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Response to Local Plan Part 2, Land and Planning Policies, Further Options
28 March 2017
Before answering the specific questions in the consultation, we make the following observations:


It is over a year since your first consultation on Local Plan Part 2. We provided a full response to this.
The further delay while you consult again is extremely unfortunate. The consequence falls heavily on
East Leake, and is not being felt as keenly elsewhere in the Borough. Rushcliffe’s lack of 5 year land
supply for housing and East Leake’s position outside the green belt is resulting in explosive housing
development here that is not matched across the Borough. From your timetable it would appear that
the situation will not improve until June 2018 at the earliest.



The infrastructure in East Leake is not being upgraded alongside the building work; it cannot cope, and
the residents are angry. The planning function is not operating for the benefit of the community –
development is entirely developer-led with little actual “planning” by Rushcliffe being apparent. There
are pressing concerns about school places, the Health Centre, sewage and roads. No investment is being
made into the village centre and no employment opportunities are being created alongside the
population growth.



We urge Rushcliffe to get a move on with the process. Land needs to be released from the green belt – is
there no way this can be done quicker, especially where there have been extensive consultations
already, e.g. in Keyworth where site recommendations were made in their Neighbourhood Plan
preparation?



The housing requirement is for the Greater Nottingham area, and as stated in the Core Strategy the
majority needs to be provided adjacent to the built up area of Nottingham, and not in the extreme south
of the county.



The lack of progress in delivering housing in the three main urban extensions is inexcusable and the
blame has to be Rushcliffe Borough Council’s. Either you wrongly predicted the rate of delivery or you
have not made strenuous enough efforts to ensure that the sites are delivered.
The following should be explored:
 Dividing the sites into smaller areas making it easier to get development under way
 Master planning for each site
 Utilising all government carrots and sticks to move things forward
 More active engagement with developers
 Better use of conditions when approving sites to ensure delivery at agreed times to prevent
landbanking



The current consultation makes no mention of the safeguarded site (Edwalton Golf Course). This has
been released from the Green Belt in order to provide future housing potential adjacent to the urban
area, and should be brought into play now to fulfil RBC’s obligations.

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?

You state:
In the 12 months since the Issues and Options document was published, it has become clear that the
delays to five of the six large sites allocated by the Core Strategy has led to the situation whereby they
are unlikely to deliver as many new homes as previously expected, both overall by the end of the plan
period (2028) and also during the next five years.

We understand the timing issue with respect to the next five years, and possibly for the period 2019 to 2024,
but you have provided no evidence that the sites cannot deliver the number of homes expected by the end
of the plan period. Is it simply that the sites cannot deliver this number of homes by 2028, or are you saying
that the sites cannot accommodate this many homes? Why were the sites allocated in the Core Strategy if
they could not deliver in the timescale?
If sites for 900 extra houses are provided out in the settlements, then the requirement in the Core Strategy
for 7650 homes adjoining the Nottingham urban area will not be met.

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?

NO
In view of the importance of providing houses on the urban edge, and in the context of the incentives, grants
and penalties likely to arise from the Government White Paper “Fixing our Broken Housing Market” you have
to try harder to provide the homes where and when they are needed.

Question 3: Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 – Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

YES

in theory, though we have no particular knowledge of the site

Any Other Location

YES – see our comments in the preamble about Edwalton Golf Course.

This has been brought out of the

green belt to help you meet your obligations.

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 Absolutely.
East Leake’s Neighbourhood Plan and associated statement of consultation provide considerable evidence
about the infrastructure pressures and residents’ views. Policy H1 in the Neighbourhood Plan is particularly
relevant.
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The Infrastructure Delivery plan provided in the supporting documentation for the Rushcliffe Local Plan has
not assessed infrastructure needs in East Leake over and above an extra 400 homes. Further assessment
needs to be done and infrastructure improvements made to accommodate the extra homes already allowed,
let alone any further homes. Given the infrastructure deficiencies East Leake can no longer be considered a
“sustainable” location for growth.

Question 9 – Potential additional sites at East Leake

NO TO ALL SITES
Given our strength of feeling that no further sites at East Leake should be allocated, we do not comment on
the individual sites here. We refer you our response to consultations on the current outline applications for
sites EL12 and EL14. Policies H7 and E1 of the Neighbourhood Plan both contains specific criteria for
assessing the suitability of individual sites.
We note with interest the following paragraph as there has been very little evidence of this to date:
“The development of any one of these sites would be likely to result in impacts which require
mitigation and also opportunities to improve the local area. We would need to consider the facilities
and services required, the type and design of housing, and how the site would be accessed by car
and public transport, amongst a number of other issues.”

Questions 4-7, and 10-15: Bingham, Cotgrave, Keyworth, Radcliffe, Ruddington
We don’t particularly want to visit on our neighbours the rapid uncontrolled expansion that we are enduring
in East Leake but given that we were allocated 400 homes for the whole plan period to 2028 and have
already had 816 approved, with 430 more awaiting a decision, it would appear that giving the same level of
over-allocation to the other larger settlements would more than provide the 900 homes that you are looking
for. So in principle, and without any particular local knowledge of the other settlements or sites, we would
say YES to any of the proposed sites, to spread the housing more evenly across the borough.
In terms of infrastructure we point out that Keyworth has a new Health Centre and three primary schools,
and that Cotgrave has a funded programme for village centre regeneration and has priority ahead of East
Leake for a new Health Centre.

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)?

NO
As a settlement outside the green belt already attracting interest from developers, Aslockton has potential to
produce houses earlier in the plan period and so contribute significantly to resolving the 5 year deficit. When
considering the scale of development relative to the size of the settlement, East Leake has been allocated
816 houses against a base number of around 2700, so the number of applications already approved here
increases the size of East Leake by 30%. We don’t believe that the single permitted development in Aslockton
constitutes as great a percentage. In terms of sustainability, the railway link into Nottingham from Aslockton
has to be regarded as significant.
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Question 17: Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as suitable for a limited level of
housing growth on greenfileld sites? Cropwell Bishop, East Bridgford, Gotham, Tollerton, Sutton Bonington

YES
If growth is to take place outside the urban area, it should be spread as widely as possible throughout the
Borough. We would have liked to see more analysis as to why these 5 villages have been selected. Only one
of the five lies outside the green belt, so this initiative will be slow to deliver houses, and we would have
preferred to see more villages outside the green belt assessed for growth and included. Possibilities could
include Kinoulton, Langar, Flintham, Willoughby, Orston among others.

Questions 18-27 “Other Villages” – number of new homes and individual sites
Numbers - unless there is a strategic reason to favour growing a particular village, we would advocate
spreading the growth as evenly as possible between the villages, with a full assessment of infrastructure
impact. In principle we would support any of the sites identified.
As far as Gotham is concerned, we note that the largest sites identified would reduce the separation
between Gotham and East Leake and we press once more for Rushcliffe extend the green belt outwards to
prevent future coalescence of the two villages.
Sutton Bonington shares the East Leake medical practice and the overall additional pressure needs to be
considered.
Both Sutton Bonington and Gotham are in the catchment area for East Leake Academy, so the cumulative
impact on school places of simultaneously developing all three villages plus the site South of Clifton needs to
be dealt with.

Question 28 – Other Housing Development Matters
See our comments in the preamble and three further suggestions below.
We are wondering why the Local Plan appears silent about Ratcliffe-on-Soar Power Station, which is
projected to close during the plan period or soon afterwards, releasing a huge brownfield site with excellent
road and rail links.
On the housing trajectory, Appendix B, the trajectories for delivery at Keyworth and Radcliffe appear quite
relaxed compared to that being achieved at East Leake. We suggest that once the sites are eventually
released from the green belt, development here could progress much more rapidly than shown.
We draw your attention to Policy 8 of the Core Strategy - the issue of housing mix and particularly meeting
the needs and demands of the elderly. The suitability of different locations for different types of housing has
not been considered at all in part 2 of the local plan. If not as part of this exercise, it does need to be
managed going forward. Due to the developer-led approach in East Leake not one market home designed for
older people has been delivered to date. Is there a location suitable for a retirement village, for instance?
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Response to Green Belt Review Additional Sites
28 March 2017
We have responded in detail to previous Green Belt reviews, and the general points we have made
still apply and we would like them to be considered again.
East Leake is currently suffering from not being within the Green Belt, whereas the other “key
settlements” identified in Rushcliffe’s Core Strategy do have Green Belt protection. The delay in
the Green Belt Review and Part 2 of the Local Plan is having a severe impact on East Leake, as one of
the few areas in the Borough where development can take place without release of Green Belt land.
We are experiencing uncontrolled, explosive developer-led housing growth without the necessary
improvements to infrastructure. Our first point therefore is that the process of releasing land from
the Green Belt needs to speed up.
The second point is one that we have made before. If the green belt “ring” protecting Nottingham
is being weakened by release of land, then Green Belt should be created further out to maintain the
protection of settlements from merging with Nottingham.
One particular concern for East Leake is loss of separation from Gotham, which will itself have its
separation from Nottingham reduced by the strategic allocation South of Clifton (when this
eventually gets under way). While we do not object to sites GOT4 and GOT5, we note that they
would bring Gotham and East Leake closer together. As the Ridgeway housing, British Gypsum site,
and Golf Course all lie between the two settlements, there is very little genuine open countryside
between East Leake and Gotham. We suggest that the scores on these sites for preventing merging
of settlements be increased to 2 or 3. The fact that East Leake is not within the Green Belt does not
mean that it should not maintain separation from Gotham. From the perspective of development in
East Leake, this issue is covered by para 2.5.5, policy H6(c) of the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan.
Our final point is to do with the public perception of the term “Green Belt”, which is often
misunderstood to be synonymous with “green fields”. The government commitment in the White
Paper to protect the Green Belt is likely to compound this misunderstanding, with people vaguely
reassured that “green fields” are being protected. Nothing could be further from the truth in East
Leake, and we just wish to point out that the green fields that surround us are intrinsically as
beautiful and environmentally/agriculturally/recreationally valuable as those elsewhere in
Rushcliffe.

