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Dear Sir/Madam,
REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF ALDERGATE PROPERTIES LTD, TO THE
RUSHCLIFFE BOROUGH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN PART 2: LAND AND PLANNING
POLICIES OTHER OPTIONS (Relating to East Bridgford)
Stone Planning Services Limited is commissioned by Aldergate Properties Ltd to prepare and
submit representations with regard to the above consultation. In particular these comments
relates to Questions 17,18, 20, 21, 22, 24 and 26.
Background
Our client owns land located in East Bridgford shown on Plan 1. The site covers approximately
1.82 hectares and is located off Closes Side Lane. It is site EAS4 as identified in the Green Belt
Review Part 2(b) consultation document and sites EBR6 and ER7 inn the Part 2 Land and
Planning Policies and Other Options consultation.
East Bridgford is a settlement that is inset from the Green Belt – it has its own settlement
boundary. It is a popular and sought after place to live, accordingly demand there for housing is
high. Facilities within the settlement are good and include a medical centre, everyday shops,
Primary School and good connections to public transport; it is a sustainable location.
In addition to this there has been a significant amount of public investment particularly in the
new A46 which lies immediately adjacent East Bridgford and gives access to Grantham /
Leicester to the South and Newark / Retford to the North.
The A46 investment is of particular importance for East Bridgford making it an even more
popular place to live. Housing need should be met which in itself will help sustain the settlement.
We would suggest that East Bridgford is capable of accommodating a significant level of market
and affordable housing.
Stone Planning Services, 9 Yardley Close, Swanwick, Derbyshire. DE55 1EP
07496 321660

Consultation
The Part 2 consultation recognises that additional housing sites need to be identified to meet the
objectively assessed housing need of 13,150 as set out in Policy 3 of the adopted Core Strategy
Part 1. Furthermore, such need to be identified in the Key Settlements and "other villages".
The Part 1 Core Strategy at Policy 3 2b) makes provision for 5,500 homes beyond the built up
Part of Nottingham. Taking account of the identified settlements it would indicate an anticipated
delivery of circa 1900 dwellings up until 2028.
The trajectory set out on Part 3 f) of Policy 3 provides for very low delivery in early years with
almost 75% of the housing being delivered in the last 10 years of the Plan; that period starts
next year. A lack of or slowness of delivery from the larger SuEs (North of Bingham, RAF
Newton, East of Gamston/North of Tollerton

and South of Clifton) has resulted in an

understandable inability to deliver the trajectory. As a consequence there is a need to identify
deliverable sites that will meet the need.
The consultation acknowledges the slow delivery and that by April 2019 the shortfall in land
needed for housing will be 900 fewer than is required. We would suggest that this is an
underestimate. The consultation accepts that the Part 2 Plan needs to identify land for at least
2,000 houses. We believe that more is needed.
The "Identification of Additional Settlements Background Paper (2017)" assesses all of the
potential " other villages" in terms of their sustainability. It uses 11 'community service and
facilities' criteria to establish a hierarchy of the villages.
Following an initial "sieve" assessing the sustainability of "other villages" the 9 'most sustainable'
villages were identified and considered in Appendix 1 of the Background Paper. Most villages
score well against 7 of the 11 criteria. The 4 criteria that are least prevalent are:


Other retail stores (A1)



Doctors Surgery



Library



Public Transport (evenings and Sundays).

Whilst accepting that any assessment has to establish criteria we consider that the criteria
should be revised to reflect changing circumstances. The use of libraries is falling nationally and
some settlements are setting up voluntary services or are served by mobile services. The use of
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evening and Sunday public transport facilities is also declining and without public sector subsidy
is unlikely to be viable. We feel that both of these criteria should be deleted from the assessment
We would also advise the Council that East Bridgford does have a further A1 Class retail outlet the "East Bridgford Newsagents" on Main Street which sells a range of products. Hence the
"score" for East Bridgford is 9 out of 11, not 8.
Notwithstanding the detail of the assessment, the Background Paper concludes that 5 "other
villages" could accommodate additional growth:
1.Cropwell Bishop - potential to accommodate growth proportionate to its size
2.East Bridgford - the Tribal Report concluded that the village could accommodate 'medium
growth' . The Greater Nottingham Accessible Settlement Study ranked East Bridgford as
the 4th non "key settlement" behind Gotham , Tollerton and Aslockton.
The Background Paper concludes that East Bridgford could accommodate additional

development commensurate to the size of the settlement.
3.Gotham - could accommodate a limited number of homes
4.Sutton Bonington - potential to accommodate growth proportionate to its size
5.Tollerton

-

potential

to

accommodate

growth

proportionate

to

its

size.

Land north of Tollerton is of course part of a much larger SuE and we have concerns about
the ability of Tollerton to accept further growth.
From this there are three categories of "growth"
1. Proportionate Growth at Sutton Bonington, Tollerton and Cropwell Bishop
2. Commensurate Growth at East Bridgford
3. Limited growth at Gotham
The 2011 Census indicates the following settlement populations
1. East Bridgford - 1,814
2. Cropwell Bishop - 1,853
3. Gotham - 1,563
4. Tollerton - 1,036
5. Sutton Bonington - 2,202 (it is uncertain to what degree this figure is influenced by student
numbers).
We agree that limited growth is appropriate at Gotham. We consider that growth at Tollerton, a
smaller settlement, should therefore be less than in Gotham. Tollerton is just 2/3rds the size of
Gotham.
Stone Planning Services, 9 Yardley Close, Swanwick, Derbyshire. DE55 1EP
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Of the remaining three settlements 'proportionate' growth is indicated in Cropwell Bishop and
Sutton Bonington with "commensurate" growth in East Bridgford. We broadly agree with this
assessment but the Council needs to consider the impact of student accommodation on the
housing profile and growth in Sutton Bonington.
We therefore consider that at Bridgford is well placed to accommodate 80- 100 additional homes
over the plan period. The village has a good range of facilities including a Primary School ranked
recently in the top 2% of UK Schools, two village shops (one with Post Office), a public house
and park, and public transport; all of which would be sustained by new development.
Our client's land covers approximately 1.82 hectares of the identified areas. Any scheme for the
site could be designed in such a way to provide access to the additional land to the north. The
Indicative Site Layout (Plan 1) demonstrates that the site can be developed in a manner that
creates a new strong landscaped edge to the village. The site is capable of having a safe access
onto Closes Side Lane. Furthermore it is deliverable immediately. There are no technical or legal
impediments to delivery. For your consideration we attach an illustrative plan showing how the
site could be developed in a sympathetic manner that establishes a new green edge to the
settlement.
These representations should be considered in conjunction with our client's representations
submitted with regard to the Rushcliffe Borough Council Local Plan Part 2: Green Belt review
Parb2 (b) consultation.

Yours faithfully

Paul Stone
Stone Planning Services Limited

Stone Planning Services, 9 Yardley Close, Swanwick, Derbyshire. DE55 1EP
07496 321660

Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Further Options

Response Form
Please return by 5pm on Friday 31 March 2017 to:
Planning Policy, Rushcliffe Borough Council
Rushcliffe Arena, Rugby Road
Nottingham. NG2 7YG
Or to: localdevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk

Please note that your comments can be directly entered through the Borough Council’s
online consultation system: http://rushcliffe-consult.objective.co.uk/portal

Your Details
Aldergate Properties Limited.
46 High Street
Arnold
Nottingham
NG5 7DZ

Click here to enter text.

Agent details (where applicable)
Name
Address

Paul Stone
Stone Planning Services Limited
9 Yardley Close
Swanwick
Derbyshire
DE55 1EP.

E-mail

Housing Development
Housing Land Supply
Question 1: Do you agree with the Council’s assessment of the present housing
supply situation and that enough land will need to be identified by Local Plan Part 2
to accommodate around 2,000 new homes?
Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….

√

Don’
t
kno
w

…………………………………………………………………………….
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Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
We have concerns regarding the quantum of additional sites to be allocated.
The Trajectory in Policy 3 of the Core Strategy Part 1 provided for very low levels of delivery 2011-13
(250/year) with a step change 2012-2018 (470/year) and a further step change 20189-23
(1300/year) and a fall back 2023-28 (820/year). As we approach 2018 the need for sites that are
deliverable in the short to medium term becomes more crucial.
The Trajectory shows that even against the relatively low target (2011-16) there has been a shortfall
of 349 houses.
We have concerns that the Council is still being over optimistic in the quantum of housing delivery
from the SuE sites both in the next 5 years but also in the Plan Period. The trajectory assumes that
virtually every house on all of the SuEs will be delivered in the Plan period.
Delivery from individual sites also appears high and the Council will need to satisfy itself on a site by
site basis that the indicated trajectory is deliverable. We note, for example, that both South of
Clifton and East of Gamston will deliver 250 units per year over a sustained period. Is there evidence
to support such a high delivery rate?.
The trajectory also shows that the shortfall in housing up until 2014 is:
2016-17 - 2872
2017-18 - 2946
2018-19 - 3122
2019-20 - 2904
2020-21 - 2678
2021-22 - 2421
2022-22 - 2101
2023-24 - 1910
No doubt this will continue post 2024
This is a serious shortfall and the Council needs to respond to ensure that the Plan is sound and is
positively prepared. It would appear that the provision of 2,000 units in the Part 2 is an absolute
minimum and in reality much more is required.
We would suggest a Part 2 figure of 2,500
Furthermore the Council should incorporate at least a 10% buffer to ensure the objectively assessed
housing need is satisfied in the next 5 years and throughout the Plan Period.
This may involve further green belt release or considering the designation of "safeguarded Land"

Housing Sites adjacent to the Main Urban Area

Question 2: Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of the three strategic
allocations (Melton Road, Edwalton; South of Clifton; and East of Gamston/North of
Tollerton) should be expanded as part of resolving the current shortfall in the amount
of land that is available for housing development over the next few years?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

√

No

…………………………………………………………………………….
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Don’
t
kno
w

……………………………………………………………………………
…..



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
We have concerns regarding delivery from the existing Sue sites . There is no justification to extend
these areas.
There is a far greater prospect of early and sustained delivery from smaller sites in the Key
settlements and selected "other villages"

Question 3: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site HOL1 – Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. This
could include comments on the services and facilities required to support
development and the design, mix and layout of development.
Click here to enter text.

Housing Development at the 'Key Settlements'
Bingham
Question 4: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not allocate further
greenfield land for housing development at Bingham in the plan period (up to 2028)?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..
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√

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Don’
t
kno
w

……………………………………………………………………………
…..



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
There have been sufficient and significant housing sites identified at Bingham.
Further allocations would represent a disproportionate expansion of Bingham

Cotgrave
Question 5: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

√

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Don’
t
kno
w

……………………………………………………………………………
…..



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Cotgrave Colliery will provide additional housing to meet need in Cotgrave. Any additional sites
should come through at the back end of the Plan period to ensure that they do not stifle
development at Cotgrave Colliery. Without an extensive increase in facilities too much additional
housing will be disproportionate to the settlement and place increased strain on local services.
We only support limited additional growth

Question 6: Do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be
accommodated on greenfield sites at Cotgrave up to 2028? If possible, please give
reasons for your answer.
We would suggest no more than 100 additional houses
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Question 7: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site COT1 – Land rear of Mill Lane/The Old Park
(potential capacity around 240 homes)







Site COT2 – Land at Main Road (potential capacity
around 50 homes)







Site COT3 – Land rear of and to the west of Main
Road (potential capacity around 125 homes)







Site COT4 Land off Woodgate Lane (potential
capacity around 80 homes)







Site COT5 – Bakers Hollow (potential capacity
around 60 homes)







Site COT6 – The Brickyard, Owthorpe Road
(potential capacity around 100 homes)







Site COT7– Land behind Firdale (2) (potential
capacity around 65 homes)







Site COT8 – Land behind Firdale (potential capacity
around 95 homes)







Site COT9 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (1)
(potential capacity around 140 homes)







Site COT10 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (2)
(potential capacity around 40 homes)







Site COT11 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (3)
(potential capacity around 250 homes )







Site COT12– Land south of Plumtree Lane
(potential capacity around 250 homes)
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Any other location (please specify which)

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. This
could include comments on the services and facilities required to support
development and the design, mix and layout of development.
We do not support any particular individual site

East Leake
Question 8: Do you agree that, apart from those eight sites that already have
planning permission for housing development (sites EL1 to EL8 as shown at Figure
5), further greenfield land should not be allocated for housing development at East
Leake?
Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

√

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Don’
t
kno
w

……………………………………………………………………………..



Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
East Leake has accommodated an disproportionate amount of additional housing

Question 9: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site
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Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site EL9 –Land south of West Leake Road
(potential capacity around 50 homes)





√

Site EL10 – Land north of West Leake Road
(potential capacity around 75 homes)





√

Site EL11 – Brook Furlong Farm(potential capacity
around 70 homes)





√

Site EL12 – Land off Rempstone Road (north)
(potential capacity around 235 homes)





√

Site EL13 – Land off Rempstone Road (south)
(potential capacity around 120 homes)





√

Site EL14 – Land north of Lantern Lane (2)
(potential capacity around 360 homes)





√

Any other location (please specify which)





√

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
Click here to enter text.

Keyworth

Question 10: Do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be
built on greenfield sites at Keyworth up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for
your answer.
See attached comments

Question 11: Do you support housing development at:
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site KEY1 – Land east of Willow Brook (potential
capacity around 40 homes)





√

Site KEY2 – Land off Selby Lane and Willowbrook
(potential capacity around 15 homes)





√

Site KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane (potential
capacity around 60 homes)





√

Site KEY4 – Land off Nicker Hill (potential capacity
around 450 homes)





√

Site KEY5 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (1) (potential
capacity around 50 homes)





√

Site KEY6 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (2) (potential
capacity around 80 homes)





√

Site KEY7 – Shelton Farm, Platt Lane (potential
capacity around 160 homes)





√

Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station
Road (potential capacity around 180 homes)





√

Site KEY9 – Land north of Debdale Lane (1)
(potential capacity around 110 homes)





√

Site KEY10 – Land south of Debdale Lane (1)
(potential capacity around 230 homes)

√





Site KEY11 – Land south of Debdale Lane (2)
(potential capacity around 200 homes)

√





Site KEY12 – Land north of Debdale Lane (2)
(potential capacity around 160 homes)





√

Site KEY13 – Hillside Farm (potential capacity
around 60 homes)





√

Site KEY14 – Land south of Bunny Lane (potential
capacity around 410 homes)





√

Any other location (please specify which)





√
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
See attached comments

Radcliffe on Trent

Question 12: Do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be
built on greenfield sites at Radcliffe on Trent up to 2028? If possible, please give
reasons for your answer.
No

Question 13: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site RAD11 – North of Holme Lane (potential
capacity around 115 homes)







Site RAD12 – Land to the north of Shelford Road
(potential capacity around 180 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
No comment
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Ruddington

Question 14: Do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be
accommodated on greenfield sites at Ruddington up to 2028? If possible, please
give reasons for your answer.
No

Question 15: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)







Site RUD12 – Land to the east side of
Loughborough Road (potential capacity around 60
homes)







Site RUD13 – Land opposite Mere Way (potential
capacity around 170 homes)







Site RUD14 – Croft House (potential capacity
around 25 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
No comments
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Housing development at ‘other villages’

Question 16: Do you agree that, apart from the site to the south of Abbey Road,
Aslockton with planning permission for up to 75 new homes, Local Plan Part 2
should not allocate greenfield land for housing development at Aslockton and
Whatton in the plan period (up to 2028)?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

√

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Don’
t
kno
w

……………………………………………………………………………
…..



Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
No comment

Question 17: Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as
suitable for a limited level of housing growth on greenfileld sites?

Yes

No

Don’t
know

Cropwell Bishop

√





East Bridgford

√





Gotham

√





Sutton Bonington

√





Tollerton

√
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Any other settlement (please specify which)

Yes

No

Don’t
know







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
See attached comments

Cropwell Bishop

Question 18: If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at Cropwell
Bishop, do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be built
up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for your answer.
See attached comments.

Question 19: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site CBI1 – Land to the south of Nottingham Road
and east of Kinoulton Road (potential capacity
around 30 homes)







Site CBI2 – Land north of Memorial Hall (1)
(potential capacity around 75 homes)







Site CBI3– Land north of Memorial Hall (2)
(potential capacity around 60 homes)







Site CBI4 – Land north of Fern Road (2) (potential
capacity around 30 homes)







Site CBI5 – Land north of Fern Road (1) (potential
capacity around 250 homes)







Site CBI6 – Land to the north of Fern Road (3)
(potential capacity around 70 homes)
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Any other location (please specify which)

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
We have no comment on individual sites

East Bridgford

Question 20: If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at East
Bridgford, do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be built
up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for your answer.
We consider that East Bridgford could accommodate 80-100 new homes.
See attached comments

Question 21: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)





√

Site EBR2 – Land behind Kirk Hill (west) (potential
capacity around 70 homes)





√

Site EBR3 – Land north of Kneeton Road (1)
(potential capacity around 95 homes)





√

Site EBR4 – Land north of Kneeton Road (2)
(potential capacity around 150 homes)





√
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site EBR5 – Land at Lammas Lane (potential
capacity around 40 homes)







Site EBR6 – Closes Side Lane (west) (potential
capacity around 20 homes)

√





Site EBR7 – Closes Side Lane (east) (potential
capacity around 20 homes)

√





Site EBR8 – Land to the north of Butt Lane
(potential capacity around 20 homes)





√

Site EBR9 – Land to the south of Springdale Lane
(potential capacity around 30 homes)





√

Any other location (please specify which)







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
See additional submission.

Gotham

Question 22: If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at Gotham, do
you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be built up to 2028?
If possible, please give reasons for your answer.
We agree that Gotham could accommodate only "limited" growth as set out in the "Settlements
Background Paper. Gotham is one of the smaller "other villages". Its growth would be less than East
Bridgford or Cropwell Bishop

Question 23: Do you support housing development at:
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)







Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)







Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)







Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)







Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)







Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)







Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)







Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
We have no comment on individual sites

Sutton Bonington

Question 24: If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at Sutton
Bonington, do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be
built up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for your answer.
We agree that Sutton Bonington could accommodate "proportionate" growth as set out in the

15

"Settlements Background Paper. Sutton Bonington is one of the larger "other villages" but its
population is distorted by the number of students in the village.
Its growth would be less than East Bridgford or Cropwell Bishop.
See attached comments

Question 25: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
We have no comment on individual sites

Tollerton

Question 26: If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at Tollerton, do
you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be built up to 2028?
If possible, please give reasons for your answer.
We agree that Toton could accommodate only "proportionate" growth as set out in the
"Settlements Background Paper. Tollerton is one of the smallest "other villages". Its growth would
be less than all of the other settlements

Question 27: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site
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Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site TOL1 – Land at Burnside Grove (potential
capacity around 180 homes)







Site TOL2 – West of Tollerton Lane and North of
Medina Drive (potential capacity around 360
homes)







Site TOL3 – Land east of Tollerton Lane (potential
capacity around 50 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
We have no comment on individual sites

Other issues

Question 28: Please identify any matters related to housing development which are
not covered here or elsewhere.
Click here to enter text.

Please return by 5pm on Friday 31 March 2017 to:
Planning Policy
Rushcliffe Borough Council
Rushcliffe Arena
Rugby Road
Nottingham. NG2 7YG
Or to: localdevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk

Please note that your comments can be directly entered through the Borough Council’s
online consultation system: http://rushcliffe-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
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Data protection: The details you submit to the Borough Council will be used in the Local Plan
preparation and associated processes. Please note that comments and personal details cannot
be treated as confidential and may be made available for public inspection both physically and/or
through the Borough Council’s website. We may publish all names, addresses and comments
received, including on our website. We will use our best endeavours to not publish signatures,
personal telephone numbers or email addresses.
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Stone Planning Services Limited
Ref:

SPS/0058

Date: 30th March 2017

Planning Policy
Rushcliffe Borough Council
Rushcliffe Arena
Rugby Road
West Bridgford
Nottingham
NG2 7YG
Dear Sir/Madam,
REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF ALDERGATE PROPERTIES LTD, TO THE
RUSHCLIFFE BOROUGH COUNCIL GREEN BELT REVIEW PART 2 (B): ASSESSMENT OF
ADDITIONAL SITES IN KEY SETTLEMENTS AND OTHER VILLAGES CONSULTATION
2017. (Relating to East Bridgford)
Stone Planning Services Limited is commissioned by Aldergate Properties Ltd to prepare and
submit representations with regard to the above consultations.
Background
Our client owns land located in East Bridgford shown on Plan 1. The site covers approximately
1.82 hectares and is located off Closes Side Lane. It is part of the slightly larger site EAS4 as
identified in the Green Belt Review Part 2(b) consultation document and sites EBR6 and ER7 in
the Part 2 Land and Planning Policies and Other Options consultation.
East Bridgford is a settlement that is inset from the Green Belt – it has its own settlement
boundary. It is a popular and sought after place to live, accordingly demand there for housing is
high. Facilities within the settlement are good and include a medical centre, everyday shops,
Primary School and good connections to public transport; it is a sustainable location.
In addition to this there has been a significant amount of public investment particularly in the
new A46 which lies immediately adjacent East Bridgford and gives access to Grantham /
Leicester to the South and Newark / Retford to the North.
The A46 investment is of particular importance for East Bridgford making it an even more
popular place to live. Housing need should be met which in itself will help sustain the settlement.
We would suggest that East Bridgford is capable of accommodating a significant level of market
and affordable housing.
Stone Planning Services, 9 Yardley Close, Swanwick, Derbyshire. DE55 1EP
07496 321660

Consultation
These comments are made in response to the above mentioned consultation and in particular to
the following question:

"Do you agree or disagree with the review of the additional Green Belt sites around
Rushcliffe’s Key Settlements and other villages against the purposes for including land
within the Green Belt? If you disagree, state why the assessment is incorrect and
provide your Green Belt score and conclusions on Green Belt importance. Your
comment should focus on the land’s performance against Green Belt purposes"
The Green Belt Review Part 2 (b) relates to 7 sites in East Bridgford referenced as EAS1 - EAS7
inclusive. These sites range in size and proximity to the village amenities/facilities and have
different impacts on the 5 principles for including land within the green belt. The assessments
concludes that 4 of the sites are considered "low-medium" in terms of their importance to the
green belt with 3 having "medium - high" importance to the green belt.
The three "Medium- High" importance sites (EAS1, EAS6 and EAS7) all project out into what is
clearly open countryside that bears no logical relationship to the existing settlement boundary of
historic growth patterns.

Their loss to development would have adverse impacts on the

principles of including land within the green belt. We agree with the Council's assessment of
these sites.
However, we consider that the Council has erred with its scoring with regard to site EAS6. This
site scores 15, just one point less than site EAS2. EAS2 is an extensive northern extension of
East Bridgford which sits even further north than EAS1 which in itself is a large northerly
extension of the settlement. Loss of Site EAS6 has a much greater impact on the green belt than
has been assessed by the Council.
SPS has undertaken an assessment of the sites identified as having "Low-Medium" importance in
green belt terms and these findings are attached as Appendix 1. The Assessment Criteria set
out in the consultation paper have been adopted. On Page 7 these indicate criteria for scores 1,
3 or 5 with no performance criteria for scores 2 and 4 (sitting between 1, 3 and 5). The relevant
sites are considered below:
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1. EAS3 - Land East of Lammas Lane


Unrestricted sprawl - The development of this site would represent a ribbon style
extension northwards along Lammas Lane. Lammas Lane is a rural lane with wide grass
verges either side, currently providing a fine display of daffodils. Because of its character
and frontage boundary treatment there is little perception that there is existing
development to the west. Properties turn their backs onto Lammas Lane or are heavily
screened. It looks far from residential on the ground.
It has 40 mph speed limit along the site frontage reflecting its out of settlement
character.



Prevent Merging - The nearest settlement is some distance away. No merging will occur.



Safeguard countryside from encroachment - there are a number of hedges to the site.
The southern boundary is adjacent the public footpath, which would become enclosed if
the site was developed; it would no longer be a countryside walk. There is no
inappropriate development on the site.



Heritage - there are a number of heritage assets in the locality - the Conservation Area
and Foss Court



Assist Urban Generation - There are no impacts on urban regeneration

2. EAS4 - Land North of Closes Side Lane (within our client's ownership)


Unrestricted sprawl - the site has existing development to the south, west and part of the
eastern boundary adjacent Fosters Close. Development would round off the urban edge.
The site extends to the north as far as rear gardens on Cherry Holt Lane and the public
footpath. Furthermore to the east it would then reflect the very strong eastern extent of
the settlement that stretches southwards as far as Butt Lane.
There are some existing defensible boundaries and it is intended to provide a strong
hedge/tree line along those sections of the northern and eastern boundary where such
would be beneficial.



Prevent Merging - The nearest settlement is some distance away. No merging will occur.



Safeguard countryside from encroachment - the southern part of the site accommodates
a number of inappropriate stables/timber buildings and associated paraphernalia. We
would consider the site, with inappropriate development on part of it and having existing
development on three sites, as being urban fringe.



Heritage - part of the site lies adjacent the Conservation Area (the rear gardens of
housing on Cherryholt Lane).

Development of the site would enable some careful

planting along the Conservation Area boundary.
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Assist Urban Generation - There are no impacts on urban regeneration
It is noted that the adjacent Fosters Close development received planning consent some
years ago. Whilst treated as an "exception site" it would have been assessed against its
importance to the greenbelt; the Council then concluded that it had relatively low
importance in green belt terms. It has had an urbanising effect.

3. EAS5 - Land North of Butt Lane


Unrestricted sprawl - This site represents an easterly extension of East Bridgford along
Butt Lane towards the A46. The western edge of the site coincides with the very strong
rear/side hedge boundaries to existing properties which establishes the extent of
development. The nearest property to the east is Fairview, an isolated dwelling .
Extending East Bridgford in this manner is irregular and would only accentuate the ribbon
development. There are other candidate sites that provide better relationships with the
existing settlement framework.
There is a distinct change in character on Butt Lane at this point with a change in the
speed limit from 30mph to de restricted , the 'welcome to East Bridgford' feature and the
Speed Warning indicator. The limit of urbanisation has been set by these and to extend
development along Butt Lane would adversely affect character here.
As a consequence development of this vacant site adjacent a major route in the village
would seriously ham to openness . There are no existing urbanising features on the site.
This site represents urban sprawl.



Prevent Merging - The nearest settlement is some distance away but ribbon development
does give a perception of merging.



Safeguard countryside from encroachment - the settlement edge in this location is very
strong and distinct.

There is a distinct change in character that accentuates the

openness of the site. The site does not contain any inappropriate development.


Heritage - The site lies adjacent the Conservation area



Assist Urban Generation - There are no impacts on urban regeneration
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4. EAS6 - Land south of Springdale Lane


Unrestricted sprawl - This site sits to the south of Springwater Lane. Whilst a self
contained field with hedge boundaries it relates poorly to the village and other housing.
The character of the area is set by the small number of properties served off Springwater
Lane, their relatively low density and the character of the Lane itself. Springwater Lane is
a rural un-surfaced lane that provides a strong physical transition between the built up
part of the settlement to the north and the green belt to the south. Given the
methodology it is difficult to understand why this criteria has scored 4.



Prevent Merging - this site has the greatest impact on merging of the sites assessed. It
reduces the distance between the site and RAF Newton by 20%.



Safeguard countryside from encroachment - this land is very open with no development
along any boundary save for the small telecom building on the western corner. The lane
to the north, because of its inherent rural character, provides a buffer between the site
and the houses to the north.



Heritage - The site is a short distance from the Conservation Area boundary



Assist Urban Generation - There are no impacts on urban regeneration

Following this site based analysis we have used the Council's scoring criteria and our considered
scores of the sites in terms of their importance to green belt are shown in Appendix 1. We
would be grateful if the Council would consider this assessment.
In conclusion we agree that additional sites within the green belt around "Other Villages" will
need to be found to meet the objectively assessed housing need. The Strategic SUEs will not
deliver housing at the rate envisaged in the Part 1 Core Strategy, even if they come on stream
as quickly as the Council anticipate, and the Council is right to recognise this now and seek to
address it.

Sites in the "other villages” will be of a much smaller scale and in most cases

deliverable at short notice. Such sites will not only contribute to overall need but can add to the
sustainability of the key "other villages".
This assessment has demonstrated that within East Bridgford site EAS4 could contribute to
meeting this need if released from the green belt. Its contribution to the importance of the green
belt is low. It can be developed quickly and can establish a new strong physical boundary to the
green belt. Our client's land covers approximately 1.82 hectares of the slightly larger site EAS4.
However, any scheme for the site could be designed in such a way to provide access to the
additional land to the north. The Indicative Site Layout (Plan 1) demonstrates that the site can
be developed in a manner that creates a new strong landscaped edge to the village. The site is
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07496 321660

capable of having a safe access onto Closes Side Lane. Furthermore it is deliverable in the short
term. There are no technical or legal impediments to delivery. For your consideration we attach
an illustrative plan showing how the site could be developed in a sympathetic manner that
establishes a new green edge to the settlement.
These representations should be considered in conjunction with our client's representations
submitted with regard to the Rushcliffe Borough Council Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies Other Options consultation.
If you require any clarification or further information then do not hesitate to contact me.

Yours faithfully

Paul Stone
Stone Planning Services Limited

Enclosure
Plan 1 - Indicative site layout
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Appendix 1: Rushcliffe BC Assessment of Sites - East Bridgford
GREEN BELT PRINCIPLE






Unrestricted Sprawl
Prevent Merging
Safeguard from
countryside
encroachment
Preserve character and
setting of historic
towns
Assist in urban
regeneration and
recycling derelict land
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EAS3
2
1
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EAS4
3
1
3

EAS5
4
1
3

EAS6
4
2
5

3

3

2

1

3

3

3

3
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GREEN BELT PRINCIPLE






Unrestricted Sprawl
Prevent Merging
Safeguard from
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encroachment
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SITE
EAS3
3
1
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EAS4
2
1
2

EAS5
5
1
4

EAS6
5
3
5

3

2

2

1

3

3

3

3

14
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Rushcliffe Green Belt Review Part 2 (b) – Additional Sites
(Draft for consultation)

Response Form
Your Details
Aldergate Properties Limited
High Street,
Arnold
Nottingham
NG5 7D

Agent details (where applicable)
Name
Address

E-mail

Mr Paul Stone
Stone Planning Services Limited
9 Yardley Close
Swanwick
Derbyshire
DE55 1EP
p

1. Green Belt Review Part 2 (b): Additional sites review
Do you agree or disagree with the review of the additional Green Belt sites around Rushcliffe’s Key
Settlements and other villages against the purposes for including land within the Green Belt? If you
disagree, state why the assessment is incorrect and provide your Green Belt score and conclusions on
Green Belt importance. Your comment should focus on the land’s performance against Green Belt
purposes.
See attached response
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

2. Please provide any others comments you wish to make

See attached response
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please return by 5pm 31 March 2017

to:

Planning Policy
Rushcliffe Borough Council
Rushcliffe Arena
Rugby Road
West Bridgford
Nottingham
NG2 7YG

Or to: localdevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk

Please note that your comments can be directly entered through the Borough Council’s online
consultation system: http://rushcliffe-consult.objective.co.uk/portal
Data protection: The details you submit to the Borough Council will be used in the Local Plan preparation and
associated processes. Please note that comments and personal details cannot be treated as confidential and
may be made available for public inspection both physically and/or through the Borough Council’s website. We
may publish all names, addresses and comments received, including on our website. We will use our best
endeavours to not publish signatures, personal telephone numbers or email addresses.

