consistent with Charnwood Local Plan 2021-37 Pre-submission 
draft July 2021 and do not take into account the Thrussington Neighbourhood Plan. 

 
1. Local Plan Chapter 1, Development Strategy, page 15. States that Charnwood BC 

intend to: ‘reduce the need to travel by car, and the distance travelled, and 
increase the use of walking, cycling and public transport to access jobs, key 
services and facilities’. This is NOT the case for HA67 & HA68 
 

2. Local Plan Chapter 1, Development Strategy, page 18. States ‘Development 
strategy aims to direct development to locations that provide access to jobs, 
services, infrastructure and where there are alternatives to the private car’. This is 
NOT the case for HA67 & HA68. 
 

3. Thrussington’s Neighbourhood Plan states: ‘Vision: to protect and enhance the 
character and identity of the Parish of Thrussington and new residential 
developments should be within the settlement boundary’. HA67 & HA68 are 
outside the settlement boundary and cause significant harm and change to the 
historic nucleated character and identity of Thrussington because of their size and 
location. Further details of how the Local Plan does not take into account the 
Neighbourhood Plan can be found in Appendix V. The importance of the historic 
nucleated character of the village is described in the attached letter from the 
Chair of Thrussington Local History Society – Appendix VI. 
 

4. The Neighbourhood Plan supports infill development. The response at Appendix V 
gives further comment on the lack of consistency with the Thrussington’s 
Neighbourhood Plan. Appendix VII gives details of planning applications for 
dwellings within the settlement boundary since the Neighbourhood Plan was 
completed. 
 

5. The Neighbourhood Plan states a commitment to protect wildlife corridors. Old 
Gate Road (HA68) is a wildlife corridor, and the scale of development will have a 
negative effect. Refer to Appendix V and included map. 
 

6. The Neighbourhood Plan protects two historic hedgerows on Old Gate Road, and 
the scale of development will have a negative effect on these. Appendix VIII Local 
Environment & Ecology. 
 

 

https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/charnwood_local_plan_2021_37_pre_submission_draft_july_2021/Charnwood%20Local%20Plan%202021-37%20Pre-Submission%20Draft%20July%202021.pdf
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/charnwood_local_plan_2021_37_pre_submission_draft_july_2021/Charnwood%20Local%20Plan%202021-37%20Pre-Submission%20Draft%20July%202021.pdf
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/eb_np_7_thrussington_neighbourhood_plan_2019/EB-NP-7%20Thrussington%20Neighbourhood%20Plan%202019.pdf


 6 

Question 6.16c. ‘What is the likely impact of the proposed development on the following 
factors:  
• settlement separation and identity and landscape character;’ 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 6.16c. ‘What is the likely impact of the proposed development on the following 
factors:  
• biodiversity, green infrastructure including public rights of way and agricultural land 
quality;’  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
Question 6.16c. What is the likely impact of the proposed development on the following 
factors:  
• heritage assets;  

 

 

  

Answer: 
The large scale of these proposals significantly affects Thrussington settlement boundary 
and identity. These proposals represent almost 40% increase in the number of dwellings 
in Thrussington, destroying the historic nucleated pattern of the village against the 
guidance from Landscape Sensitivity Assessment of SHLAA Sites March 2019 . This 
document states: ‘The guidance for future developments within Thrussington: ‘Retain 
nucleated settlement pattern and …….’ 
 
Important previous planning inspector’s comments: 
A previously appealed planning application (P/91/0397/2) in 1992 for 34 single storey 
dwellings on the Old Gate Road site (HA68) was turned down by the planning inspector 
who wrote ‘‘the resultant harm to the character and appearance of both village and 
surrounding countryside would be so serious as to form a compelling reason for resisting 
this appeal’. 
 

The appeal inspector to planning application P/12/0997/2 for one house in 2013 
(opposite side of Old Gate Road to HA68 site) wrote ‘I conclude that the proposal would 
not achieve a sustainable pattern of development and would be harmful to the character 
and appearance of the area’ 
 
 

Answer: 
1. Potential damage to two historic wildlife hedgerow sites on Old Gate Road. 
2. Loss of habitat rich sites leading to loss of species – for further detail please read 

Appendix VIII regarding the Local Environment and Ecology. 
3. Loss of landscape – this is against the stated ‘Sustainability Objectives’.  
4. Within the Neighbourhood Plan, Charnwood’s Senior Ecological Officer is quoted 

as saying “I have identified a number of features that would present ecological 
constraints to development.” These have been ignored when allocating sites 
HA67 & HA68. 

5. Loss of ridge & furrow from 44 Hoby Road site – refer to Appendix IV for more 
detail. 

https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/landscape_sensitivity_assessment_of_shelaa_sites_2019/EB-ENV-4%20Landscape%20Sensitivity%20Assessment%20of%20SHELAA%20Sites%202019.pdf
https://portal.charnwood.gov.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorerAA/Generic/StdDetails.aspx?PT=Planning%20Applications%20On-Line&TYPE=PL/PlanningPK.xml&PARAM0=365454&XSLT=/Northgate/PlanningExplorerAA/SiteFiles/Skins/charnwood/xslt/PL/PLDetails.xslt&FT=Planning%20Application%20Details&PUBLIC=Y&XMLSIDE=/Northgate/PlanningExplorerAA/SiteFiles/Skins/charnwood/Menus/PL.xml&DAURI=PLANNING
https://portal.charnwood.gov.uk/Northgate/PlanningExplorerAA/Generic/StdDetails.aspx?PT=Planning%20Applications%20On-Line&TYPE=PL/PlanningPK.xml&PARAM0=445788&XSLT=/Northgate/PlanningExplorerAA/SiteFiles/Skins/charnwood/xslt/PL/PLDetails.xslt&FT=Planning%20Application%20Details&PUBLIC=Y&XMLSIDE=/Northgate/PlanningExplorerAA/SiteFiles/Skins/charnwood/Menus/PL.xml&DAURI=PLANNING
https://thrussingtonvillage.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Thrusssington-sites-and-protected_BAP-species-ST-LRERC-May-2017.pdf
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Question 6.16c. ‘What is the likely impact of the proposed development on the following 
factors:  
• the strategic and local highway network and other infrastructure including health facilities, 
education and open space;’  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 
Question 6.16c. ‘What is the likely impact of the proposed development on the following 
factors:  
• air and water quality, noise pollution, land stability and flood risk.’ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Question 6.16d. ‘Are the development requirements clear and deliverable and are any 
further safeguards or mitigation measures necessary to achieve an acceptable form of 
development? Are any main modifications necessary for soundness?’  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Answer: 
1. A significant detrimental impact on Thrussington roads – see the Transport 

Review in the Appendix I and pictures and videos in Appendix III. 
2. Nearest GP is in Syston which is 5.8km away. This is beyond the threshold. 
3. The nearest pharmacy is 3.5 km in East Goscote, only accessible by car. There is 

no footpath on parts of the route. This is inaccessible to anyone who does not 
drive. 

4. The Primary School is expanding and potentially could be close to capacity within 
a few years. See appendix IX regarding school capacity.  

5. Thrussington does not have a communal children’s play area or playground. The 
nearest is 1.8km in Rearsby 

6. There will also be significant impact on the village centre which is currently 
dangerous due to the number of cars which have to park on the street. More 
than 40 dwellings in the village centre have no off-street parking. 
 

Answer: 
Surface water drainage run off from Old Gate Road has significantly contributed to 
flooding in the centre of the village. The Environment Agency flooding risk map for 
Thrussington clearly shows the affected areas. This is associated with residents’ 
sewage overflow into gardens. Photographs and more explanation in Appendices 
III & IV. 

Answer: 
There are no mitigation measures which could achieve an acceptable form of 
development because development at HA67 & HA68 is not sustainable. 
“Sustainable development is a key principle which underpins the planning system… 
This means considering all three aspects of sustainable development: the 
community, the economy and the environment….” 
With very few essential and desirable services/facilities and no access to public 
transport there is nothing that can be done to mitigate the impact on the 
environment. The community of Thrussington cannot access essential services such 
as food shops and doctor’s surgeries if they do not have a car. Therefore any 
development impact will have a huge negative effect on the environment. 
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Question 6.16e. ‘Has any planning permission been granted for residential development and 
if so, what are the details?’ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Other Settlements, detailed questions: 
 
Full consideration has been given to the Inspector’s additional questions in our response 
to the evidence supporting each of the sites. 
 
HA67 – 44 Hoby Road, Thrussington: See report in Appendix IV 
 
HA68 – Land off Old Gate Road, Thrussington: See report in Appendix III 
 
  

 
  

Answer: 
No planning permission has been granted for HA67 & HA68. 
 
There has been a developer proposal (Brown & Co) for land at Old Gate Road (HA68) 
and attached as Appendix III is a review of its content against National and Local 
development guidance. It fails to mitigate against key accessibility and sustainability 
policies and fails to meet the Neighbourhood Plan requirements.  
 
Planning consent has previously been applied for at HA68 site and turned down at 
appeal. Details in Appendix III. 
 
Thrussington’s Neighbourhood Plan clearly supports infill development. See Appendix 
VII for details about these past, current, and future new dwelling developments. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
Thrussington has no bus service and no access to the majority of ‘essential’ and ‘desirable’ 
services and facilities. A small village such as this is not suitable for the type of large-scale 
development proposed in the Local Plan. The sites were only included after an alteration in 
the policy which has not been consulted upon and is based on the flawed assumption that 
there is a bus service (albeit irregular). 
 
Considering the four tests of ‘soundness’: 
 
“Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which seeks to 
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet 
requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so and 
consistent with achieving sustainable development;” 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

“Justified –the plan should be the most appropriate strategy when considered against the 
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence;” 
 
Comment:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint 
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities; 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

The sites in Thrussington have not been objectively assessed as the assessment 
is based on flawed assumptions of school capacity and public transport. It is not 
possible to achieve sustainable development at sites HA67 & HA68 and 
therefore the local plan is UNSOUND. 

The plan is not based on the most appropriate strategy and it is not based on 
proportionate evidence as Thrussington is not a sustainable location for 
development. It has only 4 of the 11 essential and desirable services/facilities 
needed for sustainable development. Other villages, such as Woodhouse Eaves, 
have many more services (9 in total) and no housing allocation. Also, 
Thrussington has no public transport AT ALL. The evidence is not sound and 
therefore the plan is UNSOUND. 

The plan is not deliverable in terms of the Thrussington development sites as 
they have been assessed on flawed information and on an altered policy which 
has not been consulted upon and is contrary to National Planning Policy in terms 
of sustainable development. Therefore, the plan is UNSOUND. 
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“Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.” 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The evidence included in this report shows clearly that the Charnwood Local Plan is 
UNSOUND and requires a main modification in relation to sites HA67 and HA68, which 
should be removed. 
 
 

Appendices 
 
I  Transport Review 
II Charnwood Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (CSHA) Analysis 
III  Review of evidence supporting HA68 
IV  Review of evidence supporting HA67 
V Thrussington Neighbourhood Development Plan Report 
VI Letter from Chair of Thrussington Local History Society 
VII Infill Development Statement 
VIII Local Environment and Ecology 
IX Thrussington Primary School Capacity 
   
 
 
 
 
 
  

In relation to sites HA67 and HA68, the plan cannot deliver sustainable 
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework and therefore, 
the plan is UNSOUND. 
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Appendix I: Transport Review 
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Appendix II: Charnwood Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (CSHA)- Analysis 
 

THRUSSINGTON RESIDENTS WORKING GROUP’S RESPONSE TO  
 

Charnwood Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (CSHA) – October 2020 update 
 
The CSHA is one of the key parts of evidence upon which the council should have made 
decisions as to where new development should take place. The extracts below clearly show 
that Charnwood Borough Council did not take this document into account when proposing 
90 new houses in Thrussington. 
 
Numerous points made in the Hierarchy Assessment have been ignored by Charnwood 
Borough Council in relation to Thrussington and therefore the Local Plan is UNSOUND. 
We have included in this response relevant extracts from the CSHA and made comment on 
these in terms of how they relate to the village of Thrussington. The same headings have 
been used as those in the CSHA. 
 
INTRODUCTION 
“1.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) advocates development in 
locations where the need to travel is minimised and the use of sustainable transport modes 
can be maximised (para 103). The Framework sets out that planning policies should aim for 
a balance of land uses within their area so that people can be encouraged to minimise 
journey lengths for employment, shopping, leisure, education and other activities (para 
104).” 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 

 
“1.4 The settlement hierarchy is a key part of the evidence which will inform the Council’s 
Local Plan for the Borough up to 2036, including decisions about where new development 
should be located in the future to achieve sustainable patterns of movement and how local 
services and facilities can be supported.” 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 

New housing in Thrussington would be counter to National Policy as 
there is no possibility to use sustainable transport modes and journey 
lengths to employment, shopping, leisure and other activities cannot 
be minimised. Therefore, the draft local plan is UNSOUND 

In relation to Thrussington, Charnwood BC have not taken the settlement hierarchy 
as a key part of its decision making in terms of where new developments should be 
located to achieve sustainable patterns of movement and therefore the draft local 
plan is UNSOUND. 

https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/eb_ds_3_charnwood_settlement_hierarchy_assessment_2020/EB-DS-3%20Charnwood%20Settlement%20Hierarchy%20Assessment%202020.pdf
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TRAVEL STATISTICS 
 
“Figure 4: Location of Usual Residence and Place of Work” (ONS Crown Copyright Reserved 
Source: Census 2011)” 
 
This table shows what percentage of the ‘Economically Active’ work in various locations. 
There are no statistics for Thrussington as it is a part of a group named ‘Wreake Villages’. 
30% of those living in Wreake Villages work in Charnwood and 20% in Leicester.  
 
 Comment: 

 
 
“7.8 The Wreake Valley villages of Rearsby, East Goscote and Queniborough and Syston have 
access to a 20 minute daytime service to Leicester through Thurmaston (No. 5 and 5A). This 
service also provides an evening service every 30 minutes for all these settlements with the 
exception of Rearsby.”  
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Whilst a small number of those working in the county could have jobs within 
walking distance, it is a fair assumption that people living in the ‘Wreake Villages’ 
and working in the borough of Charnwood, are likely to have jobs outside of their 
village. 20% of them are likely to work in Leicester according to the data in figure 4. 
This means that any development in Thrussington will lead to the vast majority of 
new residents travelling by car to work as there is no public transport from the 
village.  
 

This statement correctly excludes Thrussington in terms of bus service as it does not 
have any bus service. The nearest bus stop to Thrussington is in Rearsby, over 1.9km 
away with no footpath on parts of the route. Importantly one of these areas is over a 
hump backed bridge with no visibility for cars from either direction. There is also an 
unmanned level crossing to navigate. In terms of accessibility, it is also important to note 
that the CSHA highlights that the nearest bus service to Thrussington is poor in 
comparison to other settlements in the vicinity with a limited service as noted in 
paragraph 7.8 
 



 25 

SERVICE AND FACILITIES 
“8.1 The services and facilities considered to be most important to meet people’s day to day 
needs are set out below in Figure 8. Essential services and facilities are those which are 
considered to be accessed with a high frequency and essential to meet day to day needs. 
Desirable services and facilities are those which are considered necessary to meet day to day 
needs but unlikely to be accessed with the same frequency by the majority of the 
community.” 

 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 

 
  

ESSENTIAL SERVICES/FACILITIES – Thrussington does not have a food shop or 
employment access, therefore the village does not have 2 of the 4 ESSENTIAL 
services/facilities which are ‘essential to meet day to day needs’. 

DESIRABLE SERVICES/FACILITIES – the village has access to recreation, leisure and 
community facilities however there is no children’s playground. Thrussington has limited 
access to a secondary school via a school bus. In relation to the other ‘desirable 
services/facilities’ there is ‘poor’ access to doctor’s surgery, post office, pharmacy, 
preschool provision, higher order services and cash machine. The village can only provide 
2 of the 7 ‘desirable’ services/facilities which are “considered necessary to meet day to 
day needs” 

Given the lack of ESSENTIAL and DESIRABLE SERVICES, allocation of 
housing in this village makes the Draft Local Plan UNSOUND 
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8.4 Figure 9: Methodology for Audit of Services and Facilities 
Regarding Employment access the methodology for assessment is as follows: 
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Regarding access to Higher order services the methodology for assessment is as follows: 
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Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

There is NO bus service from Thrussington and we understand that there is no intention to 
reinstate this as it was stopped due to lack of use. However, it may be useful to consider 
whether Thrussington could, in theory, provide ‘Excellent’ ‘Very Good’ or ‘Good’ Access to the 
Services and Facilities listed if a bus service was reinstated.  
This is the former bus timetable of the 128 which was stopped due to lack of use in 2019. It is 
clear that services were not regular (every 2 hours rather than every 30 minutes) and they did 
not give access to areas of employment opportunity or higher order services within 30 minute 
travel time. 

 
The higher order settlement that offers access to employment opportunity within Charnwood 
is Loughborough. There is no bus service to Loughborough from Thrussington or Rearsby. The 
only way to access Loughborough by public transport is via Leicester city centre. 
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LOCATIONS CLASSED AS ‘OTHER SETTLEMENTS’ IN THE ASSESSMENTS 
 
“8.9 No other settlements have access to all the essential and desirable services and facilities 
as well as access to employment opportunities, higher order services and a secondary school. 
Woodhouse Eaves and Hathern both have nine of the eleven services and facilities audited 
but neither have all the essential services and facilities. Woodhouse Eaves has many services 
and facilities available in the settlement but poor accessibility to employment and higher 
order services.” 
 
Comment: 

 
 
Only two other locations classed as ‘Other Settlements’ have more houses proposed than 
Thrussington. These are Cossington and Queniborough, both are much larger settlements.  
Below is a list of those ‘Other Settlements’, which currently have a population of over 1000 
residents, with the number of proposed new dwellings shown in the Draft Local Plan: 
 
SETTLEMENT   POPULATION  NO. PROPOSED NEW DWELLINGS 
Burton on the Wolds  1218   0  
Hathern   1866   85   
Newtown Linford  1103   0     
Rearsby   1097    47  
Thurcaston   2074   31  
Woodhouse Eaves  2319   0 
Thrussington  581   90 
 
  

Thrussington has 4 of the essential and desirable services out of 11 
Woodhouse Eaves has 9 out of 11 
Hathern also has 9 out of 11 
The population of Woodhouse Eaves is 12.6% of the total population of ‘Other Settlements’ and it 
has 9 of 11 of the services required to support a community and ZERO allocation of new houses. 
The CSHA notes that the village has ‘poor accessibility to employment and higher order services’ – 
which is the same as Thrussington. 
Hathern is more than three times the size of Thrussington and has 9 of the 11 services required. 
The housing allocation is 85 houses. It is illogical to allocate more houses to a village with only 4 
services which is less than one third the size of a settlement such as Hathern. 
Charnwood Borough Council have overlooked the lack of essential and desirable services and 
facilities in Thrussington. Other villages, such as Woodhouse Eaves, are much more suitable for 
housing given that they have 11 of the essential and desirable services and have larger populations. 
Of the total population of ‘Other Settlements’, Thrussington makes up 3.2%, Woodhouse Eaves 
makes up 12.6% and Hathern makes up 10.1% 
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Comment: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
“8.11 There are a group of seven settlements (Barkby, Burton on the Wolds, Newtown 
Linford, Seagrave, Swithland, Thrussington and Thurcaston) which have four of the services 
and facilities audited but poor access to employment and higher order services. All of these 
settlements have the essential services of a primary school and high-speed broadband and 
the desirable services of a range of recreation, leisure and community facilities and access to 
a Secondary School.” 
 
The CSHA identifies seven settlements within ‘Other Settlements’ which are relatively small 
and have only 4 of the services/ facilities deemed essential or desirable. Thrussington is 
among these, lower ranking, ‘Other Settlements’ which have lower population than others 
within the category and fewer of the services/facilities considered. These are the most 
comparable to Thrussington. 
 
Analysis of these settlements and housing site allocation in the draft local plan make it very 
clear that there is an anomaly in terms of site allocation in Thrussington. Clearly these less 
well facilitated settlements were not thought appropriate for housing allocation. Only two 
of them have any dwellings allocated, as shown below:  
 
Settlements with 4 services   Dwelling allocation in draft plan 
Barkby      0 
Burton on the Wolds     0 
Newtown Linford     0 
Seagrave      0  
Swithland      0 
Thrussington      90 
Thurcaston      31 
 
 
 
  

The Draft Local Plan is UNSOUND because Charnwood BC have allocated no 
housing in three larger settlements categorised as ‘Other Settlements’ 
including one which has 9 of 11 of the essential and desirable services.  
None of the larger settlements, over 1000 population, have as many dwellings 
allocated as Thrussington. Thurcaston is almost four times larger than 
Thrussington and has around a third of the number of proposed new 
dwellings.  
Charnwood BC have ignored the lack of services and the size of Thrussington 
when allocating housing when other locations, even within the ‘Other 
Settlements’ category are clearly better able to accommodate more dwellings. 
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Comment: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Of the group of seven ‘Other Settlement’s’ with only 4 of the 11 services identified, 
five have no houses proposed, one has 30 houses and Thrussington has 90.  
This is clearly why Thrussington had not been included in previous site identification 
– it is a very poor location with very limited access to facilities and services. When 
looking at these comparable ‘Other Settlements’ there appears to have been a clear 
error made in terms of dwelling allocation. 
 
Thrussington has been given three times the allocation of dwellings as Thurcaston, 
the only other ‘Other Settlement’ with only four services that has been given 
allocation.  Thurcaston is more than 3.5 times the size of Thrussington in terms of 
population. 
The plan is UNSOUND because it allocates a huge number of dwellings to a village 
with very few services. There is clearly an anomaly as 5 of the 7 settlements of 
similar merit have no housing allocation. One has a small number of dwellings 
allocated, but this is a much larger settlement.  
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SETTLEMENT AUDIT SUMMARY 
Below is a screenshot of part of the Settlement Audit Summary (figure 10) from page 24 of 
the Assessment. Highlighted are the settlements which have a total of 4 of the audited 
facilities and services. 
 

 
 
Comment: 

 
  

The settlements scoring 4 on the Audit Summary are shown below, with the housing 
allocation 
Settlement    No. of dwellings allocated 
Barkby    0 
Burton on the Wolds   0 
Newtown Linford  0 
Seagrave   0  
Swithland    0 
Thrussington    90 
Thurcaston   31 
Ratcliffe on the Wreake  0 
Cotes     0 
Hoton     0 
 
There is a clear anomaly when looking at other settlements in the Audit summary which 
score the same as Thrussington.  
The draft local plan is UNSOUND because it has allocated 90 dwellings to an ‘Other 
Settlement’ with a poor score in the Audit Summary. It is clear that other settlements 
which scored the same were thought unsuitable for housing allocation. 
THURSSINGTON HAS 74% OF ALL THE HOUSING ALLOCATION IN SETTLEMENTS WITH 
ACCESS TO ONLY 4 FACILITIES . THURCASTON HAS THE REMAINING 36% AND THE OTHER 
8 HAVE NO HOUSING ALLOCATION. 
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ESTABLISHING A SETTLEMENT HEIRARCHY 
 
“9. Establishing a Settlement Hierarchy 9.1 The audit of the key services and facilities 
available has provided an understanding of which settlements can cater for the day to day 
needs of the people living there and which settlements provide for the needs of people living 
in other settlements. The assessment has also considered the relationships between places 
and the role and function of each settlement. Taken together, this information provides an 
understanding of the settlements that have the greatest potential to minimise the need to 
travel and maximise the use the sustainable transport.”  
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
Figure 11: Charnwood Settlement Hierarchy  
This extract shows the definition of ‘Other Settlement’ and lists those in the category: 

 
 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 

The plan is UNSOUND because, despite this audit of services and the 
identification of settlements that have the greatest potential to minimise 
the need to travel and maximise the use of sustainable transport – the 
local plan has included sites for 90 houses in a settlement which does not 
have any potential to minimise the need for travel, in fact these sites 
would maximise the need to travel by car and minimise the use of 
sustainable transport. 
 

Most of these ‘Other Settlements’ score higher on the Audit 
Summary than Thrussington and have significantly larger 
populations.  
 



 34 

A table below shows an analysis of the locations in terms of population, audit score and 
number of proposed new dwellings: 
 
 

 
 
 
Comment:  

                                                    
 
  

Other Settlements (OS)
Audit score Population New houses proposed% of population of OS % of allocation for OS

Barkby 4 316 0 1.7 0.0

Burton on the Wolds 4 1218 0 6.6 0.0

Cossington 6 598 124 3.2 15.2

Hathern 9 1866 85 10.1 10.4

East Goscote* 8 2866 223 15.6 27.4

Newtown Linford 4 1103 0 6.0 0.0

Queniborough 8 2326 155 12.6 19.0

Rearsby 5 1097 47 6.0 5.8

Seagrave 4 546 0 3.0 0.0

Swithland 4 217 0 1.2 0.0

Thrussington 4 581 90 3.2 11.0

Thurcaston 4 2074 31 11.3 3.8

Woodhouse Eaves 9 2319 0 12.6 0.0

Wymewold 5 1296 60 7.0 7.4

Total 18423 815

It is clear that many of the settlements in the same category as Thrussington have 
better facilities with Woodhouse Eaves scoring 9 and Queniborough 8. 
Of the ‘Other Settlements’ that have housing allocation, Thrussington and Cossington 
are the smallest by far in terms of population. Cossington has a facility score of 6 and, 
therefore understandably has a higher allocation.  
Only one other ‘Other Settlement’ with a ‘4’ score has any housing sites allocated and 
it is 3.5 times bigger than Thrussington. 8 of the 10 ‘Other Settlements’ have no 
housing sites allocated. 
 
The draft local plan is clearly UNSOUND as it allocated a large number of dwellings to 
a poor location when larger, high scoring settlements have zero allocation. The local 
authority have failed to consider the Settlement Hierarchy in their allocation of 
dwellings and there has been an oversight in terms of this unsuitable, inaccessible 
village being allocated a huge number of houses. 
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APPENDIX A: “Services and Facilities Audit – Settlement Summaries”  
 
“Known Facilities…..128 Bus Service to Leicester and Melton Mowbray (2 hourly daytime 
service) ….Doesn't meet the criteria” 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
 
For ALL of the reasons stated above, the draft local plan is UNSOUND because it does not 
take into account the Charnwood Settlement Hierarchy Assessment which is “key evidence” 
upon which the council should have made decisions as to where new development should 
take place.  
Numerous points made in the Assessment have been ignored by Charnwood BC in relation 
to Thrussington and therefore the Draft Local Plan is UNSOUND. 
 
 
 
 
  

This statement of ‘known facilities’ is INCORRECT 
The bus service stopped in 2019 which means the facts upon 
which the Local Plan was made in reference to this settlement 
hierarchy are incorrect! Even this limited service didn’t meet the 
criteria and now there is no bus service.  
 



 36 

Appendix III:  Response to evidence supporting HA68 
 

Thrussington residents’ response to the development proposal documents on 
Old Gate Road (HA68) 
 

Two documents reviewed: 
 

1. Charnwood Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment, 2020  
 

2. Brown & Co on behalf of Mr R Clarke Proposed Residential Development on Old 
Gate Road - Thrussington Reps ELG rev_.pdf 

 
 

Document 1: 
Charnwood Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA), 
2020 
 
This was a review of land available in the Borough for future housing and employment 
development. The Council carried out a ‘call for sites’ which closed on December 16, 2019. 
This provided land and property owners an opportunity to submit sites for assessment.  
 
Four sites in Thrussington were included in the SHELAA. Site HA68 is referred to as Site 
Reference: PSH376. 
Listed below are the questions included within the assessment (Q) and the responses (A). 
Our comments on each of these is included below each question and answer: 
 
Q - Are there any physical constraints to development? 
A -Not within flood risk zones 
 
Comment:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

Yes, there are physical constraints. There are significant highway constraints on Old 
Gate Road. See details below in section 3 of the Brown & Co review. 

https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/thrussington6/THRUSSINGTON.pdf
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Q- Are there any environmental constraints to development? 
A -None 
 
Comment: 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Environment Agency flood risk map of Thrussington 

 
 
Photos of recent flooding around the centre of Thrussington; junction of Rearsby and 
Ratcliffe Roads. 
 

     
 

Yes, there are constraints. Flooding in the lower parts of the village over many 
decades have been significantly influenced by water draining down Old Gate Road 
incline (including from the site of the proposed development HA68). The ground in 
this area is more impermeable, regularly overspills the culverts, drains and ditches. 
It floods over the lower junction end of Old Gate Road at the bottom of the hill and 
into the culvert running down the south side of the Green. There have been well 
documented floods in the houses around the Green especially when this coincides 
with the River Wreake flooding. A large development on Old Gate Road would 
potentially make this flooding risk significantly worse. The Environment Agency 
currently show this area around the Green as HIGH risk from surface water flooding 
with predicted depths that would enter and damage property. See map below. No 
assessment has been made of surface water flooding.  
In addition, the surface water flooding on lower Old Gate Road every winter causes 
sheets of ice across the full width of the road making the junction treacherous. 
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Q -What are the potential impacts of the development? 
A- Grade 3 Agricultural Land. Loss of grassland. 
Comment: 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

1. Impacts include the damage to the historical nucleated village form. 

Charnwood’s own policy Charnwood Sensitivity Assessment of SHLAA Sites 

(March 2019) states on page 175 “The guidance for future developments 

within Thrussington: Retain Nucleated settlement pattern and appropriate 

integration at the settlement edges.” This development site would clearly 

lead to the loss of this nucleated settlement pattern 

2. The development site also ignores the Thrussington Neighbourhood Plan, 

completed in 2019. This clearly states that the stakeholders within 

Thrussington would support infill development within the Settlement 

Boundary, but this proposed site is outside of the Settlement Boundary. 

3. The large developments would have a negative effect on the wildlife corridor 

running up and along Old Gate Road and would not be supported as 

described in the Neighbourhood Plan, page 16. 

4. The two historic wildlife hedgerow sites on Old Gate Road would be 
impacted negatively by an increase in traffic from a large development of 60 

houses.  

https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/landscape_sensitivity_assessment_of_shelaa_sites_2019/EB-ENV-4%20Landscape%20Sensitivity%20Assessment%20of%20SHELAA%20Sites%202019.pdf
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/eb_np_7_thrussington_neighbourhood_plan_2019/EB-NP-7%20Thrussington%20Neighbourhood%20Plan%202019.pdf
https://thrussingtonvillage.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Thrusssington-sites-and-protected_BAP-species-ST-LRERC-May-2017.pdf


 39 

Q -Is the site affected by the development plan, emerging plan policy and national policy? 
A -Outside the Limits to Development 
Comment:  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

This site clearly goes against Local & National Planning Guidance.  
 
Quote from Charnwood Settlement Hierarchy Assessment (CSHA) October 2020 update  
 
‘1.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (the Framework) advocates development in 
locations where the need to travel is minimised and the use of sustainable transport 
modes can be maximised (para 103).’ 
 
‘The Framework sets out that planning policies should aim for a balance of land uses within 
their area so that people can be encouraged to minimise journey lengths for employment, 
shopping, leisure, education and other activities (para 104).” 
 
The allocation of this site goes against policy stated in the CSHA. 
 
CSHA 9.1 Establishing a Settlement Hierarchy 
‘The audit of the key services and facilities available has provided an understanding of 
which settlements can cater for the day to day needs of the people living there and which 
settlements provide for the needs of people living in other settlements. The assessment has 
also considered the relationships between places and the role and function of each 
settlement. Taken together, this information provides an understanding of the settlements 
that have the greatest potential to minimise the need to travel and maximise the use the 
sustainable transport.’ 
 
Thrussington is categorised as an ‘Other Settlement’ and the assessment states ‘8.11 
There are a group of seven settlements (Barkby, Burton on the Wolds, Newtown Linford, 
Seagrave, Swithland, Thrussington and Thurcaston) which have four of the services and 
facilities audited but poor access to employment and higher order services.’ 
 
Allocating development sites such as this in a settlement with ‘poor access to 
employment and higher order services” is clearly contrary to national and local policy, 
particularly in relation to climate change and net zero commitments.  
 
 

https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/eb_ds_3_charnwood_settlement_hierarchy_assessment_2020/EB-DS-3%20Charnwood%20Settlement%20Hierarchy%20Assessment%202020.pdf
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Q -How appropriate and what is the likely market attractiveness for the type of 
development proposed? 
A -Charnwood as a whole is seen as an attractive place to live and market homes. 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Finally, development on this site would be contrary to Charnwood’s Climate Strategy 
(CCS) 2018 – 2030 which states ‘On 24th June 2019, Charnwood Borough Council 
declared its ambition to be a carbon neutral organisation by 2030.’  
 
Building new houses in this location will result in car journeys for every shopping trip, 
doctors/dentist visit, entertainment experience, pharmacy access and the vast majority 
of employment opportunities. There is no public transport in Thrussington. 
 
The CCS states :  
‘C. We will minimise the climate impact from development and encourage a low carbon 
economy through the planning system;  
• Encourage a sustainable pattern of development supported by a low carbon transport 
infrastructure  
• Encourage renewable sources of energy supply  
• Promote sustainable design in buildings’ 
 
 

The proposal of development of a site which will be accessible only by car is the opposite 
of encouraging sustainable development supported by low carbon infrastructure. This 
site is not suitable when considering Charnwood’s own policy on Climate Strategy. 
Charnwood states “New major developments provide walking, cycling and public 
transport access to key facilities and services” with a target of “100% of major 
developments to provide walking, cycling and public transport links to key facilities and 
services”. This site cannot provide walking, cycling and public transport links to key 
facilities and services. 
 

The answer is very vague stating that the whole borough is ‘an attractive place to live’. 
This does not mean that the type of development proposed is ‘appropriate’. 
 
The Settlement Hierarchy Assessment October 2020 update clearly states that the village 
has ‘poor access to employment and higher order services’. The Assessment included an 
Audit Summary. The settlements were scored for the facilities they have access to. The 
maximum was 11 and the minimum, 2. Thrussington was shown as having 4. 
8 of the 10 ‘Other Settlements’ which score only 4 have NO housing allocation. There is 
one other ‘4’ settlement which has housing allocation of 31 dwellings in total (half this 
site and a third of the total proposed for Thrussington). That settlement is already more 
than 3 ½ times larger than Thrussington, in terms of population (2074 compared with 
581). 
The answer is that the type of development proposed is NOT at all appropriate for this 
type of settlement. 
 

https://data.climateemergency.uk/media/data/plans/charnwood-borough-council-955b42d.pdf
https://data.climateemergency.uk/media/data/plans/charnwood-borough-council-955b42d.pdf
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/eb_ds_3_charnwood_settlement_hierarchy_assessment_2020/EB-DS-3%20Charnwood%20Settlement%20Hierarchy%20Assessment%202020.pdf
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Q -Would the site contribute to any regeneration priority areas?  
A – No 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
Conclusion of review of SHELAA 
 
This site is in a settlement which has no access to public transport, poor access to necessary 
and essential facilities and development will destroy wildlife habitat, increase flooding 
frequency in the village centre, cause loss of a non-designated heritage asset and increase 
car journeys. Site HA68 is clearly unsuitable for residential development. 

 
 
 
Additional Questions asked by Examiners in relation to this site: 
 

1. Is there evidence to indicate that the site can be developed without unacceptable 
harm to heritage assets? 
 

The answer is ‘no’. Please refer to comments to the question ‘What are the potential 
impacts of the development?’ above. 
 
 

2. Is there sufficient justification for the proposed number of dwellings?  
 

The allocation of this site is in conflict with the SHELAA which clearly shows that settlements 
such as this are not suitable for large numbers of new houses. Below is a list of the ‘Other 
Settlements’ which were shown in the audit to have 4 of the ‘Essential’ or ‘Necessary’ 
Services and Facilities and their housing allocation in the draft local plan: 
 
Settlement    No. of dwellings allocated 
Barkby    0 
Burton on the Wolds   0 
Newtown Linford  0 
Seagrave   0  
Swithland    0 
Thrussington    90 (this site 60) 
Thurcaston   31 
Ratcliffe on the Wreake  0 
Cotes     0 
Hoton     0 
 

It is wholly inappropriate to include a site such as HA68 in the Local Plan when Charnwood 
Borough Council have identified regeneration priority areas.  
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There is a clear anomaly when looking at other settlements which score the same as 
Thrussington in the Audit Summary of the CSHA. There is NO justification for the proposed 
number of dwellings. This site has more houses allocated than the only other settlement 
with any housing allocation.  
8 of the 10 ‘Other Settlements’ which scored the same as Thrussington were thought 
unsuitable for ANY housing allocation, proving the point that there is NO justification for 
ANY number of dwellings in this location. 
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Document 2: 
 
Brown & Co on behalf of Mr R Clarke Proposed Residential Development on Old Gate 
Road - Thrussington Reps ELG rev_.pdf 
 
We have reviewed this development proposal document and would like to make the 
following comments: 
 

1. Sustainability and Net Zero Transport: 
 
This developer proposal is Unsound 
 
The Brown & Co document states in 2.2 ‘In order to significantly reduce travel by way of 
private vehicles, and therefore emissions, a place-base approach is essential (RTPI, Net Zero 
Transport: The role of spatial planning and place-based solutions (2021) page 2). 
 
To achieve this the Brown & Co document states in 2.5 ‘The creation of a residential 
development on this site would support a modal shift from car reliance to walking and 
cycling through the creation of a walkable neighbourhood. It would provide a suitable option 
for development now and represents the most effective way to significantly reduce transport 
emissions. Walking and cycling could realistically form the primary modes of transport, 
therefore, reducing transport emissions.’ 
 
In the 2021 RTPI Net Zero Transport document there are 4 examples given, based on 
research for different size place typologies. Below are the results (pie graph fig 4.2 – 4.8) 
demonstrating how much the walking and cycling is expected to increase over a 10year 
period if this guidance is introduced. On average it is less than 1%. By far the best method to 
reduce transport emissions is by building new dwellings within easy reach of public 
transport. 
 
Therefore, we conclude that the creation of a ‘walkable neighbourhood’ will have a 
negligible effect on transport emissions and will not be the ‘primary modes of transport’ for 
people living in Thrussington village where GP, grocery shops, secondary schools, leisure 
facilities and work places etc are all more than 5 km away. This development would not 
contribute to Net Zero Transport in any useful manner. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://www.rtpi.org.uk/media/9233/rtpi-net-zero-transport-january-2021.pdf
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2. Environmental aspects: Nucleated settlement pattern and the 
Thrussington Neighbourhood Plan 
 
 

These developer proposals are Unsound 
 

Charnwood Landscape Sensitivity Assessment of SHLAA Sites March 2019 document states:  
 
‘The guidance for future developments within Thrussington: ‘Retain nucleated settlement 
pattern and appropriate integration at settlement edges’. Charnwood assesses this as a 
moderate risk from any development. 
 
This Brown & Co development document states in 2.6 ‘The site could be developed without 
causing significant harm to the significance and setting of the Conservation Area’.  
 
Whilst the developers suggest screening and landscaping especially in prominent raised 
areas this will NOT retain the nucleated settlement pattern of Thrussington because the 
area of proposed development is so large with 60 houses that it extends so significantly 
outside the village boundary towards the northwest. These 60 houses represent a 30% 
increase in the number of Thrussington houses and therefore will cause significant harm to 
the setting, the conservation area and the nucleated settlement pattern. 
 

https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/landscape_sensitivity_assessment_of_shelaa_sites_2019/EB-ENV-4%20Landscape%20Sensitivity%20Assessment%20of%20SHELAA%20Sites%202019.pdf
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Thrussington Neighbourhood Plan page 13; Vision: ‘to protect and enhance the character 
and identity of the Parish of Thrussington’ and page 20; ‘new residential developments 
should be within the settlement boundary.’  
 
This development proposal is outside of the village settlement boundary as shown in the 
Neighbourhood Plan developed by residents (supported by 97% of the voting residents), the 
Parish Council and approved by Charnwood Borough Council. It only supports dwellings 
outside of this boundary in certain circumstances, such as rural workers and conversion of 
redundant or disused buildings. 
 

 
Charnwood Housing delivery study (for the draft local plan) page 85 states; ‘new 
developments for ‘Other Settlements’ (i.e., Thrussington) should be within the settlement 
boundary.’ Therefore, Charnwood’s own guidelines show that this development is unsound.  
 

 
 

3. Traffic hazards on Old Gate Road and Thrussington Village 
 
The Brown & Co development document makes no mention of the local traffic implications 
of this large development of 60 houses on Old Gate Road. There are currently 20 registered 
properties on Old Gate Road (source Post Office). The road is 2.9km long of which the 
majority is narrow single-track road. There are significant features about Old Gate Road that 
make it very unsuitable and potentially unsafe without mitigations for large scale 
development.  
 

a. The single-track road junction with the A46 south dual carriage way.  
There is no run in or run out lane for traffic joining or leaving the extremely busy and 
fast A46.  
 

               
 
 
  

https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/eb_np_7_thrussington_neighbourhood_plan_2019/EB-NP-7%20Thrussington%20Neighbourhood%20Plan%202019.pdf
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/eb_np_7_thrussington_neighbourhood_plan_2019/EB-NP-7%20Thrussington%20Neighbourhood%20Plan%202019.pdf
https://www.charnwood.gov.uk/files/documents/housing_delivery_study_dec_2017/Housing%20Delivery%20Study%20-%20Dec%202017.pdf
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b. Old Gate Road single-track sharp bend of 90 degrees 
 

            
 
 

c. Junction of Old Gate Road with Seagrave Road in Thrussington 
 
There is a difficult blind very acute bend at the junction with Seagrave Road (see map 
diagram below). Vehicles will have to cross oncoming traffic and the turning circle on that 
bend is too tight for HGVs. Many nearby dwellings with no off-street parking use this end of 
Old Gate Road to park reducing it to a single lane at this junction. 
 

            
 
It is generally impossible for two opposing vehicles to pass without one driving on the 
pavement or having to reverse. Frequent large farm vehicles are an additional hazard. 
 
Click to see videos of vehicles moving on Old Gate Road junction with Seagrave Road. 
Videos showing hazards at this junction   
 
 

                         
 

https://youtu.be/e7fq0PEZYR8
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This proposal HA68 increases the Thrussington dwellings by over 30% and by over 300% for 
Old Gate Road. Therefore, there will inevitably be significant additional congestion in a 
village already overloaded with central traffic, street parking hazards and dangerous 
junctions. Between the end of Old Gate Road and the village centre the majority of 
dwellings have to park on the road. It is estimated that around the centre of Thrussington 
there are over 80 cars parked on the road because the dwellings do not have off road 
parking. 
 
 
 

4. There are no tangible benefits to the Thrussington community from this 
development 
 

The Brown & Co document states in 3.3 ‘We consider this form of development that is part 
of the draft allocation for this village, led by the green credentials of the locality would result 
in tangible benefits for the community and provide housing in a holistic and sustainable way 
in order to create a vibrant and resilient community and support the move to a post-carbon 
economy…... The relationship of the site with the existing services and facilities in the area 
will result in a sustainable form of development that will contribute significant benefits to 
the area.’ 
 
The proposal document says there will be tangible (real) benefits for the community (of 
Thrussington Village). There is nothing of any significance within this proposal that supports 
this statement. Thrussington does not have access to public transport and does not have 
most of the essential and desirable services needed for sustainable development. Therefore 
any new development cannot support the post-carbon economy associated with a large 
development of new houses. 
 
 

Conclusion of review of the Brown & Co Development Proposal Document 
 
This document describing the proposed large Thrussington development on Old Gate Road 
(HA68) does not describe any benefits to the current residents or alignment with their 
Neighbourhood Plan and the contained vision for its future development. 
 
Just because all the proposed dwellings have the ability to walk and cycle around 
Thrussington does not demonstrate any improvement to support a post carbon economy as 
there are very few essential and necessary services within walking or cycling distance. 
 
Thrussington is not opposed to development per se. Indeed, there are currently (May 2022) 
10 new dwellings planned for development within the village.  It is a question of scale and 
location. Sensible managed growth will safeguard the character and heritage of this village. 
In addition, such an approach helps to address concerns over sustainability, climate and the 
environment. 
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Appendix IV: Response to evidence supporting HA67 
 
Strategic Housing and Employment Land Availability Assessment (SHELAA), 2020 – Site 
HA67 
The SHELAA was a review of land available in the Borough of Charnwood for future housing 
and employment development. The Council carried out a ‘call for sites’ which closed on 
December 16, 2019. This provided land and property owners an opportunity to submit sites 
for assessment.  
Four sites in Thrussington were included. Site HA67 Is referred to as Site Reference: PSH147. 
Listed below are the questions included within the assessment (Q) and the responses (A). 
Comments on each of these is included below each question and answer: 
 
Q - Are there any physical constraints to development? 
A -Not within flood risk zones 
Comment: 

 
 
Q- Are there any environmental constraints to development? 
A -None 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
  

There is no mention of highways/traffic constraints. The site is situated at the edge of 
the village on a road which experienced significant problems of speeding. The Parish 
Council obtained funds to create a single lane working chicane traffic calming system to 
slow traffic entering and leaving the village. This site falls just outside the location of 
the single lane passing point so that vehicles turning into and out of the site (possibly 
around 60 resident’s vehicles plus additional service and delivery vehicles) are likely to 
cause obstruction, congestion and potential danger to those entering or leaving the 
village. 
The site is also within 200 meters of Thrussington Primary School where more than 100 
pupils, their parents and siblings enter and leave the school, twice daily, making this 
part of the village very congested at certain times of the day. There is so little on street 
parking available that many parents park in the village hall opposite the school and 
cross the road with their primary age children. This is very dangerous when there are 
many cars parked on the road and a lot of traffic entering and leaving the village. 
In addition to the school the village hall is less than 150 meters from the site. This is a 
particularly busy hall which is regularly hired for meetings, exercise classes, film nights, 
parties and gatherings. These result in on street parking stretching well beyond the 
proposed site (HA67) entrance. An entrance to a housing estate in this location would 
be dangerous when the village hall is in use. 

The area at the junction of Rearsby Road and Ratcliffe Road regularly 
floods due to run off from Old Gate Road when sewers are overwhelmed. 
The village sewage system does not have the capacity for further waste 
water. Any development is likely to increase the frequency of flooding. 
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Photo: Flooded road between Thrussington Green and Rearsby Road Wreake River bridge 
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Q -What are the potential impacts of the development? 
A -Loss of grassland potential impacts on EPS. Grade 3 Agricultural Land. 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  

The assessment fails to mention that the majority of this site is ridge and furrow. 
This type of landscape has been described by a planning inspector as ‘a non-
designated heritage asset’ (1). The inspector refused to allow a scheme for 16 new 
dwellings on the outskirts of a Warwickshire Village on agricultural heritage, rural 
landscape and settlement strategy grounds.  
The report states that “The inspector observed that one of the most striking aspects 
of the appeal site was its medieval ridge and furrow landform, which represented a 
non-designated heritage asset and contributed to the agricultural setting of the 
village and its conservation area. ……………………... Noting Historic England’s 
consultation response that there would be substantial harm to the ridge and furrow, 
and rejecting a planning condition to restrict the built area as shown on the 
illustrative plan, the inspector went on to conclude the public benefits of the 
scheme did not anything like outweigh this degree of heritage harm……Inspector: 
Robert Jackson; Written representations” (1) 
There is clear precedent that this type of landscape should be preserved and that 
there WILL be an unacceptable negative impact to heritage assets. As the Inspector, 
Robert Jackson, stated, this type of landscape is a ‘non-designated heritage asset’. 
This type of landscape is particularly important in this area because, as an article in 
the Guardian stated “In the East Midlands an estimated 94% of ridge and furrow left 
by medieval farmers, which was visible in many fields until the last decade, has now 
been destroyed.” (2) 
The other factor which is not mentioned is the damage to the historical nucleated 
village form. Charnwood’s own policy (Charnwood Sensitivity Assessment of SHLAA 
Sites (March 2019) states that “The guidance for future developments within 
Thrussington: Retain Nucleated settlement pattern and appropriate integration at 
the settlement edges.” This site would clearly lead to the loss of this type of 
settlement pattern. 
The site also ignores the Thrussington Neighbourhood Plan, completed in 2018. This 
clearly states that the stakeholders within Thrussington would support infill 
development within the Settlement Boundary but this proposed site is outside of 
the Settlement Boundary. 
The assessment also mentions potential impacts on EPS - there will, without doubt 
be impacts on EPS (European Protected Species), which are discussed further at 
Appendix VIII. 
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Q -Is the site affected by the development plan, emerging plan policy and national policy? 
A -Outside the Limits to Development. 
 
Comment: 

 

This site clearly goes against National Planning Guidance. This is a quote from Charnwood Settlement 
Hierarchy Assessment (CSHA) October 2020 update “1.2 The National Planning Policy Framework (the 
Framework) advocates development in locations where the need to travel is minimised and the use 
of sustainable transport modes can be maximised (para 103). The Framework sets out that planning 
policies should aim for a balance of land uses within their area so that people can be encouraged to 
minimise journey lengths for employment, shopping, leisure, education and other activities (para 
104).” 
The allocation of this site also goes against policy stated in the CSHA and the National Planning Policy 
Framework. 
“The audit of the key services and facilities available has provided an understanding of which 
settlements can cater for the day to day needs of the people living there and which settlements 
provide for the needs of people living in other settlements. The assessment has also considered the 
relationships between places and the role and function of each settlement. Taken together, this 
information provides an understanding of the settlements that have the greatest potential to minimise 
the need to travel and maximise the use the sustainable transport.” 
Thrussington is categorised as an ‘Other Settlement’ and the assessment states “8.11 There are a group 
of seven settlements (Barkby, Burton on the Wolds, Newtown Linford, Seagrave, Swithland, 
Thrussington and Thurcaston) which have four of the services and facilities audited but poor access to 
employment and higher order services.” 
Allocating development sites such as this in a settlement with “poor access to employment and higher 
order services” is clearly contrary to national and local policy, particularly in relation to Charnwood 
Borough Council’s net zero commitments.  
Finally, development on this site would be contrary to Charnwood’s Climate Strategy (CCS) 2018 – 2030 
which states ‘On 24th June 2019, Charnwood Borough Council declared its ambition to be a carbon 
neutral organisation by 2030.’ Building new houses in this location will result in car journeys for every 
shopping trip, doctors/dentist visit, entertainment experience, pharmacy access and most employment 
opportunities (to name but a few). 
The CCS states : “C. We will minimise the climate impact from development and encourage a low 
carbon economy through the planning system;  
• Encourage a sustainable pattern of development supported by a low carbon transport infrastructure  
• Encourage renewable sources of energy supply  
• Promote sustainable design in buildings” 
 

The proposal of development of a site which will be accessible only by car is the opposite of 
encouraging sustainable development supported by low carbon infrastructure. This site is not suitable 
when considering Charnwood’s own policy on Climate Strategy. 
Charnwood states “New major developments provide walking, cycling and public transport access to 
key facilities and services” with a target of “100% of major developments to provide walking, cycling 
and public transport links to key facilities and services”. This site cannot provide walking, cycling and 
public transport links to key facilities and services. 
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Q -How appropriate and what is the likely market attractiveness for the type of 
development proposed? 
A -Charnwood as a whole is seen as an attractive place to live and market homes. 
 
Comment: 

 
 
Q -Would the site contribute to any regeneration priority areas?  
A – No 
Comment: 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

The comment is very vague stating that the whole borough is ‘an attractive place to 
live’. This does not mean that the type of development proposed is ‘appropriate’. 
The Settlement Hierarchy Assessment clearly states that the village has ‘poor access 
to employment and higher order services’. The Assessment included an Audit 
Summary. The settlements were scored for the facilities they have access to. The 
maximum was 11 and the minimum, 2. Thrussington was shown as having 4. 
8 of the 10 ‘Other Settlements’ which score only 4 have NO housing allocation. 
There is one other ‘4’ settlement which has housing allocation of 31 dwellings in 
total (just one more dwelling than site HA67) and that settlement is already more 
than 3 ½ times larger than Thrussington, in terms of population. 
The answer is that the type of development proposed is NOT at all appropriate for 
this type of settlement. 

It is wholly inappropriate to include a site such as HA67 in the local 
plan when Charnwood Borough Council have identified regeneration 
priority areas.  
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Additional Questions asked by Examiners in relation to this site: 
 
1. Is there evidence to indicate that the site can be developed without unacceptable harm 
to ecology? 
The SHELAA does not take account of the many rare and protected species currently within 
the village fields surrounding Thrussington.  At the site in question, HA67, there are 
breeding pairs of Barn Owls that have reportedly been resident for over 40 years.  This site 
provides the ideal habitat for them to survive.  Removal could devastate this population.  In 
addition, the brook close to the site nurtures several species of frog spawn and newts, many 
of whom would use the damp-lands soak away. 
 
2. Is there evidence to indicate that the site can be developed without unacceptable harm 
to heritage assets? 
The answer is ‘no’. Please refer to comments to the question ‘What are the potential 
impacts of the development?’ above. 
 
3. Is there sufficient justification for the proposed number of dwellings? 
The allocation of this site is in conflict with the SHLAA which clearly shows that settlements 
such as this are not suitable for large numbers of new houses. Below is a list of all of the 
‘Other Settlements’ which were shown in the audit to have only 4 of the ‘Essential’ or 
‘Necessary’ Services and Facilities and their housing allocation in the draft local plan: 
 
Settlement    No. of dwellings allocated 
Barkby    0 
Burton on the Wolds   0 
Newtown Linford  0 
Seagrave   0  
Swithland    0 
Thrussington    90 (HA67-30) 
Thurcaston   31 
Ratcliffe on the Wreake  0 
Cotes     0 
Hoton     0 
 
There is a clear anomaly when looking at other settlements which score the same as 
Thrussington in the Audit Summary of the CSHA. There is NO justification for the proposed 
number of dwellings. This site alone has only one less dwelling allocated than the total at 
the only other comparable ‘Other Settlement’ with any housing allocation. That settlement 
is over three and a half times larger than Thrussington in terms of population (2074 
compared with 581). 
8 of the 10 ‘Other Settlements’ which scored the same as Thrussington were thought 
unsuitable for ANY housing allocation, proving the point that there is NO justification for 
ANY number of dwellings in this location. 
It is noted that many of the points raised in this response to the evidence presented to 
support HA67 also apply to HA68. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
This site is in a settlement which has no access to public transport, poor access to necessary 
and essential facilities and development will destroy wildlife habitat, cause loss of a non-
designated heritage asset, increase car journeys and create potential danger to school 
children and village residents in terms of additional car use close to a primary school. 
Site HA67 Is clearly unsuitable for residential development. 
 
References 
(1) https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1585573/loss-ridge-furrow-field-housing-
denied 
(2) https://www.theguardian.com/uk/2003/jul/26/arts.highereducation 
 

  

https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1585573/loss-ridge-furrow-field-housing-denied
https://www.planningresource.co.uk/article/1585573/loss-ridge-furrow-field-housing-denied
https://www.theguardian.com/uk/2003/jul/26/arts.highereducation


 55 

Appendix V - THRUSSINGTON NEIGHBOURHOOD DEVELOPMENT PLAN REPORT 

 
INTRODUCTION 
 
This quote from the Thrussington Neighbourhood Plan ‘Introduction’ highlights the 
importance of Neighbourhood Plans “Neighbourhood Planning is a central government 
initiative ……………….recognised by the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) ….’ The 
aim of the legislation is to empower local communities to use the planning system to 
promote appropriate and sustainable development in their area” 
“On December 13, 2018 Charnwood Borough Council "made" the Thrussington 
Neighbourhood Plan part of Charnwood Borough Council's Development Plan” Quote from 
Charnwood Borough Website. 
 
The Parish Council and a working group of residents spent more than two years preparing 
the plan and consulting with stakeholders in the parish. The examiner, John Slater, confirms 
in his report that “The main purpose of the Neighbourhood Plan is to direct how planning 
applications are to be determined within the parish.” 
The plan clarifies that ‘Effective, open and extensive consultation is at the heart of the Plan 
to help ensure that the Plan fully reflects local needs, priorities and aspirations.’ Charnwood 
Borough Council have ignored the needs, priorities and aspirations of the residents of 
Thrussington. 
 
The vision of the plan is stated as being “To protect and enhance the character and identity 
of the Parish of Thrussington and to ensure any development opportunities are sustainable 
and appropriate to the scale and nature of the Parish, respecting its historic, agricultural and 
rural character.” 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 

The Charnwood Borough Council Local Plan is UNSOUND as it disregards the 
overall vision of the Thrussington Neighbourhood Development Plan and it’s six 
key objectives.  
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NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN OBJECTIVES 
 
“1. Housing Objective 
To ensure any future housing responds to local needs, is of a high standard of design and fits 
well into the context of the Parish in terms of type, mix, scale and character.” 
Comment  

 
“2. Transport Objective 
To promote safe public streets and spaces, reduce traffic volumes through more accessible 
and beneficial sustainable transport links (including footpaths and cycle routes)…..” 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 
“3. Business and Economic Activity Objective 
To sustain and enhance the thriving range of community, commercial activities and services 
in the Parish.” 
 
“4. Environmental Objective 
To place high value on the landscape setting of the Parish and seek protection and 
enhancement of this central element of Thrussington’s character, including key gateway 
views and vistas, local wildlife habitats….” 
 
Comment: 

 

Sites HA67 & HA68 do not respond to local needs and do not fit well into the context 
of the Parish in terms of scale. 

The sites included in the Local Plan for Thrussington will increase traffic 
volumes in a congested village centre and neither can offer sustainable 
transport links to essential and desirable services and facilities. Both sites 
would create dwellings dependent on car use. 

The Local Plan does the opposite of enhancing the landscape setting, in particular, the two 
of the most important gateway views (southeast from Seagrave Road and north along Old 
Gate Road) would be damaged by HA68. Potential danger to European Protected Species 
has been identified by the council itself when assessing HA67. 
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“5. Leisure and Recreation Objective 
To improve the leisure and recreation opportunities of residents…..” 
 
“6.. Design and Heritage Objective 
To identify, protect and enhance Thrussington’s heritage assets and key public spaces. 
Ensure that any future development is sympathetic to the existing character of the Parish in 
attractive, environmental and innovative ways.” 
 
Comment: 

 

If developed, both sites in the Local Plan would have a negative impact on the 
character of the village of Thrussington which has many listed buildings and 
an extensive conservation area. Large developments outside of the 
settlement boundary would destroy the nucleated settlement form that is 
centuries old. Refer to letter from Chair of Thrussington Local History Society. 
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NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN POLICIES MOST RELEVANT TO THE LOCAL PLAN 
All of the policies in the plan should have been taken into account when drafting the Local 
Plan. The two most important and relevant are S1- Sustainable Development and H1 – 
Residential Development. 
 
The first of these is S1 – Sustainable development: 
“Sustainable Development S1- Strategic Policy  
In determining the acceptability of proposals within Thrussington the following points, where 
relevant, should be used to guide the delivery of sustainable development: 

• Is of an appropriate design, which complements the local vernacular and character of 

the village 

• Protects and enhances the Parish’s archaeological assets whilst improving awareness 

and understanding of key sites 

• Protects and enhances the local landscape character 

• Protects long distance views and vistas into and out of the village 

• Is accessible by safe walking/cycling routes to local facilities (school, public houses, 

shops, church)  

• Ensures that residential and business development contributes to the vitality and 

viability of the village 

• Does not increase the risk of flooding from either increased runoff or from building 

within flood risk areas 

• Preserves and enhances the local biodiversity network, paying special attention to 

the green and blue infrastructure network 

• Minimises additional traffic generated and utilises a safe, suitable access. 

• Is served by appropriate communications and utilities infrastructure, including 

broadband 

• Promotes a Parish free from excessive noise, air and light pollution and other harm.” 

Comment: 

The proposed sites at HA67 & HA68 will not complement the character of the village as they are outside 
of the settlement boundary and will disrupt the nucleated village layout.  
They do not protect or enhance the local landscape character as the scale is too large and they will 
dominate their surroundings. HA68 will negatively affect the vista when entering the village by 
Seagrave Road from the A46, which was one of the most frequently mentioned long distance views that 
the residents wished to be protected. 
The sites included in the Local Plan are not accessible by safe walking/cycling routes to many essential 
facilities including pharmacy, doctors and food shop. They do not ‘ensure that …development 
contributes to the vitality of the village.’  
They are likely to increase run off and therefore flooding risk. They will not preserve the local 
biodiversity network particularly in relation to wildlife corridors and protected hedgerows (See Local 
Environment and Ecology report for further detail.) 
 
The sites proposed will increase car use hugely (please refer to the Transport Review for more detail) 
and therefore will not minimise traffic generated in an already congested village centre.  
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Highly relevant is Policy H1 – Residential Development 
The plan’s policy is that “In locating new residential development, schemes that meet the 
following criteria will normally be supported subject to compliance with other Development 
Plan policies. All new residential dwellings should, where appropriate: 

• be within the settlement boundary as identified by this plan on Map 2 and 

• ensure that they provide sufficient parking space to serve the needs of the 

development on site and in compliance with policy T1. 

• or be one for replacement for an existing dwelling outside the settlement boundary. 

• or be a residential conversion of a redundant or disused building outside the 

settlement boundary (that would lead to an improvement to its immediate setting). 

• or is a new dwelling required to meet the essential needs of a rural worker, where 

they are required to live at or close to their place of work in the countryside.” 

Comment: 

 
 
Comment On policy S1 & H1 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

The sites within the Local Plan are outside the settlement boundary. Planning 
applications have been approved for a number of dwellings within the settlement 
boundary since the Neighbourhood Plan was completed and these have been supported 
(see Infill Development Statement). 
Whilst there is one dwelling at HA68, the proposal for 60 homes on the same site totally 
conflicts with the NP policy that new dwellings should be a replacement for an existing 
dwelling if outside the settlement boundary. Nor are either of the sites conversions of 
redundant or disused buildings. Nor are they intended to meet the needs of a rural 
worker. 

The local plan is UNSOUND as the sites proposed within Thrussington 
completely ignore the Sustainable Development Policy and the Residential 
Development policy within the village’s Neighbourhood Development Plan. 
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CONCLUSION 
 
The Local Plan completely ignores the stated vision of the Neighbourhood Plan “To protect 
and enhance the character and identity of the Parish of Thrussington and to ensure any 
development opportunities are sustainable and appropriate to the scale and nature of the 
Parish, respecting its historic, agricultural and rural character.” 
The Local Plan is UNSOUND because the sites included in Thrussington are contrary to: 
THE VISION OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
THE OBJECTIVES OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN and 
THE POLICIES OF THE NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN  
 
Further, in ignoring the policies of the Neighbourhood Plan, the Local Plan is UNSOUND 
because it is contrary to the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) which requires 
Neighbourhood plans to be considered in planning policy with “ The aim of the legislation is 
to empower local communities to use the planning system to promote appropriate and 
sustainable development in their area”.  
With no consultation on these sites, their late addition, the watering down of policy on 
sustainability in order to ‘fit’ these sites to the policy, and most importantly total disregard 
of the Neighbourhood Development Plan, the Local Plan is UNSOUND. 
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Appendix VI – Letter from Chair of Thrussington Local History Society 
 
 
 
 
To whom it may concern       31st May 2022 
 
I have lived in Thrussington for 34 years and from the beginning have appreciated this 
typical Leicestershire farming village. It is a natural nucleated village development, from its 
mediaeval centre, with a variety of vernacular buildings clustered round the village green 
and a number of farms and church on the surrounding roads. 
 
Over the years there has been sensitive infill of reasonable proportions which has 
maintained its tranquil village aspect, whilst providing a variety of dwellings for its 
expanding population. 
 
I was alarmed to read of the recent Charnwood plan for the proposed two major extensions 
to the village’s envelope, quite out of proportion to the existing village framework and one 
which will, once and for all, destroy the whole nucleated village concept. 
Yours sincerely, 
 
 
M.J. Harrison 
Chairman, Thrussington Local History Society 
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Appendix VII - Infill Development Statement 
 
STATEMENT IN SUPPORT OF INFILL DEVELOPMENT 
 
Thrussington’s Neighbourhood Plan clearly supports infill development.  
 
Whilst as a community we have objected to the inclusion of sites HA67 & HA68 within the 
Local Plan, it is important to recognise that we are not opposed to sensible and appropriate 
development within the village envelope. 
 
Thrussington has a significant history in respect of new housing: 
 

• There have been several barn/farm building conversions in the village. These include 

Church Lane, Back Lane and Ratcliffe Road. (8 dwellings). 

 

• There have been a number of individual new dwellings in the village. These include 

Manor Farm, 31 Rearsby Road, several on Regent Street and others dotted around 

the village. 

 

• There have been two developments - Glebeland Close (10 houses) and Backsmiths 

Close (7 houses). 

 

• Brook Barn on Seagrave Road changed from office use to residential. 

 

• 18 Seagrave Road has an application P/21/0715/2 for a dwelling with a registered 

status (26.04.22) but as yet no decision. 

  
 
There are currently a number of developments that are progressing through the 
planning/building process. These will add 10 further new dwellings 
  
Hollies Farm on Old Gate Road - will add 6 new dwellings (P/21/2593/2, P/22/0799/2, 
P/21/2241/2) 
 
Regent Street - there are to be 4 new dwellings (P/22/0067/2 and P/21/0989/2) 
 
  
In the Neighbourhood Plan, developed by residents and the Parish Council and approved by 
Charnwood Borough Council, there is clear support for residential development. Whilst this 
support focuses on the use of previously developed land within the settlement boundary, 
there is also reference to dwellings outside of the boundary in certain circumstances, such 
as rural workers and conversion of redundant or disused buildings. 
 
Clearly Thrussington is not opposed to development per se. It is a question of scale and 
location. Sensible managed growth will safeguard the character and heritage of the village. 
In addition, such an approach helps to address concerns over sustainability, climate and the 
environment. 
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Appendix VIII – Local Environment and Ecology 
 
Thrussington is one of the Wreake Villages, a rural community with a working dairy farm 
within the settlement. The fields around the village are used for a wide variety of purposes 
including arable farming, sheep grazing and some for recent woodland planting. The River 
Wreake runs through the parish to the south of the village settlement. 
 
NATIONAL POLICY 
In terms of national policy, the following are relevant quotes from the Government 25 year 
Environment Policy: 
“We will achieve a growing and resilient network of land, water and sea that is richer in 
plants and wildlife. 
On land and in freshwaters, we will do this by: 
……………..creating or restoring 500,000 hectares of wildlife-rich habitat outside the protected 
site network, focusing on priority habitats as part of a wider set of land management 
changes providing extensive benefits 
………increasing woodland in England in line with our aspiration of 12% cover by 2060: this 
would involve planting 180,000 hectares by end of 2042” 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
“Enhancing beauty, heritage and engagement with the natural environment 
We will conserve and enhance the beauty of our natural environment, and make sure it can 
be enjoyed, used by and cared for by everyone. We will do this by: 
safeguarding and enhancing the beauty of our natural scenery and improving its 
environmental value while being sensitive to considerations of its heritage. 
making sure that there are high quality, accessible, natural spaces close to where people live 
and work, particularly in urban areas, and encouraging more people to spend time in them 
to benefit their health and wellbeing 
focusing on increasing action to improve the environment from all sectors of society 
Mitigating and adapting to climate change.” 
 

The land surrounding the settlement boundary of Thrussington is already a ‘wildlife-rich habitat’ 
with a huge number of protected species documented in the area, as documented by 
Leicestershire & Rutland Environmental Records Centre (more information included in this report 
below). Building on wildlife-rich land at HA67 & HA68 destroys these habitats which will create 
the need for restoration of land elsewhere to compensate. The local plan is UNSOUND as it will 
achieve the opposite of National Government’s stated policy on achieving a resilient network of 
land richer in plants and wildlife. 
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Comment: 

 
 
 
 
LOCAL POLICY 
Under the heading “Sustainability Appraisal” the draft local plan states that: 
“1.10. Sustainable development is a key principle which underpins the planning system. It  
means ensuring a better quality of life, now and for future generations. This means  
considering all three aspects of sustainable development: the community, the economy  
and the environment….” 
 
 
Comment: 

 
On page 66, the plan states that “Site HA67 is located close to the Thrussington Conservation 
Area and to the village pond which is a Local Wildlife Site and capable of supporting great 
crested newts. For this reason, it is particularly important that biodiversity net gain is 
achieved on site in this location rather than through off site contributions, in accordance 
with Policy EV6.” 
 
Comment: 
 

 
 
 

The local plan is UNSOUND as it does not take into account the Government’s policy to ‘conserve 
and enhance the beauty of our natural environment…’ 
The sites proposed will add to vehicle use as the only way to access shops, employment 
opportunities, doctors, pharmacy, cash point, dentist etc would be by driving. Housing development 
on the sites HA67 & HA68 will do the opposite of mitigating and adapting to climate change. They 
will result in more car journeys and the loss of beautiful natural scenery and wild-life rich land. They 
will also damage the beauty of the environment by destroying the historical nucleated form of the 
village. 

The inclusion of HA67 & HA68 means that the plan is not sustainable as the proposal to 
build on these sites takes no consideration of the three aspects of sustainable 
development, particularly in relation to the environment as a car-borne settlement 
would be hugely expanded. 

When considered alongside the fact that the settlement has very few facilities and no access to 
public transport, this statement highlights how unsuitable the site is. There are clearly important 
features which should be preserved. 
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Further it states “Policy DS3(HA67) 44 Hoby Road, Thrussington We will support 
development proposals at site HA67 that: • maintain and enhance grassland habitats and 
utilise sustainable drainage systems to enhance the habitat value of the site and its 
connectivity with the village pond; and • are accompanied by a Design and Access 
Statement, or similar document, that sets out how the development will maintain and 
enhance the significance of the heritage assets and their setting, including: • the protection 
of the setting of the Conservation Area; and • the use of a bespoke design approach that is 
informed by the Conservation Area Character Appraisal, particularly in relation to street 
layout.” 
 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
In the policy document TP/2 July 22 (amended December 2022) Appendix A includes ‘Site 
Selection Scenarios’ with ‘minor changes to the wording of the scenarios relating to 
landscape sensitivity, biodiversity and nature conservation, flood risk, air quality, historic 
environment….”. The following is an extract regarding sites and their access to public 
transport.  
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
  

It would be impossible to achieve all of these requirements and build on this site. Any 
development would impact on the grassland habitat, wetlands, the heritage assets, the 
setting and the Conservation Area.  
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Comment: 

  

The sites HA67 & HA68 do not fall within Scenario A, B or C.  
Scenario C states that the plan will “Include sites that have at least a good service within 
800 meters or large sites of 500+ because of the opportunity to establish new public 
transport service” 
1.Firstly, Thrussington does not have any bus service. 
2. The nearest bus service is more than 800 meters away 
3. There is no option to establish new public transport services as the settlement is too 
small. 
4. When there was a local bus it only ran very infrequently. It would not have been 
possible to access employment opportunities using public transport. This is the former 
timetable from 2017. 
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CHARNWOOD BC SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL 
Table 2.1 States the Council’s ‘Sustainability Objectives’. The first 8 are particularly relevant 
to the sites HA67 & HA68. Shown below is an extract from the table: 
 

 
 
Comment: 

Landscape, Biodiversity and Nature – building on habitat-rich green field sites outside of a village 
settlement in a small rural community does the opposite of protecting and enhancing the 
‘integrity and the quality of the Borough’s urban and rural landscapes, maintaining local 
distinctiveness and sense of place.’ The council’s own report states that Site HA67 is located close 
to the Thrussington Conservation Area and to the village pond which is a Local Wildlife Site and 
capable of supporting great crested newts. The SHELAA report on HA67 highlights potential 
impacts on EPS. (European Protected Species).  
The only way to ‘Protect and enhance biodiversity, habitats and species’ in locations such as 
these is to leave them unbuilt upon. 
Borough’s surface and groundwaters. – Thrussington already suffers from run-off flooding due to 
rain water running down Old Gate Road, which is particularly steep, and into the village when 
sewers are full. Further hard landscaping cannot reduce the risk of flooding.  
Air Quality – any development will lead to increased car journeys which will lead to a worsening 
of air quality in the borough. 
Climate Change – building at sites HA67 & HA68 will do the opposite of reducing the impacts of 
climate change and will increase greenhouse gases due to increased vehicle use.  
Historic Environment Conserve and enhance the historic environment, heritage assets and their 
settings – the loss of ridge and furrow field (HA67) and the destruction of the nuclear village 
structure will do the opposite of enhancing the historic environment. 
The local plan is UNSOUND as it has included these sites which will damage landscape, reduce 
biodiversity and risk flooding. The development of these sites would result in more vehicle 
journeys as very few essential and necessary facilities and services are available in the settlement 
and there is no access to public transport.  
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NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan was completed in 2018 and is therefore still current. Within the 
plan Rupert Simms, Senior Ecological Officer, Charnwood Borough Council is quoted as 
stating: 
 
“I have identified a number of features that would present ecological constraints to 
development and so which may help inform the neighbourhood plan. There are a number of 
local wildlife sites (LWS) within the parish: 
Oxbrook wood along the Oxbrook to the north of Thrussington 
Thrussington Wolds Gorse, just south of Wolds farm in the far north of the parish 
A pond and associated marginal land on the north side of Thrussington Road on the east side 
of the village 
 
All of these would be a material consideration for planning applications although none have 
been recently surveyed. I would be happy to support a resurvey if relevant landowner 
permissions could be obtained. The pond was designated for its amphibian assemblage and 
so a resurvey of this would have to wait until spring next year. 
 
In addition to local wildlife sites (LWS) there are a number of parish level sites, including an 
important hedge on the north east side of the village. Resurvey of these would establish 
which, if any, meet LWS criteria. Again: I would be happy to support a resurvey given 
relevant permissions……………….. 
 
With respect to habitats the fields surrounding the village the grasslands on the east side of 
the village appear to be the most valuable with some areas of what may be species rich 
grassland and other areas of ridge and furrow (along footpath to Ragdale) which although 
horse grazed retain some species typical of species rich grassland such as pignut. The west 
side of the village around Seagrave Road and Ratcliffe Road is dominated by arable fields 
which are nominally less valuable for biodiversity but which do (based on observations 
during my visit) support notable species including brown hare and skylark and may support 
other notable farmland birds. There are also several ponds in this area some of which may 
be valuable in their own right but may also support great crested newt, although I was not 
able to visit any of these. 
 
Water courses obviously represent an ecological asset however the constraints imposed here 
by the flood plain provide a guide for ecological buffers. This said the designated flood plain 
along the river Wreake to the south of Ratcliffe Road is narrow and only extends along the 
Ox Brook as far as Hilltop Farm. Here at least the flood plain does not provide sufficient 
ecological buffering.” 
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Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan commented on the importance of wildlife corridors which are 
fundamental as “Settlements present barriers… that animals are unable or reluctant to pass 
through. This can lead to fragmentation of wildlife habitats and problems for species in 
terms of feeding and reproduction. Wildlife corridors provide an unbroken route of travel 
between and within habitat areas. These corridors may take the form of tree lined streets, 
hedgerows or public footpaths with verges. 
The wildlife corridors across the Parish are protected through the Neighbourhood Plan in 
order to maintain the rich and biodiverse natural environment of the Parish.” 
 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

It is absolutely clear that Charnwood Borough Council’s own ecological expert is aware of 
many features of ecological importance within the parish and there are several comments 
which are particularly important in relation to the two sites proposed within the local plan. 
He mentions a local wildlife site which is a pond to the east of the village, this is on land 
adjacent to HA67. 
He also highlights an important hedge on the northeast side of the village, which is close to 
the site HA68. 
He also stresses that the flood plain does not provide sufficient ecological buffering, 
implying that more protection is needed for species such as kingfisher and otter found 
along the River Wreake. A wider area of protection is needed. 

Both of the sites proposed would cause irreparable damage to 
wildlife corridors. See below Map 1 Thrussington Wildlife 
Corridors. 
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There is further comment within the plan about the landscape “The Thrussington 
Neighbourhood Plan seeks to protect and enhance its sensitive landscape setting, through 
resisting applications which lead to its fragmentation or loss. All new developments must 
demonstrate how they have respected and reinforced historic landscape features and 
patterns.” 
 
Comment: 

 
 
 
 
 

 
LEICESTERSHIRE & RUTLAND ENVIRONMENTAL RECORDS CENTRE (Leicestershire County 
Council) 
This link has detail of local wildlife sites and records of the important and protected species 
which are found in Thrussington. https://thrussingtonvillage.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/05/Thrusssington-sites-and-protected_BAP-species-ST-LRERC-May-
2017.pdf 
There are 19 ‘Wildlife and Geology Sites’ identified within the parish of Thrussington.  
The species report includes protected species being recorded at Hoby Road including grass 
snake, skylark bats, hobby, bull finch, lapwing and common frog. Other species, many of 
which are protected, recorded in Thrussington village in the close vicinity of HA67 & HA68 
include pipistrelles and long eared bat species, barn owl, fieldfare, redwing, song thrush, 
linnet, brown hare, brambling and grey partridge, yellow hammer.  
 
 
 
CONCLUSION 
This village and the surrounding countryside are rich in wildlife and plant life with important 
hedgerows and wildlife corridors. Any development goes against National Policy to achieve 
“a resilient network of land richer in plants and wildlife.” The proposed sites are contrary to 
the Local Plan stated aim of sustainable development. The plan ignores the Neighbourhood 
Plan and the advice of its own Senior Ecological Officer. The draft local plan seeks to destroy 
plant and wildlife-rich habitat and so it is UNSOUND. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

The developments proposed would not respect or reinforce historical 
landscape feature and patterns. Planning consent has been denied in the past 
at appeal in relation to HA68 for this very reason. 

https://thrussingtonvillage.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Thrusssington-sites-and-protected_BAP-species-ST-LRERC-May-2017.pdf
https://thrussingtonvillage.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Thrusssington-sites-and-protected_BAP-species-ST-LRERC-May-2017.pdf
https://thrussingtonvillage.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/05/Thrusssington-sites-and-protected_BAP-species-ST-LRERC-May-2017.pdf
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Appendix IX – Thrussington Primary School Capacity 

 
Thrussington Primary School is not only highly rated by pupils, parents and the inspecting 
bodies – Ofsted and SIAMS (Statutory Inspection of Anglican and Methodist Schools) – it is a 
valued part of the Thrussington community. 
  
We visited the school to get an up-to-date picture of pupil numbers and any information 
that might be relevant. The school has a confirmed capacity of 105 pupils (7 year groups of 
15). There are currently 81 children on roll. At the end of this school year there will be 13 
leavers. Currently there are 13 new starters for the next school year September 2022, 
thereby maintaining the 81 on roll. This number is likely to increase with additional 
applicants and mid-term joiners.   
  
In October 2021 the school had 75 on roll and is coming to the end of the year with 81 on 
roll. This confirms the potential for mid-term joiners.   
  
The school has three classes; each class is made up of two different year groups. In addition, 
there is an early years class. Capacity therefore is not simply a total number calculation. A 
particular class may be ‘full’ from the point of view of providing an appropriate pupil/staff 
ratio but the numbers in the year groups might suggest that spaces are available.  
  
The school is expanding albeit slowly. It is not unrealistic to suggest that there will be 90 
plus children on roll by September 2023. Whilst it is difficult to project exact numbers, given 
the above and the points highlighted below, there is real confidence that the school will get 
close to/meet its full capacity in the near to mid-term.  
  

• There are currently 10 new dwellings planned for development in Thrussington with 
anticipated occupation during 2023. 

• Recent experience is that with family migration and new developments (both in 
Thrussington and the surrounding area) there will be mid-term joiners.  

• The excellent reputation of the school ensures those who can attend do take up 
their places. 

 
 


