
JUNE 2022 BASSETLAW EMERGING LOCAL PLAN (BELP) CONSULTATION RESPONSE 

This version of the BELP scrubs the Bassetlaw Garden Village.  This consultation response focusses 

on the Policies ST1 and ST2 but wishes to reiterate all previous consultation responses on behalf of 

R. Troop and Son (by Danielle Troop).

1. Figure 6 Key Diagram

This diagram scrubs the Garden Village and requests feedback.  The removal of the garden village at 

Apleyhead is welcome but the failure to allocate additional housing to Rural Service Centres is NOT 

JUSTIFIED.  In the LDF, Everton is currently a Rural Service Centre with previous iterations of the 

BELP proposing first a cluster model and then 20% growth – yet now we are down to a 5% cap?  This 

is politics not sustainability concerns.  Members were seeking to have their cake and eat it with the 

Garden Village proposal – healthy housing numbers/new homes bonus in an under-developed 

district - with no complaining neighbours threatening to vote Lib Dem.  Hence the slashing of 

numbers to Rural Service Centres, soon to be known as “small villages.” 

“Garden Village employment provision was part of a sustainable strategy for the new settlement so 

the loss of employment provision at this site, does not require reprovision elsewhere”  

(!! 2.6 Iceni Housing and Economic Needs Assessment 2022 pg4) 

IE:  The previous iteration of the BELP, was not positively prepared 

Fig 6 shows the lop-sided spread of “Large Villages” – 60% are in the west of the district and 

“clumped”.  How can Blyth, Langold and Carleton fulfil the role granted to them in the text when 

they are so very close together?  They are not providing services to a rural hinterland because the 

“surrounding villages” are absent.  The settlement hierarchy conflates regeneration desires with 

spatial function leaving much of the district without the ability to GROW or EVOLVE a new service 

centre: 

A. Carleton is a former pit village

B. Langold is a former pit village

C. Blyth is a former A1 coaching town that without the benefit of Bawtry’s east west

connections (the A631) – stayed small but with UNDERUSED grand buildings

D. Tuxford – as with Blyth

E. Misterton is a former heavy engineering locale (Newells) of the Marshalls era/beginning last

century – based close to the Trent with much of the Newells site still derelict.  It benefits

West Stockwith and possibly Walkeringham but is otherwise remote and not even on an A

road.

As identified above, the Spatial Strategy delivers SO4 NOT SO5 and is not consistent with 

national policy – OBJECTION.   

Recognition of Harworth’s runaway success owing to its east west strategic location alongside north 

south (like Bawtry), is welcome, at 5.1.3 of the spatial strategy: “3 main towns of Worksop, Retford 

and Harworth” – highlighted in yellow.  However, the BELP should be open ref: its desire to 

regenerate former industrial and coaching settlements (SO4) in addition to retaining the current 



Rural Service Centre model (which is spatial) – SO5.  Housing allocations should go to both because 

the proposed 5% cap on current Rural Service Centres to 2038, is too small to be sustainable. 

The current spatial strategy (ST1) is lop-sided/west focussed, ignores current Rural Service 

Centres, is not sustainable, is not justified, fails to comply with 5.1.1/SO5 and merits OBJECTION. 

NB: Lincolnshire Councils have not signed at 2.7 pg9 Duty to Co-operate.  Easterly relations are not 

coveted by Bassetlaw Council, unlike by many in the district (particularly those seeking access to 

Grammar Schools). 

2. Sustainability

The LUC Bassetlaw Sustainability Report consistently rates the proposed settlement hierarchy highly 

(POLICY ST1) whilst failing to recognise that without the previous cluster model or enhanced Rural 

Service Centre status; villages with latent demand like Everton, will remain reliant on passing trade 

for our pubs and school.  Without meaningful housing allocations, the additional services won’t 

come.  At 5.1.5 the word “sustainably” is highlighted in yellow as a means to question whether the 

larger settlements in the Bassetlaw Hierarchy can expand appropriately?  Everton can certainly 

expand sustainably – on the south side of the A631 – with space for doctors surgery, dentist, PO 

and retail to add to the existing 2 x pubs, successful school, excellent transport links, 2 x cafes/Farm 

Shop, village hall, fantastic sporting facilities and offices.  Indeed, Everton is the only Bassetlaw A631 

settlement not to have been by-passed – because the business community at that time would not 

allow it. 

Please note – 5.2.2 and 5.2.3 of the BELP look down the telescope the wrong way.  No-one is 

suggesting a vast housing estate without services.  We want to deliver services on an A-road 

frontage location.  And for these new services to benefit existing residents. 

OBJECTION – ST2 does not deliver against 5.2.1 of the BELP/SO5 or the NPPF because the 

proposed housing allocations to current Rural Service Centres are too small.  They are practically 

meaningless – you need housing allocations to deliver NEW services.  ST2 is unjustified, 

inconsistent with National Policy and cannot claim to be delivering rural VITALITY at 5.2.1. 

Between Bawtry and Gainsborough, the A631 flows unhindered for 12 miles bar various speed limits 

and a single roundabout at Beckingham.  It is suggested here that 1 x set of traffic lights (of the 

variety to assist the equine fraternity) at the point of the current pedestrian crossing in Everton, 

would not be of detriment to traffic flow along the 12-mile stretch.  Rather, it would help the 

awkward A631 cross roads from Mattersey and the acute A631 turning into Chapel Lane. 

The current spatial strategy (ST1) is lop-sided/west focussed, ignores current Rural Service 

Centres, is not sustainable, is not justified, fails to comply with 5.1.1/SO5 and merits OBJECTION. 

3. Community Consultation and Neighbourhood Planning

Previous consultation responses have not been collated by the Council.  Our experience of 

Neighbourhood Planning (NP) was laid out in detail and it is disturbing to read that the LPA deems 

itself to possess a “strong tradition of Neighbourhood Planning” at 5.2.11 when less than 10% of NPs 

nationally were called for a public hearing – unlike in Everton.    

5.1.60 states that development will be allowed within settlement boundaries yet the development 

boundary for Everton is entirely incorrect with FOUR planning approvals totalling over 3acres and 

stretching the settlement boundary in a westerly direction, ignored: 



 

 

a. Farm Shop and Café - IMPLEMENTED 

b. Farm Shed and Sui Generis diversification - IMPLEMENTED 

c. 20/00819/COND – IMPLEMENTED (nor shown in the housing trajectory) 

d. 21/00042/COND – IMPLEMENTED (nor shown in the housing trajectory) 

This is despite responding to all statutory NP consultations and filing a formal complaint reference 

the above omissions.  The omissions additionally mean that the character map for this part of 

Everton is incorrect in the made NP and we have had TWO refusals resulting from this 

misrepresentation of the village grain.  We have just submitted to Appeal and incurred significant 

cost as a result. 

5.2.9 states that rural growth will be delivered by Neighbourhood Plan allocations – yet I have 

already fed back that Everton NP does not have any allocations.  The Examiner scrubbed those 

supported by the LPA because they did not meet the Basic Conditions and,  

Minutes confirming this occurrence were submitted to the previous consultation), 

he required that a windfall policy be implemented instead. 

ST2 Table at Pg 30 shows that of 34 “small” settlements allowed to grow to a 5% cap, only one will 

have the ability to build 2 houses per annum to 2038.  Most, like Everton, won’t even get to build 

ONE/pa – yet 5.2.10 will require site promoters to negotiate with the community in order to get any 

more.  This is not justified; it will not be effective and it is not consistent with National Policy – 

Objection. 

Likewise, 5.2.12 will not work.  Our 2016 application provided a large cemetery extension that 

dwarfed the current provision, a cemetery car park, affordable housing contributions, open space 

contributions, education contributions and a new bus stop – all via a signed s106 – and the 

community still hated it because there were 14 houses that they couldn’t see.   

 

   

Ultimately, the Examiner to the Neighbourhood Plan pragmatically scrubbed the need for 

Community support ref: cemetery provision understanding that this key NP target would not be 

delivered otherwise.  

I cannot find the 2022 Rural Implementation Guide or the 2022 Rural Settlement Study Update but 

they are likely to contribute to a decimation of rural vitality and sustainability and growth.  This 

chapter very clearly demonstrates that the LPA expects villages to stagnate and I expect there to be 

a number of primary school closures in the rural district by 2038.   

OBJECTION – ST2 does not deliver against 5.2.1 of the BELP/SO5 or the NPPF because the 

proposed housing allocations to current Rural Service Centres are too small.  They are practically 

meaningless – you need housing allocations to deliver NEW services.  ST2 is unjustified, 

inconsistent with National Policy and cannot claim to be delivering rural VITALITY at 5.2.1. 

The council weights rural opinion exponentially higher than urban opinion in this and all preceding 

BELPs.  Is this legal? 



 

4. Policy ST15 

In view of section 3 above please add the Stonegate Farm site to the Housing Allocations table 

within Policy ST15 – please title as site H6.   Site size is 4ha with capacity to deliver 65 units with the 

remainder of the site required for retail, leisure and employment land. 

5. Bassetlaw Landscape Assessment 2019 & 3rd Addendum added 6.1.22  

This document concerns allocations around “higher tier” settlements, described as such in the draft 

settlement hierarchy POLICY ST1.  Specifically, these evidence bases assesses sightlines and impact 

on settlement character by said allocations.  The assessments are not compelling with many 

allocations in locations/gateways of high visibility.  Nowhere in any of the evidence base documents 

have the Council provided a Zone of Theoretical Visibility (ZTV) for strategic urban extensions in 

“higher tier” settlements. 

Please find our own ZTV attached (APPENDIX A), for a site in Everton.  It shows that Everton can 

expand markedly without visual impact from the south, east, west or north – excepting that road 

frontage onto the A631 can always be enhanced where necessary.   Strategic Objectives concerning 

character, are therefore satisfied by the ZTV.  

Case Officers at the Council have repeatedly failed to accept photographic and written evidence 

demonstrating the secluded nature of said site, leading to incurred expense ref: Appendix A.  

Furthermore, the Council has repeatedly misinterpreted the Landscape Character Assessment for 

Bassetlaw which presupposes and encourages development adjacent to settlement boundaries in 

the rural area. 

Objection – The Character/Landscape bar for strategic urban extensions/allocations to top tier and 

Large Rural villages, is significantly lower than that for current Rural Service Centres.  Applicants 

have already demonstrated the secluded nature of the Everton development site via exhaustive 

photographic evidence and topography detail – to no avail.  It has now been necessary to pay for a 

ZTV and go to Appeal - when no other site in the BELP has needed to do so.  Please see Appendix A 

which also shows 20/00819/COND. 

CONCLUSION 

The BELP has gifted all surplus housing numbers to higher tier settlements following the collapse of 

the Garden Village proposal.  This is despite said numbers having been taken from Rural Service 

Centres in the first place.  The BELP is disproportionately focussed on Regeneration and SO4 thus 

subjecting the rural hinterland to undoubted stagnation.  The vanishingly small amount of 

development proposed in the rural area is totally unacceptable and breaches both National Policy 

and the district’s own Strategic Objectives. 

The constant references to “the community” and community-led planning in the rural context, is a 

cynical move that the Council is well aware will lead to ageing rural settlements and primary school 

closures.  Policies ST1 and ST2 need to be rewritten in a non-cynical and balanced way – both 

numerically and in word. 

 

Danielle Troop 21.6.22  





  The Bassetlaw Plan      

Table of Contents 
Table of Contents ....................................................................................................... 1 

1 Introduction ......................................................................................................... 2 

2 Methodology ....................................................................................................... 3 

Background ......................................................................................................... 3 

STAGE 1: Site Identification ................................................................................... 3 

STAGE 2: Site Assessments .................................................................................. 4 

STAGE 3: Windfall Assessment ............................................................................. 9 

STAGE 4: Assessment Review .............................................................................. 9 

STAGE 5: Final Evidence Base .............................................................................. 9 

3 Housing Need in Bassetlaw .............................................................................. 11 

Objectively Assessed Need .............................................................................. 11 

Land Availability ................................................................................................ 11 

Appendix A: Assessment flowchart ..............................................................................  

Appendix B: Summary of all sites .................................................................................  

Appendix C: Achievability assessment .........................................................................  

Appendix D: Site maps .................................................................................................  

 

 

  



2   www.bassetlaw.gov.uk 

1 Introduction 
 

 

 

 

 

 

1.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) requires all local planning 

authorities to prepare a Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessments to support 

the development of local plans. These assessments are needed to establish realistic 

assumptions about the availability, suitability and the likely economic viability of land 

to meet the identified need for housing over the plan period. 

1.2 The Bassetlaw LAA will comprise a suite of documents that provides assessments of 

land availability for residential development, commercial development and other 

uses. 

1.3 This Land Availability Assessment: Housing Paper will supersede Bassetlaw District 

Council’s previous Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA), which 

was last updated in December 2013. Key outputs include: 
 A list of all sites considered, cross-referenced to location maps  

 For the proposed growth areas in the emerging Bassetlaw Plan: 

o an assessment of each site in terms of its suitability for development, 

availability and achievability (including whether the site is viable);  

o clearly evidence/justify those which have been discounted; 

o an assessment of the likelihood of sites coming forward and possible 

timescales for delivery; and 

o the potential capacity of each individual site, along with an overview of site 

specific constraints and an indication of how obstacles to site delivery may be 

overcome 

 An indicative trajectory of anticipated development potential. 

1.4 Sites that are included in this housing section of the LAA are not precluded them 

from being developed for other suitable uses, while sites that have been discounted 

or omitted from this stage of the assessment are not necessarily precluded from the 

possibility of securing planning permission for residential development.  

The Land Availability Assessment (LAA) is a technical document that identifies 

potential housing land and provides a detailed assessment of it, but does not 

make decisions about which sites should be developed. Instead, the LAA will be 

used to support decision-making about future land allocations in the emerging 

Bassetlaw Plan. The information provided in this document is not binding on any 

future recommendation that may be made by the Council or any formal decision 

of the Council through the planning process. 
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1.5 This LAA report sets out the methodology, the assessment findings, a discussion of 

assumptions made, along with an explanation of why particular sites have been 

assessed as having no development potential at this time. 

2 Methodology 

Background 

2.1 This LAA methodology is shared by the four authorities within the North Derbyshire 

and Bassetlaw Housing Market Area (HMA). The administrative areas covered by 

this methodology are Bassetlaw District Council, Bolsover District Council, 

Chesterfield Borough Council and North East Derbyshire District Council. Each of 

the four authorities will undertake independent LAAs but regularly review them in the 

context of the wider partnership and a shared methodology. 

2.2 In line with the NPPF a local authority is required to identify and update annually 'a 

supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide five years’ worth of housing 

compared against objectively assessed housing need’. 

2.3 For a site to be considered deliverable the NPPF states that it should be ‘available 

now, offer a suitable location for development now and be achievable now with a 

realistic prospect that housing will be built on the site within five years and in 

particular that development of the site is viable’1. 

2.4 Sites which are identified as deliverable for housing within five years may form part 

of the five year housing land supply, which is published annually in the Five Year 

Housing Land Supply Statement2. The assessment will also identify sites which 

cannot be delivered within five years, but are unencumbered by major constraints 

and are considered developable. These sites will inform the housing trajectory 

beyond the next five years.  

2.5 For a site to be considered developable the NPPF states that it should be ‘in a 

suitable location for housing development and there should be a reasonable 

prospect that the site is available and could be viably developed at the point 

envisaged’3. 

STAGE 1: Site Identification 

2.6 Sites with the potential for small-scale through to large-scale development are 

considered in line with NPPG recommendations. Assuming an indicative site density 

of 30 dwellings per hectare (dph) the assessment considers all sites capable of 

delivering five or more dwellings. 

                                            
1
 National Planning Policy Framework, Footnote 11 

2
 http://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/everything-else/planning-building/planning-policy/planning-policy-

monitoring-research/five-year-housing-land-supply-statement.aspx  
3
 National Planning Policy Framework, Footnote 12 

http://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/everything-else/planning-building/planning-policy/planning-policy-monitoring-research/five-year-housing-land-supply-statement.aspx
http://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/everything-else/planning-building/planning-policy/planning-policy-monitoring-research/five-year-housing-land-supply-statement.aspx
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2.7 Sites which are considered as part of this LAA include: 

 Sites with planning permission (full or outline) that are either under construction or 
not yet implemented 

 Sites where the Council has resolved to grant planning permission, subject to the 
signing of a legal agreement 

 Sites submitted in the “Call for Sites” that was issued in preparation for the LAA in 
November 2015 

 Sites that have been promoted through representations made on the Initial Draft 
Bassetlaw Plan 

 Sites from the previous Bassetlaw SHLAA where landowners/agents have provided a 
renewed expression of interest 

 
2.8 Sites that were submitted in the November 2015 Call for Sites were required to 

provide the following information: 

 Contact details  

 Site address and location plan  

 Site size 

 Site description (including current and neighbouring uses) 

 Information about highways access  and utilities provision 

 Site constraints 

 Type and scale of development 

 Ownership details 

 Market interest  

 Potential timeframe for development 

2.9 The Council will continue to accept new sites on a reserve list. These sites will be 

assessed and included in subsequent reviews of the LAA. New sites should be 

submitted using the form which is available on request from the Planning Policy 

Team. 

STAGE 2: Site Assessments 

2.10 The flowchart in Appendix A highlights the different stages of assessment. These 

can be broadly broken down into two stages: 

 Screening of sites against a series of fundamental availability and suitability 

criteria 

 Assessment of sites against more specific suitability and achievability/ viability 

criteria. These include potential physical constraints and the willingness of a 

developer to invest in a site 

Site Availability 

2.11 Availability is a fundamental element of the assessment criteria. Where a land owner 

is unknown after all reasonable investigation or does not want to put a site forward 
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for development it will usually be considered unavailable and not warrant further 

assessment.  

2.12 A site will be considered available for development if it has been actively promoted 

for consideration through any call for sites and where the land owner has made clear 

that the site is available for development. This will be confirmed by information 

provided by land owners or other appropriate means. A site should be free from legal 

or ownership constraints and/or restrictive covenants. This will often mean that the 

land is controlled by a developer or landowner who has expressed an intention to 

develop, or the landowner has expressed an intention to sell.  

2.13 Where any potential constraints on availability have been identified then a judgement 

will be made as to if and how these could reasonably be overcome. Consideration 

will also be given to the delivery record of the developers or landowners putting 

forward sites, and whether the planning background of a site shows a history of 

unimplemented permissions. The promoters of LAA sites will be expected to provide 

information about land ownership, site availability and any market interest in the site 

when they suggest a site for inclusion.  

2.14 Because persons do not need to have an interest in any land to make planning 

applications the existence of a planning permission does not automatically mean that 

the site is available. As such inclusion of sites with planning permission will reflect 

the approach the Council applies to all sites currently included within the five year 

housing land supply, whereby efforts are made to contact landowners, developers 

and agents to ascertain the current situation and deliverability of sites with extant 

planning permission. Where deliverability is questionable sites will be discounted. 

Site Suitability 

2.15 The suitability of sites for residential development will be assessed with a ‘policy on’ 

approach, only insofar as is consistent with the areas identified in the emerging 

Bassetlaw Plan as being sustainable locations for future growth. 

2.16 Suitability criteria take account of the following staged criteria: 

Stage One: 

 Capable of delivering 5 or more dwellings and/or 0.25ha or more of economic 

development  

 Predominantly outside of the green belt (unless a green belt review is undertaken)  

 Predominantly outside of a European or local designated site (e.g. SSSI or LNRs) 

Stage Two: 

 Level of flood risk  

 Relationship to neighbouring land uses and surrounding settlement 

 Access to and impact on local highways 

 Proximity to HS2 and/or major transport infrastructure 
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 Access to key services and facilities 

 Hazardous risks and/or contamination 

 Site topography 

 Land stability 

 Pylons or high voltage cables 

 Natural obstacles 

2.17 Sites can be discounted from further assessment at either stage, although the 

criteria at Stage 1 are more critical. During the second stage there is more discretion 

involved and the assessment of a site will be taken in the round being weighed up 

against all relevant criteria.  

2.18 Bassetlaw is a predominantly rural district with significant areas of open countryside 

and a large number of small villages. In this context it is inappropriate to include sites 

which are extremely unlikely to gain planning consent. Therefore sites which have no 

clear relationship or proximity to the established built form of existing settlements 

have been assessed as unsuitable.  

2.19 The suitability assessment outcomes are listed in Appendix B. 

2.20 The suitability of sites with planning permission has already been considered through 

the planning application process. It has therefore been assumed that all sites with 

planning permission for residential development are suitable for that use. 

2.21 Sites that are discounted at this stage (identified as unsuitable) will be recorded as 

such. Sites which are identified as suitable, available and either deliverable or 

developable will inform the Council’s housing land supply trajectory and will be 

considered as potential site allocations, subject to further detailed assessments.  

Site Achievability 

2.22 Consideration will be given to the achievability of development on each site.  

2.23 Sites will be considered achievable where there is a reasonable prospect that 

housing or economic development will be completed on the site at a particular point 

in time. This is primarily a judgment about the economic viability of a site and the 

capacity of a developer to complete and let/sell a development at a competitive 

return while generating a land value sufficient to persuade a landowner to sell. 

However, this stage of assessment also considers market factors such as the 

presence of bad neighbours and the economic viability of existing uses, cost factors 

such as site preparation costs to overcome identified physical constraints and 

delivery factors such as the developer’s own phasing schedules. 

2.24 Those sites which earlier in the assessment have been identified as suitable, but are 

not considered genuinely available for development, have been assessed as 

‘unachievable’ because there is not a reasonable prospect that they will be 

developed at a particular point in time during the plan period covered by the LAA. 
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2.31 Deliverable sites: Sites with extant planning permission are considered achievable 

insofar as the application process helps resolve constraints and obstacles to 

delivery. As such, sites with planning permission are considered ‘deliverable (now)’, 

along with other sites identified in the Call for Sites where the principle of 

development is acceptable (e.g. within existing development boundaries and 

unaffected by any significant site constraints). 

2.32 Irrespective of the Council’s five year supply position and the implications of NPPF 

paragraph 49, some sites will also be considered ‘deliverable (subject to policy 

change)’ where they have no significant constraints to delivery and with evidence of 

developer interest, are demonstrated to be available and suitable, subject to a 

change in policy (e.g. through the adoption of the emerging local plan). 

2.33 Although some of these sites could potentially begin to see completions within years 

four and five of the current five year period, these will not be included in the Council’s 

five year housing land supply as it is too early in the plan preparation process for 

proposals to carry any material weight. This is particularly the case where a change 

in policy is required to support the principle of development. 

2.34 Density of development: A density of 30 dwellings per hectare is used to provide 

an indication of potential site capacity where landowners/agents have not stated a 

preferred number of residential units for a particular site. It is, however, recognised 

that higher densities may be appropriate on sites where less on-site infrastructure is 

required (e.g. on sites closer of a more urban character or where surrounding 

development density is at a higher level). Similarly, in rural areas it will be likely that 

lower densities will be more appropriate and density of development will not be 

uniformly imposed on prospective development sites. 

2.35 Build rate assumptions: The assumptions about timescales for bringing 

development forward that are applied to the LAA trajectory were derived from data 

submitted to the Council, accompanying planning applications. The assumptions set 

out in Table 2 (below) have been applied by Bassetlaw District Council in recent 

years when preparing the annual Five Year Housing Land Supply Statement. The 

accuracy of these figures was discussed in an ‘Agent’s Focus Group’ during 

consultation on the Initial Draft Bassetlaw Plan and also when contacting agents and 

developers to update this year’s supply statement. However, neither this discussion, 

nor consultation responses yielded any comparative figures, leading the Council to 

the conclusion that these remain suitably robust assumptions for use in shaping the 

future development trajectory. 
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 Developable over 5+ years  
 

2.40 The appendices to this report the 2017 LAA Housing contains the following 

information: 

 A list of all sites considered (Appendix B), cross-referenced to location maps 
(Appendix D)  

 For the proposed growth areas in the emerging Bassetlaw Plan: 
o an assessment of each site in terms of its suitability for development 

(Appendix B), availability and achievability (including whether the site is 
viable) (Appendix C);  

o clearly evidence/justify those which have been discounted (Appendix B/C);  
o an assessment of the likelihood of sites coming forward and possible 

timescales for delivery; and the potential capacity of each individual site, 
along with an overview of site specific constraints and an indication of how 
obstacles to site delivery may be overcome (Appendix C) 

 An indicative trajectory of anticipated development potential (Figure 1 (Page 12) & 
Appendix C)  



http://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/everything-else/planning-building/planning-policy/planning-policy-monitoring-research/five-year-housing-land-supply-statement.aspx
http://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/everything-else/planning-building/planning-policy/planning-policy-monitoring-research/five-year-housing-land-supply-statement.aspx
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Appendix A: Assessment flowchart 
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Appendix B: Summary of all sites 
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Appendix C: Achievability assessment 
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Appendix D: Site maps 

 











































































































































































































2020 Local Plan D. Troop Consultation Response 

 

INTRODUCTION 

The above Bassetlaw map is shown at pg28 of the subject consultation document.  Only three 

settlements immediately adjacent to the district boundary are illustrated: Bawtry, Gainsborough and 

the much smaller, Sutton-on-Trent.  The distance between Bawtry (S. Yorks) and Gainsborough 

(Lincs) is circa 12 miles across the northern segment of Bassetlaw Notts, on the A631. 

Gainsborough hosts the nearest Grammar School to Bassetlaw District in addition to nationally 

important visitor economy attraction, Gainsborough Old Hall.  It is also the historic Viking Capital of 

England and the gateway to Lincolnshire/the coast.  It also hosts the largest bridge over the River 

Trent (one of only two in Bassetlaw).  Bawtry is shown on the above Local Plan map because it too 

has important visitor economy attractions (bars, pubs, restaurants, high-end retail, Pilgrim Father 

connections) in addition to forming the gateway to Doncaster-Sheffield Airport, Doncaster Wildlife 

Park, Doncaster Racecourse and the national road network to the north. 

At 3.1, the draft LP refers to the Bassetlaw Economic Development Needs Assessment (GL Hearn 

2019) stating:  

“Bassetlaw does not sit within a functional economic area, different parts of the district are distinct 

in terms of business composition, strong business locations, growth sectors, assets and infrastructure 

and has ties to different neighbouring authority areas”  

 



THE NPPF 

Legally, Local Planning Authorities (LPA’s) exercising their plan-making functions (s39(2) Planning 

Compensation Act 2004), are required to prepare plans: 

“with the objective of contributing to the achievement of sustainable development” (NPPF 16a) 

Plans and decisions should therefore apply a presumption in favour of sustainable development 

(NPPF 11) which for plan making means: 

“plans should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area and be 

sufficiently flexible to adopt to rapid change” 

D2N2/SCR 

 

THE TRANSPORT NETWORK 

This submission OBJECTS to the draft LP’s refusal to acknowledge the importance of the A631 and 

the relevance of links to South Yorkshire and Lincolnshire – other than in pictorial form at pg28.  It 

must be demonstrated, in writing, with policies INCLUDING settlement hierarchy/allocations. 

This submission also contends that the Bassetlaw Local Plan will not be compliant with NPPF11 and 

the requirement to be “sufficiently flexible to adapt to rapid change”, if new government directives 

The draft Bassetlaw LP is entirely 

imbalanced in its total reliance on N2D2 

and associated road network (see Pg9 & 

1.6.4).  The general election has seen the 

fall of the “red wall” including not only 

Bassetlaw but adjacent S. Yorks 

constituencies of Don and Rother Valleys 

– yet the importance of the A631 is not 

mentioned once in the entire document.  

This is in contrast to the adopted Core 

Strategy 2011 (which made scant 

reference) and to google maps which 

ranks the A631 alongside the A1, A60, A57 

and A614 in importance. 

Since the general election, post drafting 

of the subject document, the new 

government has demonstrated an 

appetite for dismantling institutions and 

structures.    With this draft LP, the 

Council will be unable to “adopt to rapid 

change” because it has put all of its eggs 

in one basket and failed to reflect 

Bassetlaw’s continued membership of the 

combined Sheffield City Region authority 

– or indeed existing links to Lincolnshire 

 



reference electric cars are not acknowledged.  Since the drafting of the subject document and the 

voting in of the new government, targets for the removal of all internally combusting engines have 

been brought forward to 2040, just three years after the lifespan of the proposed Local Plan.  This is 

not “rapid change” and the draft Bassetlaw Local Plan must REFLECT the reality of sooner-than-

anticipated electric car use through policies connected to settlement hierarchy and allocations.  

Limiting development in locations where electric car use will become the norm, is not credible. 

GARDEN VILLAGES    

Despite the requirement to scrub 2 x proposed Garden Villages following the previous consultation, 

the LPA clings on to the vanity-project-ideal, with an entirely new location.  Representing wasted 

work/local authority resource, considering that the LAA has already identified sufficient land for all 

housing needs in the district.  

The retention of the Garden Village ideal is all the more confusing when according to 5.1.8 of the 

subject consultation:

 

…………………yet the “Functional Cluster Model” is dead.  The 2020 Draft Bassetlaw LP has returned to 

a settlement hierarchy model.  Whom will the Apleyhead Garden Village be serving?  Ranby??  

Another example of how the total reliance on N2D2, has led to this intervention/location.  

Settlements for whom N2D2 is not relevant (as identified by GL Hearn), are being sacrificed.   

All previous comments made in connection with the Garden Village proposal apply.  That the LPA is 

upping housing targets intended as regeneration assistance, to prop up a Garden Village, is entirely 

counter intuitive and fails to deliver Sustainable Development. 

This submission OBJECTS to Garden Village delivery and to POLICY ST49 (2,3,4).  Alongside 

acknowledgement that electric cars will be instrumental in delivering sustainable transport solutions 

both during but especially after, the lifetime of the proposed LP, monies allocated to public 

transport for the Garden Village, should be used to enhance services in existing villages. 

RETURN TO THE SETTLEMENT HEIRARCHY 

This submission OBJECTS to the proposed settlement hierarchy and to the housing numbers 

allocated between levels.  The “Large Villages” cannot be classed as rural service centres – because 

they are not conveniently located.  The spatial reality of how the settlements are located in the 

district, contradicts the text at 5.1.12 and 5.1.13 below and fails to acknowledge the “unique 

function” that an un-by-passed settlement on a major route such as the A631, might perform.  The 

draft LP should return to the Rural Service Centres used under the adopted Core Strategy 2011 and 

heighten both commercial and housing allocations through this route.   



 

Indeed, whilst Blyth, Carlton and Langold rest in a cluster with almost no surrounding villages and 

Misterton sits on a backroad with only Walkeringham and West Stockwith for company; Everton is 

easily accessed by Mattersey, Mattersey Thorpe, Wiseton, Gringley, Drakeholes and Scaftworth.  

Moreso, Everton is used as a Rural Service Centre by the 8,600 vehicles travelling daily on the A631.  

This will include households travelling from/to Lincolnshire and from/to S.Yorks.  

The Current Core Strategy 

“Any future development within a Rural Service Centre will be of a scale appropriate to the current 

size and role of that settlement and limited to that which will sustain local employment, community 

services and facilities” (Policy CS8 2011 Bassetlaw Core Strategy) 

Although better than the proposals in the draft 2020 LP, Policy CS8 is laden with value judgements 

such as “appropriate scale” and “limited”.  Following Core Strategy adoption, Bassetlaw suffered a 

vote of no confidence in its settlement hierarchy/allocations policy as demonstrated by the long-term 

failure to deliver a five-year supply of housing (until the Government changed the calculation formula 

to reflect Bassetlaw low value – thus wiping out an extensive back-log of non-delivery).  NB: The LPA has 

chosen to rebrand the large, “lost” five-year supply back-log, as a flawed “sustainable development” opportunity by electing 

to deliver higher housing numbers than calculations deem necessary – in the form of a garden village.   

Lack of five-year supply saw the approval of almost 70 new houses/flats in Everton (excluding Harwell), 

with the vast majority built out/delivered (representing 6 units pa).  Commercially since 2011, two 

Café’s, a small Shop, a Pottery, Welding Fabrication Service, Kitchen Showroom, a Cattery, an 

agricultural machinery service depot, a Beautician, Commercial Storage Facility, 2 x Airbnb operators 

and Rural Offices, have been developed in the village.  Without exception, all new commercial 

development is on the A631, with A631 pub “The Sun”, experiencing a 7-fig refurb/extension during 

the same period.  These new developments add to the existing primary school, another pub, another 

pottery, a haulage yard, hairdresser, beauticians x 2, garden centre, fast broadband, excellent sporting 

facilities funded by a charitable grant, good bus service, excellent road links and multiple off-road 

leisure opportunities (riding/cycling/walking). 

New commercial and residential development delivered in Everton, since the approval of the 2011 

Core Strategy, demonstrates: 

a. the LPA’s interpretation of value judgements within policy CS8 

b. the desire of the market to deliver in Everton  

 



Closer inspection of “a” above leads to additional questions regarding “local employment” and 

“community services and facilities”.  Everton’s un-by-passed location on the A631 means that service 

users are drawn from an area far wider than the village proper, Harwell, Mattersey, Drakeholes, 

Wiseton and Scaftworth.  Likewise, employees/business operators do not hail exclusively from the 

immediate rural hinterland.  In its interpretation (via decision-making) of CS8 since 2011, the LPA has 

acknowledged that “local employment” and “community services and facilities” must reflect Everton’s 

unique role ie: that our stakeholder community is intra-county. 

HOUSING NUMBERS AND INFRASTRUCTURE 

This submission OBJECTS to the baseline date used in the 2020 draft LP to calculate housing numbers.  

Reverting to summer 2018 for the purpose of calculating %age housing increase, ignores delivered, 

sustainable development.   

Likewise, this submission OBJECTS to the 20% cap on development in rural villages in Everton’s “class” 

in favour of a minimum 30% cap; with numbers taken away from the three major settlements and the 

Large Rural Villages where required.  And no Garden Village. 

This submission also OBJECTS to the subtraction of the housing pipeline from individual settlement 

targets.  Taken together, the above demonstrates that the LPA is prejudicing sustainable development 

in rural villages – in favour of a new, large, unsustainable, Garden Village?  Indeed, the 1090 target 

given to “smaller villages” to 2037, represents less than 1 unit per annum in most identified 

settlements.  This is not sustainable development.   

If the LPA is not willing to restructure the proposed settlement hierarchy in favour of the Core Strategy 

Rural Service Centre classification (replete with 30% minimum cap); Everton should be re-classified as 

a Large Rural Village and have its own expansion policy.  In the context of 5.2.5, Everton delivers far 

more services than that required – with the exception of the Doctors Surgery that can be found in the 

neighbouring village (and reached by bus/electric car)  The additional dwellings and larger 

convenience store/additional services fronting the A631, would be delivered as part of a western 

strategic extension that would also provide a by-pass circumventing the dangerous junction at 

Mattersey Rd and filtering vehicles off the A631 towards Worksop.  The fact that Everton delivers 

more than the service provision required by 5.2.5, despite lower housing numbers, demonstrates that 

it has been comprehensively, artificially, constrained.  

This submission OBJECTS to the 1090 target to 2037 for “small villages”. 

Indeed, the definition of “Small Rural Settlement” at 5.2.6 is woefully inadequate as a means to 

describe Everton.  Some development on a strategic western extension has already been approved on 

3 x land parcels with topography lower than the Windmill and extensive landscaping delivery for all 

three schemes (which puts paid to “urban grain” arguments).  This latter requirement will enhance 

biodiversity via Idle Valley lowland species, on grade 3 poor quality/sand farmland. 

This submission OBJECTS to the restriction against the development of grade 3a agricultural land.  

Post-Brexit, such land will not be viable for cropping with yields typically at only 3T/acre. 



 

CONCLUSION 

 

The above definition at 4.1.9 does not fit Everton.  Geographically, this is an “outward-looking” 

settlement with fast routes to neighbouring counties – NOT linked to N2D2 - and extensive off-

road sporting facilities (walking/cycling/riding).  An “Equine Pelican Crossing”, in the location of the 

current pedestrian island (as seen elsewhere in the district), would help to link riding routes and 

form the only “stop” crossing on the A631 for a 12mile distance.  Our experience of Neighbourhood 

Planning has been extremely poor indeed.  Everton required its own development policy within the 

draft LP. 

Objections are identified in the body of the document.  



Feb 2022 Emerging Local Plan Consultation Response 
Bassetlaw: POLICY ST1 

Introduction 
 
Relying on yellow-highlighted text, this submission objects to POLICY ST1 of the emerging 
Local Plan (eLP) for Bassetlaw because it is not sound (para35 NPPF). 
 
Figure 8: Distribution of Housing Growth 
 

1. The 3rd column to this table “Made neighbourhood plan allocations without planning 
permission” has the words “as at December 1st 2021” highlighted in yellow. 

2. The Rural Service Centre of Everton has a made neighbourhood plan compliant with 
this date – but it does not have any allocations.  Only a windfall policy.  On that basis, 
the highlighted yellow figure of 256 and growth figure of 15.4% are not robust 
because Everton has been excluded. 

3. This is because Examiner John Slater RTPI scrubbed the allocations put forward by 
the Everton Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group/district council as they manifestly 
did not satisfy the Basic Conditions.  Unlike the site being promoted by ourselves, 
which he sought to allocate – recognising Everton as a sustainable Rural Service 
Centre on the A631 corridor. 
EVIDENCE: Hearing transcript at Appendix X 

4. The Everton Neighbourhood Plan was made in very bad faith and was not positively 
prepared.   

 
district council cannot be trusted to deliver neighbourhood planning in Bassetlaw, 

 
 

 
 neighbourhood plan gestation period, I was sued by the 

Premiership Football Club of the same name as our village and for a time, I was 
targeted by their fans on social media.   

  The Football 
Club failed in their action against me (because they were successfully counter-
actioned) and both directors and fans behaved like gentlemen subsequently.   

5.  
 

 
 

 
 
a.  

 
  

EVIDENCE: minute 266 at Appendix A (please note, the minutes are revisionist, 
the meeting had already occurred). 
 

b. The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group Chair, the Ward Councillor and the 
Secretary of State were reported through relevant channels for “political 
interference in the statutory process”.   

                   EVIDENCE: Ward Councillor re-election campaign material boasted of her efforts 
                   at Appendix B/B1.  Also Appendix A 
 

c. Co-incidentally or perhaps as a result of the reporting process, the Secretary of 
State did not retain his job with the change in Tory leadership, the Ward 
Councillor did not present herself as a potential Tory candidate for Bassetlaw, the 
Chair of Everton Parish Council, the Chair of the Neighbourhood Plan Steering 
Group and the Everton Parish Council planning lead, all stood down.  Conversely, 
no change occurred at the district council.   
EVIDENCE: minute 300 at Appendix C 

 
d. The Everton neighbourhood plan was “made” with the formal announcement on 

social media labelling us, as site promoters, a “divergent party”.  The Parish 



Council confirmed that this formal announcement had been authorised by the 
district council with  

 
   

                   EVIDENCE: Appendix D email to parish council (the announcement was taken  
                   down).  
  

e. Once the Everton neighbourhood plan had been made, the district council 
immediately, disingenuously, uploaded the discredited site assessments thus 
rubbishing our site in the context of the windfall policy.   
EVIDENCE: https://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-
services/neighbourhood-plans/all-neighbourhood-plans/everton-neighbourhood-
plan/ 

 
And as a result, a formal complaint was made reference the Head of 
Regeneration (12.8.21) covering her role in involving the former Ward Councillor 
(Appendix A), her role in denying the 2016 SHLAA (Appendix E), her dereliction 
of Duty of Care towards us, her (easily refuted) rebuttal to Council contra 
Examiner judgement of site assessments and finally, for allowing the discredited 
site assessments to be re-uploaded.  Director of Corporate Resources 
refused to investigate (24.9.21), articulating instead that we should go to the 
Ombudsman. 
 

f. The scrubbed site at Hall Farm secured planning approval in 2021 despite not 
complying with the Everton neighbourhood plan ref: unit sizes and despite the 
site having failed to meet Basic Conditions at Examination in Public/being 
scrubbed. 
 

g. The site promoted by ourselves has been refused twice, despite being positively 
assessed by the SHLAA, despite being recommended for allocation by Examiner 
John Slater, despite complying with all elements required by the Everton 
neighbourhood plan.  Both refusal reports are extremely flimsy  

  The refusals are structural.  
During the first submission, the site promoter was attacked by an ex-Parish 
Councillor (crime number 0571_20072020 PC Wiznycia (2517)).  This occurrence 
was relayed to both the district council and the Parish Council making  
refusal to consider breach in the dereliction of the Duty of Care both frightening 
and negligent.   

 
 
 

 
 

 
   

 
 

 
  

 
Sent: Monday, 18 October 2021, 18:12:23 BST 
Subject: Re: Plymouth shootings Bassetlaw gun control (Case Ref: BC17625) 
 
Good evening, Danielle, 
 
Thank you for your reply and I fully understand your frustrations.  
 
I think it would be a prudent move to collate all your evidence on this matter. I am happy to review this with you, if you 
would like to setup an appointment to come to our office or if you wish to discuss on the telephone, then please do let 
me know.  
 
Best Wishes 
 

 
 
Senior Caseworker | Brendan Clarke-Smith MP  
 

                 

https://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-services/neighbourhood-plans/all-neighbourhood-plans/everton-neighbourhood-plan/
https://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-services/neighbourhood-plans/all-neighbourhood-plans/everton-neighbourhood-plan/
https://www.bassetlaw.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-services/neighbourhood-plans/all-neighbourhood-plans/everton-neighbourhood-plan/


Facebook: @Brendan4Bassetlaw     Twitter: @Bren4Bassetlaw 
________________________________________ 
From: Danielle Troop 
Sent: 12 October 2021 10:21 
To: "CLARKE-SMITH, Brendan" 

 
Subject: Re: Plymouth shootings Bassetlaw gun control (Case Ref: BC17625) 
 
Dear  
 
I had thought that this was good news and failed to thank you properly in a timely manner (albeit, I still wanted 
clarification that he could not get a firearms license from anywhere else in the country and come back). 
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
Thank you for your work to date 
 
Regards 
 
Danielle Troop 

 
Solution 

1. Bassetlaw District Council must not be allowed to oversee Neighbourhood Planning 
in the district.  Submitted evidence demonstrates that they have no regard for the 
statutory process,  

 
 

  I do not want anyone else to have to go through 
what we have experienced – ergo being targeted for having a deliverable site. 

2. Figure 8 must have yellow highlighted column 3 removed and instead be replaced by 
allocations via a new statutory process.  This is because Everton has been unfairly, 
deliberately, excluded from the new Local Plan process on the basis of a windfall 
policy that the district council insisted had to take the place of allocations (see 
Appendix X). 

3. As part of this process, it must be recognised that the purported 1793-unit growth for 
the 35 Rural Settlements over 18years, is too low to deliver sustainability.  The 
Worksop allocation is too high with vociferous objections to strategic urban 
extensions in both Worksop and Retford, regularly in the local papers.  In this regard, 
objectors/objections are not weighted equally across the district – those in rural areas 
are weighted more highly despite the absence of landscape designations in the 
district.  Appendix F 

4. The Garden Village is not supported and its allocation should be redistributed.  It is 
justified via poor employment evidence that deliberately conflates B2/B8 and 
overstates the role of the A57 when in truth, both use classes deliver low skill 
employment.  Contrary to suggestion in the Emerging Local Plan, D2N2 strategies do 
NOT portray logistics/warehousing (B8) as high skill roles.  The Garden Village is 
intended instead, to house D2N2 skilled workers, employed further south when these 
workers would be more likely to purchase housing in one of Bassetlaw’s Rural 
Service Centres as opposed to a soulless new settlement bolted onto multiple 
logistics sheds, on the A1.  Home working is not referenced.  The Garden Village 
proposal is inherently risky, a supply side gambit (despite all reference to supply side 
now deleted in favour of “completions scenario” and the like – highlighted yellow) 
because the evidence base has been distorted.  Worksop allocations are sky high in 
the current emerging Local Plan because post 2038, everything will go to Apleyhead, 
risking Worksop’s regeneration. 
 
Danielle Troop 17/2/22 

 
I wish to attend the Emerging Local Plan Examination/Hearing.  Appendices to follow. 

 



Parish Stated  (10%) School Drain/sewer problem Resolved (10/15/30%)
Clarborough/ Welham 50 Y Y 75 Settlement Stated Resolved

Cuckney, Norton, Holbeck and Wellbeck 28 Y N 84 Worksop 1600 (24.1%) 1180 (16.6%)
Elkesley 36 Y N 108 Retford 853 (12.9%) 629 (8.9%)
Misson 30 Y N 90 Harworth 1400 (21.1%) 1032 (14.6%)

Sutton cum Lound 32 Y N 96 Rural settlements 1777 (26.8%) 4248 (59.9%)
East Markham 52 Y Y 78 New villages 1000 (15.1%) 0 (0%)

Headon cum Upton, Grove, and Stokeham 16 N N 16
Shireoaks 64 Y N 192 Total 6630 7089
Tuxford 126 Y N 378

Carlton in Lindrick 258 Y N 774
Everton 38 Y N 114

Mattersey 32 Y N 96
Treswell and Cottam 10 N N 10

Misterton 98 Y Y 147
Blyth 56 Y N 168

Hodstock/ Langold 118 Y N 354
Lound 20 N N 20

Rampton/ Woodbeck 38 Y N 114
Scrooby 14 N N 14

South Leverton 22 Y N 66

Sturton le Steeple, North Leverton & 
Habblesthorpe, North and South Wheatley,

 Bole, Fenton, Coates, West Burton 102 Y Y 153
Walkeringham 48 Y Y 72

Beckingham 58 Y Y 87
Hayton 16 N Y 16
Ranskill 60 Y N 180

Rhodesia 42 Y N 126
Askham 8 N N 8

Babworth/Ranby 26 Y N 78
Barnby Moor 12 N N 12
Bothamsall 12 N N 12
Carburton 4 N N 4
Clayworth 14 N N 14

Clumber and Hardwick 4 N N 4
Dunham on Trent, Ragnall, 
Fledborough, and Darlton 28 Y N 84

East Drayton 10 N Y 10
Gamston with West Drayton, and Eaton 24 Y N 72

Gringley on the Hill 36 Y N 108
Haughton 2 N N 2
Laneham 16 N N 16

Markham Clinton 8 N N 8
Nether Langwith 22 Y N 66

Normanton on Trent and Marnham 24 Y N 72
Scaftworth 2 N N 2

Styrrup & Oldcotes 30 N N 30
Torworth 12 N N 12

Wallingwells 2 N N 2
West Stockwith 0 N N 0

Wiseton 4 N N 4

Total 1764 4248




