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Dear Sir/Madam,
REPRESENTATIONS ON BEHALF OF ALDERGATE PROPERTIES LTD, TO:
RUSHCLIFFE BOROUGH COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN PART 2: LAND AND PLANNING
POLICIES OTHER OPTIONS (Relating to Keyworth)
Stone Planning Services Limited is commissioned by Aldergate Properties Ltd to prepare and
submit representations with regard to the above consultation. In particular these representations
relate to Questions 1, 10 and 11.
Background
Our client owns land located to the north of Bunny Lane, Keyworth, which is shown on Plan 1
attached.
The site covers approximately 14 hectares and is located on the western edge of Keyworth. It
has a road frontage (approximately 190 metres) to Bunny Lane on its southern boundary, fields
to the east and west and a farm track (unmade extension to Debdale Lane) and further fields to
the north. It comprises two linear fields with the western section also accommodating a small
copse - Cotton's Plantation.
The Bunny Lane frontage is demarcated by a strong hedge line set back from the road with a
narrow verge. The access would lie within an area covered by the national speed limit (60mph),
hence appropriate visibility splays will be required which will depend on actual road speeds and
whether a TRO has been put in place to adjust them.
The site's topography rises from approximately 70 metres AOD at the Bunny Lane frontage to 80
metres in the locality of Cotton's Plantation. It then falls quite steeply down to the farm track on
the northern boundary (approximately 60 metres).
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RUSHCLIFE LOCAL PLAN PART2: LAND AND PLANNING POLICIES OTHER OPTIONS
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 from Key Settlements and other villages.
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 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 need
for housing could be 900 fewer than is required according to the Council’s current estimates. We
would suggest that this is an underestimate. The consultation therefore proposes that the Part 2
Plan needs to identify land for at least 2,000 houses. We believe that an additional 2,500 homes
should be provided in order to meet the OAN and provide a 5 Years Supply.
The Keyworth Green Belt Review that was prepared by bpud on behalf of Keyworth Parish
Council in September 2014 formed part of the evidence base to the then emerging Keyworth
Neighbourhood Plan. It should be noted that my clients and it is suspected that others’ were
unaware of that consultation and were not able therefore contribute to that process.
It identified 10 "Green Assessment Areas" around Keyworth. Our Client’s site is located within
Area I (land to the west of the current limit of Keyworth), North of Bunny Lane and South of
Debdale Lane.
Area I, together with 8 of the other Areas was classified as having only "Medium" importance in
green belt terms. Only Area G was considered to be "Medium/High.
Areas to the west of Keyworth (Areas H, I and J) were combined into "Cluster 3". There were 2
other clusters, one to the south and the other to the north-east. Cluster 2 was seen as having
the greatest impact on the green belt. The average scores for Cluster 3 (which includes our
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client’s site), when assessed against the 5 green belt purposes (para 80 NPPF) were the lowest.
Overall it concluded that development should be avoided in Areas A, B, E, F and G. Hence there
was no overriding reason to discount development potential on Area I.
The earlier Green Belt Review Consultation Documents provided a detailed review of SHLAA sites
in relation to the importance of the Green Belt.
In this location the overall Green Belt area of Keyworth was considered by the Council to be of
low – medium importance. Part of our Client’s site is identified as site KEY13 on the map on
page 70 of the earlier Draft Green Belt Review consultation document and the specific site
analysis concludes that this part of the site is considered to be medium-high Green Belt
importance.
We strongly objected to that analysis. When compared against the adjacent site (Site KEY 12),
site KEY 12 scored 14 points and part of our Client’s site scored 15 points which is only 1 point
higher in the analysis, however Site KEY 12 was identified as low to medium Green Belt
importance. The 2 sites scored the same in respect of the five purposes of including land in the
Green Belt (Paragraph 80 of NPPF): prevent merging of settlements, assist in safeguarding the
countryside from encroachment, preserve setting and special character of the historic settlement
and assist in urban regeneration.
The single point difference relates to the Green Belt Purpose – Check unrestricted sprawl of
settlements, the reasoning for the extra point is that the site slopes westward thus increasing its
prominence. We objected to this description; there is a gentle slope south to north on the site
up to Cottons Plantation.

This gentle slope would not increase prominence of development

anymore that the adjacent site. In any event as shown on the Master Plan discussed below a
significant visual buffer can be achieved.
The proposed Master Plan (Plan 2) shows how our Clients site could be developed in conjunction
with the adjacent site and provides a more logical and comprehensive scheme than is proposed.
Our Master Plan demonstrates a large area of open space which would form a linear park to the
west of the development. This linear park along the western boundary would provide a strong
long lasting physical end stop to the village.
We noted in our previous comments that the southern part of SHLAA site KEY 3 was proposed to
be allocated for housing development in the Draft Local Plan Consultation document even though
that site was identified in the Draft Green Belt Review as being medium to high importance,
scoring 17 points.
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On the basis of the above comments the Green Belt score for our Client’s site was assessed as
follows:
Site Name Land at Bunny Lane (3)

Land at Bunny Lane (3)

Green Belt Site Ref

KEY13

SHLAA Ref

150(434)

Strategic Green Belt Area

Keyworth West

Green Belt Purpose

Score

Justification

Check unrestricted
sprawl of settlements

2

Prevent merging of
settlements

2

Assist in
safeguarding the
countryside from
encroachment

3

Preserve setting and
special character of
historic settlement

1

Removal of sites KEY 11,12 & 13 is a logical
extension to the settlement. It would allow for a
comprehensive development in a sustainable
location that would meet housing need in
Keyworth and provide a defensible Green Belt
boundary. It would also allow for the objectives
of the Draft Neighbourhood Plan to be met.
Development would reduce the distance
between Keyworth and Bunny/Bradmore.
However, this reduction would not be significant.
The land is currently open countryside but open
countryside will need to be released to
accommodate future growth in Keyworth and
this area of the settlement is the most logical for
release and will have the least impact on the
openness of the countryside.
There are no statutory or non-statutory heritage
assets within or in close proximity to the site.

Assist in urban
regeneration
Green Belt Score

3
11

There are no specific urban regeneration
projects in Keyworth.
Low - Medium

Our score for this site equates to 11 points which is in the category low to medium and is similar
to the adjacent sites KEY 11 and 12. Based on the above analysis and scoring we maintain that
this sustainable site should be released from the Green Belt and allocated for housing to meet
future demand in Keyworth.
The current consultation takes no account of this previous green belt assessment work.
In our opinion Keyworth is capable of accommodating much higher levels of housing than the
450-480 indicated in the Neighbourhood Plan over the Plan period. The adopted Part 1 Core
Strategy indicated a minimum of 450 dwellings in Keyworth - a Key Settlement. We believe
that under the current circumstances that figure should be in the region of 650 dwellings over
the Plan Period.
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Keyworth is a highly sustainable settlement; it is a Key Settlement where growth is anticipated.
It has a wide range of services and facilities and is a popular place to live. These include shops,
schools, medical centre, sports facilities and public transport. It is a strong sub housing market
area where quick delivery would be made.
Our client's site (KEY 11), north of Bunny Lane can have an access off Bunny Lane in accordance
with the 6Cs Guide and internally the site can integrate with site KEY10 in terms of pedestrian
and cyclist penetration and open space provision. Our client’s site is well placed within easy
walking distance of the town centre shopping areas and services and the multi million pound
health centre. It is far better located than other sites to the east of the settlement which are
remote from the centre.
We urge the Council to reconsider its position in Keyworth in the light of the green belt evidence
and the need to find significantly more sites in the Borough to meet the housing need both
within the next 5 years but also within the Plan Period. The Council should remove site KEY 11
from the green belt to allow development to take place. Alternatively, it should consider
designating the site as "safeguarded land" and Paragraph 85 of the NPPF advises Local
Authorities to :

"satisfy themselves that Green Belt boundaries will not need to be altered at the end of
the development plan period; and
"where necessary, identify in their plans areas of ‘safeguarded land’ between the urban
area and the Green Belt, in order to meet longer-term development needs stretching well
beyond the plan period;"
In our view it is inevitable that further green belt release will be required in the Borough during
the current and that more will be required in a subsequent Plan Period and the Council should
address this now by providing Safeguarded Land which is not intended to be released until a
further Plan or Plan Review.
We trust that you will give careful consideration to our comments.
Yours faithfully

Paul Stone
Stone Planning Services Limited
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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 …………………………………………………………………………….
know



√


Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
1

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 an additional 10% buffer (over & above the 20%
buffer required due to failures in past delivery) 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

…………………………………………………………………………….

2

√



Don’t ……………………………………………………………………………….
know .





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 and doing so would do nothing to address the delivery trajectory issues .
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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

√

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Don’t ……………………………………………………………………………….
know .





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 ……………………………………………………………………………….
know .





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

4

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)







Any other location (please specify which)
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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 listed

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 ……………………………………………………………………………..
know



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

Question 9: Do you support housing development at:
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)





√
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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:
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)





√
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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)





√

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.
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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

Ruddington
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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

Housing development at ‘other villages’

Question 16: Do you agree that, apart from the site to the south of Abbey Road,
10

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 ……………………………………………………………………………….
know .



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

√





Any other settlement (please specify which)







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







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 these individual sites
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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)





√

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)





√
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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 should be less than East
Bridgford or Cropwell Bishop

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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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 listed

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
"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:

15

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 Tollerton could accommodate only "proportionate" growth as set out in the
"Settlements Background Paper. Tollerton is one of the smallest "other villages". Its growth should
be less than all of the other settlements

Question 27: Do you support housing development at:
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)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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 listed

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
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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