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30 March 2017
Ref – 29268L029il

Rushcliffe Borough Council
Planning Policy
Rushcliffe Arena
Rugby Road
West Bridgford
Nottingham
NG2 7YG
Dear Sirs
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies Further Options Consultation
Amec Foster Wheeler Environment and Infrastructure UK Limited (Amec Foster Wheeler) has
been instructed by The Crown Estate to submit representations to the above consultation, as
well as providing comments on the Green Belt Review assessment of additional sites. The
responses below are also provided on the individual response forms attached to this letter at
Appendix A.
Support is offered for the delivery of at least an additional 900 dwellings in order to boost
delivery in accordance with the NPPF. We would also encourage the Council to consider again
whether further flexibility is required as this may not be enough to avoid further issues when
the delivery from large sites is considered.
However, we have concerns regarding a number of the proposed housing locations, and
consider that development should be located at the larger and more sustainable Key
Settlements, rather than releasing greenfield/Green Belt land at unsustainable locations within
the smaller villages.
We also have significant concerns with the Green Belt assessment both in terms of the
methodology in general and the way it has been applied to our site north of Shelford Road,
Radcliffe on Trent (RAD11).
Further details regarding this is provided in the following sections.
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?
In assessing locations for development, boosting delivery and to avoid diluting the spatial
strategy it is essential that settlements are prioritised based on:


The range of services on offer now and the ability to improve the offer in the future:



The availability of non-car based forms of travel including both bus and rail services;
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The availability of suitable sites that are free of constraints such as flood risk, and are
readily developable;



The availability of sites that can be released without undermining the strategic purpose
of the Green Belt; and



The level of development that is already committed through allocations and planning
permissions.

When such a balanced assessment is undertaken it is clear that Radcliffe is the most suitable
Key Settlement that has no committed development. Therefore, the village should be
considered for a higher level of housing than the 400 dwellings currently proposed. At least
600 homes should be allocated to the North East area which is close to the station, free of
constraints and of low to medium Green Belt importance.
With regards to sustainability, Radcliffe contains a range of key services and facilities including
shops, restaurants, banks, schools, post office, doctor’s surgery and dental practice.
Compared to the other key villages (Cotgrave, East Leake, Keyworth and Ruddington)
Radcliffe also has a railway station, and the village is located on the A52 route providing easy
access into Nottingham both by car and high frequency public transport, making it a highly
sustainable location for further development. This suggests that of these settlements, Radcliffe
is the most sustainable location for growth due to the range of services it offers and
accessibility to public transport.
With regards to the other key growth villages, East Leake is situated further from Nottingham,
and is not on the main transport route into Nottingham. The village does not have a railway
station and already has commitments of 800 dwellings, double that envisaged in the Local
Plan. Further allocations are unlikely to assist delivery or meet the needs of other rural parts
of the Borough.
Ruddington does not have a railway station, and the village is located close to the southern
edge of Nottingham, particularly the northern and western sides of the village. Development
around Ruddington would narrow this gap further. Therefore, it is considered that to prevent
the merging of settlements, the Green Belt around Ruddington should be retained.
Keyworth does not have a railway station, and the eastern side of the village is close to the
smaller village of Normanton-on-the-Wolds. Therefore, any development to the east of the
village would narrow this gap. Radcliffe should be preferred as a location for additional growth
before increasing the requirement further at Keyworth.
Whilst Cotgrave is close to the A46, the site is a significant distance from the main transport
routes into Nottingham. The village does not contain a railway station. Some limited additional
growth may be justified if it does not undermine current regeneration plans.
Question 13: Do you support housing development at:
RAD11 North of Holme Lane
The site is not supported for the following reasons.
Although this site is contained between the existing settlement and railway embankment, it is
within the narrowest part of the Green Belt between Radcliffe and Holme Pierrepoint and the
adjacent Nottingham urban area. The Draft Green Belt Review recognises that distances
between the village and Holme Pierrepoint and Gamston/West Brigford would be reduced if
land was developed to the west of Radcliffe. Therefore, it performs an important role in
preventing the merging of the settlements, and retaining it as Green Belt is crucial.
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The Green Belt assessment under-scores the importance of the site in preventing the merging
of settlements. It confusingly uses the presence of a strong boundary in mitigation of this
purpose, when such features are properly associated with the tests of sprawl/encroachment.
The merger test is a relatively simple one of proximity and a higher score of 4 or 5 should be
awarded to reflect this giving a total of 16.
The land is entirely within Flood Zone 2, adjacent to land to the north which is within Flood
Zone 3, as shown on the Environment Agency Flood Map extract at Appendix B. In
accordance with Paragraphs 100 and 101 of the NPPF, land outside of flood risk areas should
be prioritised for development, and development should not be allocated on land if appropriate
sites are available for the development which have a lower probability of flooding.
It is, therefore, considered that land to the west of the village is not suitable for development,
and should be retained as Green Belt land in favour of releasing less sensitive and less
constrained land to the north-east.
RAD12 Land to the North of Shelford Road
The Crown Estate’s land north of Shelford Road is considered to be a suitable location for a
residential development to assist in boosting housing supply within Rushcliffe. Land to the
north-east is not within an area of flooding risk, and is in a wide part of the Green Belt with a
large physical and visual separation between Radcliffe-on-Trent and Shelford. This area is
scored by the Council as having low to moderate importance for Green belt purposes. Our
critique of the site itself scores it of low value and suitable for release (see our revised
assessment).
The land is within The Crown Estate’s ownership and is available for development within the
early part of the Plan period. It is suggested that around 200 dwellings could be
accommodated on the site. Other smaller options could be considered or phased. Early
delivery would be achievable off the Shelford Road in the period 2019-2024 when the homes
are needed.
The traffic modelling included within the Transport Assessment for the planning application for
land south of Shelford Road indicates that the highway infrastructure has capacity for a
development of 400 dwellings. As such, development of The Crown Estate’s site in isolation
could be suitably achieved. Amec Foster Wheeler is currently undertaking traffic modelling to
demonstrate that the delivery of around 600 dwellings at this location can be achieved, which
will be submitted to the Council in due course.
With regards to transport and infrastructure provision, RAD12 is approximately 1.2km northeast of the railway station, and there are two bus stops along Shelford Road within 400m of
the site, providing frequent services into Nottingham. The site lies adjacent to Shelford Road,
which provides access towards the villages of Shelford and Newton, as well as access into
Radcliffe village centre connecting onto Main Road/Bingham Road/Nottingham Road which
leads onto the A52 and A46.
The site is approximately 1.4km from the services and facilities contained within the village
centre. It is understood that a new Primary School is proposed on the site south of Shelford
Road. Releasing The Crown Estate’s site from the Green Belt could assist in delivery of the
school if both sites were to come forward for development and there is a strong case for
coordination between the schemes and infrastructure delivery (see Concept Layout and
revised Green Belt boundary Context Plan at Appendix C).
The Radcliffe-on-Trent Neighbourhood Plan recognises that the Trent Valley Way is a key link
for providing alternative sustainable modes of transport, and seeks to reinforce green links
around the village including the green corridor adjacent to the River Trent. Opportunities exist
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to provide public open space on the northern part of the site, extending pedestrian and
recreational links within the site to connect with the existing Trent Valley Way and wider
network of footpaths that lie adjacent to the River Trent.
It is, therefore, considered that land to the north of Shelford Road is an entirely sensible and
sustainable location for residential development to increase the provision at Radcliffe-on-Trent.
Its release would not undermine Green belt purposes.
Green Belt Review: Land North of Shelford Road
The Council’s overall score of the Radcliffe North East growth area as having low-medium
Green Belt importance is supported.
However, we have significant concerns about the methodology used in assessing the Land
north of Shelford Road. An alternative and more appropriate methodology for assessing Green
Belt sites, which was produced by Amec Foster Wheeler and is used by a number of Local
Authorities, is provided at Appendix D.
It is considered that the assessment for The Crown Estate’s site north of Shelford Road is
incorrect and does not appropriately reflect the character of the site or its wider context. The
photograph of the site included within the Green Belt Review is misleading as it does not
adequately show the residential properties to the west and Shelford Lodge Farm to the east,
i.e. the site context.
A planning application for change of use of Shelford Lodge Farm to employment use was
permitted in 2008 with a new access road in the Green belt. An extension to the planning
permission was permitted in 2011. In addition to the farmhouse which was retained in
residential use, the site, although partly vacant, has a permitted employment use. Although
the current tenant resides in the farmhouse, the site ceased to be a working farm prior to the
submission of the planning application, and the land has been swept up within surrounding
landholdings. It has no historic designation.
We have critiqued the Green Belt assessment and provided an alternative scoring which better
reflects the site and the impact in would have on the surrounding area if it was to be released
for residential development.
Table 1: Amec Foster Wheeler Revised Green Belt Assessment of Land North of
Shelford Road
Strategic Green
Belt Area

Radcliffe
North
East

12 low-medium Green Belt importance

Green Belt
Purpose

AMEC
Revised
Score

Justification/Amec Comments

Check unrestricted
sprawl of
settlements

2

The site is bound by the settlement edge to the west,
Shelford Road and Crown Cottages to the south, the
access road and Shelford Lodge Farm to the east
which is in employment use, and the River Trent
escarpment provides a strong north-western boundary.
The boundaries are clear and identifiable as set out at
para.1.19 of the methodology.

(note NPPF refers
to ‘large built up
areas’)
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Development of the site would not contribute towards
sprawl of the settlement, as the site is well contained by
existing development on three sides. It is modest in
scale well related to the built edge and distinctly
separate from the more open rural landscape to the
east beyond Shelford Lodge Farm and its access road.
It would essentially round off the settlement in this
location.
On this basis a lower score is recommended. The photo
viewpoint in Appendix E (viewpoint 1) illustrates this
point looking south west towards Shelford Lodge Farm.
Prevent merging of
Settlements

1

(Note NPPF refers
to Towns)

The strategic function of the Green Belt is to prevent
merger with West Bridgford and not between villages,
the NPPF refers to the merging of ‘Towns’. The site
contributes nothing to this purpose.
Even if the Council’s modified criteria is used there is no
significant risk of merger with Shelford given the extent
of the gap and physical features, neither is there any
visual connectivity. The site contributes little to this
purpose.
A lower score is therefore recommended.

Assist in
safeguarding the
countryside from
encroachment

2

Other than the farmhouse, which is retained in
residential use, the buildings which previously formed
part of Shelford Lodge Farm have been permitted for
employment use.
As stated above, the site is bound by residential
dwellings to the west, of which the large detached
dwelling at the corner of Shelford Road is visible from a
number of viewpoints. Shelford Lodge Farm
employment site lies adjacent to the east, and Crown
Cottages to the south on the opposite side of Shelford
Road. The site is well contained by existing residential
and employment development on three sides which
forms a partially urbanised context to the site.
The photographs provided at Appendix E illustrate that
the site is clearly seen against the existing settlement
edge or screened by the extensive building and planting
at Shelford Lodge Farm. The appended layout shows
that higher parts of the site can be avoided.
Whilst the open countryside is a significant feature of
land to the east of Shelford Lodge Farm, this is not the
case for this site.

Page 5 of 16

Continued…
Based on the above a lower score is recommended as
the contribution is limited.
Preserve setting
and special
character of
historic settlement

1

(Note NPPF refers
to ‘Towns’)

There are no designated heritage assets either within
the site or in close proximity. The site makes no special
contribution to the historic setting of any towns or the
village (noting that the NPPF actually refers to ‘Towns’).
It contributes nothing to strategic Green Belt purposes
in this respect.
We consider that the limited reference to the unlisted
Farm is inappropriate to a Green Belt study, which is
not intended to offer some other form of protection to a
very wide range of designated and undesignated
assets. The site has been repeatedly permitted for
conversion to B1 and B8 uses by the Council, allowing
new access roads on the site and increased parking.
On this basis a lower score is recommended.

Assist in urban
regeneration

3

This score should relate to the regeneration of
Nottingham, to focus development on brownfield land
within the urban area. It is difficult to assess how the
release of greenfield sites for development, particularly
those in more rural locations, would impact the
regeneration of the major urban areas. As such, it is
agreed that a moderate score should be given.

Green Belt Score

09

Low

Based on the above, it is considered that Land north of Shelford Road does not make a
significant contribution to Green Belt purposes, and allocating it for development would not
cause a detrimental impact on this part of the Green Belt. The site clearly performs better than
sites such as RAD1, RAD5, RAD9 for example which are in open countryside, in critically
narrow parts of the Green Belt or encourage ribbon sprawl along major road corridors.
The site is not very visible from the north, from either Shelford or Stoke Bardolph. The site is
visible from the south, although it sits within the context of existing development along Shelford
Road to the west including the large detached dwelling at the corner of the site which forms a
prominent feature in the landscape, and the Shelford Lodge Farm employment site to the east.
Photographs at Appendix E provide the context of the site from a number of viewpoints.
It is, therefore, concluded that the Land north of Shelford Road is an appropriate location for
delivering a proportion of Radcliffe’s housing requirement, and that the Green Belt should be
amended to release this site as demonstrated on the Context Plan at Appendix C.
Question 17: Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as suitable
for a limited level of housing growth on greenfield sites?
Whilst it may be necessary to release some land at these smaller settlements, the Council
should prioritise development on sites within the key settlements which are available for
development and deliverable within the short-term to boost the Borough’s housing supply and
meet existing housing needs. As such, it is considered that land at the ‘other villages’ should
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Appendix A – Response Forms
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Rushcliffe Green Belt Review Part 2 (b) – Additional Sites
(Draft for consultation)

Response Form
Your Details
The Crown Estate
C/O Agent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name
Address

Neil Hall
Amec Foster Wheeler
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
CV32 6JX

E-mail
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.
We have significant concerns about the methodology used in assessing Green Belt sites, in particular
Land north of Shelford Road. See Covering Letter Appendix D for an alternative and more appropriate
methodology for assessing Green Belt sites, which was produced by Amec Foster Wheeler and is used by
a number of Local Authorities.

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

2. Please provide any others comments you wish to make

The Council’s overall score of the Radcliffe North East growth area as having low-medium Green Belt
importance is supported.
It is considered that the assessment for The Crown Estate’s site north of Shelford Road is incorrect and
does not appropriately reflect the character of the site or its wider context. The photograph of the site
included within the Green Belt Review is misleading as it does not adequately show the residential
properties to the west and Shelford Lodge Farm to the east, i.e. the site context.
A planning application for change of use of Shelford Lodge Farm to employment use was permitted in
2008 with a new access road in the Green belt. An extension to the planning permission was permitted in
2011. In addition to the farmhouse which was retained in residential use, the site, although partly vacant,
has a permitted employment use. Although the current tenant resides in the farmhouse, the site ceased
to be a working farm prior to the submission of the planning application, and the land has been swept up
within surrounding landholdings. It has no historic designation.

We have critiqued the Green Belt assessment and provided an alternative scoring which better reflects the
site and the impact in would have on the surrounding area if it was to be released for residential
development. The Appendices referred to are attached to the covering letter.
Table 1: Amec Foster Wheeler Revised Green Belt Assessment of Land north of Shelford Road
Strategic Green
Belt Area

Radcliffe
North
East

12 low-medium Green Belt importance

Green Belt
Purpose

AMEC
Revised
Score

Justification/Amec Comments

Check unrestricted
sprawl of
settlements

2

The site is bound by the settlement edge to the west,
Shelford Road and Crown Cottages to the south, the
access road and Shelford Lodge Farm to the east
which is in employment use, and the River Trent
escarpment provides a strong north-western boundary.
The boundaries are clear and identifiable as set out at
para.1.19 of the methodology.

(note NPPF refers
to ‘large built up
areas’)

Development of the site would not contribute towards
sprawl of the settlement, as the site is well contained by
existing development on three sides. It is modest in
scale well related to the built edge and distinctly
separate from the more open rural landscape to the
east beyond Shelford Lodge Farm and its access
road.It would essentially round off the settlement in this
location.
On this basis a lower score is recommended. The photo
viewpoint in Appendix E (viewpoint 1) illustrates this
point looking south west towards Shelford Lodge Farm.
Prevent merging of
Settlements

1

(Note NPPF refers
to Towns)

The strategic function of the Green Belt is to prevent
merger with West Bridgford and not between villages,
the NPPF refers to the merging of ‘Towns’. The site
contributes nothing to this purpose.
Even if the Council’s modified criteria is used there is no
significant risk of merger with Shelford given the extent
of the gap and physical features, neither is there any
visual connectivity. The site contributes little to this
purpose.
A lower score is therefore recommended.

Assist in
safeguarding the
countryside from
encroachment

2

Other than the farmhouse, which is retained in
residential use, the buildings which previously formed
part of Shelford Lodge Farm have been permitted for
employment use.
As stated above, the site is bound by residential
dwellings to the west, of which the large detached
dwelling at the corner of Shelford Road is visible from a
number of viewpoints. Shelford Lodge Farm
employment site lies adjacent to the east, and Crown
Cottages to the south on the opposite side of Shelford
Road. The site is well contained by existing residential
and employment development on three sides which
forms a partially urbanised context to the site.

The photographs provided at Appendix E illustrate that
the site is clearly seen against the existing settlement
edge or screened by the extensive building and planting
at Shelford Lodge Farm. The appended layout shows
that higher parts of the site can be avoided.
Whilst the open countryside is a significant feature of
land to the east of Shelford Lodge Farm, this is not the
case for this site.
Based on the above a lower score is recommended as
the contribution is limited.
Preserve setting
and special
character of
historic settlement

1

(Note NPPF refers
to ‘Towns’)

There are no designated heritage assets either within
the site or in close proximity. The site makes no special
contribution to the historic setting of any towns or the
village (noting that the NPPF actually refers to ‘Towns’).
It contributes nothing to strategic Green Belt purposes
in this respect.
We consider that the limited reference to the unlisted
Farm is inappropriate to a Green Belt study, which is
not intended to offer some other form of protection to a
very wide range of designated and undesignated
assets. The site has been repeatedly permitted for
conversion to B1 and B8 uses by the Council, allowing
new access roads on the site and increased parking.
On this basis a lower score is recommended.

Assist in urban
regeneration

3

This score should relate to the regeneration of
Nottingham, to focus development on brownfield land
within the urban area. It is difficult to assess how the
release of greenfield sites for development, particularly
those in more rural locations, would impact the
regeneration of the major urban areas. As such, it is
agreed that a moderate score should be given.

Green Belt Score

09

Low

Based on the above, it is considered that Land north of Shelford Road does not make a significant
contribution to Green Belt purposes, and allocating it for development would not cause a detrimental
impact on this part of the Green Belt. The site clearly performs better than sites such as RAD1, RAD5,
RAD9 for example which are in open countryside, in critically narrow parts of the Green Belt or encourage
ribbon sprawl along major road corridors.
The site is not very visible from the north, from either Shelford or Stoke Bardolph. The site is visible from
the south, although it sits within the context of existing development along Shelford Road to the west
including the large detached dwelling at the corner of the site which forms a prominent feature in the
landscape, and the Shelford Lodge Farm employment site to the east. Photographs at Appendix E
provide the context of the site from a number of viewpoints.
It is, therefore, concluded that the Land north of Shelford Road is an appropriate location for delivering a
proportion of Radcliffe’s housing requirement, and that the Green Belt should be amended to release this
site as demonstrated on the Context Plan at Appendix C.

(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.

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
The Crown Estate
C/O Agent

Click here to enter text.

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Neil Hall

Address

Amec Foster Wheeler
Gables House
Kenilworth Road
Leamington Spa
CV32 6JX

E-mail

Neil.hall@amecfw.com

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



1

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.

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

…………………………………………………………………………….



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



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.

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)







2

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

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.

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 …..



3

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.

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.
Click here to enter text.

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)







4

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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)







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.

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

…………………………………………………………………………….



5

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



Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Click here to enter text.

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)







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.

6

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.
Click here to enter text.

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)







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)







7

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Click here to enter text.

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.
In assessing locations for development, boosting delivery and to avoid diluting the spatial
strategy it is essential that settlements are prioritised based on:


The range of services on offer now and the ability to improve the offer in the future:



The availability of non-car based forms of travel including both bus and rail services;



The availability of suitable sites that are free of constraints such as flood risk, and
are readily developable;



The availability of sites that can be released without undermining the strategic
purpose of the Green Belt; and



The level of development that is already committed through allocations and planning
permissions.
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When such a balanced assessment is undertaken it is clear that Radcliffe is the most
suitable Key Settlement that has no committed development. Therefore, the village should
be considered for a higher level of housing than the 400 dwellings currently proposed. At
least 600 homes should be allocated to the North East area which is close to the station,
free of constraints and of low to medium Green Belt importance.
With regards to sustainability, Radcliffe contains a range of key services and facilities
including shops, restaurants, banks, schools, post office, doctor’s surgery and dental
practice. Compared to the other key villages (Cotgrave, East Leake, Keyworth and
Ruddington) Radcliffe also has a railway station, and the village is located on the A52 route
providing easy access into Nottingham both by car and high frequency public transport,
making it a highly sustainable location for further development. This suggests that of these
settlements, Radcliffe is the most sustainable location for growth due to the range of
services it offers and accessibility to public transport.
With regards to the other key growth villages, East Leake is situated further from
Nottingham, and is not on the main transport route into Nottingham. The village does not
have a railway station and already has commitments of 800 dwellings, double that
envisaged in the Local Plan. Further allocations are unlikely to assist delivery or meet the
needs of other rural parts of the Borough.
Ruddington does not have a railway station, and the village is located close to the southern
edge of Nottingham, particularly the northern and western sides of the village. Development
around Ruddington would narrow this gap further. Therefore, it is considered that to prevent
the merging of settlements, the Green Belt around Ruddington should be retained.
Keyworth does not have a railway station, and the eastern side of the village is close to the
smaller village of Normanton-on-the-Wolds. Therefore, any development to the east of the
village would narrow this gap. Radcliffe should be preferred as a location for additional
growth before increasing the requirement further at Keyworth.
Whilst Cotgrave is close to the A46, the site is a significant distance from the main transport
routes into Nottingham. The village does not contain a railway station. Some limited
additional growth may be justified if it does not undermine current regeneration plans.

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)
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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.
RAD11 North of Holme Lane
The site is not supported for the following reasons.
Although this site is contained between the existing settlement and railway embankment, it
is within the narrowest part of the Green Belt between Radcliffe and Holme Pierrepoint and
the adjacent Nottingham urban area. The Draft Green Belt Review recognises that
distances between the village and Holme Pierrepoint and Gamston/West Brigford would be
reduced if land was developed to the west of Radcliffe. Therefore, it performs an important
role in preventing the merging of the settlements, and retaining it as Green Belt is crucial.
The Green Belt assessment under-scores the importance of the site in preventing the
merging of settlements. It confusingly uses the presence of a strong boundary in mitigation
of this purpose, when such features are properly associated with the tests of
sprawl/encroachment. The merger test is a relatively simple one of proximity and a higher
score of 4 or 5 should be awarded to reflect this giving a total of 16.
The land is entirely within Flood Zone 2, adjacent to land to the north which is within Flood
Zone 3, as shown on the Environment Agency Flood Map extract at Appendix B. In
accordance with Paragraphs 100 and 101 of the NPPF, land outside of flood risk areas
should be prioritised for development, and development should not be allocated on land if
appropriate sites are available for the development which have a lower probability of
flooding.
It is, therefore, considered that land to the west of the village is not suitable for development,
and should be retained as Green Belt land in favour of releasing less sensitive and less
constrained land to the north-east.
RAD12 Land to the north of Shelford Road
The Crown Estate’s land north of Shelford Road is considered to be a suitable location for
a residential development to assist in boosting housing supply within Rushcliffe. Land to
the north-east is not within an area of flooding risk, and is in a wide part of the Green Belt
with a large physical and visual separation between Radcliffe-on-Trent and Shelford. This
area is scored by the Council as having low to moderate importance for Green belt
purposes. Our critique of the site itself scores it of low value and suitable for release (see
our revised assessment).
The land is within The Crown Estate’s ownership and is available for development within
the early part of the Plan period. It is suggested that around 200 dwellings could be
accommodated on the site. Other smaller options could be considered or phased. Early
delivery would be achievable off the Shelford Road in the period 2019-2024 when the homes
are needed.
The traffic modelling included within the Transport Assessment for the planning application
for land south of Shelford Road indicates that the highway infrastructure has capacity for a
development of 400 dwellings. As such, development of The Crown Estate’s site in isolation
could be suitably achieved. Amec Foster Wheeler is currently undertaking traffic modelling
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to demonstrate that the delivery of around 600 dwellings at this location can be achieved,
which will be submitted to the Council in due course.
With regards to transport and infrastructure provision, RAD12 is approximately 1.2km northeast of the railway station, and there are two bus stops along Shelford Road within 400m of
the site, providing frequent services into Nottingham. The site lies adjacent to Shelford
Road, which provides access towards the villages of Shelford and Newton, as well as
access into Radcliffe village centre connecting onto Main Road/Bingham Road/Nottingham
Road which leads onto the A52 and A46.
The site is approximately 1.4km from the services and facilities contained within the village
centre. It is understood that a new Primary School is proposed on the site south of Shelford
Road. Releasing The Crown Estate’s site from the Green Belt could assist in delivery of the
school if both sites were to come forward for development and there is a strong case for
coordination between the schemes and infrastructure delivery (see Concept Layout and
revised Green Belt boundary Context Plan at Appendix C).
The Radcliffe-on-Trent Neighbourhood Plan recognises that the Trent Valley Way is a key
link for providing alternative sustainable modes of transport, and seeks to reinforce green
links around the village including the green corridor adjacent to the River Trent.
Opportunities exist to provide public open space on the northern part of the site, extending
pedestrian and recreational links within the site to connect with the existing Trent Valley
Way and wider network of footpaths that lie adjacent to the River Trent.
It is, therefore, considered that land to the north of Shelford Road is an entirely sensible and
sustainable location for residential development to increase the provision at Radcliffe-onTrent. Its release would not undermine Green belt purposes.

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.

Question 15: Do you support housing development at:
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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.
Click here to enter text.

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 ……………………………………………………………………………
know …..
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Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Click here to enter text.

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.
Whilst it may be necessary to release some land at these smaller settlements, the Council
should prioritise development on sites within the key settlements which are available for
development and deliverable within the short-term to boost the Borough’s housing supply
and meet existing housing needs. As such, it is considered that land at the ‘other villages’
should only be released once development locations within the main urban area and key
growth villages have been suitably explored.

Cropwell Bishop
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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.
Click here to enter text.

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.
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Click here to enter text.

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.
Click here to enter text.

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)







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







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.

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.
Click here to enter text.

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.
Click here to enter text.

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.
Click here to enter text.

Question 25: Do you support housing development at:
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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.
Click here to enter text.

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.
Click here to enter text.

Question 27: Do you support housing development at:

Site TOL1 – Land at Burnside Grove (potential
capacity around 180 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Click here to enter text.

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
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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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Appendix B – Environment Agency Flood Map Extract for Radcliffeon-Trent
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Appendix C – Concept Masterplan and revised Green Belt boundary
Context Plan
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Appendix D – Green Belt Assessment Methodology
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Green Belt Review Methodology

1. Assessment of parcels against Green Belt purposes
The mapping and analysis of each parcel will involve appraising each Green Belt parcel against the five Green
Belt purposes set out in national policy and forming a preliminary conclusion on its contribution to those
purposes. Particular attention will be paid to both inner and outer boundaries of the Green Belt, and the shared
boundaries with adjacent authorities. The definitions set out in Table 1 will guide the assessment, along with a
detailed assessment proforma set out in the Appendix to this methodology.
Table 1:

Definition of terms to be applied in the review

Green Belt Purpose

Definition

To check the unrestricted sprawl
of large built-up areas

Sprawl – spread out over a large area in an untidy or irregular way (Oxford Dictionary online).

To prevent neighbouring towns
from merging

Neighbouring towns – this relates to the strategic relationship between Nottingham and the
surrounding villages.

Large built-up areas – in the context of this study this is the Nottingham Urban Area.

Merging – this can be by way of general sprawl (above); or
Ribbon development – the building of houses along a main road, especially one leading out of a
town or village (Oxford Dictionary Online). This includes historical patterns of, or current pressures
for, the spread of all forms of development along movement corridors, particularly major roads.
To assist in safeguarding the
countryside from encroachment

Encroachment– a gradual advance beyond usual or acceptable limits (Oxford Dictionary online).
The countryside – open land with an absence of built development and urbanising influences, and
characterised by rural land uses including agriculture and forestry.
Openness – absence of built development or other urbanising elements (i.e. not openness in a
landscape character sense which concerns topography and woodland / hedgerow cover).

To preserve the setting and
special character of historic
towns

Historic town – settlement or place with historic features identified in local policy or through
conservation area or other historic designation(s)..

To assist in urban regeneration
by encouraging the recycling of
derelict and other urban land

Where development in the open countryside is likely to render previously developed land a particular
vicinity less attractive to develop.

The fieldwork will assess each parcel in respect of its contribution to Green Belt purposes (notably in respect of
the key criterion of openness) along with the robustness of the boundaries which define that parcel in light of
the fundamental aim of Green Belt Policy which is to ‘prevent urban sprawl by keeping land permanently open;
the most important attributes of Green Belt being their openness’.
As part of the assessment of each identified parcel against the five purposes of including land in the Green Belt,
the assessment will consider the following:







Existing land use;
Proximity and relationship to built-up areas;
Degree of enclosure/openness;
Character and quality of boundaries;
Distance and visual connection to historic urban centres/key urban areas; and
Relationship to the countryside.

Further refinement of parcel size may be required to help provide a more detailed consideration of these issues
in specific areas of the Green Belt.
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A simple colouring system (Figure 3) and accompanying commentary will be used to set out the conclusions for
each parcel and to produce maps which summarise the extent to which each parcel fulfils each Green Belt
purpose and an overall assessment (a summary matrix and five accompanying maps). This provides a simple
tabular and graphical presentation of the character and function of the Green Belt, strategically and locally.
Figure 3: The Colouring Assessment
Parcel makes a significant contribution to Green Belt purposes and a boundary review is unlikely to
be considered appropriate, although release (either in whole or part) could be considered where
strong material planning considerations exist to justify this.
Parcel makes a contribution to Green Belt purposes indicating that the purposes are partially being
fulfilled and that the boundary could be revised in light of other planning considerations.
Parcel makes a limited contribution overall to Green Belt purposes indicating that these areas
might be considered for Green Belt release, subject to other planning considerations.

Appendix: Parcel Assessment Proforma
Topic

Criteria

NPPF Purposes of the
Green Belt
To check the unrestricted
sprawl of large built up areas

Ribbon/unconstrained development


Does the parcel play a role in preventing ribbon or unconstrained development,
particularly along major transport corridors, and/or has the Green Belt already
been compromised by such development?



Does the Green Belt prevent another settlement being absorbed into a large
built-up area?



Is the parcel part of a wider group of parcels that directly act to prevent sprawl?

Openness


To prevent neighbouring
towns from merging into one
another

To assist in safeguarding the
countryside from
encroachment

To what extent is the parcel free from development and have a sense of
openness?

Location of the parcel and distance between neighbouring settlements.


Does the parcel lie directly between two settlements and form all or part of a
gap between them?



What is the width of the gap between settlements?



Would potential development represent an outward extension of the urban area,
result in a physical connection between settlements, or lead to the danger of a
subsequent coalescence between such settlements?

Significance of existing urbanising influences


Has the parcel been affected by the encroachment of urbanising development?



Is there evidence of severance from the adjacent Green Belt?

Significance and permanence of boundaries/features to contain development and
prevent encroachment


Does the current Green Belt boundary follow a defensible boundary that would
prevent encroachment in the long term?



If not, could a logical rounding off be achieved without harm to the function of
the remaining Green Belt?
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Topic

Criteria

To preserve the setting and
special character of historic
towns



What is the proximity and degree of intervisibility with the historic core (such as
a Conservation Area) of an historic town?



Does the parcel make a positive contribution to the setting of the historic town?



Would development have an impact on the setting of the town/settlement in
question?

To assist in urban
regeneration by encouraging
the recycling of derelict and
other urban land

Does the parcel act in concert with adjacent parcels to encourage urban
regeneration, either generally or more specifically?

Overall Assessment of
Contribution to Green Belt
Purposes

In light of the assessment of individual purposes, what is the overall contribution of
the parcel to the Green Belt, both individually and in a wider context?

Local Role of the Green
Belt
Preserving the setting and
character of villages and
other settlements

What is the relationship between a village or hamlet and the surrounding Green
Belt?

Opportunities to Promote
Positive Use of the Green
Belt
Current public access and
opportunities to provide
access/ recreation

What is the degree of existing public access and/or provision of recreational
facilities?

Enhancing landscapes and
visual amenity

Does the parcel form part of the setting of a sensitive landscape (historic or
otherwise)?

Enhancing biodiversity

Are there any national or local biodiversity designations within the parcel?

Improving derelict and
damaged land

Is there any derelict land in the parcel?
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Appendix E – Photographs demonstrating the context of the site
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