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Introduction

1.1.1

These objections and representations to the Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Further Options (LAPP) consultation are prepared by Heaton Planning on
behalf of our client David Wilson Homes East Midlands (DWH). As you are aware we
have promoted Land South of Selby Lane, Keyworth (KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane)
as suitable for residential development to promote a sustainable development with
a unique character to create a community which both integrates with and respects
the local area.

1.1.2

These representations relate specifically in terms of the following questions:
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Housing Land Supply

2.1

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?

2.1.1

DWH agree with the revised approach in the Local Plan Part 2 to identify enough land
to meet the shortfall in housing delivery due to the delays of the strategic allocation
sites. However, due to the development of all but one of the six sites taking longer to
get underway than had previously been expected, further delays to the delivery of
new homes on those large allocated sites will cause the size of the housing land
shortfall to increase further and lead to the failure of the Council to meet the housing
by 2028. Therefore, it is considered that a target of 2,000 home is insufficient and the
Council need to ensure that the anticipated failure of the six allocated sites to deliver
in the plan period is planned for.

2.1.2

There is a real need to look carefully at delivering targeted sustainable development
schemes in the Key Settlements in order to maximise the potential for utilising
existing capacity. A wider distribution of growth across the Key settlements is a
solution to deliver the necessary housing numbers. This would prove more feasible
and secure greater levels of delivery than having to appraise and environmentally
assess expansions to the strategic allocations. Furthermore, it would also not be
sustainable, based on existing service and infrastructure provision, for any further
greenfield sites to be allocated at ‘Other Villages’.
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2.1.3

In terms of meeting the housing land supply shortfall, and the requirement for
additional growth/housing numbers, we consider that a proportion of the increased
level of housing should be allocated to Key Settlements such as Keyworth, as set out
below.

3

Housing Development at the 'Key Settlements' – Keyworth

3.1

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.

3.1.1

DWH consider that Keyworth has the capacity to comfortably accommodate a
minimum figure of 700 dwellings. An uplift in the Core Strategy target of a minimum
figure of 450 dwellings provides an excellent opportunity for development in a
sustainable location which can make a positive contribution to housing supply during
the plan period. In our view a more ambitious approach can be taken to housing
supply in Keyworth as we have recommended above. The allocation of small and
medium sized sites for residential development on the edge of Keyworth will increase
the Local Plan’s flexibility and assist the authority in identifying a 5 year supply of
deliverable homes.

3.1.2

We contend that the Core Strategy target of a minimum of 450 new homes and the
Neighbourhood Plan Figure of 480 dwellings is neither sufficiently growth orientated
or aspirational, and directly contradicts the whole ethos of the Framework which
seeks to boost significantly the supply of housing.

3.1.3

In terms of uplifting the level of housing at Keyworth, the village was assessed as
having potential for a medium to high level of growth compared with other
settlements in the Greater Nottingham sub region in the Greater Nottingham
Sustainable Locations for Growth Study (2010) and as a comparison, it scored higher
than East Leake in the Greater Nottingham Accessibility Study (2010).

3.1.4

As discussed in the Further Options consultation document, planning permission has
recently been granted on eight greenfield sites around the village of East Leake that
will deliver around 800 new homes in total. All of the homes on these eight sites count
towards the minimum 400 home target set out in the Core Strategy, which means the
target has already been exceed by around 400 homes. Given the suitability of
Keyworth for development as set out in the studies referenced above, together with
the recent level of approved planning permissions in East Leake, it is considered that
a minimum figure of 700 dwellings to be delivered in Keyworth is appropriate and
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acceptable.
3.1.5

An uplift in the housing target to a minimum of 700 new homes at Keyworth is in line
with the ethos of the NPPF and as well as increase the Local Plan’s flexibility and assist
the authority in identifying a 5 year supply of deliverable homes, it would provide
much needed affordable market housing in a location where house prices are high.

3.1.6

Flexibility can be provided by making provision for housing sites such as our client’s
site, Land South of Selby Lane, Keyworth (Site KEY3). Therefore, we consider that the
Core strategy should look to allocate some of the additional homes required to meet
the increased level of proposed housing to Key Settlements such as Keyworth in order
to provide for a deliverable supply of housing in order to meet the existing chronic
lack of housing supply and provide for the required uplift in completions.

3.2

Question 11: Do you support housing development at:

3.2.1

DWH support housing development at Site KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane. The
location of Land South of Selby Lane on the south-eastern edge of Keyworth is
sustainable, with excellent access to public transport, local facilities and amenities,
promoting non-car use. Of note is the fact that a second area of land approximately
0.6ha opposite the site (Site KEY2 – Land off Selby Lane and Willowbrook) is within
DWH control. This is intended to be offered for community use.

3.2.2

As set out in our previous representations to the Keyworth Neighbourhood Plan and
the Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies Document (LAPP) and draft Green
Belt Review (part 2(b)) Consultation (Appendix 1), we contend that there were no
justifiable reasons for the inclusion of certain sites instead of Land South of Selby
Lane. We consider that a residential development at Selby Lane would make an
important positive contribution to Keyworth in terms of design, form and location, to
the character and functions of the surrounding landscape and development could
come forward in combination with other sites in order to reach the minimum figure
and provide a balanced approach to growth around Keyworth. Development of this
site would not jeopardise Green Belt objectives and forms a natural extension to
‘round off’ the edge of the settlement.

3.2.3

Potential development proposals for the site is attached at Appendix 2. The proposals
include a substantial landscaping buffer on the eastern edge to screen the
development from the entrance to the village and minimise the visual impact of
potential new development. The proposals are also designed around identified
important views within the Keyworth Village Design Statement to maintain and
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enhance views into the open countryside from within the site.
3.2.4

It is considered that the DWH proposals can help meet the needs of Keyworth in the
years to come, as a sustainable, deliverable housing development with an
appropriate housing mix, including open market homes which cater for both young
families and the elderly and affordable homes.

3.2.5

There are significant merits of supporting smaller sites such as those promoted by
our client, which are not reliant on significant infrastructure delivery and cumulatively
could support the growth required in the Borough without significant encroachment
into the Green Belt, which would be required for one single larger site/allocation and
would also provide the Council with the greater potential of meeting the existing
housing land supply shortfall and providing a means to achieving a 5 year housing
land supply in the early years of the plan period. The recently published Housing
White Paper echoes this and encourages local authorities to make appropriate
allowance for the fact that smaller sites tend to be built out more quickly than larger
ones.

3.2.6

In our judgement, there appears to be an excellent opportunity for a sustainable and
deliverable development in a good location which can make a positive contribution
to housing supply during the plan period. In our view this indicates that a more
ambitious approach can be taken to housing supply as we have recommended above.

3.2.7

The inclusion of sites such as Land South of Selby Lane in the Local Plan would provide
greater certainty in terms of housing supply/delivery and assist the authority in
identifying a 5 year supply of deliverable homes and significant weight should also be
placed on the ability of a developer such as DWH in bringing forward a suitable and
acceptable scheme.
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Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies
1

Introduction

1.1.1

These objections and representations to the Issues and Options of the Local Plan Part
2: Land and Planning Policies Document (LAPP) and draft Green Belt Review (part
2(b)) consultation are prepared by Heaton Planning on behalf of our client David
Wilson Homes East Midlands (DWH). As you are aware we have promoted Land South
of Selby Lane, Keyworth (KEY7) as suitable for residential development to promote a
sustainable development with a unique character to create a community which both
integrates with and respects the local area.

1.1.2

These representations relate specifically in terms of the following questions:
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Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies Document (LAPP)

2.1

Question 6: Do you agree that the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood Plan’s proposals
to allocate land north of Bunny Lane (site KEY A), land off Nicker Hill (site KEY B)
and land off Platt Lane (site KEY C) (as shown on Figure 4) are appropriate in
meeting the minimum target for 450 new homes at Keyworth over the plan period
(up to 2028)?

2.1.1

We do not agree with the proposed sites selected for allocation or safeguarding and
do not consider these to be the most appropriate locations for residential
development. The allocations chosen should have been formulated based on the
outcomes of the Neighbourhood Plan technical assessment work carried out such as
the Green Belt Review, Landscape Analysis and Transport Appraisal. However,
analysis of this technical work reveals that this does not appear to be the case, with
some findings clearly retrofitted to justify the site selection. In some cases key
constraints identified have also been ignored in selecting the proposed allocation and
safeguarded sites.

2.1.2

Furthermore upon analysis of the technical evidence documents, there appears to be
no justifiable reasons for the inclusion of certain sites instead of Land South of Selby
Lane.

2.1.3

Representations were submitted on behalf of DWH with regards Land South of Selby
Lane to the Draft Neighbourhood Plan. A copy of these representations is attached at
Appendix 1 with a summary of our objections and representations are summarised
below:
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Neighbourhood Plan Green Belt Review
2.1.4

In terms of the Neighbourhood Plan Green Belt Review, it is considered that there is
no detail or clarity against which to test the exercise, the process is not transparent
and cannot therefore demonstrate that it has been undertaken in a fair and
transparent way. Indeed, it is considered that the scoring is blatantly biased in its
application.

2.1.5

A review and critique of the Neighbourhood Plan Green Belt Review is set out in
Appendix 1.

2.1.6

Despite our concerns regarding the credibility, robustness, fairness and consistency
of this assessment, the key conclusion to come out of it is that “assessment of the
Green Belt Assessment Areas adjacent to the settlement of Keyworth have been
assessed as serving broadly similar purposes in Green Belt terms and are of medium
/medium-high, value in this respect”. Therefore, other factors such as sustainability,
impact on landscape and technical considerations such as transport and access are
key in supporting the appropriateness of site selection.
Neighbourhood Plan Landscape Analysis

2.1.7

The Landscape Analysis appraised the potential impacts of five strategy options for
future housing in Keyworth.

2.1.8

In terms of Land South of Selby Lane (ref: 367), this is included within Option 3: Small
Sites Only as an allocation and in Option 4: Balanced Growth as Safeguarded Land.

2.1.9

With regards to Land South of Selby Lane, the Landscape and Visual Appraisal
contains no specific reference to any impacts from a development at this location nor
are there any viewpoints presented from this side of Keyworth. However, the study
does conclude that “Strategy 3 will have the greatest impact on visual amenity
effecting the greatest number of views from within Keyworth and when looking
towards the settlement edge. This is due to the large number of smaller sites that will
surround Keyworth in a linear fashion”. In terms of Strategy 4, the study concludes
that this strategy is “likely to have the least impact on visual amenity and landscape
character”.

2.1.10

This disparity between the conclusions on Strategies 3 and 4 is confusing given that
both strategies contain virtually the same sites with only slight disparities between
allocated and safeguarded sites.
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2.1.11

Despite this, we consider that a balanced approach to growth around Keyworth is the
most optimal option with the inclusion of Land South of Selby Lane as an allocation.

2.1.12

The visual impact of development on this site is not considered to be overbearing on
the existing landscape. The general strategy of a proposed development is to
conserve and enhance the landscape character as part of the built development.

2.1.13

A substantial landscaping buffer is proposed to screen the development proposed on
Land South of Selby Lane as you drive into Keyworth to minimise any potential visual
impact on long distance views. Effective landscaping would be designed to screen the
development, enhance the views of the surrounding Green Belt and provide an
attractive entrance into the eastern side of Keyworth. The landscaping buffer will
integrate the development into the existing built form.
Neighbourhood Plan Transport Appraisal

2.1.14

A Transport Appraisal was prepared as background evidence to the Draft
Neighbourhood Plan. This appraisal assessed 8 SHLAA sites in and around Keyworth.

2.1.15

In terms of Land South of Selby Lane (ref 367), the appraisal raised no issues in terms
of gaining accesses from the site. The report also highlighted the advantages that the
introduction of a roundabout for access could have a number of benefits locally as it
will act as a traffic calming feature and village gateway entry for Widmerpool Lane
traffic.

2.1.16

Furthermore, the appraisal challenged an assertion in the SHLAA regarding the
sustainability of the site and that the site would not be a logical extension to the
village given that the site has good accessibility to the village centre and local bus
stops which provide a good local service.

2.1.17

In terms of the sites being taken forward as allocations in the draft Neighbourhood
Plan, the transport appraisal raises major concerns in terms of Land off Nicker Hill
(KEY B), as it is one of the least accessible sites together with the fact that it is
considered unlikely that a viable junction can be achieved which “puts the delivery of
this site in doubt without access to a longer frontage”.

2.1.18

In addition to this, in terms of Land off Nicker Hill, the SHLAA notes that there is “poor
access by foot – Nicker Hill is a busy road and some distance from amenities”.

2.1.19

Furthermore, the site is not well located for access by bus. This is of concern given
the proportion of homes for the elderly who may not have access to a car.

2.1.20

There is a bus stop, with shelter, at the western end of the site frontage, but this does
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not appear to be served by the existing bus services. The achievement of safe and
suitable access by sustainable modes is therefore questionable.
2.1.21

In terms of Land North of Bunny Lane (KEY A), the transport appraisal again calls into
question whether a viable junction can be achieved for this site. A development of
this size should have two points of access, but there is insufficient highway frontage
to achieve this on Bunny Lane alone. Furthermore, visibility to the west along Bunny
Lane is restricted by a crest of a hill. The achievement of a safe and suitable vehicular
access is therefore questionable.

2.1.22

With regards to Land off Platt Lane (KEY C), the site is fairly remote, and is the furthest
from the centre of Keyworth. The SHLAA notes that the site is “quite a distance from
shopping and schools”. Furthermore, the site is not well located for access by bus.
This is of concern given the nature of the homes for the elderly who may not have
access to a car. Therefore, the achievement of safe and suitable access by sustainable
modes is questionable.

2.1.23

In terms of Land north of Debdale Lane, the site is not well located for access by bus,
as the 863 and S3 are both infrequent services, and it is not near the regular Keyworth
Connection service. Furthermore, the adjacent highway network does not easily lend
itself to a convenient/efficient diversion of the Keyworth Connection service, and a
development of this size would not warrant it. Therefore, the achievement of safe
and suitable access by sustainable modes is questionable.

2.1.24

The above highlights the three allocation sites along with the safeguarded site, Land
north of Debdale Lane being taken forward in the draft Neighbourhood Plan have
significant issues in terms of achieving suitable vehicular access together with the
achievement of safe and suitable access by sustainable modes.

2.1.25

In contrast, Land South of Selby Lane has been assessed as having good potential for
vehicular access and by sustainable travel modes.

2.1.26

This again reinforces our belief that findings have been retrofitted to justify the site
selection, with key constraints indentified ignored in selecting the allocated and
safeguarded sites.
Housing Target

2.1.27

In terms of the “minimum” target of 450 dwellings set out in the Rushcliffe Local Plan
Part 1: Core Strategy, it is considered that there is no evidence to justify the
Neighbourhood Plan housing target of 480 dwellings, other than the additional 30
dwellings identified as perhaps a sufficient figure to meet the “minimum” target of
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450 dwellings.
2.1.28

We contend that this figure of 480 dwellings is neither sufficiently growth orientated
or aspirational, and directly contradicts the whole ethos of the Framework which
seeks to boost significantly the supply of housing.

2.1.29

Development at Keyworth in line with the ethos of the NPPF would provide much
needed affordable market housing in a location where house prices are high. We do
not consider that this need has been met by the allocated housing sites proposed in
the Neighbourhood Plan.

2.1.30

Of the total 480 homes proposed in the Draft Neighbourhood Plan, 320 homes are
proposed for Use Class C3 dwelling houses, and 160 homes (a third of this total) is set
aside for elderly care homes (Use Class C2 residential institutions). The Rushcliffe
Borough Local Plan overall housing strategy (Policy 2) seeks the provision of a
minimum 450 residential dwellings in or adjacent to Keyworth. As per the calculation
above, it is clear that the minimum 450 figure has not been met. It is considered that
to group the two Use Classes together in Policy H1 is inappropriate, and does not
accurately reflect the local housing need.

2.1.31

Deducting the percentage of homes required for affordable housing, the proposed
housing split does not provide opportunity for the younger population. Although
Keyworth requires some elderly housing, the amount proposed will not help to bring
the age of the population down as there is no guarantee that the older population
will leave their existing homes in Keyworth for dedicated care homes within
Keyworth. Elderly residents may instead move into the village generating more of an
ageing population than already exists.

2.1.32

Therefore we do not support the proportion of the elderly, sheltered and extra care
facilities proposed as part of Land off Nicker Hill (Key B) and Land off Platt Lane (Key
C). We consider that too much emphasis has been placed on elderly housing and are
greatly concerned about the long term viability of these proposals (particularly care
homes, which often do not get built).

2.1.33

Furthermore, half of the 160 elderly care homes are to be provided on Land at Nicker
Hill. As set out in the Transport Appraisal by Progress 10, this site is not well located
for access by bus. This is of concern with respect to sustainability of the site given the
proportion of homes for the elderly who may not have access to a car.

2.1.34

A key point to consider in terms of the deliverability of development on Land at Nicker
Hill is the fact that the promoters of the site CEG are not a developer. This therefore
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brings some uncertainty on the delivery of the site. There is a real risk if CEG plan to
sell this site that it could be developed completely differently to how it is currently
suggested, with the care homes creating a possible viability constraint. Therefore, if
a developer is not on board, how can the proposed site arrangement realistically be
promised?
The inclusion of sites such as Land South of Selby Lane in the Neighbourhood Plan
would provide greater certainty in terms of housing supply/delivery over the Plan
period and significant weight should be placed on the ability of a developer such as
DWH in bringing forward a suitable and acceptable scheme.
Conclusion
2.1.35

As set out above, analysis of the evidence base underlying the Draft Neighbourhood
Plan demonstrates that the preference for some sites for allocation over others
cannot be justified and the Plan cannot be deemed to have been positively prepared.

2.1.36

As stated throughout the representations (Appendix 1) some of the findings appear
to have been retrofitted to justify the site selection, and in some cases key constraints
identified have been ignored in selecting the allocated and safeguarded sites.

2.1.37

Land South of Selby Lane is within a sustainable location with excellent access to
public transport and local facilities and amenities, promoting non-car use. The
proposals also include a substantial landscaping buffer on the eastern edge to screen
the development from the entrance to the village and minimise the visual impact of
potential new development. The proposals are also designed around identified
important views within the Keyworth Village Design Statement to maintain and
enhance views into the open countryside from within the site.

2.1.38

It is considered that the DWH proposals meet the needs of Keyworth in the years to
come, as a sustainable, deliverable housing development with an appropriate
housing mix, including open market homes which cater for both young families and
the elderly and affordable homes. DWH is committed to working with the local
community to provide community facilities most beneficial to local residents and
future generations.

2.2

Question 18: Do you support the alterations recommended by the draft Rushcliffe
Green Belt Review (Part 2b) to the Green Belt inset boundaries at: Keyworth

2.2.1

We are not against the alteration to the Green Belt inset boundary at Keyworth with
regards a) British Geological Survey (BGS) campus. However, the removal of the BGS
campus from the Green Belt appears to be an attempt to provide stronger
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justification for the removal of adjacent sites proposed as either allocations or
safeguarded sites in the Neighbourhood Plan.
2.3

Question 20: Should we designate any further ‘safeguarded land’ within Rushcliffe?

2.3.1

We consider that further safeguarded land should be designated. Strategic sites
allocated in the Local Plan Part 1 are struggling to deliver and Rushcliffe Borough
Council are currently unable to demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply as set out
in

the

planning

appeal

on

Land

at

Abbey

Lane,

Aslockton

(ref:

APP/P3040/A/14/2227522) approved on 15th December 2015. Further safeguarded
land could provide the opportunity for early release if required to maintain an
adequate and continuous supply of housing.
2.3.2

DWH strongly believe that Land South of Selby Lane should be taken forward as an
allocated site in Keyworth. However, if this is not the case, the site at the very least
should be safeguarded land as it provides a more sustainable and accessible site than
the 2 sites set out in the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood Plan (see Appendix 1).

3

Draft Green Belt Review (part 2(b))

3.1

5. Green Belt Review Part 2 (b): Key Settlement Review
Do you consider the methodology for assessing land around Rushcliffe’s Key
Settlements against the purposes for including land within the Green Belt is
appropriate (pages 39 to 44 of the review)? If you do not, please state how the
methodology could be improved.

3.1.1

We consider that the methodology for assessing land around Rushcliffe’s Key
Settlements against the purposes for including land within the Green Belt is
appropriate. However, as set out below in our response with regards question 6, it
appears that the assessment matrix methodology has been ignored in order to justify
better scoring for the proposed Neighbourhood Plan allocated and safeguarded sites.

3.2

6. Green Belt Review Part 2 (b): Key Settlement Review
Do you agree or disagree with the assessment of Green Belt land around
Rushcliffe’s Key Settlements against the purposes for including land within the
Green Belt (pages 44 to 148 of the review)? 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.
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3.2.1

We disagree with the assessment of Green Belt land around Keyworth specifically in
terms of KEY7: Land South of Selby Lane. The scoring as set out in the Green Belt
review is poorly justified, the explanations appear somewhat engineered and in
actual fact appears retrofitted to try and fit with the proposed allocation and
safeguarded sites in the Keyworth Neighbourhood Plan.

3.2.2

The following section will consider the findings of the Green Belt Review in terms of
the 3 most relevant purposes of the Green Belt with regards Land South of Selby Lane
and the allocated and safeguarded sites included in the Draft Neighbourhood Plan.
Check Unrestricted Sprawl of Settlements

3.2.3

With regards the purpose of the Green Belt to check unrestricted sprawl of
settlements, Land South of Selby Lane has been allocated a score of 5. However, the
assessment matrix, sets out that sites will score 1 to 3 if the land has two or more
boundaries adjoining the settlement, which is the case with Land South of Selby Lane.
The site adjoins residential development along Selby Lane, and is located within an
area of community facilities including allotments opposite the site, Willow Brook
Primary School, St Margaret’s Catholic Church on the opposite side of Selby Lane and
Widmerpool Lane.

3.2.4

Further justification for the score of 5 is that the site doesn’t follow a defensible
boundary and that a larger area would need to be removed to ensure a robust and
permanent boundary is established. As stated above, the site has 2 boundaries that
adjoin the settlement. Furthermore, in terms of defensible boundaries, hedgerows
are considered as robust boundaries on other sites assessed and as shown on the
attached development proposals (Appendix 2), a substantial landscaping buffer is
proposed to screen the development proposed on Land South of Selby Lane as you
drive into Keyworth to minimise any potential visual impact on long distance views.
Effective landscaping would be designed to screen the development and provide an
attractive entrance into the eastern side of Keyworth.

3.2.5

Reference to the site being visually disconnected appears to be a somewhat
engineered consideration to score the site as 5 given the sites connection to the
existing settlement. It is very difficult to understand where the site would be visible
from any location to the north. In terms of views from the east, a development of this
site would be viewed in the context of the existing settlement developed along the
ridgeline. Furthermore, the proposed landscaping buffer would further integrate the
development into the existing built form.
8
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3.2.6

It seems illogical that Land South of Selby Lane, one of the smallest sites assessed
would lead to greater sprawl than the larger sites assessed.

3.2.7

Therefore, on the basis of a fair and objectively assessed score, it is considered as a
worst case scenario, the site scores a 3. In reality, the site has elements of 1 with
development rounding off the settlement boundary and not extending over
topographical features.

3.2.8

In terms of allocated and safeguarded sites included in the Draft Neighbourhood Plan,
KEY2 has been given a score of 2 despite the site only sharing a boundary with the
BGS, which is still within the Green Belt despite proposals to remove it. Therefore,
based on the assessment matrix, a score of 5 is considered appropriate.

3.2.9

In terms of KEY4, this has been given a score of 4, despite this site being a large area
of land and development of this site would constitute a conspicuous intrusion and
extending across land which is prominent. It is difficult to understand how a large
area of land such as this site can score less than a substantially smaller site such as
KEY7 as by the very nature of the extensive site, it will lead to a greater sprawl of a
settlement. Therefore, given that this large site has only 1 boundary with the existing
settlement and it would form a prominent intrusion into open countryside, a score of
5 is considered appropriate.

3.2.10

Given the location of Key4, KEY 2, KEY 3 and KEY1 adjacent to the BGS and if the BGS
is removed from the Green Belt, these sites as set out in the Neighbourhood Plan,
would cumulatively lead to a significant intrusion into open countryside and the
sprawl of Keyworth northwards. Therefore, cumulatively a score of 5 is considered
appropriate for these sites.

3.2.11

KEY11 is scored with 3, despite the fact the site borders only one side of Keyworth
and would facilitate a wide intrusion into the countryside between Bunny Lane and
Debdale Lane. Furthermore, KEY12 scored a 4 despite having no boundaries or
connections with Keyworth and would result in a significant intrusion into the Green
Belt. This is a contradiction to how KEY3 was assessed, which was given a score of 5
due to it not being physically connected to Keyworth. Therefore, based on the
assessment matrix, a score of 5 is considered appropriate for KEY11 and KEY12.

3.2.12

In terms of safeguarded sites, Key1 has been scored as 2, despite only having 1
recognised boundary with Keyworth. It has also been stated that it would create an
opportunity to round off the north eastern boundary of Keyworth, which Land South
of Selby Lane surely presents to the south eastern boundary of Keyworth.
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Furthermore, hedgerows are classified as being robust boundaries which appears as
very technically weak reasoning. It is considered to score KEY1 as 3.
3.2.13

With regards KEY14, it scored 3, despite stating that the land if developed would form
a prominent intrusion into open countryside. However, it is agreed that the visual
intrusion would be limited to the area around Deepdale Lane. Therefore a score of 3
is seen as acceptable.
To prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another

3.2.14

In terms of preventing the merging of settlements, Land South of Selby Lane scores a
3 due to claims that the loss of the site would decrease the visual distance between
Keyworth and Stanton on the Wolds. In no way can it be argued that development at
Land South of Selby Lane would lead to the merging of Keyworth with a neighbouring
town. There is simply a “hamlet” of houses that happen to be included in Stanton on the
Wolds Parish adjacent to the site. The settlement of Keyworth already abuts Stanton on
the Wolds, so it is very difficult to understand how a development at Land South of Selby

Lane would decrease the visual distance. As stated as part of the justification, there
are no settlements south of Keyworth which are within the Green Belt. Therefore,
based on the assessment matrix, a score of 1 is considered appropriate, due to
development of this site not reducing distance between settlements.
3.2.15

In terms of KEY2, this has been given a score of 2, despite the fact that the site is
located in a strategically important area of Green Belt which separates Keyworth from
Normanton-on-the-Wolds and the removal of this site would reduce the distance
between these settlements. Therefore, given the strategic importance of this area of
Green Belt, a score of 3 is seen as fair given that development would result in a
moderate reduction. The score of 4 for KEY3 is considered fair.

3.2.16

In terms of KEY4, this has been given a score of 2 as it does not form part of the buffer
between Keyworth and Normanton on the Wolds and does not extend beyond the
BGS. Despite, the fact that the BGS site is still within the Green Belt at the time of
assessment, a score of 2 is considered fair. However, as stated above, if all the sites
proposed in this location of Keyworth are taken forward, cumulatively the impact will
be far greater than they are individually.

3.2.17

KEY11 is scored with 1 due to it only resulting in a minor reduction in the distance
between Keyworth and Bunny/Bradmore. Taking account that Land South of Selby
Lane was given a score of 3, despite not reducing the distance between settlements,
it appears highly questionable that a site that would facilitate a wide intrusion into
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the Green Belt and reduce the distance between 2 settlements is scored lower.
Therefore a score of 3 is seen as acceptable.
3.2.18

Again, as with KEY11, KEY12 is scored as 2. In terms of the merging of settlements, it
is considered that KEY12 needs to be considered alongside KEY11 as KEY12 can’t be
delivered without KEY11. Therefore, a score of 3 is seen as a minimum for KEY12.

3.2.19

In terms of safeguarded sites, KEY1 has been scored as 1 with the justification stating
that due to the BGS’s intrusion into the Green Belt, the development of the site would
not reduce the distance between Keyworth and Normanton-on-the Wolds/Plumtree.
This seems unfathomable, and again totally contradictory to how Land South of Selby
Lane has been treated. KEY1 would extend development beyond the BGS closer to
both Normanton-on-the Wolds and Plumtree. Therefore a score of a 3 is seen as
acceptable.

3.2.20

With regards KEY14, a score of 1 is considered fair.
Assist in Safeguarding the Countryside from Encroachment

3.2.21

In terms of assisting the countryside from encroachment, Land South of Selby Lane
scores a 4. As stated, the edge of Keyworth is prominent to the north western corner
of the site and is considered the overriding feature of the land. Furthermore, as stated
previously, development of this site would be viewed in the context of the existing
settlement developed along the ridgeline. The proposed landscaping buffer would
further integrate the development into the existing built form. Therefore, given the
relatively small scale of the proposed development site together with the overriding
feature of the existing settlement, a score of 3 is considered fair.

3.2.22

In terms of the allotments along Selby Lane, reference is made that development of
Land South of Selby Lane would be an intrusion into the countryside and isolate the
allotments and land between Widmerpool Lane and Stanton Lane. This statement is
perplexing and as allotments serve residential purposes, how would a development
of this site isolate them.

3.2.23

In terms of KEY2, this has been given a score of 3, which is considered appropriate
given that some of the BGS being visible despite this still being in the Green Belt.

3.2.24

With regards KEY3, this has a score of 4 with the justification stating that
inappropriate development has not encroached, however the BGS is visible through
the trees, reducing the open countryside character of the site. However, this is highly
dependent of development of KEY3 and without this, it is an isolated site in the open
countryside. Therefore a score of 5 is seen as appropriate.
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3.2.25

In terms of KEY4, this has been given a score of 4, which is considered fair.

3.2.26

KEY11 is scored with 3 which is considered fair as is the score of 5 for KEY12.

3.2.27

In terms of safeguarded sites, KEY1 has been scored as 2 and states that the Green
Belt designation has prevented the encroachment of inappropriate development
within the site, which is surely the case with all the sites under consideration. The
BGS may be clearly visible and prominent, however, this site is still classified as Green
Belt and as stated residential developments on Platt Lane are screened by mature
trees and therefore clearly visible. Furthermore, given that the site is located beyond
the north western edge of Keyworth, the urban edge may be visible but is certainly
not an overriding feature. Therefore, based on the assessment matrix, a score of 4 is
considered appropriate.

3.2.28

With regards KEY14, a score of 4 is considered fair.
Conclusion

3.2.29

The scores of the above assessment together with the site importance are set out in
the tables below together with the original scores (outlined in brackets) set out in the
Green Belt Assessment report.

Table 1
Check unrestricted
sprawl of settlements
Prevent merging of
settlements
Assist in safeguarding
the countryside from
encroachment
Preserve setting and
special character of
historic settlement
Assist in urban
regeneration
Revised Green Belt
Score

KEY7
3 (5)

KEY1
3 (2)

KEY2
5 (2)

KEY3
5 (5)

KEY4
5 (4)

KEY11
5 (3)

KEY12
5 (4)

KEY14
3 (3)

1 (3)

3 (1)

2 (3)

4 (4)

2 (2)

3 (1)

3 (2)

1 (1)

3 (4)

4 (2)

3 (3)

5 (4)

4 (4)

3 (3)

5 (5)

4 (4)

1

2

1

1

1

1

1

1

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

3

11 (16)

14 (10)

14 (12)

18 (17)

15 (14)

15 (11)

17 (15)

12 (12)

Table 2
Green Belt Site

Green Belt Score

KEY7
KEY1
KEY2

11 (16)
14 (10)
14 (12)

Revised Green Belt Site
Importance
Low-Medium
Low-Medium
Low-Medium
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Low-Medium
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KEY3
KEY4
KEY11
KEY12
KEY14
3.2.30

18 (17)
15 (14)
15 (11)
17 (15)
12 (12)

Medium-High
Low-Medium
Low-Medium
Medium-High
Low-Medium

Medium-High
Low-Medium
Low-Medium
Low-Medium
Low-Medium

As outlined above, the revised score for Land South of Selby Lane (KEY7) indicates
that the site is of low-medium value compared to the medium high value set out in
the Green Belt review. Development of this site would not lead to an intrusion into
the countryside and would be viewed in the context of the existing settlement
developed along the ridgeline. The proposed landscaping buffer would further
integrate the development into the existing built form.

3.2.31

The assessment above highlights our concerns regarding the inaccuracy and
consistency in the scoring and reinforces our belief that findings have been retrofitted
to justify the Neighbourhood Plan site selection, and in some cases key constraints
identified and indeed the assessment matrix methodology have been ignored in
scoring the proposed allocated and safeguarded sites.

3.2.32

As outlined above, a number of the sites outlined in the Neighbourhood Plan will have
cumulative impacts and it is our belief that a balanced approach to growth around
Keyworth is the most optimal option with the inclusion of Land South of Selby Lane as an
allocation.

3.2.33

Other factors such as sustainability, impact on landscape and technical considerations
such as transport and access are key in supporting the appropriateness of site selection.

3.2.34

The location of Land South of Selby Lane on the south eastern edge of Keyworth is
sustainable, with excellent access to public transport, local facilities and amenities,
promoting non-car use. Of note is the fact that a second area of land approximately
0.6ha opposite the site (part of KEY6) is within the DWH control. This is intended to be
offered for community use.

3.2.35

We consider that a residential development at Land South of Selby Lane would make an
important positive contribution to Keyworth in terms of design, form and location, to the
character and functions of the surrounding landscape.

3.2.36

It is considered that a residential development at Land South of Selby Lane can form part
of a sound development strategy for Keyworth.
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Appendix 1 - Keyworth Draft NPlan Reps

Representations to the Keyworth
Draft Neighbourhood Plan

Prepared by Heaton Planning
On behalf of
David Wilson Homes East Midlands

DRAFT KEYWORTH NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN

1

INTRODUCTION

1.1.1

The following representations are submitted on behalf of David Wilson Homes East
Midlands (DWH) who are working in partnership with the Landowner (the Metcalf
family) and Heaton Planning to provide a sustainable development with a unique
character, creating a community which both integrates with and respects the local
area.

1.1.2

A huge amount is at stake in connection with this Neighbourhood Plan. The
opportunity presents itself to put forward a Plan that sets out a compelling spatial
vision for the village into the long term that responds to the aspirations of the local
community, where the housing, employment and facilities are delivered to a very
high quality.

1.1.3

We understand that the preparation of a Neighbourhood Plan is a difficult task and
have attempted to work with the Parish Council and the local community in order to
find the right solution for Keyworth. Throughout the Neighbourhood Plan process,
the need to work with the steering group and local community in developing an
appropriate strategy was emphasised. However, we feel that this process has been
fettered by certain parties aggressively promoting their sites which has led to
concerns that the most appropriate strategy has not been taken forward.

1.1.4

For the reasons stated below, we do not believe that the draft Plan will meet the
needs of the village and community or meet the ‘basic conditions’ required for the
village to decide upon a Plan at a referendum. We strongly object to the omission of
Land off Selby Lane as an allocated or safeguarded site for residential development.

1.1.5

These representations will argue strongly that the housing policies in the
Neighbourhood Plan do not pass the “basic conditions” test as set out in Schedule
10 Paragraph 8(2) of the Localism Act 2011, inserted into Paragraph 8(2) of
Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as it has not had regard to
the national policies and advice issued by the Secretary of State, as set out in the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the recently published National
Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG), is not in general conformity with the strategic
policies contained in the recently approved development plan, Rushcliffe Local Plan
Part 1: Core Strategy and is also incompatible with EU Obligations and would not

deliver sustainable development.
1.1.6

The following sections of these representations provide comments on relevant
policies contained within the Draft Keyworth Neighbourhood Plan (DKNP).

2

Policy H1 – Housing Strategy

2.1

Introduction

2.1.1

Neighbourhood Development Plans must be based on robust evidence which
supports the Plan, including all reasonable options from which the most sustainable
strategy can be selected. The National Planning Policy Guidance (NPPG) outlines
that proportionate, robust evidence should support a Neighbourhood Plan.

2.2

Housing Target

2.2.1

In terms of the housing target of 480 dwellings, there appears to be no evidence to
justify this figure other than the additional 30 dwellings identified is perhaps seen as
a sufficient figure to meet the “minimum” target of 450 dwellings set out in the
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1: Core Strategy.

2.2.2

We contend that this figure of 480 dwellings is neither sufficiently growth
orientated or aspirational, and directly contradicts the whole ethos of the
Framework which seeks to boost significantly the supply of housing.

2.2.3

Development at Keyworth in line with the ethos of the NPPF would provide much
needed affordable market housing in a location where house prices are prohibitively
high. We do not consider that this need has been met by the allocated housing sites
proposed in the KDNP.

2.2.4

Of the total 480 homes proposed in the Draft Neighbourhood Plan, 320 homes are
proposed for Use Class C3 dwelling houses, and 160 homes (a third of this total) is
set aside for elderly care homes (Use Class C2 residential institutions).

The

Rushcliffe Borough Local Plan overall housing strategy (Policy 2) seeks the provision
of a minimum 450 residential dwellings in or adjacent to Keyworth. As per the
calculation above, it is clear that the minimum 450 figure has not been met. It is
considered that to group the two Use Classes together in Policy H1 is inappropriate,
and does not accurately reflect the local housing need.
2.2.5

Deducting the percentage of homes required for affordable housing, the proposed
housing split does not provide opportunity for the younger population. Although
Keyworth requires some elderly housing, the amount proposed will not help to
bring the age of the population down as there is no guarantee that the older

population will leave their existing homes in Keyworth for dedicated care homes
within Keyworth. Elderly residents may instead move into the village generating
more of an ageing population than already exists.
2.2.6

Therefore we do not support the proportion of the elderly, sheltered and extra care
facilities proposed as part of sites H1.1 and H1.2. We consider that too much
emphasis has been placed on elderly housing and are greatly concerned about the
long term viability of these proposals (particularly care homes, which often do not
get built).

2.2.7

Furthermore, half of the 160 elderly care homes are to be provided on Land at
Nicker Hill. As set out in the Transport Appraisal by Progress 10, this site is not well
located for access by bus. This is of concern with respect to sustainability of the site
given the proportion of homes for the elderly who may not have access to a car.

2.2.8

A key point to consider in terms of the deliverability of development on Land at
Nicker Hill is the fact that the promoters of the site CEG are not a developer. This
therefore brings some uncertainty on the delivery of the site. There is a real risk if
CEG plan to sell this site that it could be developed completely differently to how it
is currently suggested, with the care homes creating a possible viability constraint.
Therefore, if a developer is not on board, how can the proposed site arrangement
realistically be promised?

2.2.9

The inclusion of sites such as Land off Selby Lane in the Neighbourhood Plan would
provide greater certainty in terms of housing supply/delivery over the Plan period
and significant weight should be placed on the ability of a developer such as DWH in
bringing forward a suitable and acceptable scheme.

2.3

Allocated and Safeguarded Sites

2.3.1

We are not in support of the sites selected for both allocation and safeguarding
(sites H1.1-H1.5) and do not consider these to be the most appropriate locations for
residential development. The allocations chosen should have been formulated
based on the outcomes of the technical assessment work such as the Green Belt
Review, Landscape Analysis and Transport Appraisal. However, analysis of this
technical work reveals that this does not appear to be the case, with some findings
clearly retrofitted to justify the site selection. In some cases key constraints
identified have also been ignored in selecting the allocated and safeguarded sites.

2.3.2

Furthermore upon analysis of the technical evidence documents, there appears to
be no justifiable reasons for the inclusion of certain sites instead of Land off Selby

Lane.
2.3.3

The following section will consider the findings of the technical assessment work
such as the Green Belt Review, Landscape Analysis and Transport Appraisal in terms
of Land off Selby Lane and the allocated and safeguarded sites included in the Draft
Neighbourhood Plan.
Green Belt Review

2.3.4

In terms of the Green Belt Review, it is considered that there is no detail or clarity
against which to test the exercise, the process is not transparent and cannot
therefore demonstrate that it has been undertaken in a fair and transparent way.
Indeed, it is considered that the scoring is blatantly biased in its application.

2.3.5

In terms of Land off Selby Lane (Site E), the assessment states that “Cluster 2 does
not prevent coalescence and merging of settlements”, however goes on to state
that “land within E prevents merging with the hamlet of houses to the south on
Widmerpool Lane”. One of the 5 purposes of the Green Belt outlined in the NPPF is
to prevent neighbouring towns merging into one another. In no way can it be
argued that development at Land off Selby Lane would lead to the merging of
Keyworth with a neighbouring town. The “hamlet” of houses referred to is simply a
few houses that happen to be included in Stanton on the Wolds Parish.

2.3.6

Furthermore the assessment states that “the areas E-F mostly reduce the likelihood
of further encroachment into the countryside”. This is surely the case for all the
assessed sites around Keyworth, in particular the larger sites.

2.3.7

In terms of the Green Belt Assessment Scoring contained at Appendix A, we have
serious concerns regarding the credibility, robustness, fairness and consistency of
this assessment together with the quality of the presentation which does not allow
for many of the comments to be read in full. Assessor #2’s assessment in particular
is called in to question due to the lack of commentary provided to justify the scores
chosen.

2.3.8

In terms of Land off Selby Lane and the issue regarding the credibility of the
assessment and the assessor’s scores, there appears to be a large degree of
contradiction and indeed incorrect statements from the assessors. For example, in
terms of preventing merging, assessors #2 and #4 comment that site E would lead
to coalescence with Stanton on the Wolds (SoW), however, Assessor #3 comments
that site E would not create coalescence with SoW. Although development at Site E
would abut SoW Parish, It is difficult to understand how this would lead to

coalescence with SoW.
2.3.9

Furthermore, Assessor #3’s comments in terms of preventing merging are the same
for sites D and E, however, for some reason site E is scored higher.

2.3.10

As stated earlier, Assessor #2’s findings are highly questionable given the lack of
commentary provided. Furthermore, it is difficult to understand the scoring
awarded to the Site E in terms of unrestricted sprawl and preventing merging. It
seems illogical that site E, one of the smallest sites assessed would lead to greater
sprawl than the larger sites assessed. Additionally, as explained above, development
at Site E would not lead to coalescence with SoW.

2.3.11

Furthermore, Assessor #2 scores both sites A and B 1 in terms of preventing
merging, however, in this regard paragraph 3.5 states that “Areas ‘A’ and ‘B’ serve
most strongly the purpose of the Green Belt”. Paragraph 3.9 further emphasises this
by stating that “Areas A and B are most important in terms of stopping coalescence
with settlement to the north”. Confusingly, despite these findings, Area B (Land
between Platt Lane and Station Road), has been taken forward as a safeguarded site
in the draft Plan.

2.3.12

The selection of Area B together with the inaccuracy and consistency in the scoring
reinforces our belief that findings retrofitted to justify the site selection, and in
some cases key constraints indentified have been ignored in selecting the allocated
and safeguarded sites.

2.3.13

Despite the above, the key conclusion to come out of this is that “assessment of the
Green Belt Assessment Areas adjacent to the settlement of Keyworth have been
assessed as serving broadly similar purposes in Green Belt terms and are of medium
/medium-high, value in this respect”. Therefore, other factors such as sustainability,
impact on landscape and technical considerations such as transport and access are
key in supporting the appropriateness of site selection.
Landscape Analysis

2.3.14

The Landscape and Visual Appraisal analyses the potential impacts of five strategy
options for future housing in Keyworth.

2.3.15

In terms of Land off Selby Lane (ref: 367), this is included within Option 3: Small
Sites Only as an allocation and in Option 4: Balanced Growth as safeguarded Land.

2.3.16

With regards to Land off Selby Lane, the Landscape and Visual Appraisal contains no
specific reference to any impacts from a development at this location nor is there
any viewpoints presented from this side of Keyworth. However, the study does

conclude that “Strategy 3 will have the greatest impact on visual amenity effecting
the greatest number of views from within Keyworth and when looking towards the
settlement edge. This is due to the large number of smaller sites that will surround
Keyworth in a linear fashion”. In terms of Strategy 4, the study concludes that this
strategy is “likely to have the least impact on visual amenity and landscape
character”.
2.3.17

This disparity between the conclusions on Strategies 3 and 4 is confusing given that
both strategies contain virtually the same sites with only slight disparities between
allocated and safeguarded sites.

2.3.18

Despite this, we consider that a balanced approach to growth around Keyworth is
the most optimal option with the inclusion of Land off Selby Lane as an allocation.

2.3.19

The visual impact of development on this site is not considered to be overbearing
on the existing landscape. The general strategy of a proposed development is to
conserve and enhance the landscape character as part of the built development.

2.3.20

A substantial landscaping buffer is proposed to screen the development proposed
on Land off Selby Lane as you drive into Keyworth to minimise any potential visual
impact on long distance views. Effective landscaping would be designed to screen
the development, enhance the views of the surrounding Green Belt and provide an
attractive entrance into the eastern side of Keyworth. The landscaping buffer will
integrate the development into the existing built form.
Access and Sustainability

2.3.21

A Transport Appraisal has been prepared as background evidence to the Draft
Neighbourhood Plan. This appraisal assesses 8 SHLAA sites in and around Keyworth.

2.3.22

In terms of Land off Selby Lane (ref 367), the appraisal raises no issues in terms of
gaining accesses from the site. The report also highlights the advantages that with
the introduction of a roundabout for access could have a number of benefits locally
as it will act as a traffic calming feature and village gateway entry for Widmerpool
Lane traffic.

2.3.23

Furthermore, the appraisal challenges an assertion in the SHLAA regarding the
sustainability of the site and that the site would not be a logical extension to the
village given that the site has good accessibility to the village centre and local bus
stops which provide a good local service.

2.3.24

In terms of the sites being taken forward as allocations in the draft Neighbourhood
Plan, the transport appraisal raises major concerns in terms of Land off Nicker Hill as

it is one of the least accessible sites together with the fact that it is considered
unlikely that a viable junction can be achieved which “puts the delivery of this site in
doubt without access to a longer frontage”.
2.3.25

In addition to this, in terms of Land off Nicker Hill, the SHLAA notes that there is
“poor access by foot – Nicker Hill is a busy road and some distance from amenities”.

2.3.26

Furthermore, the site is not well located for access by bus. This is of concern given
the proportion of homes for the elderly who may not have access to a car.

2.3.27

There is a bus stop, with shelter, at the western end of the site frontage, but this
does not appear to be served by the existing bus services. The achievement of safe
and suitable access by sustainable modes is therefore questionable.

2.3.28

In terms of Land North of Bunny Lane, the transport appraisal again calls into
question whether a viable junction can be achieved for this site. A development of
this size should have two points of access, but there is insufficient highway frontage
to achieve this on Bunny Lane alone. Furthermore, visibility to the west along Bunny
Lane is restricted by a crest of a hill. The achievement of a safe and suitable
vehicular access is therefore questionable.

2.3.29

With regards to Land off Platt Lane, The site is fairly remote, and is the furthest
from the centre of Keyworth. The SHLAA notes that the site is “quite a distance
from shopping and schools”. Furthermore, the site is not well located for access by
bus. This is of concern given the nature of the homes for the elderly who may not
have access to a car. Therefore, the achievement of safe and suitable access by
sustainable modes is questionable.

2.3.30

In terms of Land north of Debdale Lane, the site is not well located for access by
bus, as the 863 and S3 are both infrequent services, and it is not near the regular
Keyworth Connection service. Furthermore, the adjacent highway network does not
easily lend itself to a convenient/efficient diversion of the Keyworth Connection
service, and a development of this size would not warrant it. Therefore, the
achievement of safe and suitable access by sustainable modes is questionable.

2.3.31

The above highlights the three allocation sites along with the safeguarded site, Land
north of Debdale Lane being taken forward in the draft Neighbourhood Plan have
significant issues in terms of achieving suitable vehicular access together with the
achievement of safe and suitable access by sustainable modes.

2.3.32

In contrast, Land off Selby Lane has been assessed as having good potential for
vehicular access and by sustainable travel modes.

2.3.33

This again reinforces our belief that findings have been retrofitted to justify the site
selection, with key constraints indentified ignored in selecting the allocated and
safeguarded sites.
Conclusion

2.3.34

As set out above, analysis of the evidence base underlying the Draft Neighbourhood
Plan demonstrates that the preference for some sites for allocation over others
cannot be justified and the Plan cannot be deemed to have been positively
prepared.

2.3.35

As stated throughout these representations some of the findings appear to have
been retrofitted to justify the site selection, and in some cases key constraints
indentified have been ignored in selecting the allocated and safeguarded sites.

2.3.36

Land off Selby Lane is within a sustainable location with excellent access to public
transport and local facilities and amenities, promoting non-car use. The proposals
also include a substantial landscaping buffer on the eastern edge to screen the
development from the entrance to the village and minimise the visual impact of
potential new development. The proposals are also designed around identified
important views within the Keyworth Village Design Statement to maintain and
enhance views into the open countryside from within the site.

2.3.37

It is considered that the DWH proposals meet the needs of Keyworth in the years to
come, as a sustainable, deliverable housing development with an appropriate
housing mix, including open market homes which cater for both young families and
the elderly and affordable homes. DWH is committed to working with the local
community to provide community facilities most beneficial to local residents and
future generations.

3

Policy H3 – Design Requirements for New Development

3.1.1

DWH are in full support of this policy. DWH has a long established reputation for
developing high quality homes and building sustainable communities, where people
aspire to live.

3.1.2

The company is proud to have been awarded 5 star builder status for five
consecutive years by the National House Building Council. This accolade
demonstrates the quality of both their product and service; awarded to only those
house builders who receive a higher than 90% recommendation by their customers.

3.1.3

Therefore, not only do DWH agree with this policy, but they have also

demonstrated throughout the East Midlands that all the elements of this policy can
be fully adhered to in a development on Land off Selby Lane.
4

Conclusion

4.1.1

The Neighbourhood Plan should be justified: based on the most appropriate
strategy when considered against all reasonable alternatives.

4.1.2

It has been demonstrated throughout these representations that the evidence
formulating the Draft Neighbourhood Plan allocations are neither proportionate or
robust, meaning that there can be no confidence in the process to select the most
appropriate strategy for Keyworth. Furthermore, the exclusion from consideration
of Land off Selby Lane demonstrates that the most appropriate strategy has not
been selected.

4.1.3

The location of Land off Selby Lane on the south eastern edge of Keyworth is
sustainable, with excellent access to public transport, local facilities and amenities,
promoting non-car use.

4.1.4

We consider that a residential development at Selby Lane would make an important
positive contribution to Keyworth in terms of design, form and location, to the
character and functions of the surrounding landscape.

4.1.5

It is considered that a residential development at Selby Lane can form part of a
sound development strategy for Keyworth, and therefore the technical analysis
used for residential site selection for Policy H1 and Policy H2 should be
reconsidered.

Appendix 2 – Proposed Development

THE LAURELS

About David Wilson Homes
East Midlands

Leeds New ForestVillage, Middleton, Leeds, LS10 4FJ

Our Vision:

David Wilson Homes is part of Barratt Developments PLC, the nation’s largest
house builder. It has a long established reputation for developing high quality
homes and building sustainable communities, where people aspire to live.
The company is proud to have been awarded 5 star builder status for four
consecutive years by the National House Building Council. This accolade
demonstrates the quality of both our product and service; awarded only
to those house builders who receive a higher than 90% recommendation
by their customers.

De Lacy Court, Castle Donington a bespoke development incorporating
traditional features from the village

David Wilson Homes East Midlands directly employs over 250 employees
across Leicestershire, Nottinghamshire, Derbyshire, Lincolnshire and
Warwickshire. Building over 650 homes each year, it is committed to
developing quality homes in outstanding locations.

Key message

For further information,
please get in touch…

We consider that a new housing
development at Selby Lane will be
highly sustainable in terms of design,
built form and community use. We
look forward to working with the
Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group
and the local community to create
an exemplar development with a
strong sense of place.

Planning Manager – John Deakin
Planner – Helen Bareford

dwh.co.uk

Plaques demonstrating local ecology in
homes at Parker’s Place, Mountsorrel

01530 276700

Homes at Nursery Gardens, Measham
incorporate Victorian features inspired
by surrounding homes

dwh.co.uk

Proposed
development
on land off
Selby Lane,
Keyworth

Land off Selby Lane, Keyworth - Proposed development and community beneﬁts
We envisage the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group to
be an integral part of the process to inﬂuence emerging
proposals on land off Selby Lane, Keyworth. We are
working in partnership with the Landowner and Heaton
Planning to provide a sustainable development with a
unique character to create a community which both
integrates with and respects the local area.

Sustainable, deliverable housing
development that meets the needs
of the local community

Provision of an additional area of land
(approximately 0.6ha) purposely designated
for community use, designed by the community.
This is located directly opposite the proposed
access on Widmerpool Lane

Our proposals are at an early stage as we continue to
promote the site through the emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
• The proposed site layout reﬂects the history of
Keyworth, the character of the surrounding area and
takes into consideration its location with respect to
local services and facilities.
• Detailed technical assessments have not been produced
at this early stage; however initial appraisal work has
established the site is free from major constraints to
prevent residential development.

Secure by design, including active
frontages, providing natural
surveillance and architectural interest

• We do not propose to submit a planning application
without the approval of the Neighbourhood Plan.
We aim to produce further detailed technical work
once development principles have been agreed by the
Steering Group of the Neighbourhood Plan.

An opportunity to
engage with a developer
to create an inclusive,
cohesive housing
development that
provides community
facilities, active public
open space and respects
the local character

A distinctive scheme that responds
positively to the local area. The
proposed layout, density and built
form optimises key open spaces
and natural features of the site

Provision of a mix of dwellings
ranging from 2 to 5 bed properties
including open market and
affordable homes

Protection and enhancement
of locally identified important
views, and effective landscaping
to screen built development to
protect the views from the
eastern gateway to Keyworth

Provision of high quality public open
space and informal areas of open
space across the development site

Sustainable location with excellent
access to public transport and local
facilities and amenities, promoting
non-car use

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
David Wilson Homes East Midlands

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Liam Toland

Click here to enter text.

Address

9 The Square
Keyworth
NG12 5JT

Click here to enter text.

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
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Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
DWH agree with the revised approach in the Local Plan Part 2 to identify enough land
to meet the shortfall in housing delivery due to the delays of the strategic allocation
sites. However, due to the development of all but one of the six sites taking longer to
get underway than had previously been expected, further delays to the delivery of
new homes on those large allocated sites will cause the size of the housing land
shortfall to increase further and lead to the failure of the Council to meet the housing
by 2028. Therefore, it is considered that a target of 2,000 home is insufficient and the
Council need to ensure that the anticipated failure of the six allocated sites to deliver
in the plan period is planned for.
There is a real need to look carefully at delivering targeted sustainable development
schemes in the Key Settlements in order to maximise the potential for utilising
existing capacity. A wider distribution of growth across the Key settlements is a
solution to deliver the necessary housing numbers. This would prove more feasible
and secure greater levels of delivery than having to appraise and environmentally
assess expansions to the strategic allocations. Furthermore, it would also not be
sustainable, based on existing service and infrastructure provision, for any further
greenfield sites to be allocated at ‘Other Villages’.
In terms of meeting the housing land supply shortfall, and the requirement for
additional growth/housing numbers, we consider that a proportion of the increased
level of housing should be allocated to Key Settlements such as Keyworth.

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.
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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

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
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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.
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)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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)







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.
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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.
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)
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Any other location (please specify which)

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
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.
DWH consider that Keyworth has the capacity to comfortably accommodate a
minimum figure of 700 dwellings. An uplift in the Core Strategy target of a minimum
figure of 450 dwellings provides an excellent opportunity for development in a
sustainable location which can make a positive contribution to housing supply during
the plan period. In our view a more ambitious approach can be taken to housing
supply in Keyworth as we have recommended above. The allocation of small and
medium sized sites for residential development on the edge of Keyworth will increase
the Local Plan’s flexibility and assist the authority in identifying a 5 year supply of
deliverable homes.
We contend that the Core Strategy target of a minimum of 450 new homes and the
Neighbourhood Plan Figure of 480 dwellings is neither sufficiently growth orientated
or aspirational, and directly contradicts the whole ethos of the Framework which
seeks to boost significantly the supply of housing.
In terms of uplifting the level of housing at Keyworth, the village was assessed as
having potential for a medium to high level of growth compared with other
settlements in the Greater Nottingham sub region in the Greater Nottingham
Sustainable Locations for Growth Study (2010) and as a comparison, it scored higher
than East Leake in the Greater Nottingham Accessibility Study (2010).
As discussed in the Further Options consultation document, planning permission has
recently been granted on eight greenfield sites around the village of East Leake that
will deliver around 800 new homes in total. All of the homes on these eight sites count
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towards the minimum 400 home target set out in the Core Strategy, which means the
target has already been exceed by around 400 homes. Given the suitability of
Keyworth for development as set out in the studies referenced above, together with
the recent level of approved planning permissions in East Leake, it is considered that
a minimum figure of 700 dwellings to be delivered in Keyworth is appropriate and
acceptable.
An uplift in the housing target to a minimum of 700 new homes at Keyworth is in line
with the ethos of the NPPF and as well as increase the Local Plan’s flexibility and assist
the authority in identifying a 5 year supply of deliverable homes, it would provide
much needed affordable market housing in a location where house prices are high.
Flexibility can be provided by making provision for housing sites such as our client’s
site, Land South of Selby Lane, Keyworth (Site KEY3). Therefore, we consider that the
Core strategy should look to allocate some of the additional homes required to meet
the increased level of proposed housing to Key Settlements such as Keyworth in order
to provide for a deliverable supply of housing in order to meet the existing chronic
lack of housing supply and provide for the required uplift in completions.

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)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
DWH support housing development at Site KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane. The
location of Land South of Selby Lane on the south-eastern edge of Keyworth is
sustainable, with excellent access to public transport, local facilities and amenities,
promoting non-car use. Of note is the fact that a second area of land approximately
0.6ha opposite the site (Site KEY2 – Land off Selby Lane and Willowbrook) is within
DWH control. This is intended to be offered for community use.
As set out in our previous representations to the Keyworth Neighbourhood Plan and
the Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies Document (LAPP) and draft Green
Belt Review (part 2(b)) Consultation, we contend that there were no
justifiable reasons for the inclusion of certain sites instead of Land South of Selby
Lane. We consider that a residential development at Selby Lane would make an
important positive contribution to Keyworth in terms of design, form and location, to
the character and functions of the surrounding landscape and development could
come forward in combination with other sites in order to reach the minimum figure
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and provide a balanced approach to growth around Keyworth. Development of this
site would not jeopardise Green Belt objectives and forms a natural extension to
‘round off’ the edge of the settlement.
Potential development proposals include a substantial landscaping buffer on the eastern
edge to screen the development from the entrance to the village and minimise the visual
impact of potential new development. The proposals are also designed around identified
important views within the Keyworth Village Design Statement to maintain and It is
considered that the DWH proposals can help meet the needs of Keyworth in the
years to come, as a sustainable, deliverable housing development with an
appropriate housing mix, including open market homes which cater for both young
families and the elderly and affordable homes.
There are significant merits of supporting smaller sites such as those promoted by
our client, which are not reliant on significant infrastructure delivery and cumulatively
could support the growth required in the Borough without significant encroachment
into the Green Belt, which would be required for one single larger site/allocation and
would also provide the Council with the greater potential of meeting the existing
housing land supply shortfall and providing a means to achieving a 5 year housing
land supply in the early years of the plan period. The recently published Housing
White Paper echoes this and encourages local authorities to make appropriate
allowance for the fact that smaller sites tend to be built out more quickly than larger
ones.
In our judgement, there appears to be an excellent opportunity for a sustainable and
deliverable development in a good location which can make a positive contribution
to housing supply during the plan period. In our view this indicates that a more
ambitious approach can be taken to housing supply as we have recommended above.
The inclusion of sites such as Land South of Selby Lane in the Local Plan would provide
greater certainty in terms of housing supply/delivery and assist the authority in
identifying a 5 year supply of deliverable homes and significant weight should also be
placed on the ability of a developer such as DWH in bringing forward a suitable and
acceptable scheme.

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.
Click here to enter text.
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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.
Click here to enter text.

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.
Click here to enter text.

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.
Click here to enter text.

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.
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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.
Click here to enter text.

East Bridgford
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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)







Any other location (please specify which)
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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)







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)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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:
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)
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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:
Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)
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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

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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