Kennedy 1073177
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

mark kennedy <
25 March 2017 20:37
Localdevelopment
Fwd: Undeliverable: Objection to 600 new houses to Tollerton Village

Dear Local Development Team & local Councillors,

I am writing to strongly object to the proposals of building a further 600 houses in and around Tollerton
Village. This specifically relates to “Local Plan Part 2 Further Options” and “Draft Part 2b Green Belt
Revew”. With recent proposals of adding more houses on top the existing 4000 new houses, I strongly
object the proposals due to the following reasons.
x A52 is highly congested, this is expected to worsen once the new houses in Edwalton Park are
completed. It will have huge impact to all the residents in Tollerton.
x Green belt areas give Tollerton the open countryside which has always been the key characteristic to the
village, this will be taken away from the village and affects the community identity.
x Additional strain will be added to the local and surrounding infrastructure such as parks, primary school,
middle school, dental / GP practices, waste, water, energy and policing. There is insufficient capacity to
accommodate the demands from the current residents and additional population will bring further tension.
x It is important to the existing Tollerton residents that we remain a village and hold on to our existing
identity and community spirit. New housing proposals will urbanise Tollerton and make the village just
another suburb of Nottingham.
x Tollerton has a rich variation of housing, additional new housing will inevitably be from large
developers that role out the same mass produced, ‘lego-land’ new builds that are replicated all over the
country. This will again remove the Tollerton identity and irreversibly damage our community spirit.
x Tollerton has already been allocated 4000 new houses. There are many other proposed sites in Rushcliff
and it is unfair to expect Tollerton to take any more houses.
x New houses on Tol 1 and 2 would be visible from a long way away so the sites should not be removed
from the green belt.

I very much hope that my views along with my neighbours and fellow villagers is listened to as we fight
against any further development plans.

Regards,

Mark Kennedy
1

20 Bentinck Avenue,
Tollerton
NG12 4ED

2

King A 1073064
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Amanda King <am>26 March 2017 20:58
Localdevelopment
Fwd: Local Plan part 2 - Tollerton feedback

---------- Forwarded message ---------From: Amanda King <am>
Date: Sun, Mar 26, 2017 at 8:57 PM
Subject: Local Plan part 2 - Tollerton feedback
To: www.localdevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk, t

Dear Sirs
I have tried to submit my feedback through the portal but it would not let me.
Please see my response below

I strongly disagree against the building of another 600 houses in Tollerton
Green belt in protected land
Joins out Village with Gaston – loosing village status
Major traffic congestion already
Would require major roads infrastructure
Tollerton would take on a higher % of the housing shortage – unfair as 6000 homes already allocated
Tollerton 1 has been scored as the highest Green belt score or the 3 proposed sites scoring 21 HIGH. Of the
3 sites TOL 3 would have the least impact on terms of access.
Your report also show you would need to release TOL 1 & 2 to meet you quota for additional homes.

To check the unrestricted
sprawl of large built-up
areas

x

· The proximity and visual connectivity of the area/site to the settlements
clearly defined urban edge.

x

· The extent to which the area/site is contained and whether its development
1

would round off the urban edge.
Answer
The proposed site is adjacent to residential properties which although within the
Green Belt are within the settlement of Tollerton. The site shares one boundary
with this area (properties west of Tollerton Lane)
x

· The existence of clearly defined boundaries.

Tollerton would be joined with Gamston - urban sprawl
x · The degree to which development would physically reduce the distance
between the urban edge and neighboring settlements.
x

· The degree to which the development would result in the perception that
distances between settlements have reduced.

To prevent neighbouring
towns merging into one
anoth

Answer
The removal of this land would significantly reduce the distance between Tollerton with
the Gamston/Tollerton Strategic Allocation (part of Nottingham’s main urban area). It is
considered that the release of TOL1 would not occur in isolation and would in all
likelihood also require the release of TOL2. This would result in almost merging of
Tollerton with the strategic allocation East to Gamston/North of Tollerton.

x

· The existence and scale of inappropriate development within the area/site.

x

· The degree to which the character of the area/site is ‘urban fringe’ rather
than ‘open countryside’.

Answer
To assist in safeguarding the
countryside from
TOL 1 would join both sides of the village together. Therefore encroaching on
encroachment
framland
TOL 2 would join the new settlements already agreed, therefore encroaching on
farmland and joining the 2 settlements together.
TOL 3 – least impact

· The degree of harm that may be caused to the setting or special character of the
existing built up area of settlement, taking into account the visual aspects of designated
and non-designated heritage assets (conservation areas, listed buildings, historic parks
and gardens, scheduled monuments or important heritage features).
To preserve the setting and
special character of historic
towns
Answer
The site is adjacent to the historic core of Tollerton which, although not a
Conservation Area, includes six listed buildings/structures, eight local interest
buildings (directly adjacent to the land) and Tollerton Hall, a locally designated
historic park and garden.
2

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

2nd question

I strongly disagree with the building of additional 600 houses in Tollerton.

I did attend the consultation evening, after speaking to your colleague’s I was still unclear as to why work
had not started on the original site of 4000 houses. That land has been acquired by the council and work
should have already begun. It is therefore very unfair to move whatever the problems the Council have with
the first site to take away additional green belt land from Tollerton. What is being proposed is now more
damaging to the Village.

It is therefore very unfair to add this additional 600 houses onto Tollerton when 4000 homes have already
been allocated to North of Tollerton.

Green belt land is protected and we have bought out house on the understanding that it would remain
protected.

I do live on Franklin Drive which would be impacted by TOL 1. The key reason for buying our house 3.5
years ago was due to the rural location, open farmland.

I am also very concerned about house property going negative as we bought our house 3.5 years ago. At the
meeting, they were not able to address this issue

The country side is a key characteristic of our village, further building on the green belt land would change
our village and join it onto Gamston/West Bridgford making it a suburb of Nottingham and no longer a
village setting.

Traffic is already a major issue at rush hours’ times. Building on TOL 1 would also require major road
infrastructure.

With your proposed additional 600 houses Now to deal with your shortfall we have been given no
information about how you will deal with roads, local amenities.
3

Again, to be clear, I strongly disagree with the additional houses.

Yours sincerely
Amanda Leech (King)

4

King B 1092887

King R 1073202
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard King <r>
26 March 2017 21:03
Localdevelopment
Response To Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land And Building Policies - Further
Options

To whom this may concern:
I am writing to you in respect of the potential site for housing development at Adbolton Lane, Lady Bay,
West Bridgford.
The Lady Bay community does not want to see that start of a whole new encroachment on the green belt,
which will affect traffic and infrastructure, such as schools and healthcare. We oppose the removal of the
land from the green belt.
Likewise the coverage of such a large area of hard standing and the resultant loss of green space would
increase the risk of flooding as the absorbency of the land would be significantly reduced.
In addition, there would be a significant threat to wildlife habitat in the area, especially in the vicinity of
Pinder’s Pond, as this would be directly affected by the extent of the proposed development.
But perhaps the most serious impact would the on the lost village of Adbolton, a site of archaeological
interest which lies directly beneath the potential development, The remains include not only the dwellings
but also the remains of the church and sacred ground, which dates back to the Domesday Book.
I hope that raising these issues has proved useful and can be used along with all other opposing comments to
stop this unnecessary and unwanted development.
Yours sincerely
Richard King

email: r
tel: 0
linkedIn: uk.linkedin.com/in/richardkingfinstlmpmp/

1

Kingsley A
1073079

Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Allyson Kingsley <al>
30 March 2017 18:39
Localdevelopment
Cllr D Mason; Cllr R L Butler; Neil Clarke; tol

DearSirs,
Iwouldliketoobjectinthestrongestpossibletermstothelatestplansforfurtherhousingtobebuiltin
Tollerton.
OurvillageishousedwithinagreenbeltareaandIfeelthattheproposalswouldsignificantlyalterthe
feelingwithinthevillageitself.Itwouldeffectivechangefromaruralvillagesettingtobusysmalltown.
ThisisespeciallyunfairasIfeelthereareothermoresuitablesitesthatcouldbedevelopedwithfarless
impactontheenvironmentaswellasontheexistingpeoplelivinginTollerton.Inadditiontrafficwould
becomeanevengreaterproblemthanitalreadyisnow.ToomanyvehiclesdouseTollertonasacut
throughmakingtheroadsdangeroustotheresidents.Thevillagecurrentlyusessurroundingareasfor
servicesegmedicalandretail.Addingtothepopulationwouldmakethisveryproblematicsoanyplans
wouldneedtoincluderoads,shopsandservicestoservesuchabigpopulation.Thismakesthewholeplan
unfeasible.
IurgeyoutoreͲconsidertheseplansandcarryoutfurtherresearchastherearemoresuitableareasto
develop.
Thankyou.
AllysonKingsley
OrchardBarn
TollertonLane
NG124FT

1

Kingsley J 778229
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

John Kingsle>
30 March 2017 18:26
Localdevelopment
Cllr D Mason; Neil Clarke; Cllr R L Butler; Tollerton TABU
OPPOSITION TO DEVELOPMENT IN TOLLERTON

Dear Sirs,
I would like to register my opposition to the proposed development in Tollerton.
There are many reasons that I feel Tollerton is unsuitable for the proposed developments.
The traffic in Tollerton is already at a dangerously high level. At certain times of the day the main road
through Tollerton is a "no go" area with traffic from Tollerton school. Adding to this would be impossible
without very major amendments to the entire road network.Tollerton does not have sufficient facilities to
accommodate an significant increase to the population. In order to house more people in Tollerton, it would
certainly need another school, medical services and shopping area to support the proposed increase in
population.
Also, a very major part of living in Tollerton is our proximity to designated Green Belt. The proposals
would significantly change the whole characteristic of this village.
Tollerton already has had a big allocation of new homes and to increase this would be unfair with so many
other more suitable sites nearby available.
We sincerely hope that you will re consider these plans which we feel are excessive, ill conceived badly
planned and totally unfair.
Thank you,
John Kingsley
Orchard Barn
Tollerton Lane
Nottingham
NG12 4FT

1

Kingsley L
1073073
Phil Marshall
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Lewis Kingsley <l>31 March 2017 15:32
Localdevelopment
Cllr D Mason; Cllr R L Butler; Neil Clarke
Proposed development in tollerton

Hi,
i believe that the proposed planning is a bad idea due to the fact that there will be an increase in traffic, as
well as this i like living in the countryside and would not like to see my village become a town.
Regards,
Lewis Kingsley.
Sent from my iPhone

1

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Charlie King
Localdevelopment
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Building Policies- Further Options
30 March 2017 20:47:25

Dear Sirs
I am aware of the proposal to include the land at Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford as a
potential building site under plans outlined in the Rushcliffe Local Plan part 2: Land and Building
Policies – Further Options.
This proposal is entirely wrong for a number of reasons:
1) It is a vital principle that Green Belt Land should not be considered for development. This is such
an important issue as once such precedents are set it totally undermines all protection going forward
2) Suggesting further density of housing on a flood risk area makes no sense at all. What drainage
there is will be significantly compromised by the proposed density of house building, creating
significant risks for existing housing in the area as well as any new build properties. There would
have to be absolute guarantees that obtaining flood insurance (already very difficult) would not be
compromised further. It is highly unlikely that any such guarantees could ever be given
3) Trent Boulevard leading into Adbolton Lane already suffers traffic problems and these will only
get worse with added traffic from so many homes. The road infrastructure is not capable of
handling this extra traffic, not to mention the increased safety risks bearing in mind there are
children’s nurseries either side of the proposed site as well as a children’s play area
4) Development would have a detrimental impact on wildlife, disrupting nesting provision for owls
and bats.
I sincerely hope that local views will be properly considered as developing this land would be wrong
for so many reasons
Charles King
The Coach House
Adbolton Lane
West Bridgford
Nottinghamshire
NG2 5AS

Comment.
Consultee

Mr Ali Langton (1074373)

Email Address
Address

33 Adbolton Grove
West Bridgford
Nottingham
NG2 5AR

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options
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Mr Ali Langton

Comment ID
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30/03/17 21:39

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

Yes

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of No
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?
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
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as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify where in box
below)

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.This could include comments
on the services and facilities required to support development and the design, mix and layout of
development.
The lady bay community does not want to see the start of a whole new encroachment on the green
belt which will affect traffic and infrastructure, such as schools and healthcare. We oppose the removal
of the land from the green belt.
Likewise, the coverage of such a large area in hardstanding and the resultant loss of green space
would increase the risk of flooding as the absorbency of the land would be significantly reduced.
In addition there would be a significant threat to wildlife habitat in the area, especially in the vicinity of
Pinders Pond , as this would be directly affected by the extent of the proposed development.
But perhaps the most serious impact would be on the lost village of Adbolton, a site of important
archaeological interest which lies directly belief the potential development. The remains include not
only twirling but also the remains of the church and sacred ground, which dates back to the Domesday
book.
I hope the raising these issues has proved useful and can be used along with all other opposing
comments to stop this unnecessary, and required and unwanted development.
Yours sincerely, Ali Langton
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
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Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Lawrence Cllr
1003956

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
Cllr N Lawrence – East Bridgford
Ward
31 Walnut Tree Lane,
East Bridgford
NG13 8NN

C

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Clickheretoentertext.

Address

Clickheretoentertext.

E-mail

Clickheretoentertext.

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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

1



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
I think you are taking an overly pessimistic view of the situation. The number is
probably 1000-1500.
My question is whether these additions will increase the already overlarge figure
allocated for building by 2028

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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



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

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)

3





Any other location (please specify which)







2

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

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

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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



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

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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

3



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

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.
400-600 extra allocations to bring it into line with the other large villages, and to
justify the money being spent on redeveloping the centre.

Question 7: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







Site COT7– Land behind Firdale (2) (potential
capacity around 65 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







Site COT12– Land south of Plumtree Lane
(potential capacity around 250 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)









Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. This
could include comments on the services and facilities required to support
development and the design, mix and layout of development.
I have no preferences

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….





5

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



Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 9: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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



6

Keyworth

Question 10: Do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be
built on greenfield sites at Keyworth up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for
your answer.
It should take in total about 1000 including land already allocated in Local Plan pt1

Question 11: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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.
500 – 1000

Question 13: Do you support housing development at:
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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.
I have no preferences except that development of Radcliffe should not overflow into
neighbouring parishes (eg Shelford).

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.
I have no comments

Question 15: Do you support housing development at:


Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site 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.
I have no preferences

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Don’t ……………………………………………………………………………
know …..
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
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Clickheretoentertext.

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.
We should only allocate land within the Nottingham/ Derby greenbelt if it can be
demonstated that is is not possible to locate the number of homes required from the
6 large villages/ small towns and the West Bridgford/ Edwalton area.

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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Clickheretoentertext.

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.
I have no comments

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)





3

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



3



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





3

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





3

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





3

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





3

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



3



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

3





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





3

Any other location (please specify which)

3







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
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support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
Brownfield land north of Hackers Close – capacity 5 homes

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
I have no comments

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 25: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)









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.


16

I have no comments

Other issues

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

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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EastBridgford

RushcliffeLocalPlan–pt2
ConsultationonrevisionstotheGreenbeltandAdditionalHousing
AresponsefromCllrNLawrence,WardMemberforEastBridgfordWard

TheLocalPlanPt2seekstodefine,amongstother,additionalsitesforhousinginRushcliffe.This
consultationspecificallylooksat9possiblesitesintheParishofEastBridgford.Almostalloftheland
iscurrentlyintheGreenbeltandthereisaparallelconsultationonremovingsomeorallofthese.
Mycommentsoneacharetobefoundbelow.
HoweverthisapproachoflookingattheParishinapiecemealfashioncreatesariskthatthe
settlementsofEastBridgford,NewtonandBinghammightcoalesce.Oncecurrentplansare
completeNewtonandBinghamwillmeetacrosstheA46,andbeconnectedbyafootbridge.East
BridgfordandthemainsettlementofNewtonarecurrentlynomorethan1.1Kilometresapartvia
BruntsLaneEBandFPinNewton.
Iamawarethatinthepastsomeplanningofficershavefavouredsuchadevelopmenttocreatea
counterweighttoWestBridgford.Ifthiswastohappenitwouldseverelydamagetherural
communityofEastBridgford.Iconsiderthatthisshouldnotbeallowedtosimplydeveloppiecemeal,
butifitweretohappenitshouldbeaconsciouspolicydecisionbytheRushcliffeBoroughCouncil.

Siteunderconsideration
EBR1 Thissiteispartlyinthegreenbelt,thatbehindtheVicaragebeinginside,therestnotbutin
theEBConservationarea.TheSLHAAdeclaresitisundevelopableonitsownbecauseofthe
restrictedaccesstoKirkHill.ThusitcanonlybedevelopedinconjunctionwithsiteEBR2.EBR1is
currentlyinuseastheGuide&Scoutfield,andaspublicopenspace.Iobject
EBR2 Thissiteisratedhighlyintheassessmentofitsvaluetothegreenbelt.Thissurprisesme
becauseallviewsoutofthevillageacrossitareclosedoffbythetalltreesofthe“plantation”in
ShelfordParishclosenearby.AlongsideitallpropertiesinKirkHillarebehindhighredbrickwalls.
CertainlyviewedonamapthisplotappearstohelptheseparationbetweenEastBridgfordand
Newton,butviewedonthegroundthesouthernmostpartofKirkHillandthecottagesandtreeson
theoldRomanBridgfordStreetformamoreeffectiveboundary.Thissitehassomeadvantages–it
haseasyaccesstotowardsNottinghamandtheemploymentareasacrossthevillagewithout
impingingonthecrossroadsorMainSt.anditiswithineasywalkingdistanceoftheschool,church,
postofficeandpub,anditliesonthebusroute.
EBR3 Thissitehasbeensubmitted,andrejectedmanytimes.Itliesimmediatelyadjacenttothe
Grade2listedManorHouseandifdevelopedwouldcompletelydestroytheruralaspectofthat
building.ItisalsovisiblefromtheTrentValleyfloodplainasfarbackasLowdham.Itprovides
sweepingviewsfromwithinthevillageintotheTrentValleyandnorthintoSherwoodForest,and
providesthebestaccessintotheTrentsidefootpathnetwork.Anytrafficfromadevelopmentwould
havetogodownthecongestedKneetonRoadandthroughthecrossroads.Itis1.5Kmfromthebus
routeandthevillagefacilities.Iobjecttothissite.

EastBridgford

RushcliffeLocalPlan–pt2
ConsultationonrevisionstotheGreenbeltandAdditionalHousing
AresponsefromCllrNLawrence,WardMemberforEastBridgfordWard

EBR4 Thissitealsohasahistoryofbeingproposedandrefusedforhousing.Itsconnectiontothe
restofEastBridgfordistenuousandalargedevelopmentonthissitewouldeffectivelybecomea
housingsiteInanisolatedlocationwithinopencountrysideandthegreenbelt.Residentswouldbea
longwayfromtheheartofthevillageanditsamenities,andwouldneedtouseamotorvehiclefor
mostjourneys.Iobjecttothissite.
EBR5 ItcouldbeperceivedthatthisplotisoflowvaluetotheGreenBeltandwouldalmostbe
“infill”intoaninnercorneroftheEastBridgfordConservationarea.Howeveritactuallycontributes
immenselytotheruralfeelofLammasLanewhichinturnhasamajorimpactintheruralityofthe
village.LammasLaneisaruralbywayofexceptionalcharm.Accessto/fromthissiterequiresvehicles
totraversethefullNSlengthofthevillagevianarrow“ruralstyle”lanes–LammasLane,CollegeSt.
Iobjecttothissite.
EBR6 ThispieceoflandisentirelyresponsiblefortheruralfeelofCherryHoltLaneandthe
westernpartofClosesSideLane.Buildingonthiswouldobstructtheruralviewsoutalargepartof
EastBridgford.Iobject.
EBR7 SimilarargumentsapplyasforEBR6.Howeverthisplotwouldnothavethesameimpacton
CherryHoltLane.PartofthisplotwassacrificedfortheearlierRuralExceptionschemewhich
producedFostersClose,andarecentsurveyindicatesthethereisdemandforanotherscheme.Our
preferencewouldbetokeepthisplotinthegreenbeltasapossiblesiteforafurther,lowrise,Rural
Exceptionscheme.
EBR8 Thissitecontributeslittletotheruralaspectofthevillage.Anyexpansioninthisdirection
takesthevillageboundaryclosertotheA46,andtoBingham(&CarColston).Bythesamevirtueany
newresidentshaveeasyaccessto/fromthesurroundingroadsystemwithoutaddingtothetraffic
densityonMainSt&intheheartofthevillage.
EBR9 Developmentonthispieceoflandwouldbarelybeconnectedtotherestofthevillageand
wouldstarttofillthegapbetweenthevillageandtheA46.Itwouldalsopartfillthegapbetween
EastBridgfordandbothNewtonandBingham,surelysomethingtheGreenBeltwasdesignedto
prevent.Thesitewouldstandoutlikeasingletooth,andwouldpartisolateotherplotsfromtherest
oftheGreenBelt.AccessisviaanunͲadopted,partunsurfaced,lanewhichistoonarrowtobe
developedintoatwolaneaccessroad.Thecharmingsmallbarninthecornerofthesiteisa
significantadditiontothelandscape.Thiscouldalmostberegardedasanhistoricfeaturesincesuch
barnshavenotbeenbuiltsincetheendofthe19thcentury.Finally,thisplotissurroundedon3sides
byancienthedgerowswithinwhichcanbefoundgreatbiodiversity.Thesecanbeseenonthe
EnclosureAwardmapof1801andtheMagdalenCollegeMapof1614.Iconsiderthisplottobe
whollyinappropriate.

Lawson 1073368
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Anna Duckett <an>
27 March 2017 22:32
Localdevelopment
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Building Policies- Further Options

To whom it may concern.
I am writing to comment on the proposed development site on Adbolton
Lane in West Bridgford.
I think this site is unsuitable for housing for the following reasons.
Firstly and most importantly, this is a site of historical value and
archeological interest. The village of Adbolton lies beneath this area and its
remains are still present. This village dates back to the Domesday book.
The area is green belt land.
The area is on flood plain. We have lived in the area since 2010 and it
becomes more difficult every year to gain flood cover on our home
insurance. The extra buildings may increase the risk of flooding. The new
homes as well as existing homes may be at increased risk of flooding with
greater difficulty to gain flood cover on insurance (if cover can be got at
all).
Due to the increased activity in the area caused by the development of the
Farmhouse and barns, Rushcliffe Borough Council insisted that provision
was made for the wildlife in the area in the form of an owl house for owls
and bats. This house would be right in the vicinity of the new development.
I live in Simkins Farmhouse and regularly see numerous bats around dusk
flying around this area and in front of my windows to the front of the house.
I believe bats to be a protected species. The barn owl is also seen in the area.
The development would surely affect these species as well as being close to
Pinders Pond, another area rich in wildlife.
Trent Boulevard is already heavily congested. A further 40 homes will add
to this. Some families within catchment for Lady Bay Primary School this
academic year have not gained places at the school as it does not have the
capacity. A further 40 homes will add to this pressure.
1

Simkins Farmhouse is a grade II listed building. The new development will
be detrimental to the setting of the building.
Finally, planning permission has been requested and rejected in this area for
two homes previously and 14 houses close to the area by Havenwood
Construction. An appeal was also rejected by Rushcliffe Borough Council.
Many of the reasons listed above have been given as the reasons to rejecting
this as an area suitable for development in the past.
I hope that these comments will be given due consideration.
Regards
Anna and Simon Lawson
Simkins Farmhouse, Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, Nottingham, NG2
5AS.
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Leese 775933
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Glyn LEESE <g>27 March 2017 10:39
Localdevelopment
Local development

WestronglyapposeanyadditionaldevelopmenttothatalreadyagreedintheTollertonareaonthefollowing
grounds.
1. Currenttrafficcongestionwouldbefarworse.
2.Tollertonisalreadyhavingtotakeanunfairpercentageoftheoveralltarget.
3.TheGreenBeltshouldbeprotected.
MrandMrsLeese
CotgraveLane.Tollerton.
SentfrommyiPad
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Professor Shuguang Li (1073033)

Email Address
Address

75 Melton Rd
Tollerton
Nottingham
NG12 4EN

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Professor Shuguang Li

Comment ID
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25/03/17 11:53

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version
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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?

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Urbanisation of green belt should never been done light-heartedly as it is irreversible. It should not be
taken only because it is a relatively cheap option (There is no lack of rundown industrial sites around). It
can be cheaper often because the sacrifice of the interests of local residents, the longer term impact
on environment and other social demand (medical services, schools etc.) have not been taken into
proper account, whilst any profit will be taken by fat cat developers.
Green belt urbanisation is like pollution. Policy makers are gently reminded the actual pollution resulting
from the industrialisation centuries ago. It was not perceived as a problem whilst industrialisation was
on going. Yet, descendants of their fathers had to repay heavy debts to clean the environment up,
only to realise rivers can never be as clean as it was, no matter how much one spends. Once we lose
our green belt, there will be no more left for our children and grandchildren, including those of the fact
cats, no matter how wealthy they would become!
Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of No
the three strategic allocations (Melton Road,
Edwalton; South of Clifton; and East of

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 1

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?
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response
As state previously.
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify where in box
below)

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.This could include comments
on the services and facilities required to support development and the design, mix and layout of
development.
As stated previously.
Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not
No
allocate further greenfield land for housing
development at Bingham in the plan period (up to
2028)?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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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

No

Gotham

No

Sutton Bonington

No

Tollerton

No

Any other settlement (please specify which)

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Please regenerate rundown industrail and residential sites. Use them up before contemplating any
sites within the green belt.
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
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There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
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Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 27
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Tollerton. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site TOL1 – Land at Burnside Grove (potential
capacity around 180 homes)

No

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

No

Site TOL3 – Land east of Tollerton Lane (potential No
capacity around 50 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

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.
Just to voice my strongest objection as a local resident.

Please identify any matters related to housing development which are not covered here or elsewhere.
Borough Council is meant to represent the residents and their interests. It should not bow to the
pressure of or be seduced by the bridal peatnuts from the fat cat developers. Council should be the
guardian of the residents rather than advocators of fat cats. Protect the green belt for our sake as the
residents, for your sake as our guardian, and most importantly for the sake of our children and
grandchildren.
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Ligers A 1074781

Rushcliffe Borough Council - Proposed housing development at Tollerton
My objections to the proposal of building of up to another 600 houses in the
council designated areas in Tollerton are as follows:
1. Increased traffic -> congestion
-> pollution
-> stress & health issues
2. Building plots tend to be small -> housing density is greater
-> assessment of land suitability for housing
development takes into account only the
visibility of the new development from
certain predetermined strategic positions
and not from the existing properties
-> loss of privacy because of proximity of new
houses, particularly for designated area
Tol1 as existing house plots are mostly quite
shallow in depth
-> loss and obstruction of open rural aspect
or view by means of proximity of new
buildings, again especially for Tol1 area

3. Impact on green belt -> reducing width/ narrowing of green belt
-> precedent to further such development
-> tending to coalescence
(i) with nearby built-up areas i.e. Edwalton & Gamston
(ii) and from other surrounding villages with similar
plans for building more housing, towards Tollerton
4. Greater demand on council services & community facilities i.e. schools,
medical services, social services - already stretched
5. Implications of possible compulsory purchase for access and infrastructure to
proposed area of building
6. Destroying village life
7. Property value will certainly be negatively affected
We have lived here in the same property for nigh on 50 years and chose this
area precisely for its quiet, rural life style. I feel that by proceeding with the

proposed building of the 600 houses breaks the promise of the meaning of the
green belt which would then effectively be stolen from us in Tollerton.
Mrs Astrida Ligers
24 Franklin Drive,
Tollerton,
Nottingham,
NG124ER

Ligers K 1074782

RUSHCLIFFE B.C. PLANNING POLICY – TOLLERTON

29th March, 2017

Re: ‘’Local Plan Part 2 Further Options’’ and ‘’Draft Part 2b Green Belt Review’’
I write to register my concerns and opposition to the Council’s proposals for further housing
development planned options for Tollerton village (in particularly north of Burnside Grove)
which, in my opinion, will:
i. Contribute to a dangerous narrowing of the green belt between Tollerton and Edwalton,
setting a precedent for satisfying future perceived demand for housing development in
Rushcliffe through the piecemeal addition of smaller new developments in village sites that
distress and overwhelm village infrastructure (transport, roads, and amenities) and social
fabrics without enhancing village life.
ii. Remove a key countryside element (a working farm) from the fabric of Tollerton, reducing
the "countryside" to a mere slice of agricultural land between ever closer new
developments. The effective "widening" of Tollerton beyond the "arterial" street of
Burnside Grove, would effectively remove direct views of the countryside from many
residents on Burnside Grove and Franklin Drive, at a stroke eliminating a major visual
benefit of the green belt for long-time existing residents, and resulting in predictably
unhappy consequences for property enjoyment and values.
iii. Not contribute to the recycling of derelict and other urban land, as set out above,
because the assembly of smaller housing development sites to "solve" housing demand will
only encourage the future use of Greenfield sites, whenever difficulties arise in key
settlement areas. Dispersing new housing development to smaller villages in the face of
difficulties in "key settlement" developments, not only dilutes local government efforts by
distracting focus from the "few" key settlements to "multiple" smaller locations, but also
demands disproportionately more work in planning considerations to prevent smaller
villages being overwhelmed by new housing developments. The additional strain on local
streets, roads, and education services (to name only the most obvious) would encourage a
de facto merging of Tollerton with neighbouring Edwalton, and threaten other nearby
villages too.
Kriss Ligers NDD, Dip. Arch.
24 Franklin Drive,
Tollerton, Nottm.,
NG12 4ER.

Lillie 775941
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

25 March 2017 20:10
Localdevelopment
cllr DMason; cllr RLButler; Neil Clarke
Tollerton development

MyhusbandandIareveryconcernedaboutthelatestproposalsforafurther600housesinTollerton.
Thevillagehasalreadybeenallocated4,000newhouses.Wefeelthatinviewofthenatureofourvillage,
thisistotallyunrealistic.ItwillutterlychangeusfrombeingaruralvillagetoaWestBridgfordoverspill.
FromBurnsideGrove,wecanalreadyseetheextensivenewdevelopment(andtrafficlights)near
Nottcutts.
SoonhouseswillbebuiltupthehillsidetowardsSharphillwoods.Allthisisalreadyhavingadetrimental
impactonTollertonaswelosesubstantialpartsofourpreciousgreenbelt.
ThenewhospitalandbusinessparkwillbringevenmoretrafficthroughTollerton,evenbeforeanynew
housesarebuilt.TollertonLanewillbecomeavasthousingestatestretchingallthewaytotheLingsBar
roadandtheexistingGamstondevelopment.Gamston,infact,isaprimeexampleofasmallrural
communitynowlostwithinurbansprawl.
Weurgeyoutolookforothersiteswithintheboroughbeforeirreversiblychangingthenatureof
Tollerton.
ChrisandMaureenLillie

1

Lines, Martin
1092957
To whom it may concern
I live at 166 Tollerton Lane, NG12 4FW in Tollerton and I'm writing to strongly
oppose the housing development proposed in the village due, primarily due the
significant lack of CURRENT infrastructure supporting our village with the current
number of houses including:

x

No GP practice servicing the village

x Over subscribed primary school, with one school year per year group and each
class at max 30 per ALREADY.
x Limited bus service, The bus service only runs until 6pm each evening, with
no bus service on a Sunday and there excessive walks from the top of Medina
drive
to the main bus service on the A606
x

Limited street lightening

x Parking issues on Tollerton Lane & Burnside Grove at school drop off and pickup times due to the current volume of traffic taking kids to school
x

No shops servicing the village

x Limited pavements on Tollerton Lane making walking around the village tricky
with buggy's and wheelchairs
x

Poor standard of road surfacing

x Very Long queues at Wheatcroft roundabout creating slow traffic along the
A606 at peak times

ANY ADDITIONAL HOUSING WILL COMPOUND THE ABOVE ISSUE TO AN
UNACCEPTABLE LEVEL
The new Spire Hospital has just been built - the impact of the additional people
working and attending this hospital is currently UNKNOWN as the hospital is not
up and running as yet, but will further compound the above issues. The
infrastructure of the village has not been improved to enable additional cars and
people to drive through the village to accommodate the hospital. The additional
cars from this new hospital alone will increase work commutes for Tollerton
residents and no doubt create parking problems on the main road
Tollerton is an area of green belt, with wildlife including barn owls, which we want
to protect.
Housing proposed on all 3 sites will infringe on all existing residents countryside
views, meaning new housing will be overlooked by current housing, especially on
the Medina Drive site.
There is no proposed access or infrastructure proposal that supports the housing
proposals and the roads - there is no obvious access that can be made through
Burnside Grove or to the back on Medina Drive. The fields behind Medina flood

regularly as the water flows down from the housing at Medina into the farmer’s
fields below
Tollerton is a small village and we have already been allocated 4000 houses near
the airport site. The village is too small to take any further development - there
are other sites in the Rushcliffe area, which are set up with far stronger
infrastructure (E.g Keyworth, Cotgrave, West Bridgford, Gamston - GP’s, shops,
un-subscribed, multiple Primary schools, better road infrastructure)
Tollerton is a rural suburb, and by adding further developments the landscape will
merge the settlements so the village boundary will no longer be clear.
Martin Lines
166 Tollerton Lane
Tollerton
Nottingham
NG12 4FW



Lines, Marie
1092956
To whom it may concern
I live at 166 Tollerton Lane, NG12 4FW in Tollerton and I'm writing to strongly
oppose the housing development proposed in the village due, primarily due the
significant lack of CURRENT infrastructure supporting our village with the current
number of houses including:

x

No GP practice servicing the village

x Over subscribed primary school, with one school year per year group and each
class at max 30 per ALREADY.
x Limited bus service, The bus service only runs until 6pm each evening, with
no bus service on a Sunday and there excessive walks from the top of Medina
drive
to the main bus service on the A606
x

Limited street lightening

x Parking issues on Tollerton Lane & Burnside Grove at school drop off and pickup times due to the current volume of traffic taking kids to school
x

No shops servicing the village

x Limited pavements on Tollerton Lane making walking around the village tricky
with buggy's and wheelchairs
x

Poor standard of road surfacing

x Very Long queues at Wheatcroft roundabout creating slow traffic along the
A606 at peak times

ANY ADDITIONAL HOUSING WILL COMPOUND THE ABOVE ISSUE TO AN
UNACCEPTABLE LEVEL
The new Spire Hospital has just been built - the impact of the additional people
working and attending this hospital is currently UNKNOWN as the hospital is not
up and running as yet, but will further compound the above issues. The
infrastructure of the village has not been improved to enable additional cars and
people to drive through the village to accommodate the hospital. The additional
cars from this new hospital alone will increase work commutes for Tollerton
residents and no doubt create parking problems on the main road
Tollerton is an area of green belt, with wildlife including barn owls, which we want
to protect.
Housing proposed on all 3 sites will infringe on all existing residents countryside
views, meaning new housing will be overlooked by current housing, especially on
the Medina Drive site.
There is no proposed access or infrastructure proposal that supports the housing
proposals and the roads - there is no obvious access that can be made through
Burnside Grove or to the back on Medina Drive. The fields behind Medina flood

regularly as the water flows down from the housing at Medina into the farmer’s
fields below
Tollerton is a small village and we have already been allocated 4000 houses near
the airport site. The village is too small to take any further development - there
are other sites in the Rushcliffe area, which are set up with far stronger
infrastructure (E.g Keyworth, Cotgrave, West Bridgford, Gamston - GP’s, shops,
un-subscribed, multiple Primary schools, better road infrastructure)
Tollerton is a rural suburb, and by adding further developments the landscape will
merge the settlements so the village boundary will no longer be clear.
Marie Lines
166 Tollerton Lane
Tollerton
Nottingham
NG12 4FW



Ling 988407

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

Agent details (where applicable)

Mr Richard Ling

Name

Clickheretoentertext.

46a South Road
West Bridgford
Nottingham
NG2 7AH

Address

Clickheretoentertext.

E-mail

Clickheretoentertext.

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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

1



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
The action of the Council is commended as its shows a commitment to meet the
housing requirements in a comprehensive way rather than having sites granted ad
hoc on appeal where it had been shown that a proper housing land supply could not
be identified.

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
It would make no real difference if the issue arising is the difficulty in getting the
implementation and development of these major sites.

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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 7: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







Site COT7– Land behind Firdale (2) (potential
capacity around 65 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







Site COT12– Land south of Plumtree Lane
(potential capacity around 250 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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

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



Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 9: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

Question 11: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 13: Do you support housing development at:
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 15: Do you support housing development at:


Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site 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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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 …..
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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?


Yes

No

Don’t
know

Cropwell Bishop







East Bridgford







Gotham







Sutton Bonington







Tollerton

3





Any other settlement (please specify which)









Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
Tollerton lies very close to the main urban area and development here is more
sustainable than in more remoter rural settlements in the Borough

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.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)









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


13

support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)







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









14

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 25: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)

3





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)

3







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
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TOL1 does not include land which lies on its north-east side between Little Lane and
the main road through Tollerton village. If this land is included in the allocation, it
provides a more sensible settlement form and boundary with the northern edge
being clearly marked by Little Lane which is a robust boundary as stated by the
Council. Tree planting on this northern boundary would assist in delineating the
settlement edge and reduce any perceived visual limk with the proposed
development at the Airfield site.

Other issues

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

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

Response Form
Your Details
Richard Ling
46a South Road
West Bridgford
Nottingham
NG2 7AH

Agent details (where applicable)
Name
Address

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

The area of concern is the score for TOL1. A representation has been made by me regarding this site and the
inclusion of land lying adjacent to the site on its north east side between Little Lane and the main road.
Assessment of scores - unrestricted sprawl : the Council gives this site a score of 4 out of a max of 5.
This is considered too harsh and the words “unrestricted sprawl” implies that little planning control is being
exercised. In practice, the Council would be defining the new settlement form and Green Belt boundary, so
that this should not be a justification for a high score. The detailed appraisal by the Council on this matter
refers to the visibility of the north western part of TOL1. However, Tollerton is already visible from the West
Bridgford/Gamston area and if necessary the inclusion of this extra land adjacent to TOL1 may mean that the
more prominent parts of the site can be omitted or landscaped as part of the development scheme. This
would reduce the score for the site to 2.
Prevention of merger – the Council has given a score of 5 for this purpose. This is considered far too
high. The Council has stated that Little Lane would provide a robust northern boundary to the site. Tree
planting on this northern boundary would reduce the visual link between Tollerton and the development
proposed on part of the Airfield site. Merger would be prevented by Green Belt designation of the gap
between the two areas and by suitable landscape measures within the proposed development areas. At
worst the score should be 3.
Safeguarding from encroachment - again the Council has given a score of 5. The Council’s
assessment for TOL2 is 3. This score of 3 is considered to be more appropriate for TOL1 as the two sites are
essentially identical in this regard.
Preserve setting etc. – the Council has given this site a score of 4 on the basis that the site is adjacent
to the historic core of Old Tollerton. The Council admits that the village is not a Conservation Area. Tollerton
Hall lies to the east of the main road through the village. No appreciation has been given that TOL1 (and
TOL2) could not be designed to be in harmony with the setting and historic character of this part of
Tollerton. Given the fact that the Council has stated that TL1 preserves this setting and historic character, it
is surprising that the score should be 4. 2 would be more appropriate.

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

2. Please provide any others comments you wish to make

This could affect the scoring for all sites in the Green Belt Review document, but the manner in which the
TOL1 site has been assessed does not reflect what mitigation measures can be put in place. The statements
made by the Council are too bald and there are inconsistencies in the statements made in the “Justification”
section to the Score.

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please return by 5pm 31 March 2017

to:

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

Or to: localdevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk

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

Link D 1076035
Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Debora Link <s>
31 March 2017 09:33
Localdevelopment
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Building Policies- Further Options

I strongly oppose this plan.
Thanks
Debora Link
Freelance Graphic Designer

1

Comment.
Consultee

Mr James Lister (1067382)

Email Address
Address

7 Hollygate Lane
Cotgrave
Nottingham
NG12 3JW

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Mr James Lister

Comment ID

16

Response Date

06/03/17 10:19

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

Yes

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of Yes
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?
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
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as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - all of site

Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not
Yes
allocate further greenfield land for housing
development at Bingham in the plan period (up to
2028)?
Question 5
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should
No
allocate greenfield land for housing development
at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?
Question 7
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. Most of the sites, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure
4 and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any
one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site COT1 - Land rear of Mill Lane/The Old Park
(potential capacity around 240 homes)

No

Site COT2 - Land at Main Road (potential capacity Yes - all of site
around 50 homes)
Site COT3 – Land rear of and to the west of Main
Road (potential capacity around 125 homes)

Yes - part of site

COT4 - Land off Woodgate Lane (potential capacity Yes - part of site
around 80 homes)
Site COT5 – Bakers Hollow (potential capacity
around 60 homes)

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site
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Site COT8 – Land behind Firdale (potential
capacity around 95 homes)

Yes - part of site

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

No

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

No

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

Yes - part of site

Site COT12– Land south of Plumtree Lane
(potential capacity around 250 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify which)

Yes - part of site

Question 8
Do you agree that, apart from those eight sites
Yes
that already have planning permission for housing
development (sites EL1 to EL8 as shown below),
further greenfield land should not be allocated for
housing development at East Leake?
Question 9
If, however, extra housing land does need to be allocated at East Leake, there are a number of sites that
have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for housing development. These are
also shown below (sites EL9 to EL14). We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of
the six sites and whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one
site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EL9 –Land south of West Leake Road
(potential capacity around 50 homes)

Yes - part of site

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

No

Site EL11 – Brook Furlong Farm(potential capacity Yes - part of site
around 70 homes)
Site EL12 – Land off Rempstone Road (north)
(potential capacity around 235 homes)

Yes - part of site

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

No

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

Yes - part of site

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 11
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There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. When we previously consulted on potential sites for housing
development early last year, the sites recommended for development in the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood
Plan were, at the time, part of site KEY4, KEY6 and part of site KEY10. In December 2016, Keyworth Parish
Council approved its final draft Neighbourhood Plan and the sites recommended for development had changed
to part of site KEY4, KEY8 and part of site KEY10.
To add to the comments already received when we consulted early last year, we would like to know what
you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure 6 and whether each one
should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site KEY1 – Land east of Willow Brook (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - all of site

Site KEY2 – Land off Selby Lane and Willowbrook Yes - all of site
(potential capacity around 15 homes)
Site KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane (potential
capacity around 60 homes)

Yes - all of site

Site KEY4 – Land off Nicker Hill (potential capacity Yes - part of site
around 450 homes)
Site KEY5 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (1) (potential Yes - part of site
capacity around 50 homes)
Site KEY6 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (2) (potential Yes - part of site
capacity around 80 homes)
Site KEY7 – Shelton Farm, Platt Lane (potential
capacity around 160 homes)

No

Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station Yes - part of site
Road (potential capacity around 180 homes)
Site KEY9 – Land north of Debdale Lane (1)
(potential capacity around 110 homes)

Yes - part of site

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

Yes - part of site

Site KEY14 – Land south of Bunny Lane (potential Yes - part of site
capacity around 410 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

No
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Question 13
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Radcliffe on Trent that have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RAD1 to RAD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further two sites (RAD11 and RAD12) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what you think about
the suitability of each of these two sites (as shown on the plan below) and whether each one should or should
not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option
to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RAD11 – North of Holme Lane (potential
capacity around 115 homes)

Yes - part of site

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

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

No

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

Yes - part of site

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 16
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Do you agree that, apart from the site to the south Yes
of Abbey Lane, 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)?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as suitable for a limited level of housing
growth on greenfileld sites?
Cropwell Bishop

No

East Bridgford

No

Gotham

No

Sutton Bonington

No

Tollerton

No

Any other settlement (please specify which)

No

Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site CBI1 – Land to the south of Nottingham Road
and east of Kinoulton Road (potential capacity
around 30 homes)

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

No

Site CBI6 – Land to the north of Fern Road (3)
(potential capacity around 70 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

No

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

Yes - all of site

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

No

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site
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Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

No

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

Yes - part of site

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

No

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

Yes - all of site

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
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Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)

Yes - all of site

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 27
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Tollerton. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site TOL1 – Land at Burnside Grove (potential
capacity around 180 homes)

No

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

Yes - part of site

Site TOL3 – Land east of Tollerton Lane (potential Yes - all of site
capacity around 50 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

No
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Litchfield M
1072674
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

m15 March 2017 20:22
LocaldevelopmentRushcliffe
local plan

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
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 none of these sites need further expansion.
I was shocked and sad that the area west of sharphill is being considered for development. I enjoy
running and walking around there on a regular basis. There is already very limited green space around
rushcliffe and this would make things even worse. whatsmore it would obstruct the nature corridor
under the A52 which is very important for the ancient woodland. Please dont build on this too.

1

Litchfield S
1073094

Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Shelley Litchfield <s>15 March 2017 21:01
Localdevelopment
Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies

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, we agree with RBC’s assessment that 2000 homes are needed for Local Plan Part 2 rather than the earlier
figure of 1,100. But no more at Sharphill / Edwalton please.
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. None of these sites should be expanded. New and existing residents will need open space to walk, play, think,
run and cycle, for their health and enjoyment.
We need more houses, but we also need open space around new and existing developments. We already have a

huge number of homes in this area. Please do not allow these sites to be built on as we won’t
have space to move.

1

Livsey 1067303

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
Mr I Livsey
83 Tollerton Lane
NG12 4FS

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Clickheretoentertext.

Address

Clickheretoentertext.

E-mail

Clickheretoentertext.

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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

1



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
The Strategic allocations of South Cilfton, Edwalton & East Gamston/North Tollerton
provide adequate supply. Delays to the building of dwellings should be resolved
rather than find solutions involving the destruction of further green belt land.

Housing Sites adjacent to the Main Urban Area

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

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
The destruction of green belt has been approved in these areas already and
infrastructure and other support to the development will be in place, therefore it is
logical that any increased development should be confined to these areas rather
than add further destruction elsewhere

Question 3: Do you support housing development at:

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

2

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No









Any other location (please specify which)







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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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

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



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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 7: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







Site COT6 – The Brickyard, Owthorpe Road
(potential capacity around 100 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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

……………………………………………………………………………..
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No

…………………………………………………………………………….

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




Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 9: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

Question 11: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 13: Do you support housing development at:
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 15: Do you support housing development at:


Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site 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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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 …..
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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?


Yes

No

Don’t
know

Cropwell Bishop







East Bridgford







Gotham







Sutton Bonington







Tollerton



3



Any other settlement (please specify which)









Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
The strategic allocation East Gamston/North Tollerton will put significantly add to
road/traffic issues through Tollerton Lane. To develop Tollerton further would
compound these traffic issues, for which Tollerton Lane is not able to cope with.
The TOL3 proposal, land East of Tollerton Lane, would be inappropriate for
development on Green Belt terms. It would be visible from Tollerton- there are
currently unrestricted views across farmland to Hoe Hill. It would be visble from
Plumtree and Keyworth. Development would destroy the character of Tollerton Lane
which is primarily made up of medium/large detached 1930’s era housing stock. This
character and nature of Tollerton Lane would be particularly imnpacted were
affordable housing be developed across this site.

Cropwell Bishop


11

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 19: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







Site CBI6 – Land to the north of Fern Road (3)
(potential capacity around 70 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)









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

East Bridgford

Question 20: If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at East
Bridgford, do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be built
up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for your answer.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 21: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 23: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







Any other location (please specify which)







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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 27: Do you support housing development at:

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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No





3

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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





3

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





3

Any other location (please specify which)





3

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
See Q17. Also,
Tollerton will be massively impacted by the East Gamston/North Tollerton strategic
allocation/development. Further development at Tollerton itself is unnecessary and
also unjust given the negative impact that the strategic development will have. This
area cannot sustain yet more development.
TOL3 – given the low potential capacity, the benefits of this development are far
outweighed by the cost and impact on the greenbelt and local community.
The TOL3 proposal would be inappropriate for development on Green Belt terms. It
would be visible from Tollerton- there are currently unrestricted views across
farmland to Hoe Hill. It would be visble from Plumtree and Keyworth. Development
would destroy the character of Tollerton Lane which is primarily made up of
medium/large detached 1930’s era housing stock. This character and nature of
Tollerton Lane would be particularly imnpacted were affordable housing be
developed across this site. A large hedgerow would also require destruction
impacting on the diversity of wildlife that this supports.

Other issues

Question 28: Please identify any matters related to housing development which are
not covered here or elsewhere.
17

Having reviewed the consultation responses to date, there are clearly a number of
responses in support of development that are clearly conflicted in terms of potential
financial benefit, ie., all those responses by landowners/agents who are seeking to
sell land for development and therefore gain significant pecuniary benefit.

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

Response Form
Your Details
Ian Livsey
83 Tollerton Lane
NG12 4FS

kj

Agent details (where applicable)
Name
Address

E-mail

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

Disagree.
With particular reference to TOL3 land East of Tollerton Lane:
Assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment. Should be score 5. This land gives an important
open nature to this area of Tollerton Lane and the village. The development here would ‘enclose’ this area in
houses and shield off the open feel. It would therefore impact on visual openness and physical openness.
Preserve setting and special character of historical development. Should be score 4. Development would not
be in keeping with the character of the current buildings on Tollerton Lane, predominantly detached
medium/large houses of early 20th century.
In addition a large hedgerow runs along this site between the road (Tollerton Lane) and the field. This would
clearly require removal/destruction along with the impact on the wildlife that the hedgerow supports should
development take place.

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

2. Please provide any others comments you wish to make

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please return by 5pm 31 March 2017

to:

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

Or to: localdevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk

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

Comment.
Consultee

Mrs Catherine Lloyd (1072690)

Email Address
Address

41 Nottingham Road
Cropwell Bishop
Nottingham
NG12 3BP

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Mrs Catherine Lloyd

Comment ID

31

Response Date

23/03/17 17:02

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

Question 1
Do you agree with the Council’s assessment of the present Don't know
housing supply situation and that enough land will need
to be identified by Local Plan Part 2 to accommodate
around 2,000 new homes?
Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of the
Don't know
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?
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)?

Don't know

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)?

Don't know

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 1

Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as suitable for a limited level of housing
growth on greenfileld sites?
Cropwell Bishop

Yes

East Bridgford

Don't know

Gotham

Don't know

Sutton Bonington

Don't know

Tollerton

Don't know

Any other settlement (please specify which)

Don't know

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.
I would support further housing development at Cropwell Bishop in a similar approach to that taken
when developing Barlows Close and Shelton Gardens. My view is for a maximum of 72 homes across
the some/ all of the proposed sites. I feel strongly that the road network and local facilities (doctors,
shops) will not support any increase beyond this limit. Church Street, Nottingham Road and Fern
Road are already congested and dangerous. The added traffic will only increase the degredation of
the already unsatisfactory road surfaces.
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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Site CBI1 – Land to the south of Nottingham Road and
east of Kinoulton Road (potential capacity around 30
homes)

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

Site CBI6 – Land to the north of Fern Road (3) (potential
capacity around 70 homes)

Yes - part of site

Any other location (please specify which)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British Legion
(potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential capacity
around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards
(potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity around
45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential capacity
around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Comment.
Consultee

Mr Stephen Lockwood (1067178)

Email Address
Address

11 Edwalton Lodge Close
Edwalton
Nottingham
NG12 4DT

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Mr Stephen Lockwood

Comment ID

13

Response Date

03/03/17 15:38

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

Yes

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of Yes
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?
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response
This development site has been opposed by the local inhabitants over a number of years, we finally
have approved plans to build on this green belt site and the local inhabitants have accepted these
plans together with a new school and community park. Should the current approved development
change then you will meet with very strong opposition which will cause excessive delays during the
consultation phase and the final outcome could result in no change.
Question 3
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There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify where in box
below)

Yes - all of site

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.
229 Melton Road, Edwalton, Nottingham. NG12 4DB ( Approx 20 Dwellings subject to planning
permission)
Hill House Farm, 235 Melton Road, Edwalton, Nottingham (54 Dwellings subject to planning permission)
Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not
Yes
allocate further greenfield land for housing
development at Bingham in the plan period (up to
2028)?
Question 5
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should
Yes
allocate greenfield land for housing development
at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?
Question 7
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. Most of the sites, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure
4 and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any
one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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Site COT1 - Land rear of Mill Lane/The Old Park
(potential capacity around 240 homes)

Yes - all of site

Site COT2 - Land at Main Road (potential capacity Yes - all of site
around 50 homes)
Site COT3 – Land rear of and to the west of Main
Road (potential capacity around 125 homes)

Yes - all of site

COT4 - Land off Woodgate Lane (potential capacity Yes - all of site
around 80 homes)
Site COT5 – Bakers Hollow (potential capacity
around 60 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Site COT12– Land south of Plumtree Lane
(potential capacity around 250 homes)

Yes - all of site

Question 8
Do you agree that, apart from those eight sites
Yes
that already have planning permission for housing
development (sites EL1 to EL8 as shown below),
further greenfield land should not be allocated for
housing development at East Leake?
Question 9
If, however, extra housing land does need to be allocated at East Leake, there are a number of sites that
have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for housing development. These are
also shown below (sites EL9 to EL14). We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of
the six sites and whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one
site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EL9 –Land south of West Leake Road
(potential capacity around 50 homes)

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

Yes - all of site

Site EL11 – Brook Furlong Farm(potential capacity Yes - all of site
around 70 homes)
Site EL12 – Land off Rempstone Road (north)
(potential capacity around 235 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Question 11
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. When we previously consulted on potential sites for housing
development early last year, the sites recommended for development in the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood
Plan were, at the time, part of site KEY4, KEY6 and part of site KEY10. In December 2016, Keyworth Parish
Council approved its final draft Neighbourhood Plan and the sites recommended for development had changed
to part of site KEY4, KEY8 and part of site KEY10.
To add to the comments already received when we consulted early last year, we would like to know what
you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure 6 and whether each one
should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site KEY1 – Land east of Willow Brook (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - all of site

Site KEY2 – Land off Selby Lane and Willowbrook Yes - all of site
(potential capacity around 15 homes)
Site KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane (potential
capacity around 60 homes)

Yes - all of site

Site KEY4 – Land off Nicker Hill (potential capacity Yes - all of site
around 450 homes)
Site KEY5 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (1) (potential Yes - all of site
capacity around 50 homes)
Site KEY6 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (2) (potential Yes - all of site
capacity around 80 homes)
Site KEY7 – Shelton Farm, Platt Lane (potential
capacity around 160 homes)

Yes - all of site

Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station Yes - all of site
Road (potential capacity around 180 homes)
Site KEY9 – Land north of Debdale Lane (1)
(potential capacity around 110 homes)

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Site KEY14 – Land south of Bunny Lane (potential Yes - all of site
capacity around 410 homes)
Question 13
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Radcliffe on Trent that have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RAD1 to RAD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further two sites (RAD11 and RAD12) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what you think about
the suitability of each of these two sites (as shown on the plan below) and whether each one should or should
not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option
to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RAD11 – North of Holme Lane (potential
capacity around 115 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Question 16
Do you agree that, apart from the site to the south Yes
of Abbey Lane, 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)?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as suitable for a limited level of housing
growth on greenfileld sites?
Cropwell Bishop

Yes

East Bridgford

Yes

Gotham

Yes

Sutton Bonington

Yes

Tollerton

Yes

Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 6

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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site CBI1 – Land to the south of Nottingham Road
and east of Kinoulton Road (potential capacity
around 30 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Site CBI6 – Land to the north of Fern Road (3)
(potential capacity around 70 homes)

Yes - all of site

Any other location (please specify which)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site
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Site EBR6 – Closes Side Lane (west) (potential
capacity around 20 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Any other location (please specify which)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
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There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)

Yes - all of site

Any other location (please specify which)
Question 27
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Tollerton. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site TOL1 – Land at Burnside Grove (potential
capacity around 180 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Site TOL3 – Land east of Tollerton Lane (potential Yes - all of site
capacity around 50 homes)

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 9

Longworth 821602
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Richard Mapletoft
15 March 2017 15:50
Localdevelopment
FW: Querie
102 the paddock cotgrave lane tollerton 71587275_os-detail-12-month-licenceModel.pdf

From: Tracy Longworth [mailto:] Sent: 27 February 2017 13:56
To: Richard Mapletoft
Subject: Querie

Dear Richard,
Further to our earlier conversation i have attached a quick layout showing the site in question with a number of
houses overlaid.
Our client has asked if this site may be considered alongside the other 3 sites in the greenbelt that might be
developed in the near future.
He would be able to start the works within a year if the proposal were accepted.

Kind regards,
Tracy longworth
Director
Longworth Associates Limited
The Coach House
21 Cotgrave Lane
Tollerton
NG12 4FX
Mobile: 0
www.longworthassociates.co.uk
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Question 1
Do you agree with the Council’s assessment of the present Don't know
housing supply situation and that enough land will need
to be identified by Local Plan Part 2 to accommodate
around 2,000 new homes?
Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of the three Don't know
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?
Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not allocate
Don't know
further greenfield land for housing development at Bingham
in the plan period (up to 2028)?
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)?

Don't know
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Question 8
Do you agree that, apart from those eight sites that already Don't know
have planning permission for housing development (sites
EL1 to EL8 as shown below), further greenfield land should
not be allocated for housing development at East Leake?
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.
In my opinion the local infrastructure cannot take many more new homes in Ruddington. The doctor's
surgery and the schools are already running at full capacity and traffic and parking in the village is
congested. If new homes must be built they should be built on land near Loughborough road to avoid
extra traffic congestion through the village.
Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential capacity Yes - all of site
around 40 homes)
Site RUD12 – Land to the east side of Loughborough Road Yes - all of site
(potential capacity around 60 homes)
Site RUD13 – Land opposite Mere Way (potential capacity
around 170 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Question 16
Do you agree that, apart from the site to the south of Abbey Don't know
Lane, 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)?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
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Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site CBI1 – Land to the south of Nottingham Road and east
of Kinoulton Road (potential capacity around 30 homes)
Site CBI2 – Land north of Memorial Hall (1) (potential
capacity around 75 homes)
Site CBI3– Land north of Memorial Hall (2) (potential
capacity around 60 homes)
Site CBI4 – Land north of Fern Road (2) (potential capacity
around 30 homes)
Site CBI5 – Land north of Fern Road (1) (potential capacity
around 250 homes)
Site CBI6 – Land to the north of Fern Road (3) (potential
capacity around 70 homes)
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Any other location (please specify which)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British Legion
(potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential capacity
around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards
(potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity around
45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential capacity
around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Loveland L
1073116

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

Response Form
Please return by5pm on Friday 31 March 2017to:
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
L Loveland
21 Roseland Close
Keyworth
Nottingham
NG12 5LQ

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Clickheretoentertext.

Address

Clickheretoentertext.

E-mail

Clickheretoentertext.

Housing Development
Housing Land Supply

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

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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

1



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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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


2

development and the design, mix and layout of development.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
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Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 7: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







Site COT3 – Land rear of and to the west of
MainRoad (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)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
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Clickheretoentertext.

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 LanternLane (2)(potential
capacity around 360 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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.
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Clickheretoentertext.

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)





x

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





x

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





x

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

150





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





x

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





x

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





x

150









x

150





Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station
Road (potential capacity around 180 homes)
Site KEY9 – Land north of Debdale Lane (1)
(potential capacity around 110 homes)
Site KEY10 – Land south of Debdale Lane (1)
(potential capacity around 230 homes)



7

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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





x

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





x

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





x

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





x

Any other location (please specify which)





x



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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 13: Do you support housing development at:
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 15: Do you support housing development at:


Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site 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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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 …..
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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?


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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

East Bridgford

Question 20: If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at East
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)









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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







Any other location (please specify which)







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
15

support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)







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.
16

Clickheretoentertext.

Other issues

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

Please return by5pm 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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Comment.
Consultee

Mrs Debra Lowe (970933)

Email Address
Address

42 Brettsil Drive
Ruddington
NG11 6 AH

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Mrs Debra Lowe

Comment ID

62

Response Date

29/03/17 17:19

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 1

There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential capacity
around 15 homes)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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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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)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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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?

No

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of No
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?
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
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as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - all of site

Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not
No
allocate further greenfield land for housing
development at Bingham in the plan period (up to
2028)?
Question 5
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should
Don't know
allocate greenfield land for housing development
at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?
Question 7
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. Most of the sites, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure
4 and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any
one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site COT1 - Land rear of Mill Lane/The Old Park
(potential capacity around 240 homes)

No

Site COT2 - Land at Main Road (potential capacity No
around 50 homes)
Site COT3 – Land rear of and to the west of Main
Road (potential capacity around 125 homes)

Yes - all of site

COT4 - Land off Woodgate Lane (potential capacity Yes - all of site
around 80 homes)
Site COT5 – Bakers Hollow (potential capacity
around 60 homes)

No

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site
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Site COT8 – Land behind Firdale (potential
capacity around 95 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

No

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

No

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

No

Site COT12– Land south of Plumtree Lane
(potential capacity around 250 homes)

Yes - all of site

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 8
Do you agree that, apart from those eight sites
Yes
that already have planning permission for housing
development (sites EL1 to EL8 as shown below),
further greenfield land should not be allocated for
housing development at East Leake?
Question 9
If, however, extra housing land does need to be allocated at East Leake, there are a number of sites that
have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for housing development. These are
also shown below (sites EL9 to EL14). We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of
the six sites and whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one
site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EL9 –Land south of West Leake Road
(potential capacity around 50 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Site EL11 – Brook Furlong Farm(potential capacity No
around 70 homes)
Site EL12 – Land off Rempstone Road (north)
(potential capacity around 235 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 11
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There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. When we previously consulted on potential sites for housing
development early last year, the sites recommended for development in the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood
Plan were, at the time, part of site KEY4, KEY6 and part of site KEY10. In December 2016, Keyworth Parish
Council approved its final draft Neighbourhood Plan and the sites recommended for development had changed
to part of site KEY4, KEY8 and part of site KEY10.
To add to the comments already received when we consulted early last year, we would like to know what
you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure 6 and whether each one
should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site KEY1 – Land east of Willow Brook (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

No

Site KEY2 – Land off Selby Lane and Willowbrook No
(potential capacity around 15 homes)
Site KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane (potential
capacity around 60 homes)

No

Site KEY4 – Land off Nicker Hill (potential capacity Yes - all of site
around 450 homes)
Site KEY5 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (1) (potential No
capacity around 50 homes)
Site KEY6 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (2) (potential No
capacity around 80 homes)
Site KEY7 – Shelton Farm, Platt Lane (potential
capacity around 160 homes)

No

Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station Yes - all of site
Road (potential capacity around 180 homes)
Site KEY9 – Land north of Debdale Lane (1)
(potential capacity around 110 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

Site KEY14 – Land south of Bunny Lane (potential No
capacity around 410 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

No
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Question 13
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Radcliffe on Trent that have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RAD1 to RAD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further two sites (RAD11 and RAD12) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what you think about
the suitability of each of these two sites (as shown on the plan below) and whether each one should or should
not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option
to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RAD11 – North of Holme Lane (potential
capacity around 115 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Any other location (please specify which)

Yes - all of site
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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.
I believe that any additional building should be accomodated on the east side of Loughborough Road
to avoid traffic congestion in the village. Also RUD8 should not be considered as there has been more
than enough building at this end of the village and this remains the only green area that seperates the
village from Clifton. Also RUD7 would seem unpractical given the access issues along Asher Lane.
All of the sites west of Loughborough Road (with the exception of RUD3) would undoubtably increase
traffic congestion within the village.
Question 16
Do you agree that, apart from the site to the south No
of Abbey Lane, 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)?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as suitable for a limited level of housing
growth on greenfileld sites?
Cropwell Bishop

No

East Bridgford

Yes

Gotham

Yes

Sutton Bonington

No

Tollerton

Yes

Any other settlement (please specify which)

Don't know

Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
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any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site CBI1 – Land to the south of Nottingham Road
and east of Kinoulton Road (potential capacity
around 30 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

Site CBI6 – Land to the north of Fern Road (3)
(potential capacity around 70 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)

No

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

No

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site
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Site EBR5 – Land at Lammas Lane (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Any other location (please specify which)
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Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 27
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Tollerton. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site TOL1 – Land at Burnside Grove (potential
capacity around 180 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Site TOL3 – Land east of Tollerton Lane (potential Yes - all of site
capacity around 50 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

No

Please identify any matters related to housing development which are not covered here or elsewhere.
We are in danger of losing the 'village' feel of a number of villages within the region which is a huge
shame.
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Lowth 1072652
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

maggie lowth <l>13 March 2017
17:06Localdevelopment
Local Plan Part 2

InresponsetoLocalPlanPart2wegivethefollowingresponsestoquestions1,2and16.
Question1
WeagreewithRushcliffeBoroughCouncil'sassessmentthatsufficientfurtherlandwillneedtobe
indentifiedfortheprovisionofafurther2,000homestosecuretodelivertherequirednumberofnew
homes.
Question2
WeunderstandandaccepttheCouncil'sreasoningfornotfurtherexpandingthethreestrategic
allocationsofMeltonRoad,Edwalton,SouthofCliftonandEastofGamston/NorthofTollertonbutsince
wedobelievethatdevelopmentshouldbeconcentratedinurbanareaswhereverpossiblewedoagree
thatthelandofSimkinsFarm,AdboltonLaneshouldbeutilisedtoredresspartoftheoverallshortfallby
providingapproximately40newhomes.
Question16
WeagreethatthesitetothesouthofAbbeyLane,Aslocktonwhereplanningpermissionhasalreadybeen
grantedfor75newhomesisamorethansufficienthousingpercentageincreaseforthevillageof
Aslockton.Anyfurtherlargescaledevelopmentwouldnotbesustainableandwouldadverselyaffectthe
rurallandscapeofthevillage.We,therefore,agreethatnofurthergreenfieldsitesforhousing
developmentatAslocktonshouldbeallocated.
WesupportPolicy3oftheCoreStrategywithitsspatialstrategyofurbanconcentrationwithregeneration
whichissustainableandoffersimprovementsofservices,facilitiesandtransporttotheurban
environment.
MargaretandDavidLowth
Beckbury
AbbeyLane
Aslockton
NG139AE


1

Lydamore L & Hog
R 1074769
Wednesday, 29 March 2017
Planning Policy
Rushcliffe Borough Council's
Rushcliffe Arena
Rugby Road
WEST BRIDGFORD
Nottingham
NG2 7YG

By e-mail to:

localdevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk

Kindly acknowledge receipt of comments

Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2
East Leake Consultation – March 2017

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 displayed), further greenfield land
should not be allocated for housing at East Leake?
Yes, we firmly believe too many houses have been allocated to East Leake, and any more will continue
to destroy the village which is currently struggling with school placements, health centre appointments
and an overloaded sewage treatment works. Roads are congested already and the houses haven’t even
been completed.
There are a number of outlying villages yet to have any houses forced upon them, whereas East Leake
has had to accept well over the original allocation.

Question 9: Do you support housing development at:
Site EL9 – Land south of West Leake Road (potential 50 houses)
No, none at this site as it is the residents’ allotment land and should not be taken for housing.
Site EL10 – Land north of West Leake Road (potential 75 houses)
No, none at this site or East Leake will lose its countryside.
Site EL11 – Brookfurlong Farm (potential 70 houses)
No, none at this site, roads are already congested enough.

Site EL12 – Land off Rempstone Road (north) (potential 235 houses)
No, none at this site.
National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 35 [NPPF] states that developments should be located
and designed where practical to: “give priority to pedestrian and cycle movements... Create safe and
secure layouts which minimize conflicts between traffic and cyclists or pedestrians...”
With the housing estate vehicles exiting onto Rempstone Road, walking and cycling routes along
Rempstone Road will be significantly impacted making it even more dangerous to navigate from East
Leake to Stanford Hall and Loughborough.
Rempstone Road will be busier than ever with all the existing housing development in the village,
together with the development of the DNRC at Stanford Hall. Currently vehicles are driving in excess
of 50 mph along Rempstone Road having clearly passed the 30mph sign at the top of Kirk Ley Road.
Site EL13 – Land off Rempstone Road (south) (potential 120 homes)
No, none at this site.
The site is outside of the 1.25km walking distance required by policy H3 of the Neighbourhood Plan.
This site works against Policy E1 – Containment of Built Environment:
“(a) the ridges within the Parish boundary marked on the map at Fig 5.1/1 (Neighbourhood Plan –
Page 44) will remain undeveloped, in order to maintain the rural character of the village and to provide
a visual link between the settlement and the countryside. The heights of any buildings within the Parish
boundary on the slopes up to the ridges will be limited so as to leave a green rim clearly visible from the
village and to screen sight of the village from outside.”
“National Planning Policy Framework paragraph 35 [NPPF] states that developments should be
located and designed where practical to: give priority to pedestrian and cycle movements... Create
safe and secure layouts which minimize conflicts between traffic and cyclists or pedestrians...”
Horse riding, walking and cycling routes along Rempstone Road will be significantly impacted making
it even more dangerous to navigate from East Leake to Stanford Hall and Loughborough.
Rempstone Road will be busier than ever with all the existing housing development in the village,
together with the development of the DNRC at Stanford Hall. Currently vehicles are driving in excess
of 50 mph along Rempstone Road having clearly passed the 30mph sign at the top of Kirk Ley Road.
It would be unsafe to build any housing estates on this side of Rempstone Road where pedestrians are
expected to cross on a daily basis to get to school/work/shops, etc., given the extra traffic load
envisaged.
Policy H1 – number of new homes:
(a) the minimum number of new homes from 2013 to 2028 will be 400 as per Rushcliffe Borough
Council’s core strategy.
(b) further new development above the 400 minimum number will only be supported where it is
demonstrated that the provision of improved infrastructure, including health centre provision/
improvements, primary school place provision and sewerage capacities, can be achieved in time to
serve the needs of the development. Conditions, planning obligations and S106/Community
Infrastructure Levy contributions, of an appropriate and reasonably related scale, will be sought and
used to manage the phasing and occupation of new dwellings.

Referring to point (a), the number of houses has already been exceeded by 100%.
Referring to point (b), there has been no demonstration of any improvements to the infrastructure, why
is this being ignored?
Site EL14 – Land north of Lantern Lane (2) (potential 360 homes)
No, none at this site, as there are not adequate roadways to cope with the extra traffic.

Additional comments
One of the 12 core planning principles from the NPPF:
“be genuinely plan-led, empowering local people to shape their surroundings, with succinct local and
neighbourhood plans setting out a positive vision for the future of the area.”
“As the vote was in support of the Neighbourhood Plan being used by the Borough Council to help
decide planning applications within the Parish of East Leake, it now has the statutory weight of a
Development Plan Document. Planning Decisions within East Leake will have to be made in
accordance of both the Rushcliffe Local Plan and the East Leake Neighbourhood Plan, unless material
considerations indicate otherwise.“
Whilst we understand that the Neighbourhood Plan cannot be used to block the building of houses, it
would be appreciated if Rushcliffe Borough Council could at least take on board the comments of the
residents of the village and act on these.
Example: providing an adequate supply of new homes for older people wishing to downsize (freeing up
existing family homes) would be a start, given that East Leake has a higher than average proportion of
people in the 65+age bracket than the wider area.
No more housing to be built until all the necessary amenities have been upgraded to cope with the
pressure from the existing and also additional housing planned.
Stop bending the rules to fit around the wishes of the East Leake residents. This is all being done very
quickly, presumably before anyone can stop it.

Lyn Lydamore & Robert Hogg
Woodgate Farm
Rempstone Road
EAST LEAKE
Leics
LE12 6PW

Mackie R 304671

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
R ichard G MACKIE
11 Mill Gate
East Bridgford
NG13 8PD

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Clickheretoentertext.

Address

Clickheretoentertext.

E-mail

Clickheretoentertext.

Housing Development
Housing Land Supply

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

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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

1

3

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Would have been helpful if there had been a link to where RBC makes the case

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

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


2

development and the design, mix and layout of development.
Clickheretoentertext.

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Bingham because of its transport links (rail, bus, road) is a key site for expansion
provided the other facillitieare improved in tandem

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.


3

3

Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 7: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







Site COT8 – Land behind Firdale (potential capacity
around 95 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
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Clickheretoentertext.

Question 9: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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.
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No

Question 11: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Radcliffe on Trent

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

Question 13: Do you support housing development at:


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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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





3

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.
Development should be limited to the A52 corridor. RAD12 on the north of Shelford
Rd would extend Radcliffe along the ribbon of an already busy minor road

Ruddington

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

Question 15: Do you support housing development at:


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



9

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Don’t ……………………………………………………………………………
know …..
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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?


Yes

No

Don’t
know

Cropwell Bishop

3



3

East Bridgford

3





Gotham

3





Sutton Bonington

3





Tollerton

3





Any other settlement (please specify which)





3



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
TheEastBridgfordParishPlanin2003andtheworkbeingdoneonanewCommunityPlanshowvery
strongopinionsinthevillageagainstdevelopmentwhichextendsthevillageenvelope.Exceptionsto
thisgeneralapproachwouldbewheresitesthatalthoughtechnicallyareextensionsofthevillage
envelopeappearonexaminationonthegroundandonmapsareineffectinfill

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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NO

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
NO.
The latest 2016 Housing Needs Survey has not yet been published(why not?). We
need this data to add to the 2016 Appraisal data on housing requirements before we
can form a view of the total number of houses needed

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)





3

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





3

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





3

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





3

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





3

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





3

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





3

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



3



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.
The village (as evidenced in the 2016 Community Plan Appraisa)l and this responder
are opposed to all development into the Green Belt especially of developments of
ten or more homes
Looking at historical development of EB, the great expansion came in the 60s & 70s
as farmsteads, orchards, and the grounds of large houses were infilled. To a great
extent the large number of mature trees has been maintained, although the number
is gradually diminishing.The only major expansion has been to the east off Cross
Lane.
All extensins have destroyed EB’s original character as a village hidden by trees as
developments have been to the edge of the Green Belt with no external line of trees.
Piecemeel development is likely to perpetuate this.
Sadly all the sites listed are the result of owners keen to increase site values through
the planning system; it would be so much better if there were to be tru “planning”
which would answer questions like “ if we need 20/50/75 new homes where and how
would be best”
Looking at the sites
EBR1&2-conflict with the villagers strong desire to keep a belt of fields between the
village and the main roads
EBR 3&4 conflict with the villagers strong opinion not to have development in the
direction of the river Trent
EBR 5,6,7,8&9 conflict with the villagers’ rejection of not only development into the
Green Belt but also to any development of more than 10 homes
EBR 9 has the added diasadnatage that it is one of the only 2 remaining ridge &
furrow fields rema
We have already mentioned the imprtanc ining in the village.
the emphasis is on developing along the ribbons of the entrance and exit

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.
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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)







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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
15

Clickheretoentertext.

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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







Any other location (please specify which)







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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 27: Do you support housing development at:
16

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)







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

Other issues

Question 28: Please identify any matters related to housing development which are
not covered here or elsewhere.
Developments in East Bridgford
We have already mentioned some of the planning issues, but would like to
emphasise here how important it is for any developments to adhere to the guidance
provided by the Village Design Statement contained in the EB 2004 Village Plan.
This statement (with some small changes) will no doubt be a central part of the EB
2017 Community Plan

17

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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Comment.
Consultee

mr Darren maguire (1062569)

Email Address
Address

55 Wilford Road
Ruddington
Nottingham
NG11 6BN

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

mr Darren maguire

Comment ID

3

Response Date

19/02/17 09:14

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

No

Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential capacity No
around 40 homes)
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Site RUD12 – Land to the east side of Loughborough
Road (potential capacity around 60 homes)

No

Site RUD13 – Land opposite Mere Way (potential capacity No
around 170 homes)
Site RUD14 – Croft House (potential capacity around 25
homes)

No

Any other location (please specify which)

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.
Ruddington cannot cope with a futher 250 houses. The infrastructure isn't capable of taking any more
traffic.
The schools would find it difficult to suddenly take in many more children
Its aleady difficult getting a D's appt without a futher 250 households joining the queue.
The noise and mess of continuos building work which would last years would be intolerable

Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 2

We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British Legion
(potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential capacity
around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards
(potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential capacity
around 15 homes)
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Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Mallender Cllr R
1076141

Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard Mallender <m>
31 March 2017 12:03
Localdevelopment
Proposed development at Simpkins Farm Adbolton Lane / Response to Rushcliffe
Local Plan Part 2 Land and Building Policies -- Further Options

Dear Sir or Madam,
I am writing to object to the above proposal which has been put forward for potential inclusion in the Local Plan
for housing development
I object to the intrusion into the Green Belt surrounding West Bridgford, adjacent Lady Bay, and to the fact that
this would break the existing development line of West Bridgford.
Development on this site, which is not contiguous with existing development, would set a precedent and would
make it difficult to resist future applications for the intervening area known as 10 Acre Field (owned by the
County Council) and potentially other adjacent areas. This could result in the urban area being filled in
piecemeal potentially out to Regatta Way.
Specifically to the proposed site, we object to loss of open space, increase in surface water runoff with potential
for increased flood risk, threat to wildlife and the degradation/destruction of an important archaeological site
including sacred ground and possibly burial sites
I would much appreciate you taking these objections into account when determining the application.
yours sincerely,
Councillor G. Richard Mallender,
Lady Bay ward

Rushcliffe Borough Council
Twitter @CllrRMallender
www.rushcliffegreens.org.uk

If you are not a Green Party member or do not receive our e-bulletins please sign up for campaign updates on
our website

Promoted by Tim Baker on behalf of Richard Mallender and Nottingham Green Party all at Ground Floor
Flat, 3 Glebe Road, West Bridgford, NG2 6DS
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Malone Mr and Mrs
1092964
The Homestead,
Loughborough Road,
Ruddington,
Nottinghamshire.
NG11 6LL

Sent by email to LocalDevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk

Friday 31st March 2017
Dear Mr Mapletoft & Local Development Team,
Re: Rushcliffe Local Plan Consultation – Green Belt Review & Proposals to
build houses on Loughborough Road, Ruddington, NG11 6LL (“RUD11”)
Your Ref: RM/875
We are a family with 3 young children who live in the house next door but one to
RUD11 Green Belt Land, one of your suggested/proposed sites for housing
development.
Improper Consultation Process
First and foremost we would like to highlight in the strongest terms that an
improper consultation process has been followed thus far. Our windows
look over the Green Belt land, which is less than 15m from our house, yet we
have not been sent any correspondence on this matter at all. Whilst you
delivered to our neighbours at No 57 Loughborough Road, you have not sent
us any correspondence and thus we suspect that many other properties down
our road which will also directly be affected by any development works, have
not been consulted either. At the very least we should have been sent letters.
We have only just found out about this proposal in the last 24hours thus do not
have much time to write a proper response. We therefore make no apology
that we do not have time to make this letter more succinct, but we hope that
we successfully convey the strength of objection we hold against developing
on Green Belt Land RUD11.
This is truly outrageous as a ‘consultation’. We are absolutely appalled that
you have not contacted us at all, when we will be significantly affected by the
proposal. Our neighbours have been away for a while recently, as have we and
so it was only good fortune that when we spoke to them recently that they
asked what we were writing about the proposals, assuming of course that we
already knew. Had we not seen them recently, we would still today be
‘blissfully unaware’ of the proposals. We call for more time to be consulted
with at this preliminary stage if you are to consider anymore to build on Green
Belt Land RUD11. This will enable our local road to have a proper discussion
about this. As it stands currently, we have not been afforded the time to think
about this, as we have only just found out about it!
To destroy an ENJOYED GREEN BELT PLOT & an enjoyed area of natural beauty?
The proposed area RUD11 is beautiful and cherished green belt which all 51
of the neighbouring properties benefit from. Aside from the daily visiting to
our garden of Woodpeckers, Birds of Prey, Ducks and Tree Crawlers, we
regularly also see Pheasants and other more ‘countrified’ creatures, which also
foray into the adjacent gardens to the Green Belt plot (such as our own). We

have even seen a Stag wandering in this area. To build here would desecrate
this cherished natural habitat and also impeach our own lives with the negative
impact from destroying this natural habitat. It is likely that our own local
wildlife (Woodpeckers, Birds of Prey, Ducks and Tree Crawlers etc) would be
driven away by the disruption. Truly we currently live “in the country” which
was one of the appeals for us when we moved here – the adjacent (supposedly
protected!) Green Belt land.
Desecration to local Nature Trails
Almost every day, we take our young girls out along our road to the local
surrounds which are also home to some wonderful wildlife trails, both through
RUD11 and further down along our road where there is a small brook. Your
proposals would destroy the tranquillity of this and truly devastate this
environment.
Our reason for moving here
We looked at over 50 properties before we bought our house. The reason we
chose to move here and bring our children up here was because of the local
Green Belt environment down our road, which is quiet and tranquil and safe to
walk with our children on the local country road and trail. We did not wish to
move to a built-up area. Should your proposals to build on the Green Belt
come to fruition, we would not wish to live here any more.
Negative impact upon view from our property and elsewhere
RUD11 is beautiful. It affords a wonderful view from our own property and is
beautiful when we walk along our own road every day with our young
children. It is also visible from a long distance away – it can even be seen
from the new A453 and adds to the whole area’s natural beauty.
Noise Pollution and Prolonged Negative Impact of Ongoing Building works
Realistically, building even just a few houses on this plot of land will take at
least 2 years from start to finish if not longer. This will be 2 years of noise
pollution for us, to drown out and replace the current serenity of birdsong. The
noise will not only negatively impact upon our own psychological wellbeing
but it will also drive away much of the wildlife, including burds such as the
Tree Crawlers, Woodpeckers, Pheasants and the Birds of Prey which frequent
the area.
Increased Road Traffic & Safety Implications
Currently our road is mostly a quiet one. The low volume of traffic means that
it is indeed safe for us to walk our pram out of our front drive and either up or
down the road to the next area of pavement, so that we may stroll up the road.
There is no adjacent pavement to our drive and the lowered pavement opposite
is not easily accessible with our pushchair – but this is not a problem, because
the road is quiet and safe. Proposed works will increase throughflow of
tradesmen for the foreseeable future and then larger volumes of local traffic on
our quiet road. In addition to posing a greater safety risk for us and our
children, there will be increased noise of traffic because we will not benefit
from the shielding the other side of our road, which was left in place to block
the A60 traffic from our property.
Inadequate Local Infrastructure for increased local population
At Peak times it can already take 10minutes just to queue and then exit from
our quiet road onto the main A60 road, let alone time then spent queuing on
the approach to the Nottingham Knight Roundabout. This is with just ~50
properties which are currently along our road. Any increase in local population
would make this problem even worse!

Financial Implications devaluing adjacent Properties which will ultimately be made
‘Less desireable’ to potential future buyers
Whilst our principal reasons for objecting are because the proposals to build
on RUD11 will desecrate an enjoyed area of natural beauty, which will impair
our quality of living, there will certainly also be financial implications, which
we would also pursue you for, for compensation and thus it is only right that
we make you aware of this at this stage.
Due to the Green Belt areas which envelop our properties, we do currently live
in a desireable place. There is no doubt that this has had a part to play in
pushing up the value and selling prices of the local houses, some of which are
worth in excess of £1.5million. A surveyor has recently suggested that the
proposed developments which have a huge impact upon exclusivity and thus
local saleability of property – it would be especially difficult to sell whilst
construction works are ongoing (and only at a significantly reduced price), and
after a number of new properties have been built, initial estimates are that the
value of our own property would be at least 10% lower than currently. Whilst
ours is worth less than the majority of our neighbours, if you consider a mass
compensation claim to come from all 50-60 properties with an average house
value of £1million, you should easily expect to face a claim of at least £5-6
million compensation for devaluation of adjacent properties.
In summary, it is our strongly-held belief that there are many other sites where new
property could be built, which would not have such a devastating effect on wildlife
with subsequent knock-on effects to the local community population. RUD11 is a
cherished are of Green Belt which is valued by the local population and wildlife and
should be preserved as such and removed from your list as a possible site for
proposed developments.
Implications from building upon this area of beauty would be far-reaching with
detriment to the environment, our quality of life and psychological well-being and
with significant financial implications also. As a local community, you can be
confident that we will fight with you to raise objection every step of the way should
you suggest further to build on this Green Belt area. Please do not.
We remind you that we require for us and all of our neighbours to be included with
franked mail correspondence if there is any further suggestion that more consultation
is needed to convince you against building on our local area of beauty. We await your
response.
Yours sincerely,

Dr Paul S C Malone.
MBChB, MRCS, PhD, MFSTEd

Dr Zehra H Zaidi
MBBS, BSc, MRCS

Maloney L
1076081

Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

louise cheyne <
31 March 2017 11:08
Localdevelopment
rushcliffe local plan part 2: land and building policies - further options

Towhomitmayconcern
IobjectstronglytoanyproposeddevelopmentonAdboltonLane,WestBridgford.
Thisisagreenbeltareaandwouldsignificantlyaffecttheaestheticofthearea.Asresidentswe
enjoythe‘countryside’feeloflivinginLadyBay.TheareaaroundSimkinsfarmisabeautifulpieceof
land.
Ourschoolsarehugelyoversubscribedsocouldnotsustainanincreaseinpopulationinthearea.
TheincreasedtrafficthroughLadyBaywouldalsoprovideyetmorehealthandsafetyconcernsfor
ourchildrenwalkingtoandfromschool.
Regards
LouiseMaloney

********** PRIVATE & CONFIDENTIAL **************
THIS E-MAIL AND ANY ATTACHED FILES ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND MAY BE LEGALLY PRIVILEGED.
It is for the exclusive use of the intended recipient(s).If you are not the addressee, any disclosure, reproduction, copying, distribution or
other dissemination or use of this communication is strictly prohibited.
If you have received this transmission in error please notify the sender immediately and then delete this e-mail.
Opinions, advice or facts included in this message are given without any warranties or intention to enter into a contractual relationship
with the School unless specifically indicated otherwise by agreement, letter or facsimile signed by an authorised signatory of the
School.
Any part of this e-mail which is purely personal in nature is not authorised by the School.
All e-mail through the School’s gateway is potentially the subject of monitoring.
All liability for errors and viruses is excluded.
The Nottingham Emmanuel School is company Registered in England and Wales. Registration No 08472283. The Registered office is
at Gresham Park Road , West Bridgford, Nottingham, NG2 7YF
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Mann G 1092745

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
George Mann
Ten Acres
Occupation Lane
Willoughby on the Wolds
Loughborough
LE12 6WF
g

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Clickheretoentertext.

Address

Clickheretoentertext.

E-mail

Clickheretoentertext.

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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

1



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

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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



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

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
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development and the design, mix and layout of development.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.



3



Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 7: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







Site COT8 – Land behind Firdale (potential capacity
around 95 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
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Clickheretoentertext.

Question 9: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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.
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Clickheretoentertext.

Question 11: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 13: Do you support housing development at:


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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site 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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 15: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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 …..
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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?


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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

East Bridgford

Question 20: If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at East
Bridgford, do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be built
up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for your answer.
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Clickheretoentertext.

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)









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.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)







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)
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 25: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







Any other location (please specify which)









Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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.
Fromabriefsearchofyoursiteitisclearthatthereisstronglocaloppositiontolargescale
developmentsinTollertonandIverymuchagreewiththisview.Thecurrentsitesidentified
representlargedevelopmentsthatwouldchangethecharacterofthevillageandplacesubstantial
burdenoninfrastructureandfacilities.Whatisneededistoidentifysmallersitesonwhichcouldbe
sitedmoremodestdevelopmentsofhousesthatwouldenhancethevillageandintegratewithin
existinginfrastructureandservices

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)





3

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





3

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





3

Any other location (please specify which)

3





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.
The existing sites in Tollerton are all for relatively large scale developments that
would substantially change the character of the village.
A1.23hectaresite(LandtothewestofTollertonLaneSK6154635072)hasrecentlybeensubmitted
tothelatestSHLAA.Sympatheticdevelopmentofsuchasite(whichalreadyhaspropertiestotwo
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elevationsandanestablishedaccessdirectlyontoTollertonLane)withamodestnumberof
appropriatehouseswouldcontributetothecurrenthousingshortfallwhilenothavingadramatic
impactonthenatureofthevillage

Other issues

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

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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Mann S 1073100
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Sonia Mann <s>
20 March 2017 10:28
Customerservices
Localdevelopment
New proposed building of 200 houses in cropwell bishop Cb12 and cb13

Goodmorning
DuringtheresidentsmeetingretheaboveproposalincropwellbishopIwasinformedthattheywouldbemakinga
entryandexitroadfromMerciaavenue.Iwouldliketolodgemycomplaintagainstthis,IliveonMerciaavenueand
inmyopiniontheavenueisnotwideenough.
Couldyoupleaseacknowledgereceiptofthisemail.
Kindregards
SoniaMann
SentfrommyiPad

1

Comment.
Consultee

Julian Marks (1073852)

Email Address
Address

9 Priory Circus
Tollerton
NG12 4EF

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Julian Marks

Comment ID

58

Response Date

29/03/17 13:53

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
More than sufficient plans have already been made and not acted on and without full and proper
environmenatal and traffic imact as well as destruction of rural nature of Rushcliffe
Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of No
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?
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response
The expansion of Melton Road and Tollerton is completely disproportionate and will create an
environmental and traffic disaster in the area. Already roads are at gridlock and that is before the 000s
of new houses at Sharphill and across the road from Wheatcrofts come 'on stream' . Plus the impact

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 1

of the 4000 homes at Tollerton Airfield , plus the Spire hospital plus 600 new homes in Tolleron itslf.
Complete planning lunacy.
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify where in box
below)

Yes - all of site

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.
Anywhere in the borough with existing infrastructure and transport capacity.. ie tramlinks
Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not
Yes
allocate further greenfield land for housing
development at Bingham in the plan period (up to
2028)?
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Greenbelt should remain.. build on brown field sites
Question 5
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should
No
allocate greenfield land for housing development
at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Greenbelt should remain.. build on brown field sites
Question 6
If Local Plan Part 2 does allocate land at Cotgrave for housing development, the total amount identified will
be dependent on a range of factors including the capacity of local facilities (e.g. schools, doctors’ surgery)
and infrastructure (e.g. local roads) to sustain new homes, the potential physical impact of development on
locations around the town, including how the Green Belt would be affected, and how quickly particular sites

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 2

would be able to deliver new homes. It will become clearer as development proposals become more certain
what new or improved services and facilities are required to support new housing. The views of service
providers such as Nottinghamshire County Council will be important in identifying what is required.
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.
0
Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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.
has lesser impact than other sites in Borough
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
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growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton

No

Any other settlement (please specify which)
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Tollerton has already taken a massive hit... c 2000 only half a mile away at Sharphill/Edwalton plus
4000 allocated for the airfield. what was a village will soon be just a part of greater nottingham
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site CBI1 – Land to the south of Nottingham Road
and east of Kinoulton Road (potential capacity
around 30 homes)
Site CBI2 – Land north of Memorial Hall (1)
(potential capacity around 75 homes)
Site CBI3– Land north of Memorial Hall (2)
(potential capacity around 60 homes)
Site CBI4 – Land north of Fern Road (2) (potential
capacity around 30 homes)
Site CBI5 – Land north of Fern Road (1) (potential
capacity around 250 homes)
Site CBI6 – Land to the north of Fern Road (3)
(potential capacity around 70 homes)
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Any other location (please specify which)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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.
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Since Tollerton itself has already been given 4000 homes plus the not inconsequential impact of houses
at Sharphill and across the road from Wheatcrofts any further homes would be a) unfaie b)
environmentally scandalous c) create traffic gridlock (and it already i in rush hour!

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any of the sites, this
could include comments on the services and facilities required to support development and the
design, mix and layout of development.
No more housing in Tollerton.. any houses should be built in the Borough (and even then I completely
disagree with this) where minimal environmental and traffic can best cope, Tollerton is already at max
and that is before existing approvals of c6000 houses come on stream.
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Marks 1073852
Phil Marshall
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Julian Marks <>
31 March 2017 16:52
Localdevelopment
Fwd: Local Plan Part 2: Tollerton

----Original message---From : j
Date : 31/03/2017 - 16:31 (GMTDT)
To : www.localdevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk
Cc : to
Subject : Local Plan Part 2: Tollerton

I am writing to convey my opinions relating to the proposals outlined in the Local Plan Part 2
consultation issued recently with particular reference to Tollerton where I reside.
I viewed the proposals in the context of the 4000 homes for which planning permission was already
granted on Tollerton Airfield(which I recall was made on the implication of no further development in the
area and was voted through as such by councilors... some of whom are up for re election in May...) and on
the current build less than a mile away at Sharphill and opposite 'Wheatcroft's' roundabout.. developing
another probably 2000+ homes. It is therefore with incredulity that I read that on top of these 6000(!!!)
homes the council consider that a village of currently 850 homes can take another c600 properties.
Why is this not sustainable?:_
1. Traffic on the A606 Melton Road. the A52 and Tollerton Lane plus surrounding roads is already
at breaking point and this is before the impact of Sharphill etc. It is virtually impossible to join
Melton Road in rush hour from Tollerton (apart from via Tollerton Lane light) and journeys to
work are becoming 45 min plus for a 4 mile journey. This causes cost , delay let alone untold
environmental impact.
2. Tollerton is(or soon will be..... was) a rural community. it has limited facilities , an open aspect
and is distinct from the Greater Nottingham Conurbation . These proposals will completely
destroy the current character of the village which will be left with a slither of green belt (and for
how long) 'protecting' it from Gamston/Edwalton)
3. Already the impact of Sharphill etc has impacted on the views from Tollerton.. the homes can be
clearly viewed from the village and are a blot on the landscape. Building even more houses will
only make the visual impact worse.
4. Finally there is also the Spire Hospital build which again only adds to the noise pollution and
congestion.
Notwithstanding the fact that I fundamentally disagree with building on open green fields (Sharphill
being a desecration) any future development must minimise impact on the environment and quality of life
of existing residents. If we have to build in Rushcliffe then surely this should be where the infrastructure
eg facillities and transport links can take the development.. Tollerton as a location fails markedly on both
counts.
thank you
Julian
1

Marsh 1072544
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jan Marsh <j06 March 2017 20:20
Localdevelopment
Crop well Bishop

Dear Sirs
I am just horrified at the proposed building in and around Cropwell Bishop. I really hate the thought of our lovely village
becoming a town.
I have lived here for nearly fifty years and enjoyed the wonderful community we have here, with only a Co Op, school, doctors,
butchers, cob shop.We have a great Old School, and village hall, and great Parish Council who care.
Nottingham Road is already a problem with traffic at times.Hoe View road is also a problem with buses now using this,and many
cars to the houses.
I lived on Clarke Close for over forty years and enjoyed seeing children cross over the bridle path to the park, daily.I now live on
Mercia where the bungalows are occupied by the elderly, of which I am one now. We enjoy fantastic views to the fields and
woods.
I am horrified to learn that Mercia may be used as a road to the proposed fields if permission is granted for houses.
This will be horrendous.
I also strongly against 250 houses further up the hill!
This village just cannot take this amount.
This is a view enjoyed by all of Hoe View Road, and dog walkers and horse riders daily.
Please don't destroy our village life.

1
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Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jan Marsh <ja20 March 2017 20:27
Localdevelopment
Possible Housing Plans for Cropwell Bishop

From:MrsJMarsh,2MerciaAvenue,CropwellBishop.
DearSirs
IdonotagreethatCropwellBishopisasuitablevillageforalimitedlevelforhousesonGreenfieldSites.
WhatisLIMITED?Uptoperhapsfifty,wouldbeinmyopinionbelimited.CertainlysiteslikeC12,C13for135
homesandCB15andCB16for250homewouldtotallychangewhatCropwellBishopisabout,avillage,witha
villageatmospherewherepeopleknoweachotherandcare,andfeelsafe.
Ofcoursenoonewantsitontheirpatch,asinourcasewheremybungalowisrightonthefieldedgenexttothe
bridlepaths.ButneitherdoesoneofourcouncillorswantitonCB14CB15andCB16neartheirhomeandprefers
theother.
IwouldpreferCb15forasmallamount.Thiswouldbenearertheschool,shopanddoctors,withinwalkingdistance.
If12/13chosenthiswouldmeanupto100carsmoregoingthroughthevillagestreettoschool,doctorsandshop.
Isourschoolabletotakeinmore?CanToothilltakemore?Canoursurgerytakemore?
IfC12/13chosenwhatbecomesofthebridlepathsthatrunsfromNottinghamroadthroughtoCropwellButler?
IwashorrifiedthatattheRushcliffeBoroughCouncildisplayattheOldSchoolthattheONLYaccessmentionedon
theboardinwritingforeveryonetoseewasthatMERCIAAVcouldbetheroadtobeopenedupasaccesstoall
theseproposed135housesonC13/14.Nootheraccesspointtothesefieldseithermentioned.Why?
NOOTHERaccesspointstoanyoftheother"proposed"siteswasontheboardordiscussed,noonecouldanswer
me,why?
Isthisalreadydecided?Iamtoldno.ButamquitealarmedatbothmyneighboursandonebeingaCouncillor
alreadydecidingtosellupandleave.
Iknowthatthebridlepathsandfootpathhavebeenusedeverysingledaybydogwalkersandchildren,since1971.
For42yearschildrenandwalkerscrossedoverthefenceatClarkeCloseeithertotheparkortowalkalongthe
bridlepath,IknowthisasIlivedattheendofClarkecloseandwalkedmydogsfor42yearsandsawmanyofthe
villagersdailyusingthisentrance.IstillseewalkersandchildrenonthesepathsdailynowIliveonMercia.
Thesepathsonthesefieldshavebeenusedforrecreationalusealltheseyearsandtowalkuptothewoodsandto
Butlerandwouldbegreatlymissedbymany.Thehorsesfieldiswonderfulinthespringfullofwildflowers.
Ihopethatdecisionswillbemadethatwilleffecttheleastnumberofvillagerspossibleandwithaverysmall
numberofhousesinvolved,andwecanremainavillagethatissafe,friendlyandunspoilt.
JMarsh.
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Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard Mapletoft
20 March 2017 09:51
Localdevelopment
FW: Proposed Housing Cropwell Bishop

ͲͲͲͲͲOriginalMessageͲͲͲͲͲ
From:JanMarsh[mailtoSent:17March201712:28
To:RichardMapletoft
Subject:ProposedHousingCropwellBishop

DearMrMapletoft
IdonotwanttoseelargeestatesbeingbuiltinCropwellBishopatall.WeleftKeyworthnearlyfiftyyearsagowhen
itbecameatownandchoseCropwellBishop.
Welivedatthesideofthebridlepathneartheparkforfortytwoyearsandenjoyedchildrencrossingthebridlepath
alongwithdogwalkerseverysingleday.Itmadesurechildrendidnothavetowalkdownthebusyroadtothepark.
TheyrodetheirbikesandcrossedovertotheparkonClarkeClose.
WedownsizedtoabungalowonMerciaAvenue,whereotherelderlypeoplelivedtospendourlastyears.
Manypeoplehavemovedwithinthevillagefromhousetohouse,Ithinkit'sbecauseCropwellhasamarvellous
familyatmosphere,peopleknoweachotherandcare.
WewilllooseallthisifwebecomeatownlikeCotgrave,Keyworthetc.,
OfcourseIdon'twantitonmydoorstepanymorethanothersdo,acouncillorIbelieveprefersC12/13tothe
proposedonFernRoad.Althoughthissiteonthehillwouldcausetheleasthorrendouschangesthantothelivesand
homesonHoeViewRoad,MerciaAvenueandClarkeClose.
Iseedogwalkerseverysingledayonthefootpath,horsesonbridlepathandchildrengoingtothepark,ofcourseI
don'twanttolooseallthat.
ButwhathorrifiedmewasthatatthemeetingintheOldSchoolitappearedthatMerciaAvenuehadalreadybeen
decidedasanentrancetothe135proposedhousesonC12/13.WhywasonlyMerciaAvenueprinteduponthe
boardasanaccesspointwhennootheraccesspointsontoothersitesinprint?Ormentioned.Whataboutaccess
fromNottingamRoadoppositeKinoultonRoad,orattopendalongsidethecanal?Noneofthiswasontheboardin
print,why?
AndtwodayslatersurveyorswereonthelandandonMerciaAvenuelookingdowndrainsandmeasuringaccess,
alsomeasuringforanislandatentrancetoHoeViewRoad.ButIbelieveothersiteswillbesurveyedalsoIamtold.
ThelargerplotC15/16manyyearsagowasdiscussedinthevillageforhousingandthenthiswasdropped.Butthis
sitewouldbetheleastdisruptingtopresentvillagers.
Mychoicewouldbethissitebutcertainlyforlessthanhalfthesuggestednumber,asthisisneartheschoolandthe
shopanddoctorsandmaybewithinwalkingdistance.
CertainlyhousesonC12/13wouldnotwalktotheschool,doctors,shops,sothismeansanother150carsdailydown
NottinghamRd.
IhopeofcourseC12/13withaccessviaMerciaAvenue,willnotbechosenandisnotaforgoneconclusion,Iam
loosingbothmyneighbourswhichgivesmeanindicationitmaybethelatter.
Yourssincerely
1
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Question 1
Do you agree with the Council’s assessment of the
No
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?
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
The development of the Melton Roadsite , Edwalton site, South of Clifton and East of Gamston / North
Tollerton areas should be made a priority; the council should be clear on what the challenges are and
address them. For example the North Tollerton (airport) location to date has had not houses built on
it. This should be addressed as a priority.

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of the No
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?
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response
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I don’t agree The development of the Melton Road site, Edwalton site, South of Clifton and East of
Gamston / North Tollerton areas should be made a priority; the council do everything possible to
expand these sites.
Question 11
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. When we previously consulted on potential sites for housing
development early last year, the sites recommended for development in the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood
Plan were, at the time, part of site KEY4, KEY6 and part of site KEY10. In December 2016, Keyworth Parish
Council approved its final draft Neighbourhood Plan and the sites recommended for development had changed
to part of site KEY4, KEY8 and part of site KEY10.
To add to the comments already received when we consulted early last year, we would like to know what
you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure 6 and whether each one
should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site KEY13 – Hillside Farm (potential capacity around Yes - all of site
60 homes)
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.
KEY 13 - I support this small development that would not impact on the village greatly as the village
has the right level of services to sustain 60 homes.
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
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Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 27
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Tollerton. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site TOL1 – Land at Burnside Grove (potential capacity No
around 180 homes)
Site TOL2 – West of Tollerton Lane and North of
Medina Drive (potential capacity around 360 homes)

No

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

No
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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.
Tollerton already has 4000 new houses allocated why are these not being built already. I feel that it
is incorrect to allocate more homes in Tollerton and that other proposed locations in rushcliffe should
take additional housing.
Tollerton has an open countryside feel to it, the suggested locations will change this and turn Tollerton
into and urban area from its current rural village characteristic.
The new homes would be visible from a long distance and hence the sites should not be removed
from the green belt.
The new sites are close to the already allocated 4000's homes at Tollerton airport and would in effect
cause the village to merge.
Tollerton does not have the “basic level of facilities” of other villages to accommodate additional growth,
in particular there are no GP facilities or school capacity within the village when compared to other
settlements to warrant inclusion in this review.
There are significant issues in Tollerton – road capacity, safety, cycle routes, public transport, cumulative
impact other sites.
Sites that do not add to these problems should be prioritised ie A52 corridor and sites linked to A453.

Tollerton does not have the “basic level of facilities” of other villages to accommodate additional growth,
in particular there are no GP facilities or school capacity within the village when compared to other
settlements to warrant inclusion in this review.
Plus significant issues of – road capacity, safety, cycle routes, public transport, cumulative impact
other sites.
Sites that do not add to these problems should be prioritised ie A52 corridor and sites linked to A453
West of Tollerton Lane and North of Medina
This site has higher Green Belt scores than any other of the additional key settlement sites or
other villages sites. TOL2 is contained within Zone 5.1 in the 2013 Green Belt Review which stated
that Zone 5.1 “should ideally remain as Green Belt”.
Development on this site would reduce the distance between Tollerton village and the new
settlement to be built in the Strategic Allocation just north of this site, causing the two to almost merge
contrary to the Inspector’s recommendations.
This is a locally designated conservation within the Tollerton Character, Heritage and Conservation
Strategy in recognition of the valuable open countryside that is an important characteristic of Tollerton
old village.
Tollerton old village also has a rich history and the setting and special character of this part of
Tollerton would be spoilt by development. In the immediate vicinity, in the old village, are Tollerton
Hall and 6 listed buildings including the Church (with current foundations dating back to the12 th
century), the Old Rectory (rebuilt between 1697 and 1702) and Bassingfield House, and 8 local interest
buildings. The northern lodge (1824) to the Hall is on Cotgrave Lane, and the edge of the built village
includes North End Cottages, built between 1833 and 1847 by Pendock Barry Barry, the then squire
of the village, as accommodation for villagers with a further building used as a school. Those buildings
retain distinctive features of the estate design at that time and an architectural coherence on the edge
of the village. The history of Tollerton is an important focus of the Tollerton community, which has a
thriving History Group.
Evidence strongly suggest that the Tollerton mill, certainly from 1683 and possibly from the twelfth
century was sited in here on the slope of the hill on which Jubilee Wood now standsAn application has
been made to have this included in the Historic Environment Record.
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The older parts of the village (adjacent to TOL2) retain the church, the village war memorial and
social activities in the parish rooms including parent and toddler groups, which are used by all the
village. The site of the village pinfold has recently been marked by a rebuilding. Tollerton has its own
unique identity which would be lost if development went ahead on TOL2.
As the Inspector recommended as recently as December 2014, TOL2 should not be removed
from the Green Belt. Much of the western boundary and part of the eastern boundary consist of weak
hedgerows, which would not form defensible Green Belt boundaries.
The southern part of TOL2 provides a visual gap between the old village and the new village.
Development of this part of TOL2 would spoil the setting of the old village by merging it with the newer
part of Tollerton village.
- TOL2 is next to the old village which is very poorly served by public transport. Buses are unreliable
and run no more than once an hour, with the latest bus leaving Tollerton before 5.30pm and with no
buses on Sundays.
There is no provision for safe cycling from TOL2 and pavements from the old village to the new
village are very poor in places. There are no pavements going north from TOL2 to Gamston.
-

There are no shops and very few facilities or services in the old village.

TOL2 is in close proximity to Jubilee Wood which is home to a variety of wildlife, including bats,
and it would not be appropriate to build on this site since this would jeopardise an island of natural
habitat of which there are very few so close to the city.
TOL2 contains part of a footpath giving access to countryside walking and such access should
not be lost.
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Question 1
Do you agree with the Council’s assessment of the
No
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?
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
The development of the Melton Road Edwalton site, South of Clifton site and East of Gamston / North
Tollerton areas should be made a priority; the council should be clear on what the challenges are and
address them. For example the North Tollerton (airport) location, to date, has had no houses built on
it. This should be addressed as a priority.
Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of the No
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?
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response
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The development of theMelton Road Edwalton site, South of Clifton site and East of Gamston / North
Tollerton site, should be made a priority; the council should do everything possible to expand these
sites.
Question 11
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. When we previously consulted on potential sites for housing
development early last year, the sites recommended for development in the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood
Plan were, at the time, part of site KEY4, KEY6 and part of site KEY10. In December 2016, Keyworth Parish
Council approved its final draft Neighbourhood Plan and the sites recommended for development had changed
to part of site KEY4, KEY8 and part of site KEY10.
To add to the comments already received when we consulted early last year, we would like to know what
you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure 6 and whether each one
should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site KEY13 – Hillside Farm (potential capacity around Yes - all of site
60 homes)
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.
KEY 13 - I support this small development that would not impact on the village greatly as the village
has the right level of services to sustain 60 homes.
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
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Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 27
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Tollerton. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site TOL1 – Land at Burnside Grove (potential capacity No
around 180 homes)
Site TOL2 – West of Tollerton Lane and North of Medina No
Drive (potential capacity around 360 homes)
Site TOL3 – Land east of Tollerton Lane (potential
capacity around 50 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No
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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.
Tollerton already has 4000 new houses allocated. I feel that it is incorrect to allocate more homes in
Tollerton and that other proposed locations in Rushcliffe should take additional housing.
Tollerton has an open countryside feel to it, the suggested locations will change this and turn Tollerton
into and urban area from its current rural village characteristic.
The new homes would be visible from a long distance and hence the sites should not be removed
from the green belt.
The new sites are close to the already allocated 4000's homes at Tollerton airport and would in effect
cause the village to merge.
Tollerton does not have the “basic level of facilities” of other villages to accommodate additional
growth, in particular there are no GP facilities or school capacity within the village when compared to
other settlements to warrant inclusion in this review.
There are significant issues in Tollerton – road capacity, safety, cycle routes, public transport,
cumulative impact other sites.
Sites that do not add to these problems should be prioritised ie A52 corridor and sites linked to A453.
West of Tollerton Lane and North of Medina
1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

This site has higher Green Belt scores than any other of the additional key settlement sites or
other villages sites. TOL2 is contained within Zone 5.1 in the 2013 Green Belt Review which
stated that Zone 5.1 “should ideally remain as Green Belt”.
Development on this site would reduce the distance between Tollerton village and the new
settlement to be built in the Strategic Allocation just north of this site, causing the two to almost
merge contrary to the Inspector’s recommendations.
This is a locally designated conservation within the Tollerton Character, Heritage and Conservation
Strategy in recognition of the valuable open countryside that is an important characteristic of
Tollerton old village.
Tollerton old village also has a rich history and the setting and special character of this part of
Tollerton would be spoilt by development. In the immediate vicinity, in the old village, are Tollerton
Hall and 6 listed buildings including the Church (with current foundations dating back to the12 th
century), the Old Rectory (rebuilt between 1697 and 1702) and Bassingfield House, and 8 local
interest buildings. The northern lodge (1824) to the Hall is on Cotgrave Lane, and the edge of
the built village includes North End Cottages, built between 1833 and 1847 by Pendock Barry
Barry, the then squire of the village, as accommodation for villagers with a further building used
as a school. Those buildings retain distinctive features of the estate design at that time and an
architectural coherence on the edge of the village. The history of Tollerton is an important focus
of the Tollerton community, which has a thriving History Group.
Evidence strongly suggest that the Tollerton mill, certainly from 1683 and possibly from the twelfth
century was sited in here on the slope of the hill on which Jubilee Wood now standsAn application
has been made to have this included in the Historic Environment Record.
The older parts of the village (adjacent to TOL2) retain the church, the village war memorial and
social activities in the parish rooms including parent and toddler groups, which are used by all
the village. The site of the village pinfold has recently been marked by a rebuilding. Tollerton has
its own unique identity which would be lost if development went ahead on TOL2.
As the Inspector recommended as recently as December 2014, TOL2 should not be removed
from the Green Belt. Much of the western boundary and part of the eastern boundary consist of
weak hedgerows, which would not form defensible Green Belt boundaries.
The southern part of TOL2 provides a visual gap between the old village and the new village.
Development of this part of TOL2 would spoil the setting of the old village by merging it with the
newer part of Tollerton village.
TOL2 is next to the old village which is very poorly served by public transport. Buses are unreliable
and run no more than once an hour, with the latest bus leaving Tollerton before 5.30pm and with
no buses on Sundays.
There is no provision for safe cycling from TOL2 and pavements from the old village to the new
village are very poor in places. There are no pavements going north from TOL2 to Gamston.
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11
12

13

There are no shops and very few facilities or services in the old village.
TOL2 is in close proximity to Jubilee Wood which is home to a variety of wildlife, including bats,
and it would not be appropriate to build on this site since this would jeopardise an island of natural
habitat of which there are very few so close to the city.
TOL2 contains part of a footpath giving access to countryside walking and such access should
not be lost.

14
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Martin 1072665

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
Juliette Martin
8 Primrose Close
East Leake
Loughborough
Leics
Le12 6jw

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Clickheretoentertext.

Address

Clickheretoentertext.

E-mail

Clickheretoentertext.

Housing Development
Housing Land Supply

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

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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

1



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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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


2

development and the design, mix and layout of development.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
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Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 7: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







Site COT8 – Land behind Firdale (potential capacity
around 95 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Don’t ……………………………………………………………………………..
know
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
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Clickheretoentertext.

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)





3

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





3

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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any
of the sites, this could include comments on the services and facilities required to
support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
It would be such ashame to lose the East Leake Allotment that has been there for
many years, & gives members a lot of pleasure. My family have a plot which we
really enjoy, being able to grow our own vegetables etc…East leake is getting too big
and the Green belt is diminishing way too much.

Keyworth
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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.
W

Question 11: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 13: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site
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Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site 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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 15: Do you support housing development at:


Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

Site 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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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 …..
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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?


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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

East Bridgford

Question 20: If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at East
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)









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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 25: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







Any other location (please specify which)









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


15

support development and the design, mix and layout of development.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)







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.
16

Clickheretoentertext.

Other issues

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

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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Comment.
Consultee

mr Christopher Mason (1073968)

Email Address
Address

15 Moss Close
East Bridgford
Nottingham
NG13 8LG

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

mr Christopher Mason

Comment ID

65

Response Date

29/03/17 18:15

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

No

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of the
Don't know
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?
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

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)?

Don't know

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 1

Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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

No

Gotham
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
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.
No further housing should be built in East Bridgford.
The local transport link,roads,school (both in the village and secondary at Bingham),doctors and
community facilities cannot support and further housing or development. All are at capacity.
Greenfield land by its very nature should not be used for housing here or elsewhere.
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No
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Site EBR8 – Land to the north of Butt Lane (potential
capacity around 20 homes)

No

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

No

Any other location (please specify which)

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.
As previous answer the local transport links roads,school, doctors and community facilities cannot
support further development. The development at Newton where no supporting facilities have been
built has already assisted to overburdened these.Local roads are already beyond capacity the A6097
being at a standstill for periods of the day preventing entry and egress from the village.
The land at EBR1 is presently on long term lease from the Church to the village scout group The loss
of this facility would greatly reduce the activities for local youngsters in the Scout,cubs,beavers and
Guides.Development of EBR2 would seriously encroach on the Scout field which at present has open
aspect and used for outdoor activities
Development of EBR1 and 2 would have a detrimental effect on the initial outlook into the village and
obscure views of the Mill, Church and Old rectory all buildings within the conservation area.
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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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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)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Please identify any matters related to housing development which are not covered here or elsewhere.
I believe the present planning and consultation has been approached in an underhand manner.To
provide an A5 leaflet to households but no provision of the maps showing the proposed planning is
not an open approach. Many locals are still not aware of the map showing the extent of the proposals
so have been prevented from making comment on them.
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Mattison 1074191

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
Andy Mattison
21a Seymour Rd
West Bridgford

A

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Clickheretoentertext.

Address

Clickheretoentertext.

E-mail

Clickheretoentertext.

Housing Development
Housing Land Supply

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

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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

1

3

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

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 …..

3

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

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)
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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
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development and the design, mix and layout of development.
I very strongly oppose the loss of green belt land in Lady Bay. This land is flood plain
and there are very alarming implications for the risk of flooding and for negative
effects on habitats and wildlife. Development here would impinge negatively on the
Lady Bay community in terms of traffic, demands on infrastructure etc. This is also a
site of considerable archaeological importance.
The green belt land relatively close to the City is a marvellous amenity and Lady Bay
is a distinctive community; this development is a threat to both and would clearly be
the thin end of the wedge for further development which would destroy the unique
character of the area.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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

……………………………………………………………………………..
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No

…………………………………………………………………………….

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




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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 7: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







Site COT5 – Bakers Hollow (potential capacity
around 60 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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?
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Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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



Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 9: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 11: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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



3



East Bridgford



3



Gotham





3

Sutton Bonington



3



Tollerton



3



Any other settlement (please specify which)









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

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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Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)









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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Other issues

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

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.

17

May A 778236
Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

A May <a>
31 March 2017 11:59
Localdevelopment
Cllr D Mason; Cllr R L Butler; Neil Clarke
Housing development in Tollerton

DearRBC
Iamwritingtoregistermyobjectiontotheproposaltoincludeanynewsitesforhousingdevelopmentin
Tollerton.Asitehasalreadybeenidentifiedforthedevelopmentof4000houseswithintheparishof
Tollertonandisunreasonabletoproposeanymoresitesinourvillageuntiltheexistingonehasbeen
developed.
ThevillageofTollertonalreadyhastrafficproblems,particularlyalongTollertonLaneinthemorningand
earlyevening'peak'periods,andaroundtheschool.Theexistingroadnetworksimplycouldnotcopewith
theincreaseintrafficwhichwouldinevitablyresultfromadditionalhousing.Thereareverylimited
facilitiesinthevillage,wehavenoGPsurgeryandaprimaryschoolwhichisalreadyfull.Weareasmall
villagewithfacilitiestomatch,notasmalltown.Ifdevelopmentweretogoaheadonalloftheproposed
areaswithinthevillagewewouldalmostdoubleinsize.
Developmentofanyofthethreesitesidentifiedwillchangetheruralnatureofourvillage,surroundedas
itisatpresentbyopencountryside,andturnitintosimplyanothersuburbofNottingham.Inparticular,
theextensiveviewsacrossopencountrysideandfieldstotheeastofTollertonLanewouldbelostforever
shouldthisareabedeveloped.Thissplendidopenviewisavailabletoallresidentsfrompubliclandon
bothBurnsideGroveandTollertonLane.
Iknowthatthese'targets'forhousebuildingarebeingimposedonyoubynationalgovernment,butthe
siteonwhichtobuildenoughhousestofulfillthesetargetshasalreadybeenidentifiedbyyou,soitisnow
uptoyoutoinsistthatthesehousesarebuilt,ratherthanidentifystillmoreareasofourbeautiful
countrysideforhousebuilding.
Yourssincerely
AlisonMMay
35TollertonLane
Tollerton

1

May R & D
1073272

Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Arthur & Dorothy May <am>
27 March 2017 18:19
Localdevelopment
Cllr D Mason; Cllr R L Butler; Neil Clarke; tollertontabu@
Local Plan Part 2 Further Options Tollerton

DearSirs,
IrefertoTol1Tol2&Tol3Tollerton.
Theseproposalsforafurther600housesinTollertoninadditiontothe4000alreadyallocatedare
unacceptabletotheresidentsofthisruralvillageasfollows:
ThenumberofvehiclesperhousewouldfurtherincreasethetrafficusingTollertonLaneandothervillage
roads.
ThereisnosuitableaccesstoTOl1&Tol2.Anyaccesscreatedintothevillage,e.gfromBurnsideGrove
wouldaddahighleveloftrafficintothecentreoftheexistinghousingareaandleadtotrafficflows
throughBentinkAvenueandStansteadAvenuetoMeltonRoad.AccessfromTol2viatheLittleLanearea
wouldrequiretraffictoexitontoTollertonLaneclosetothedoublebendsandtotheCotgraveLane
junction.
Tol3wouldaddfurthertrafficcongestionontoTollertonLaneatthejunctionwithBurnsideGrovewhere
seriousproblemsanddangersexistduetoschooltrafficparkinginthatexactareaseveraltimeseach
day.ThelandmarkedasTol3wouldbestbeusedasacarparkforschooltrafficwithdoubleyellowlines
introducedonTollertonLane.
Thevillageschooldoesnothavesufficientcapacityforthecurrentrequirementsandhashigherclasssizes
thantheKeyworthschools.AnyadditionalschoolinTol2wouldincreasetheschooltrafficandthe
parkingproblems.
TollertonLaneisnotsuitableforaregularbusserviceandthemainbusservicetothecityisfromMelton
Road.
ThisruralvillagehasveryfewfacilitiesapartfromthesmallpostofficeonMeltonRoad.Thevillagewas
chosenbytheresidentsbecauseoftheopenaspectsaroundit.
Sincerely,
RobertArthurMay
DorothyMay

1

May R 1076153
Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Rob May <rm>
31 March 2017 12:24
Localdevelopment
Cllr D Mason; Cllr R L Butler; Neil Clarke; rob
Housing developments in Tollerton

Dear Councillors and planners,
I am writing to register my objection to the proposed additional areas identified for building in Tollerton.
My main objection is that the Strategic Allocation already identifies 4000 new homes to be built on land
within the Parish of Tollerton (land north of Tollerton, east of Gamston). As far as I am aware, no progress
has been made with developing these sites and as a result, the village is to be penalised by building up to
600 homes within the existing village, presumably in addition to the 4000 in the long run. Where is the
fairness in this?
The plan for the Strategic Allocation at least has defensible green spaces to separate the development from
the existing village. The new sites will add houses within the village, potentially almost doubling the size of
the village and totally changing it's character and turning it into just another suburb of Nottingham.
Tollerton does not have the basic level of facilities of other villages in the area to accommodate this extra
growth, in particular the lack of GP facilities and school capacity. Even more concerning is the already
overloaded transport infrastructure, especially along Tollerton Lane and around the school. I find it hard to
imagine how it could cope with the additional traffic that would result from your proposals.
I strongly believe that development on any of the proposed sites will be to the detriment of the village and
it's character, in particular building on the land east of Tollerton lane would destroy the only publicly
accessible far-reaching views over open green countryside, the view that, to me, defines Tollerton as a rural
village.
Why has work not started on the land included in the Strategic Allocation? Whose fault/responsibility is
this? Certainly not the residents of Tollerton!
I urge you to think again and not agree to these proposed development sites.
Yours sincerely,
Rob May
35 Tollerton Lane
Tollerton
Nottingham
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Comment.
Consultee

Mrs June McConnell (1074780)

Email Address
Address

25 Ashley Crescent
Keyworth
Nottingham
NG12 5GF

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Mrs June McConnell

Comment ID

110

Response Date

31/03/17 15:50

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

Question 1
Do you agree with the Council’s assessment of the
No
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?
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
The figures as to requirements for housing are flawed. In view of Brexit how can anyone possibly
estimate the numbers of houses required up to 2026? THere is a huge presumption as to immigration.
CPRE have carried out extensive research which reveals hundreds and thousands of empty properties.
Why are these not being brought into use? Numerous brownfield sites have been identified around
the country, so why are these not being utilised before any more pressure is put on our green belt.

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of the
No
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?
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Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response
please see response to previous question. There is no need to consider this at the present time.
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.
As few as possible, and certainly no more than the 250 currently proposed.
it has been proved many times by different Health Services and organisations that mental health can
be improved. Nailers l considerably by access to green open spaces and such open spaces should
be easily accessible. Once green belt land is built upon there is no going back.
Our countryside is also a valuable tourist draw. We are already losing vast swathes of it to new railways
and road systems and cannot afford to release more.
If new properties were more appropriate, I.e. Generally smaller, then they would have a smaller footprint
and accommodate more people. big 4 and 5 bedroomed houses are being built in preference to smaller
2 bedroomed properties which would suit young people wanting to get on the property ladder, and
older people wishing to downsize.
Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

No

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

No

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

Yes - all of site

Site RUD14 – Croft House (potential capacity around 25 No
homes)
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.
Rud 13 would be the area which would cause the least disruption to Ruddington if it were to be allowed.
Asher Lane is still being proposed despite huge objection, not only from residents, but also
Highways.Sellors Field is also being looked at, again this is causing consternation with villagers. I have
spent 60 years living in Ruddington and have seen it change from a small village into a huge village,
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much sought after, but In danger of being spoilt by over development. Ruddington cannot cope from
a schools, doctors or infrastructure point of view with any further building.
What about the land banks which builders are holding onto? Why should they be allowed to keep
deferring building houses when their plans have been approved? if they are not developing the. The
Planning Permission should be revoked in order to encourage builders to begin their developments
as soon as possible after passing of palans.
if all current granted planning permissions were brought to fruition , all empty properties looked at with
a view to returning them to use, and all brownfield areas looked at with a view to using for housing,
then new figure could be produced which would be accurate and show that far less land need s to be
freed up
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Instead of adding to already large villages, why not consider smaller ones such as Bunny and Bradmore.
These have barely grown and both have easy access to the A60 so would not suffer as much as other
villages from traffic problems. Increasing such small villages a sympathetic manner would reduce the
pressure on already stretched larger villages. Surely this would also help to create more sustainable
communities.
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
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any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Site EBR2 – Land behind Kirk Hill (west) (potential
capacity around 70 homes)
Site EBR3 – Land north of Kneeton Road (1) (potential
capacity around 95 homes)
Site EBR4 – Land north of Kneeton Road (2) (potential
capacity around 150 homes)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British Legion
(potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards
(potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential capacity
around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Consultee

Mr James McMahon (1072185)

Email Address
Address

The Knowle
Station Road
Nottingham
NG12 5LT

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Mr James McMahon

Comment ID

30

Response Date

21/03/17 22:15

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

Yes

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of the
Yes
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?
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)?

Don't know

Question 5
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate
Don't know
greenfield land for housing development at Cotgrave in
the plan period (up to 2028)?
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Question 7
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. Most of the sites, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure
4 and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any
one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site COT11 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (3) (potential No
capacity around 250 homes)
Site COT12– Land south of Plumtree Lane (potential
capacity around 250 homes)

No

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.
We agree Keyworth needs to grow and take some houses but have concerns about the location and
sites developed due to the impact on transportation links and in particular car usage inside the village
and its impact on safety and congestion, but also for commuters travelling to Nottingham or surrounding
areas. If you combine the Keyworth, Tollerton, Cotgrave and Edwalton/Wheatcroft developments it
will put a huge strain on an already very busy transport system.
Question 11
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. When we previously consulted on potential sites for housing
development early last year, the sites recommended for development in the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood
Plan were, at the time, part of site KEY4, KEY6 and part of site KEY10. In December 2016, Keyworth Parish
Council approved its final draft Neighbourhood Plan and the sites recommended for development had changed
to part of site KEY4, KEY8 and part of site KEY10.
To add to the comments already received when we consulted early last year, we would like to know what
you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure 6 and whether each one
should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site KEY1 – Land east of Willow Brook (potential capacity Yes - all of site
around 40 homes)
Site KEY2 – Land off Selby Lane and Willowbrook
(potential capacity around 15 homes)

Yes - all of site
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Site KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane (potential capacity Yes - all of site
around 60 homes)
Site KEY4 – Land off Nicker Hill (potential capacity
around 450 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

No

Site KEY7 – Shelton Farm, Platt Lane (potential capacity No
around 160 homes)
Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station Road
(potential capacity around 180 homes)

No

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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.
Reasons why we object to Site Key 8 as follows:
1
2
3
4

5

6
7
8
9

the site is too far from the centre of the village and associated amenities
there would be a significant increase in local traffic causing road congestion and exacerbating
the existing parking problems in the centre of Keyworth
development of the site would be intrusive, not in keeping with the area and the development
would be an adjunct to the community not a part of it
the siting of the existing bus stops for public transport into Nottingham and out of the village are
inappropriate and that on Station Road just beyond Normanton Lane is positively dangerous for
motorists, and for passengers wishing to cross the road to Nicker hill
development would lead to unrestricted urban sprawl towards Plumtree village and ultimately
Tollerton and the merging with those settlements: it is believed a developer has an option to
purchase the land adjacent to that of site 8. When linked with the developments which are taking
place at Sharphill/Wheatcrofts roundabout it is not difficult to foresee the eventual linking with
West Bridgford
the countryside should be safeguarded and the site used to promote a sense of remoteness and
separation from other communities
the site is at bedroom level of some houses on Station Road and Park Road giving rise to a
visually intrusive development which it will not be possible to screen successfully
the site generally would be visually intrusive
Station Road is already very busy and noise assessments have shown that the traffic noise is
above acceptable levels
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10
11

the site is currently productive farm land and should remain so
serious traffic congestion is the norm along Station Road and at the junction with the main road
into Nottingham: Station Road is not a suitable route out of the village for the inevitable increased
traffic flows. The traffic generated by any new developments should see their exit route as along
Bunny Lane
12 exiting and entering Park Road are very hazardous manoeuvres which can only be made worse
with increased traffic: there have been several accidents at this junction
13 the road at the junction of Normanton Lane, Station Road and Nicker Hill regularly floods when
there are heavy downpours; a hard surface on the Platt Lane/Station Road site will increase the
volume of surface water and thereby the risk and frequency of flooding
14 the Platt Lane playing fields will be land locked with no potential for their expansion which will
probably be needed if Keyworth were to grow appreciably.
15 the water supply provided to the village along station road is seemingly unable to support the
needs of Keyworth today before adding any further housing to this side of the village (3 major
leaks in a short space of time and multiple road closures to rectify the issue).
In our opinion the site adjacent to Bunny Lane are the best choice given their proximity to the village
center and key amenities such as the health center, and would minimise the impact of travel flowing
down station road and through plumtree in the future.
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British Legion
(potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards
(potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential capacity
around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
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There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Question 13
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Radcliffe on Trent that have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RAD1 to RAD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further two sites (RAD11 and RAD12) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what you think about
the suitability of each of these two sites (as shown on the plan below) and whether each one should or should
not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option
to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RAD12 – Land to the north of Shelford Road
(potential capacity around 180 homes)

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.
RAD12 will result in yet more potential traffic needing to use Shelford Road at peak times, along with
all the other through traffic that already uses it as as a route into Nottingham to avoid the A52 congestion.
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Also a very visible site overlooking the Trent Valley. With regard to this area of Radcliffe, RAD2 and
RAD3 yes, but no more please, and especially not RAD12 or RAD4!
Wait until there is money available to re-route the A52 so it doesn't bisect the village and then look to
develop south of what will then be the "old A52" (i.e. south west of Radcliffe) where the adjacent road
infrastructure into Nottingham can support any development. Sprawling up Shelford Road and futher
into this area of the greenbelt, and particularly adjacent to the Trent Valley Way (i.e. RAD12), is just
a short term fix that won't be appropriate in the longer term.
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site CBI1 – Land to the south of Nottingham Road and
east of Kinoulton Road (potential capacity around 30
homes)
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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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 3

Any other location (please specify which)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British Legion
(potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards
(potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential capacity
around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
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Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Mellor 1073125
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Cassandra Mellor <c>25 March 2017 14:02
Localdevelopment
Proposed Housing Development at Simpkin's Farm

Towhoeveritmayconcern,
IamwritingtoobjectstronglytotheproposedhousingdevelopmentatSimpkin'sfarm,LadyBay,West
Bridgford.
Thedevelopmentofgreenbeltlandthisclosetotheriverseemsveryunwiseandwouldsetadangerous
precedentforfuturedevelopmentonmoreofthegreenbeltinthisriversidelocation.Thereisalreadya
riskoffloodingintheareawhichwouldonlybeexacerbatedbyanydevelopment.
Theproposedsiteispartofanareaofnaturalbeautyandwildlifewhichwouldbespoiltirretrievably.Itis
alsoanareaofhistoricalimportancedatingbacktotheDomesdayBook.
Whatisthepointofdesignatedgreenbeltwhenthenamecanbecastoffsoeasily?Therearestill
somanybrownsitesthatcanbebuilton.
Therewouldalsobeproblemswithtrafficandinfrastructure.AsitisTrentBoulevardcanhardlycope,and
anytrafficonRegattaWaywouldcreateextraproblemsonRadcliffeRoad.
Iwouldlikeyoutopassonmyobjectionstotherelevantbody.
Ilookforwardtohearingfromyou,andsincerelyhopethisplanwillbespeedilyrejected.
Yoursfaithfully,
CassandraMellor,LadyBayresident.

1

Messent 1071531
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Peter Messent <>28 February 2017 17:55
Localdevelopment
Local Plan Part 2. Land and Planning Policies

IwishtocommentonthelowͲgradegreenbeltstatus,andpossiblefurtherdevelopment,atTol4.
Thistomymindisirresponsible,evenpotentiallydangerous,planning.Myreasonsforsayingthisareas
follows.
I.ThisareahasalreadyseenamajorincreaseinhousingwiththeSharp'sWooddevelopment.Thiswill
affectTollertonresidentsconsiderablyintermsofthestrainputonlocalamenitiesandthegeneral
infrastructure.ThethreenewsetsoftrafficlightsontheA606arelikelytocausemajortrafficproblems
affectingtheringroad.
2. TobuildonTol4willaffectthewholeareafortheworse.Theinfrastructurewillnotcope,giventhefact
thatrushhourtrafficontheA606andtowardtheA52viaTollertonairportisalreadytooheavy,with
considerablequeueseverymorning.Thelocalroadsmoreoveraretoonarrowtoaccommodatethe
furtherincreaseintrafficthatanydevelopmentwillbringͲͲthusmyreferencetothedangersstemming
fromthisplan(IamthinkingparticularlyoftheTollertonAirportroad).Thepaucityoflocalcycletracksand
evenpavementswillcausefurtherpotentialdangers.Thelocalschoolisalreadyatfullcapacity.Tollerton
hasalreadyborneitsshareofhousingdevelopment(withtheimpactoftheSharp'sWoodproject)and
shouldbeprotectedastheworkingcommunityitnowis.
3. TheA453corridorisamuchmoreobviousplaceforlocaldevelopment,withgoodaccesstothenew
majorroadsystemandplentyofspaceavailable.Whatarethereasonsforclutteringupanddespoilinga
wellͲorganised,coherentandcohesivecommunityspaceasnowexistsinTollertonwithsuchamajor
developmentprojectwhenthereareotherbetteroptionseasilyavailable?
4. PlanninghasalreadybeengiventhegoͲaheadforthesitenorthofTollerton.Igatherthereisnointerest
fromdevelopersinthatsite.Isthattrue?Ifitis,thereisnoreasonwhynewareasshouldbeopenedupfor
developmentjustsothatcommercialinterestsshouldbesatisfied.Iwouldurgeyoutosticktotheoriginal
plan.EventhisofcourseIwouldopposeinprinciplegivenmyabovepoints.
5. Myowngroupofhouses(OakTreeCourt)wasbuiltonlowlevelsitesoasnottoaffecttheoutlookfrom
thehousesonBurnsideRoad.Howcanthecompleteignoringandoverthrowingofthisearlierplanning
edictnowbecountenancedwithapossiblemajordevelopmentwhichwillaffecteveryone'soutlookfor
theworse.MoreseriouslyitwillmeanthatOakTreeCourtwillbeoverlookedbyanynewhousesbuiltat
thehigherleveloftheadjoininglandandseriouslyaffectingtheoutlook,propertyvalues,andevenmental
healthofitsresidents.
Idourgeveryseriousreconsiderationofthisplanningdocumentwhichseemstomeadisasterwhichgoes
completelyagainsttheinterestsofallpresentTollertonandNottinghamshireresidents.
ProfessorPeterMessent,BargateHouse,OakTreeCourt,Tollerton,NG124HJ
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Question 1
Do you agree with the Council’s assessment of the
No
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?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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

No
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Gotham
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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,
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the type and design of housing, and how the site would be accessed by car and public transport, amongst
a number of other issues.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

Any other location (please specify which)

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.
EBR1 - All of the land (old grass tennis courts and adjacent field) are leased by the local Scout Group
as a location for Scouting (and Guiding) activities. Allowing the land to be built on will mean the loss
of this area for the youth group’s activities. The likelihood of finding replacement outdoor land within
EB is highly unlikely as it has taken the Scout Group 48 years to acquire the use of EBR1. In addition
the land is almost adjacent to the listed church and Bridgford Hill and on the opposite side of the area
is the old tower windmill, so developing this space, and the adjacent EBR2 will have a highly detrimental
effect on these two listed buildings, the old windmill and the 'green’ entry to the village.
EBR2 in addition to the comments above is well outside the existing village and will adversely affect
the entry to the village which is a very pleasant rural approach. EBR2 is very close to the A6097
(pollution/noise) and Kirk Hill is one of the two main access routes out from the existing village. There
are proposals to close Trent Lane outbound due to the amount of rat run traffic and the danger of
emerging onto Gunthorpe Bridge. Developing EBR2 will adversely affect the traffic flow on Kirk Hill.
Also, if EBR1 is allowed to continue as a base for the local youth group, the housing on EBR2 will be
affected by noise and smoke from campfires/youth group activities. EBR2 will ‘jut out’ into the rural
landscape and will not form an integral part of the village.
Strongly oppose development of EBR1 and EBR2.
EBR3 is an area adjacent to the listed Manor and overlooks the Trent Valley. The depth of existing
building to the west side of the village along Kneeton Road up to the Manor is quite limited. The rural
aspect of this end to the village will be adversely affected, it will be an area of housing jutting out
towards the Trent Valley. Valuable agricultural land will be lost.
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EBR4 similar comments to EBR 3 but this area is even further towards the Trent Valley ruining the
rural aspect from the village and from across the River Trent. The only development along here is the
old Manor Farm which has been converted to office units but the scope of this existing development
is very limited in comparison to EBR3 & EBR4. Again with EBR4 valuable agricultural land will be lost.
Both EBR3 and EBR4 are totally unsuitable for building development and they are a long way from
the services which are all along Main Street.
EBR5 is again an area that will 'jut out' of the existing village into the adjacent fields and will not form
a cohesive part of the village. The views towards the village across the landscape will be adversely
affected by development here. Lammas Lane is a rural single track lane leading onto other single
track roads (Cherryholt Lane) and College St which is only just wide enough to pass other vehicles
with care. EBR5 is a long way from the village services so the residents would rely on cars choking
the already narrow village lanes.
EBR6 and EBR7 again will jut out of the existing village into the landscape. If developed would need
screening on the northern and eastern edges by tree lines. However again it will be over intensive
development, a considerable way from the village services, and the existing internal village streets do
not have the capacity to cope with more traffic.
EBR8 is a an area outside of the existing village boundaries and would be an area of housing separate
from the existing village jutting out into and with an adverse effect on the surrounding landscape.
Valuable agricultural land would be lost.
EBR9 again is an area outside of the existing village boundaries and would be an area of housing
separate from the existing village jutting out into and with an adverse effect on the surrounding
landscape. Developing it will mean loss of valuable agricultural land, and ancient ridge and furrow.
It must be remembered the village school and Doctors are at capacity. Volume of Traffic within the
village was identified as a serious problem in the recent village appraisal completed by villagers. The
sewers are at capacity and there are continuous leaks along Main Street.
Brown Land within the Borough and surrounding council areas should be developed first before the
lungs of the green belt surrounding villages like East Bridgford are breached.
The proposed development of the nine sites in East Bridgford is over intensive, none would form a
cohesive part of the village and will turn the village into a town. They should all be rejected.

Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards
(potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Question 1
Do you agree with the Council’s assessment of the
No
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?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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

No
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Gotham
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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,
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the type and design of housing, and how the site would be accessed by car and public transport, amongst
a number of other issues.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

Any other location (please specify which)

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.
EBR1 - All of the land (old grass tennis courts and adjacent field) are leased by the local Scout Group
as a location for Scouting (and Guiding) activities. Allowing the land to be built on will mean the loss
of this area for the youth group’s activities. The likelihood of finding replacement outdoor land within
EB is highly unlikely as it has taken the Scout Group 48 years to acquire the use of EBR1. In addition
the land is almost adjacent to the listed church and Bridgford Hill and on the opposite side of the area
is the old tower windmill, so developing this space, and the adjacent EBR2 will have a highly detrimental
effect on these two listed buildings, the old windmill and the 'green’ entry to the village.
EBR2 in addition to the comments above is well outside the existing village and will adversely affect
the entry to the village which is very pleasant rural approach. EBR2 is very close to the A6097
(pollution/noise) and Kirk Hill is one of the two main access routes out from the existing village. There
are proposals to close Trent Lane outbound due to the amount of rat run traffic and the danger of
emerging onto Gunthorpe Bridge. Developing EBR2 will adversely affect the traffic flow on Kirk Hill.
Also, if EBR1 is allowed to continue as a base for the local youth group, the housing on EBR2 will be
affected by noise and smoke from campfires/youth group activities. EBR2 will ‘jut out’ into the rural
landscape and will not form an integral part of the village.
Strongly oppose development of EBR1 and EBR2.
EBR3 is an area adjacent to the listed Manor and overlooks the Trent Valley. The depth of existing
building to the west side of the village along Kneeton Road up to the Manor is quite limited. The rural
aspect of this end to the village will be adversely affected, it will be an area of housing jutting out
towards the Trent Valley. Valuable agricultural land will be lost.
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EBR4 similar comments to EBR 3 but this area is even further towards the Trent Valley ruining the
rural aspect from the village and from across the River Trent. The only development along here is the
old Manor Farm which has been converted to office units but the scope of this existing development
is very limited in comparison to EBR3 & EBR4. Again with EBR4 valuable agricultural land will be lost.
Both EBR3 and EBR4 are totally unsuitable for building development and they are a long way from
the services which are all along Main Street.
EBR5 is again an area that will 'jut out' of the existing village into the adjacent fields and will not form
a cohesive part of the village. The views towards the village across the landscape will be adversely
affected by development here. Lammas Lane is a rural single track lane leading onto other single
track roads (Cherryholt Lane) and College St which is only just wide enough to pass other vehicles
with care. EBR5 is a long way from the village services so the residents would rely on cars choking
the already narrow village lanes.
EBR6 and EBR7 again will jut out of the existing village into the landscape. If developed would need
screening on the northern and eastern edges by tree lines. However again it will be over intensive
development, a considerable way from the village services, and the existing internal village streets do
not have the capacity to cope with more traffic.
EBR8 is a an area outside of the existing village boundaries and would be an area of housing separate
from the existing village jutting out into and with an adverse effect on the surrounding landscape.
Valuable agricultural land would be lost.
EBR9 again is an area outside of the existing village boundaries and would be an area of housing
separate from the existing village jutting out into and with an adverse effect on the surrounding
landscape. Developing it will mean loss of valuable agricultural land, and ancient ridge and furrow.
It must be remembered the village school and Doctors are at capacity. Volume of Traffic within the
village was identified as a serious problem in the recent village appraisal completed by villagers. The
sewers are at capacity and there are continuous leaks along Main Street.
Brown Land within the Borough and surrounding council areas should be developed first before the
lungs of the green belt surrounding villages like East Bridgford are breached.
The proposed development of the nine sites in East Bridgford is over intensive, none would form a
cohesive part of the village and will turn the village into a town. They should all be rejected.
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards
(potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Milward 1073214
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

27 March 2017 09:06
Localdevelopment
Development of homes around Tollerton

I am writing to object to the proposal to build even more homes in and around Tollerton. Tollerton
has already been allocated 4000 new homes to be built on Green Belt land. Green belt land
should not be used for this purpose.
The roads around Tollerton,Tollerton Lane, Melton Road, West Bridgford and Clifton are already
choked with traffic which is polluting the air and causing major hold ups. There is not the
infrastructure to cope with even more cars and lorries.
Mrs C Milward
27 Burnside Grove Tollerton

1

Molloy 1072466
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

francesca <f>12 March 2017 18:57
Localdevelopment
Proposed housing development

I am a resident in Cotgrave and feel strongly against the propososal for a new housing development on
precious green belt land. I understand that there are government pressures for more housing to be built but
Cotgrave has only recently had housing built at Hollygate Park. The area is rural and if housing is built on
green belt land it will dramatically change the area and it will begin to loose it's rural appeal. Locals enjoy
and value using the green space for horse riding, dog walking and spending time with family and children.
Families and children need green spaces to encourage a more active lifestyle. To go ahead with more
housing developments in Cotgrave shows a total disregard for the local residents.
I hope Rushcliffe Borough Council reconsiders this proposal and allow for alternative locations to be
considered for housing developments.
Kind regards,
Francesca Molloy

Sent from my Samsung Galaxy smartphone.

1

Comment.
Consultee

Jane Moore (1073619)

Email Address
Address

192 Trent Boulevard
West Bridgford
Nottingham
NG2 5BW

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Jane Moore

Comment ID

52

Response Date

28/03/17 21:49

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

Don't know

Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

No
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Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.This could include comments
on the services and facilities required to support development and the design, mix and layout of
development.
I wish to object strongly to building on the green belt. I wish to object to building on the site near
Simpkins farm. Putting all those houses there will result in increased traffic, the need for more doctors
and schools etc. Pinder's pond will be at risk, as will all the wildlife that live there that we need to keep
our planet going. Covering the land with houses could easily cause flood risk issues as the absorbency
of the ground will be greatly reduced. And the worst thing of all, is that you want to build over the All
Saints Parish Church of Adbolton remains, and the remains of the dwellings that are near the Church.
Please I wish to object to this plan, strongly.

Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Moore 1073619
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:

JANE MOORE <>28 March 2017 21:37
Localdevelopment

Response to Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Building Policies –
Further Options.
I am emailing you regarding the proposed potential site for housing development
at Adbolton Lane, Lady Bay, West Bridgford, Nottingham.
I live on Trent Boulevard, West Bridgford and I wish to object to this plan.
I do not wish to see the start of yet another attempt to build on the Green Belt. I
thoughly appose the removal of the land from the Green Belt.
This site would definitely affect the traffic and the infrastructure, such as Schools
and Healthcare.
Covering such a large piece of land in hard standing would also increase the risk
of flooding, as the absorbency of the land would be significantly reduced.
And it would significantly impact on the wildlife around here, especially to
Pinder’s Pond.
Also, the biggest reason not to do this, is that you would be destroying the
remains of the village of Adbolton, which is directly under the site. The village
consists of the remains of dwellings and the Church of All Saints, Adbolton,
which is included in the Doomsday Book.
So I hope that you understand that this development needs to be stopped. It is
unwanted and not required, not necessary, and will cause harm to the area. And I
object to it.
Yours sincerely
Jane Moore

1

Morley D 777224
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Debra Morley <d>28 March 2017 23:46
Localdevelopment
Additional housing for Tollerton

DearSirs,
Iamwritingtoopposetheadditionalhousingproposalsforanother600housesinTollertonvillage.
Asweknow,Tollertonhasalreadyhadover4000housesallocated,thebuildingtostartfromthe‘old’village,
throughtotheA52LingsBar,ontheoppositesideoftheroadfromGamston.Thesizeofthisdevelopmentwill
apparentlybetwicethesizeofGamston,soit’sahugesiteandIfeelanother600houses,onthegreenbeltland
betweenwhatwillbethe‘new’developmentandthe‘old’development,isasteptoofarandthislandshouldbe
protected.EnoughhouseshavealreadybeenallocatedtoTollertonandthewholeareaisgoingtobechanged
beyondrecognitionasitis,withoutTollertonlosingitsidentitycompletelyifanother600housesareconsidered.
Iamveryworriedaboutthewildlifelivingonthisland.Apartfromtheobviouswildlifethatvisitsmygarden,Ialso
havebats,frogsandhedgehogsvisitwhicharealreadyundertreat.Ibelievethelandproposedforthe600houses
shouldbeleftasgreenbeltandgiventothewildlifewhichwilllosetheirhomesoverthenextyears.Thefields
behindBurnside,tothesideofFranklinDrive,standveryhighandslopedownquitealot,insteadofhousingwhich
willdominatetheviewsformiles,maybetreesandwildplantstocompensatecouldbeplantedintheproposed
siteshere,andbehindMedina,aswewillreallyneedtogivesomethingbacktoourwildlifeinthearea.
Apartfromthis,therearetheobviousconcernsregardingthetrafficwhichwouldbegeneratedandwouldhaveto
leavetheproposeddevelopmentintoTollertonvillageandTollertonLane.Theroadsherewouldstruggletocope
withthisamountofaddedtrafficduring‘rushhour’andthe‘schoolrun’.UnlessyouleaveTollertonbythetraffic
lightsonTollertonLane,itcanbeverydifficultleavingbytheotherroadsasMeltonRoadissobusy.Thisisnow,
beforetheaddedtrafficwhichwillbecausedtoandfromthenewhospitalonTollertonLaneandleavingfromthe
developmentfacingWheatcroftsGardenCentreanytimesoon.Then,atsomepoint,theverylargedevelopmentsof
SharphillandTollertonNorth.
Iwouldaskyouplease,nottoremoveanymorelandinTollertonfromthegreenbelt,thisareaisgivinguptoomuch
inthenextfewyearsasitis.
Yoursfaithfully,
DebraMorley

SentfromMailforWindows10
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Morris R 1073212
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Rosemary Morris <>27 March 2017 08:18
Localdevelopment
Local plan part2 Further Options

IhavelivedinTollertonforfiftyyearsthisyearandfeelthattheadditionof4000Newhousestothenorthofthe
villagewillalreadyhaveanegativeimpactonthearea.
ItisalmostimpossibletoexitthevillageontotheA52atalltimesnowandthetrafficsituationWillbevery
problematicatthenearbyroundaboutwhenallthenewhousesarefinished.
SurelyitisbettertospreadnewhousingaroundvillagesratherthanconcentratethemallinOnearea.
Yours
RosemaryMorris
PrioryavenueTollerton

SentfrommyiPad

1

Mote L 996039
Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

developmentcontrol E-mail
31 March 2017 10:03
Localdevelopment
FW: URGENT - CONSULTATION FOR DEVELOPMENT IN RUDDINGTON

From: Louise Mo
Sent: 30 March 2017 20:55
To: developmentcontrol E-mail; Louise Mote
Subject: URGENT - CONSULTATION FOR DEVELOPMENT IN RUDDINGTON

DearSirs
Iwritewithregardtorecentcorrespondencerelatingtopossibledevelopmentsitesforresidential
developmentinRuddington.
factorsofconcern:
1. Ruddington'sinfrastructureisalreadyfittoburst,Ihaveoutlinedbelowcurrentlyfrom7.30ambuilding
to9am,trafficisqueuingfromasfarbackalongtheA60asBunny(almost3miles)additionally,
2. FlawforthLaneisasolidqueueoftrafficbackalmosttothemaintrafficislandknownas"Wheatcrofts
Island"Ͳthisisthesituationcurrently.
3. TheonͲgoingdevelopmentofalargeamountofpropertieseithersideoftheMeltonRoadisgoingto
exacerbatethissituation
4. PedestriancrossingofLoughboroughRoadisalreadydangerous,withcarsregularly'jumping'lightsin
particularwhencomingroundthecornerfromFlawforthLanetoLoughboroughRoad,moretrafficwill
makeitmoreprecarious.
5. FurtherdevelopmentalongFlawforthLanewillbetotallyinvasiveandcauseͲtoputitsimply:
chaos.ThetwobridgesonFlawforthLaneͲwhichmanypeopledonotknowexist,arealreadysuffering
fromheavyvehicularusage.
6. Additionally,thisareaisprotectedgreenbelt,withrarebatsandprotectedplantsgrowinginthefields.
IstronglyopposeanydevelopmentalongFlawforthLane,orLoughboroughroadneartothetrafficlights.
WhilstIunderstandlandownershavehadpreliminarydiscussionswithpropertydevelopersͲthiswouldbe
totallyagainstRushcliffe'spolicyforprotectingandmaintaininggreenbeltareas,andwouldconstitute
towardsincreasingcongestions,pollution,traffichazardsandlossofprotectedspecies.
Ithereforeask,thatyourejectthisareaforconsideration.Ialsorepresentmyfamily:MrsMargaretMote
ͲalsoresidentonFlawforthLane,andmyBrotherAdamLaughtonͲMote.
Yoursfaithfully,
LouiseMote
1

ResidentatMeadowCroft,FlawforthLane,Ruddington,Nottingham,NG11LG

2

Mumford 1075744
Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Ian Mumford <i>30 March 2017 22:10
Localdevelopment
Housing plans consultation

Ithinkadditionalhousingneedstobedistributedbetweenallthemajorsettlements.Communityfacilitiesand
shopsinplaceslikeEastLeakeandCotgraveseeminadequate.AlsotheroadstoKeyworthandCotgravearestilljust
countrylanes,narrowandwithpoorvisibility.Theyarefartoodangeroustocycleon.Eithertheroadsshouldbe
widenedorseparatecycleroutescreated.
KeyworthneedsreinvigoratingͲthepopulationactuallydeclinedfrom2001to2011accordingtotheCensus.
MaybetheSecondarySchoolisnotgoodenoughtoattractfamilies.
TheonlyproposedhousingsitethatIwoulddefinitelyobjecttoistheonewestofPastureLanewhichwoulddestroy
anyseparationbetweenRuddingtonandClifton.
DevelopersshouldbeencouragedtothinkaboutmorehighdensitybuildingsespeciallyinWestBridgford.
Thewholeprocessistoodependentonlargespeculativedevelopers.Ididn’tseeanymentionofindividualor
communityselfͲbuildwhichcouldbequitepopulariftherewaslandavailable.
AllocatinglandisonethingbutIwillbeverysurprisedifanywherenear1,000homesactuallygetbuilteveryyearfor
thenext11years.AllittakesisforBrexittoturnintoadisasterorinterestratesgoingupandhousingstartswill
collapseastheydidin2009.

Regards,
IanMumford
29WorwoodDrive
WestBridgford.

1

Comment.
Consultee

Mr Andrew Murphy (1073199)

Email Address
Address

1 Chatsworth Rd
Nottingham
NG2 5ED

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Mr Andrew Murphy

Comment ID

39

Response Date

27/03/17 15:06

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

Yes

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of Don't know
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?
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
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as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.This could include comments
on the services and facilities required to support development and the design, mix and layout of
development.
I do not feel that this site is suitable for housing development. This is for three reasons:

1. The site is prone to flooding, and sits within the traditional flood plain of the River Trent. Building on
this site, is liable to increase the flooding risk both to the new houses and to existing properties, as the
hard standing created by the development will cause a risk of run off damage to other homes and raise
the already high water table.
2. This is an important archaological site. The development would destroy the site of the lost medieval
village and church of Adbolton. It would also adversely affect the setting of Simkins Farm House as a
listed building, which still has a rural character befitting its history.
3. The development proposed is a very modest number of homes which will make a very modest
contribution to Rushcliffe's overall housing requirements. However, this modest number would have
a disproportionate negative impact on the Green Belt and Lady Bay's unique character as an 'urban
village' surrounded by fields. The development would fragment this and in my view open up pressure
to build further in the area. The development woudl detract from the peaceful and semi-rural feel of
the nature reserve on The Hook, which is an important green lung for local people and further adds to
Lady Bay's village character. This is too high a price to pay for a very modest contribution to housing
numbers.
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
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Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Comment.
Consultee

Dr Richard Neale (1064836)

Email Address
Address

4 Rectory Close
Sutton Bonington
Loughborough
LE12 5PJ

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Dr Richard Neale

Comment ID

7

Response Date

24/02/17 16:51

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

Yes

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of the
Don't know
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?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
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growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
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as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British Legion
(potential capacity around 25 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

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

Yes - all of site

Any other location (please specify which)

Yes - all of site

Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)

Yes - all of site

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers. For any of the sites, this
could include comments on the services and facilities required to support development and the
design, mix and layout of development.
We agree to this but would like the design of the development to be in keeping with the village. By
this I mean similar to Rectory Close, which blends in very well, and not like the housing adjacent to
the proposed site, which is just standard housing which could be anywhere.
The doctor's surgery and dispensary would have to be extended and modernised. The schooling
would need to be assessed. Traffic calming would be required on Park Lane to cope with the additional
traffic into the village because traffic along Park Lane is frequently far in excess of the speed limit.
We note also that Severn Trent regualarly digs up the raod in Park Lane to unblock sewers so the
village drainage system would need modernising.
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Needham P
1075332

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
Paul Needham
90 Seymour Road
West Bridgford
NG2 5EF

n

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Clickheretoentertext.

Address

Clickheretoentertext.

E-mail

Clickheretoentertext.

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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

1



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
I remain unconvinced that all alternatives to building large scale housing on green
belt (e.g. brown field, re-development of old housing stock etc) have been explored
and that the numbers proposed overall for housing in Rushcliffe up to 2028 are at
odds with the vision for a better quality of life for residents as housing, cars and
industry have a negative environmental impact and will change the character of the
area irrevocably.

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
The merging of Tollerton to Gamston, recently merged with West Bridgford adds to
the sense of urban sprawl and destroys the rural character of the area. It also
impacts significantly on road use, which is already at capacity East of Nottingham
and encourages road users to find alternate routes e.g. through residential areas.
The creation of these new towns including Cotgrave can only have a negative impact
on the overall quality of current residents lives.

Question 3: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site



2

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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





3

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.
The development of new towns at Tollerton and Cotgrave will put significant strain on
the local road system with Adbolton Lane and Trent Boulevard, in particular, already
receiving over flow from the A52/Radcliffe Road commuters and from Radcliffe
residents hoping to avoid congestion. A further site at this location would only
compound this issue. The area of Lady Bay is also sought after for its rural character
and access to open space and quiet roads. This development would start of the
process of ending this distinction and open the doors to further expoitation of the
surrounding countryside. It is also apparent that the area as a whole is susceptible to
flooding and green space is necessary for prevention. The planting of woodland
around Lady Bay would be more beneficial to the area therefore than further housing

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

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Don’t ……………………………………………………………………………
know …..
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Clickheretoentertext.



3



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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Creating new towns in an area with a rural character and infra-structure, with new
residents likely to commute will be an impossible situation for the area as a whole.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 7: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

East Leake
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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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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



Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
East Leake has no capacity for any new housing. Roads are congested daily and
there is no longer a rural character to the ‘town’. All new housing feeds commuters
and does little to address the main issues of creating a better environment for
residents that can live and work within their community.

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)





3

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





3

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





3

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





3

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





3

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





3
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

Radcliffe on Trent
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.
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Question 15: Do you support housing development at:


Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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)?
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Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….




Don’t ……………………………………………………………………………
know …..
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Clickheretoentertext.

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.
Clickheretoentertext.
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Cropwell Bishop

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

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)
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.

East Bridgford

Question 20: If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at East
Bridgford, do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be built
up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for your answer.
Clickheretoentertext.

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)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Question 23: Do you support housing development at:


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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No







Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)









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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.



15

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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







Any other location (please specify which)







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

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.
Clickheretoentertext.

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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)







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

Other issues

Question 28: Please identify any matters related to housing development which are
not covered here or elsewhere.
Clickheretoentertext.
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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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Comment.
Consultee

Miss Harriet Nesbitt (1074362)

Email Address
Address

17 Sunnindale Drive
Tollerton
Nottingham
NG12 4ES

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Miss Harriet Nesbitt

Comment ID

83

Response Date

30/03/17 19:34

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

No

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of Yes
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?
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response
Green belt land should be protected, not built on! Tollerton is a small quiet village, and this plan is
turning it into a town!
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 1

Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - but only part of site

Any other location (please specify where in box
below)

No

Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not
Yes
allocate further greenfield land for housing
development at Bingham in the plan period (up to
2028)?
Question 5
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should
No
allocate greenfield land for housing development
at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?
Question 7
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. Most of the sites, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure
4 and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any
one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site COT1 - Land rear of Mill Lane/The Old Park
(potential capacity around 240 homes)

Yes - part of site

Site COT2 - Land at Main Road (potential capacity Yes - part of site
around 50 homes)
Site COT3 – Land rear of and to the west of Main
Road (potential capacity around 125 homes)

Yes - part of site

COT4 - Land off Woodgate Lane (potential capacity Yes - part of site
around 80 homes)
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Site COT5 – Bakers Hollow (potential capacity
around 60 homes)

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

Site COT12– Land south of Plumtree Lane
(potential capacity around 250 homes)

Yes - part of site

Question 8
Do you agree that, apart from those eight sites
Yes
that already have planning permission for housing
development (sites EL1 to EL8 as shown below),
further greenfield land should not be allocated for
housing development at East Leake?
Question 9
If, however, extra housing land does need to be allocated at East Leake, there are a number of sites that
have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for housing development. These are
also shown below (sites EL9 to EL14). We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of
the six sites and whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one
site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EL9 –Land south of West Leake Road
(potential capacity around 50 homes)

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site

Site EL11 – Brook Furlong Farm(potential capacity Yes - part of site
around 70 homes)
Site EL12 – Land off Rempstone Road (north)
(potential capacity around 235 homes)

Yes - part of site

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

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

Yes - part of site

Any other location (please specify which)

Yes - part of site

Question 11
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. When we previously consulted on potential sites for housing
development early last year, the sites recommended for development in the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood
Plan were, at the time, part of site KEY4, KEY6 and part of site KEY10. In December 2016, Keyworth Parish
Council approved its final draft Neighbourhood Plan and the sites recommended for development had changed
to part of site KEY4, KEY8 and part of site KEY10.
To add to the comments already received when we consulted early last year, we would like to know what
you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure 6 and whether each one
should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site KEY1 – Land east of Willow Brook (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

No

Site KEY2 – Land off Selby Lane and Willowbrook No
(potential capacity around 15 homes)
Site KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane (potential
capacity around 60 homes)

No

Site KEY4 – Land off Nicker Hill (potential capacity No
around 450 homes)
Site KEY5 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (1) (potential No
capacity around 50 homes)
Site KEY6 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (2) (potential No
capacity around 80 homes)
Site KEY7 – Shelton Farm, Platt Lane (potential
capacity around 160 homes)

No

Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station No
Road (potential capacity around 180 homes)
Site KEY9 – Land north of Debdale Lane (1)
(potential capacity around 110 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

No
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Site KEY13 – Hillside Farm (potential capacity
around 60 homes)

No

Site KEY14 – Land south of Bunny Lane (potential No
capacity around 410 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 13
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Radcliffe on Trent that have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RAD1 to RAD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further two sites (RAD11 and RAD12) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what you think about
the suitability of each of these two sites (as shown on the plan below) and whether each one should or should
not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option
to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RAD11 – North of Holme Lane (potential
capacity around 115 homes)

No

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

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

No

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

Yes - part of site

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

Yes - part of site
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Site RUD14 – Croft House (potential capacity
around 25 homes)

Yes - part of site

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 16
Do you agree that, apart from the site to the south Don't know
of Abbey Lane, 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)?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as suitable for a limited level of housing
growth on greenfileld sites?
Cropwell Bishop

No

East Bridgford

Yes

Gotham

Yes

Sutton Bonington

Yes

Tollerton

No

Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
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Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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.
0!!! Green belt land should be protected, not built on and destroyed!!!!
Question 27
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Tollerton. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site TOL1 – Land at Burnside Grove (potential
capacity around 180 homes)

No

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

No

Site TOL3 – Land east of Tollerton Lane (potential No
capacity around 50 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

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.
DO. NOT DESTROY OUR SMALL QUIET VILLAGE!!
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Nicholls D 1073265
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

David Nicholls <m>27 March 2017 17:09
Localdevelopment
LOCAL PLAN PART 2 - FURTHER OPTIONS

Tollerton is already allocated 4,000 new houses, another 600 will destroy any sense of Tollerton being a
village and it would just become another suburb of Nottingham
Heavy traffic is already a problem around Tollerton. New roads would have to be built for the proposed new
600 houses with a massive increase in noise and other pollution for existing properties

David Nicholls

1

Nicholls J 1073266
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

j
27 March 2017 17:15
Localdevelopment
Proposed new housing in Tollerton

Dear Sirs,
I make the following comments against the proposed development

Tollerton has already been allocated 4,000 new houses. The building of another 600 would destroy any
sense of Tollerton being a village and it would just become another suburb of Nottingham
Heavy traffic is already a problem around Tollerton. New roads would have to be built for the proposed new
600 houses with a massive increase in noise and other pollution for existing properties.
Jane Nicholls

1

Nicholson L&R
1075692

Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

30 March 2017 20:58
Localdevelopment
Adbolton Lane, Lady Bay, West bridgford

WewouldliketoobjectstronglytoanyproposalstobuildahousingdevelopmentatAdboltonLane,LadyBay,West
Bridgford.Greenbeltlandissacrosanctandshouldnotbebuilton.Thisdestroysgreenspace,vitalforthe
community’shealthandwellͲbeingandmuchlovedandwellͲusedforrecreationalpurposesbypeoplefromthe
localareaandsurroundingcityareas.Italsothreatenswildlifeandnaturalhabitats.PindersPondandthe
surroundingfieldsarevitalformaintainingthelocalnaturalenvironmentandinhabitingwildlife,floraandfauna.
Oncehousingisbuiltongreenfields,thisgreenspaceandnaturalhabitatislostforever.
Greenbeltlandpreventsthesprawlofcitiesandurbanareasandprovidesagreenlungforcommunities.LadyBayis
currentlyedgedbygreenspaceontheAdboltonsideanditiscrucialthisispreservedandprotected.Development
willincreasethepopulationofLadyBay,placingstrainonit’sinfrastructure,increasingtrafficandwillthreatenthe
communityifitgrowsanylarger.
Inaddition,thelandclosetotheriverisonafloodplainandshouldnothaveresidentialhousesbuiltonit.Fieldsare
crucialtoabsorbwaterwhichcanpreventfurtherdamagetoproperties.
Pleasedon’tdestroythegreenfieldswhichprovidenatureandpeoplewiththebenefitsofthecountrysidesoclose
tothecity!
Regards,
LucyandRichardNicholson
24JulianRoad
LadyBay
WestBridgford
NottinghamNG25AP
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Nodding 1073237
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jane Nodding <j27 March 2017 15:01
Localdevelopment
Fw: Proposed housing in Tollerton

>Date:Monday,27March,2017,14:53
>Iamwritingtoprotestatthe
>proposalforadditionalhousinginTollerton,specificallyareasTOL
>1,2and3whicharealladjacenttothevillage.
>
>Astheparentof2childrenintheir20sIappreciateandsupportmore
>building,howeverIthinkthesearethewrongsitesforthefollowing
>reasons:
>
>1.Allareprimeagriculturalland.Inwhatisanincreasingly
>unstableworld(climatechangeand
>politically)ibelieveitwillbemoreimportantforusaacountryto
>bemoreselfsufficientinfoodproduction.
>Takinglandoutofagriculturalproductionistheeasyoptionfor
>developersbutwrongforourfuture.
>
>2.Alargenumberofhouses(4000)havealreadybeenallocatedtothe
>TollertonareaͲwhyisitnecessarytoaddmoretothevillage
>itself?TheTOL2groupofhousesinparticularrisksvirtually
>mergingTollertonandGamston.
>ThiswouldchangeTollertonfromaruralvillagetoasuburb.
>
>3Moreshouldbedonetoexplorebrownfieldsitesandtobring
>existingemptyhousesintouse.ArecentEveningPostarticlestated
>thatthereare796emptypropertiesinRushcliffewith336beingempty
>formorethaN6months.Ifmoreeffortwasputintobringingthese
>backintothehousingstocktherewouldbenoneedtobuildthese
>extrahouses.
>http://www.nottinghampost.com/shockͲfiguresͲshowͲnottinghamshireͲhasͲa
>lmostͲ9Ͳ000ͲemptyͲhomes/storyͲ29883863Ͳdetail/story.html
>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>JaneNodding
>

1

Nuckowski, T
1074161

Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Teresa Nuckowski <28 March 2017 18:56
Localdevelopment
Proposed Development at Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane

DearSir
IwishtoregistermyobjectiontotheproposedhousingdevelopmentatSimkinsFarm.
IhavelivedinLadyBayfor40yearsandverymuchappreciatethespecialenvironmentthatmakesLadyBaya
thriving,sociableandsafeplaceforall.
Theareahasprovidedsanctuaryfortheveryyoung,myownchildrenwenttotheprivatedaynurseryadjacentto
thissiteandthenLadyBayprimary,mymotherenjoyedherfinalyearsinthecarehomeatadboltonlaneandwe
haveallwalkedthepathsalongtheTrent,beenponddippinginPinderspondandenjoyedthewildlifeandbirds
livingandnestingeveryyear.
Thisispreciousgreenspace,therearealreadyveryseriousissuesoftrafficracingfromtheA52downadbolton
laneandTrentBoulevardinordertoavoidcongestionintotown.Thecouncilhas,Iagree,donemuchtotryand
alleviatethiswithspeedrestrictionbuthaveyouevertriedtravellingbybusatrushhouronTrentboulevard?More
people,morecarswillmakethisworse.Theroads,theschools,shopsandbasicinfrastructurewillnotsupport
additionalhousinginmyview.
Thefloodplainisinseriousdangerofbeingleftineffectivewithmoreconcretedrivesandcarparks,whichinmy
mindmakestheproposalacompletenonstarter.Inthefloodsoftheyear2000,thefloodwaterreachedtheroad,I
acceptmuchhasbeendonetoimproveflooddefencesbutaddingacresofconcretetoanareaalreadywaterlogged
atcertaintimesoftheyearisatbestirresponsible.
Iunderstandtheneedforhousing,butbetteruseofbrownfieldsites,regenerationofhousingstockandindustrial
landaroundthecitygroundadjacenttotheoldcouncilofficestocreateavibrantyoungareaaroundTrentbridge
tocomplementtheTurnersQuayareaoppositewouldmakebettersense.
Iamnoplanningexpert,butIdoknowthatthereasonLadyBayisapopularandsafeplacetoliveisbecauseofthe
specialnatureandcommunityspiritofthecurrentpopulation.
Ihopeyoudonotgoaheadwiththusproposal.
Regards
TerriNuckowski
JulianRoad
LadyBay
SentfrommyiPad
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Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

No

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

No

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

Yes - part of site

Site RUD14 – Croft House (potential capacity around 25 No
homes)
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Any other location (please specify which)

Yes - part of site

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.
I object strongly to Rud8 as a site, the green belt is very narrow at this point and is very important for
wildlife, as it is next to the Fairham brook and the nature reserve which is long standing. There are
already proposals for 3000 houses and industrial units to the south of Clifton, if this valuable green
belt is lost Ruddington will lose its identity and in effect be part of the urban spread of Clifton as it is
now and after the proposed development. It will in effect join Rushcliffe and Nottm City together, and
will pay a very detrimental part in destroying important wildlife and plantlife the enviramental importance
of this area was highlighted by surveys that formed part of the A453 route survey.
The village of Ruddington is already plagued with traffic issues, parts of the day it is virtually impossible
to park in the village, thus damaging trade and destroying village life and sense of community, I am
also concerend that the schools/doctors will not be able to copy. A further issue with the Rudd8 site
is the walking route into ruddington is a very narrow railway bridge, which is already a problem for the
number of people walking to school or the village, as it is in effect only wide enough for one person
over the bridge and the path is only on one side, with large lorries and buses using the bridge this has
always been a danger for children especially.
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
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We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British Legion
(potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards
(potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential capacity
around 15 homes)
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Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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O'Brien T 1075659
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

JULIE OBRIEN <t>30 March 2017 18:57
Localdevelopment
Rushcliffe area plan consultation , COMMENTS

Dear Sirs,
I wish to register the following comments and trust these comments will be seen by the
appropriate persons in respect of proposed developments at Ruddington , specifically RUD8 land west of
Pasture lane Ruddington.
I would be grateful for an acknowledgement of this email.
I feel the RUD 8 area Land west of Pasture lane is the most completely inappropriate area for a proposed
development site for the following reasons.....
This area has been previously considered and ruled OUT for very valid reasons , one being location in the
green belt , another being the "coalescence" with Clifton. This would be worse now than when previously
considered in view of the proposed development on the Clifton side of the Fairham brook , as there are
proposals to build a huge site from the Gotham Road , towards Ruddington , approximately 3000 properties
I believe this site is to be called "Clifton Pastures". If this was combinded with RUD8 the two areas would
almost merge separated only by the Fairham Brook.
This area of land is currently home to a wide variety of wildlife , notably foxes , partridge and pheasant ,
these animals would be squeezed out of this area especially if the Clifton Pastures development also
proceeds , as the habitat would be removed from ALL sides.
RUD8 can ONLY access the village via Clifton Road , this road is already overloaded , whilst there has
only very recently been a modification to the junction with Wilford Road to help to ease this pressure
, caused mainly by additional traffic from the new development EAST of Pasture lane , the site plan of the
NEW proposed area scales approximately 3 times the size of this site , so access to the village would
become gridlocked (bearing in mind the road has already been modified it is difficult to see what could be
done to resolve this issue).
The other additional problem with the Clifton Road route into the village and schools is that there is a
bottleneck for pedestrians. At the old Railway bridge there is only room for a footpath on ONE side of the
road , this path is already narrow and often used by cyclists ,the path would simply be inadequate , if used
by up to 3 times as many people.
As set out above , this area would have very poor access to the village , once in the village any traffic would
have to negotiate through the village to get to the main A60 Loughborough road for access onwards to the
city or beyond , at least the other proposed sites would have better more direct access to main roads to exit
the village.
Whilst I feel most strongly that the RUD8 Proposed site is by far the worst option for Ruddington and I do
understand that new housing has to be built "somewhere" I do feel that Ruddington is already overloaded ,
traffic and parking is already VERY difficult. Just looking at the scale of some of the proposed
developments against the size of the existing village suggests that traffic would come to a complete
standstill if any of the larger proposed options proceed. I can see that it might be possible to increase
1

classroom capacity in the local schools , but I feel the traffic issue would be impossible to mitigate , given
the existing village road lay out.
I trust these comments will be taken into consideration , when considering the future health safety and
welfare of the population and wildlife of Ruddington.
Yours Faithfully,
Tony O'Brien
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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

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of No
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?
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response
I do not as this is eating directly into the idea of the green belt here by effectively linking the area of
Gamston, which is effectively West Bridgford with Tollerton. In other places you have then identified
areas of Tollerton that will effectively link the village of Tollerton to the area 'North of Tollerton',
specifically area TOL2, page 50 of 63 of the further options document. This will be separated by one
field width from the North of Tollerton development, approximately 200 metres by your scale. It does
not take long to realise that this will mean that the village of Tollerton will in the next round be seen as
'effectively part of the North Tollerton development and so may now for all intents and purposes included
in the main development, which, gosh, means it is part of West Bridgford.
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Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - all of site

Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not
Don't know
allocate further greenfield land for housing
development at Bingham in the plan period (up to
2028)?
Question 5
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should
Don't know
allocate greenfield land for housing development
at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?
Question 8
Do you agree that, apart from those eight sites
Don't know
that already have planning permission for housing
development (sites EL1 to EL8 as shown below),
further greenfield land should not be allocated for
housing development at East Leake?
Question 16
Do you agree that, apart from the site to the south Don't know
of Abbey Lane, 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)?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
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These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as suitable for a limited level of housing
growth on greenfileld sites?
Cropwell Bishop

Don't know

East Bridgford

Don't know

Gotham

Don't know

Sutton Bonington

Don't know

Tollerton

No

Any other settlement (please specify which)
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
I do not as this is eating directly into the idea of the green belt here by effectively linking the area of
Gamston, which is effectively West Bridgford with Tollerton. In other places you have then identified
areas of Tollerton that will effectively link the village of Tollerton to the area 'North of Tollerton',
specifically area TOL2, page 50 of 63 of the further options document. This will be separated by one
field width from the North of Tollerton development, approximately 200 metres by your scale. It does
not take long to realise that this will mean that the village of Tollerton will in the next round be seen as
'effectively part of the North Tollerton development and so may now for all intents and purposes included
in the main development, which, gosh, means it is part of West Bridgford.
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 23
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There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
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Any other location (please specify which)
Question 27
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Tollerton. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site TOL1 – Land at Burnside Grove (potential
capacity around 180 homes)

No

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

No

Site TOL3 – Land east of Tollerton Lane (potential Yes - all of site
capacity around 50 homes)
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.
I do not as this is eating directly into the idea of the green belt here by effectively linking the area of
Gamston, which is effectively West Bridgford with Tollerton. In other places you have then identified
areas of Tollerton that will effectively link the village of Tollerton to the area 'North of Tollerton',
specifically area TOL2, page 50 of 63 of the further options document. This will be separated by one
field width from the North of Tollerton development, approximately 200 metres by your scale. It does
not take long to realise that this will mean that the village of Tollerton will in the next round be seen as
'effectively part of the North Tollerton development and so may now for all intents and purposes included
in the main development, which, gosh, means it is part of West Bridgford. I could almost countenance
the idea of a development on site TOL1, except that it is farm land and green belt land. I know these
mean nothing when we need to build houses for people to live in. Though one wonders what these
paople will eat if there is no land to produce food for them. TOL2 will simply morph Toillerton into
'North Tollerton' as stated above. It will be a seamless exercuse to then fold in what remains of the
farmland between the A52 and Tollerton so that there is no village identity left. I guess if a vast urban
sprawl is all that you desire for Nottingham then there is no argument to be had. The character of a
village is not relevant if one simply wants to make a bigger city. The village of Tollerton has no central
facilities beyond one primary school and one pub. TOL 3 could be developed and would probably put
the resources at completely stretched. To build a further 180 on TOL1 would beggar belief as the
primary school would have to be redeveloped to include two classes in each year, the new development
at North Tollerton will already be full. To devlop all the sites would need infrastructures that Tollerton
doesn't have and to develop another school, shops, pub and other facilities would simply neagte a
great proportion of the proposed housing stock and remove the character of the village. It does appear
to be the overall aim and I feel writing this is as Canute on the beach. The move to Lincolnshire beckons
more strongly.

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 6

Oldfield M 1073702

Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Michelle <ol>
29 March 2017 15:24
Localdevelopment
Comments from a Cropwell Bishop resident about the proposals to build more
housing in Cropwell Bishop
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13. ProposingdevelopmentofthisscaleintheVillageiscontrarytoRBC'sownadoptedLocalPlanCoreStrategy
Policy3,seebelow.Thefactthatdevelopersforthe6bigallocatedareashaveplanningpermissionbutare
notbuildingfastenough(formarketreasons,theydon'twanttobuildtoofastandgluttheirownmarket)is
notavalidplanningreasontomakeanexceptiontopolicy.
WK>/zϯ^Wd/>^dZd'z
ϭ͘ dŚĞƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨZƵƐŚĐůŝĨĨĞǁŝůůďĞĂĐŚŝĞǀĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚĂ
ƐƚƌĂƚĞŐǇƚŚĂƚƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐĂƉŽůŝĐǇŽĨƵƌďĂŶĐŽŶĐĞŶƚƌĂƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚƌĞŐĞŶĞƌĂƚŝŽŶ
ĨŽƌƚŚĞǁŚŽůĞŽĨ'ƌĞĂƚĞƌEŽƚƚŝŶŐŚĂŵƚŽϮϬϮϴ͘dŚĞƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚŚŝĞƌĂƌĐŚǇ
ĨŽƌZƵƐŚĐůŝĨĨĞƚŽĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞƚŚŝƐƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŝƐĚĞĨŝŶĞĚ
ŽŶƚŚĞ<ĞǇŝĂŐƌĂŵĂŶĚĐŽŶƐŝƐƚƐŽĨ͗
ĂͿ ƚŚĞŵĂŝŶďƵŝůƚƵƉĂƌĞĂŽĨEŽƚƚŝŶŐŚĂŵ͖ĂŶĚ
ďͿ <ĞǇ^ĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚĨŽƌŐƌŽǁƚŚŽĨŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕ŽƚŐƌĂǀĞ͕
ĂƐƚ>ĞĂŬĞ͕<ĞǇǁŽƌƚŚ͕ZĂĚĐůŝĨĨĞŽŶdƌĞŶƚĂŶĚZƵĚĚŝŶŐƚŽŶ͘
/ŶŽƚŚĞƌƐĞƚƚůĞŵĞŶƚƐ;ŶŽƚƐŚŽǁŶŽŶƚŚĞ<ĞǇŝĂŐƌĂŵͿ͕ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞĞǆĐĞƉƚŝŽŶ
ŽĨEĞǁƚŽŶĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨƚŚĞĨŽƌŵĞƌZ&EĞǁƚŽŶ͕
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚǁŝůůďĞĨŽƌůŽĐĂůŶĞĞĚƐŽŶůǇ͘
Ϯ͘ ŵŝŶŝŵƵŵŽĨϭϯ͕ϭϱϬ;ϮϬϭϭƚŽϮϬϮϴͿŶĞǁŚŽŵĞƐǁŝůůďĞƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚĨŽƌĂƐ
3

ĨŽůůŽǁƐ͗
ĂͿ ƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϳ͕ϲϱϬŚŽŵĞƐŝŶŽƌĂĚũŽŝŶŝŶŐƚŚĞŵĂŝŶďƵŝůƚƵƉ
ĂƌĞĂŽĨEŽƚƚŝŶŐŚĂŵ;ǁŝƚŚŝŶZƵƐŚĐůŝĨĨĞͿ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ͗
ŝͿ ^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞhƌďĂŶǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞ^ŽƵƚŚŽĨůŝĨƚŽŶƐƵďũĞĐƚƚŽƚŚĞǁŝĚĞŶŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞϰϱϯĨƌŽŵƚŚĞDϭ
ƚŽƚŚĞϱϮ;dͿĂƚůŝĨƚŽŶ;ĂƌŽƵŶĚϯ͕ϬϬϬŚŽŵĞƐͿ͖
ŝŝͿ ^ƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞhƌďĂŶǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶŽŶůĂŶĚŽĨĨDĞůƚŽŶZŽĂĚ͕ĚǁĂůƚŽŶ;ĂƌŽƵŶĚϭ͕ϱϬϬŚŽŵĞƐͿ͖ĂŶĚ
ŝŝŝͿ ƐƵƐƚĂŝŶĂďůĞhƌďĂŶǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞĂƐƚŽĨ'ĂŵƐƚŽŶͬEŽƌƚŚŽĨdŽůůĞƌƚŽŶ;ĂƌŽƵŶĚϮ͕ϱϬϬŚŽŵĞƐďǇ
ϮϬϮϴĂŶĚƵƉƚŽĂĨƵƌƚŚĞƌϭ͕ϱϬϬŚŽŵĞƐƉŽƐƚϮϬϮϴͿ͘
ďͿ ƉƉƌŽǆŝŵĂƚĞůǇϱ͕ϱϬϬŚŽŵĞƐďĞǇŽŶĚƚŚĞŵĂŝŶďƵŝůƚƵƉĂƌĞĂƐŽĨEŽƚƚŝŶŐŚĂŵ;ǁŝƚŚŝŶZƵƐŚĐůŝĨĨĞͿ͕
ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ͗
ŝͿ EŽƌƚŚŽĨŝŶŐŚĂŵ;ĂƌŽƵŶĚϭ͕ϬϬϬŚŽŵĞƐͿ͖
ŝŝͿ &ŽƌŵĞƌZ&EĞǁƚŽŶ;ĂƌŽƵŶĚϱϱϬŚŽŵĞƐͿ͖
ŝŝŝͿ &ŽƌŵĞƌŽƚŐƌĂǀĞŽůůŝĞƌǇ;ĂƌŽƵŶĚϰϳϬŚŽŵĞƐͿ͖
ŝǀͿ /ŶŽƌĂĚũŽŝŶŝŶŐĂƐƚ>ĞĂŬĞ;ĂŵŝŶŝŵƵŵŽĨϰϬϬŚŽŵĞƐͿ͖
ǀͿ /ŶŽƌĂĚũŽŝŶŝŶŐ<ĞǇǁŽƌƚŚ;ĂŵŝŶŝŵƵŵŽĨϰϱϬŚŽŵĞƐͿ͖
ǀŝͿ /ŶŽƌĂĚũŽŝŶŝŶŐZĂĚĐůŝĨĨĞŽŶdƌĞŶƚ;ĂŵŝŶŝŵƵŵŽĨϰϬϬŚŽŵĞƐͿ͖
ǀŝŝͿ /ŶŽƌĂĚũŽŝŶŝŶŐZƵĚĚŝŶŐƚŽŶ;ĂŵŝŶŝŵƵŵŽĨϮϱϬŚŽŵĞƐͿ͖ĂŶĚ
ǀŝŝŝͿ /ŶŽƚŚĞƌǀŝůůĂŐĞƐƐŽůĞůǇƚŽŵĞĞƚůŽĐĂůŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŶĞĞĚƐ͘
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Comment.
Consultee

Mr Keith Oliver (1074482)

Email Address
Address

80 St Marys CrescentRuddington
NG11 6FR
Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Event Name

Mr Keith Oliver

Comment by
Comment ID

96

Response Date

31/03/17 09:48

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
I disagree that this increase should be imposed by central government on a council best placed to
make local decisions, especially when the present national and ecomoic situation is in a state of flux.
Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of Yes
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?
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
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Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.This could include comments
on the services and facilities required to support development and the design, mix and layout of
development.
I do not know enough about this site to make a judgement so I've put no mainly because there is no
Don't Know option.
Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not
Don't know
allocate further greenfield land for housing
development at Bingham in the plan period (up to
2028)?
Question 5
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should
No
allocate greenfield land for housing development
at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?
Question 9
If, however, extra housing land does need to be allocated at East Leake, there are a number of sites that
have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for housing development. These are
also shown below (sites EL9 to EL14). We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of
the six sites and whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one
site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EL9 –Land south of West Leake Road
(potential capacity around 50 homes)

No

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

No

Site EL11 – Brook Furlong Farm(potential capacity No
around 70 homes)
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Site EL12 – Land off Rempstone Road (north)
(potential capacity around 235 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 11
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. When we previously consulted on potential sites for housing
development early last year, the sites recommended for development in the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood
Plan were, at the time, part of site KEY4, KEY6 and part of site KEY10. In December 2016, Keyworth Parish
Council approved its final draft Neighbourhood Plan and the sites recommended for development had changed
to part of site KEY4, KEY8 and part of site KEY10.
To add to the comments already received when we consulted early last year, we would like to know what
you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure 6 and whether each one
should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site KEY1 – Land east of Willow Brook (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

No

Site KEY2 – Land off Selby Lane and Willowbrook No
(potential capacity around 15 homes)
Site KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane (potential
capacity around 60 homes)

No

Site KEY4 – Land off Nicker Hill (potential capacity No
around 450 homes)
Site KEY5 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (1) (potential No
capacity around 50 homes)
Site KEY6 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (2) (potential No
capacity around 80 homes)
Site KEY7 – Shelton Farm, Platt Lane (potential
capacity around 160 homes)

No

Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station No
Road (potential capacity around 180 homes)
Site KEY9 – Land north of Debdale Lane (1)
(potential capacity around 110 homes)

No

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

No
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Site KEY11 – Land south of Debdale Lane (2)
(potential capacity around 200 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

Site KEY14 – Land south of Bunny Lane (potential No
capacity around 410 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 13
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Radcliffe on Trent that have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RAD1 to RAD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further two sites (RAD11 and RAD12) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what you think about
the suitability of each of these two sites (as shown on the plan below) and whether each one should or should
not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option
to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RAD11 – North of Holme Lane (potential
capacity around 115 homes)

No

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

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

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.
I believe that no new houses should be built on greenbelt sites or land taken out of greenbelt. Despite
housing demand this is still government policy as reiterated by the minister of housing and the prime
minister at prime minister's question time. They said councils could only apply to take land out of the
green belt “in exceptional circumstances” and after exhausting all other options including higher density
building in urban areas and developing brownfield sites. I see no evidence that these other options
have been exhausted in Nottinghamshire. In addition Ruddington is already a very busy and congested
village with infrastructure at the limit. Futher development would make this worse and ruin its village
character.
Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
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Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

Any other location (please specify which)

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.
The A60 is a natural boundary of the village and the green belt, development to the East of this road
would damage the charater of Ruddington as a village and add to the congestion of this very busy
road.
I addtion I would like this comment to count againt the previous sites identified RUD1 to RUD10. I'm
told there was consultation on this but it wasn't well publicised. Sites in the green should not be removed
as per my previous comments.
Question 16
Do you agree that, apart from the site to the south Don't know
of Abbey Lane, 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)?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
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growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as suitable for a limited level of housing
growth on greenfileld sites?
Cropwell Bishop

Don't know

East Bridgford

Don't know

Gotham

Don't know

Sutton Bonington

Don't know

Tollerton

Don't know

Any other settlement (please specify which)

Don't know

Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site CBI1 – Land to the south of Nottingham Road
and east of Kinoulton Road (potential capacity
around 30 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

Site CBI6 – Land to the north of Fern Road (3)
(potential capacity around 70 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
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as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 27
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Tollerton. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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,
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the type and design of housing, and how the site would be accessed by car and public transport, amongst a
number of other issues.
Do you support housing development at:
Site TOL1 – Land at Burnside Grove (potential
capacity around 180 homes)

No

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

No

Site TOL3 – Land east of Tollerton Lane (potential No
capacity around 50 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

No
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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

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of No
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?
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
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as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify where in box
below)

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.This could include comments
on the services and facilities required to support development and the design, mix and layout of
development.
Lady Bay does not want to see an encroachment on the green belt, affecting traffic, infrastructure
including schools, healthcare. Also this would introduce risks of flooding as land absorbency would be
reduced. There would be a significant threat to wildlife habitat, especially around Pinder's Pond, and
a serious threat to the remains of Adbolton and its underlying archaeological site, including dwellings,
church remains, sacred ground, all dating back to the Domesday Book.
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
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any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Site EBR2 – Land behind Kirk Hill (west) (potential
capacity around 70 homes)
Site EBR3 – Land north of Kneeton Road (1)
(potential capacity around 95 homes)
Site EBR4 – Land north of Kneeton Road (2)
(potential capacity around 150 homes)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Osborne 1092827
Phil Marshall
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Osborne, Chris <>
31 March 2017 16:55
Cllr D Mason; il Clarke; Localdevelopment tollertontabu; Karen
Proposed Housing Development in Tollerton

DearCouncillors,
Iamwritingtoexpressmyanger,dismayandutterconfusionregardingtheproposaltobuildafurther590housesin
thevillageofTollertoninRushcliffe.
IhavelivedinTollertonfor15yearsandmovedherepreciselybecauseitisavillageseparatedfromthesuburbsof
Nottingham.TheopencountrysideinthegreenbeltthatseparatesTollertonfromGamstonandEdwaltonisavery
importantfeatureofthecharacterofSouthNottinghamshireandmustbeprotectedfromunnecessaryand
destructivedevelopment.
Havingalreadyallocated4000newhousestobebuiltasanextensiontoTollertonvillageIcannotunderstandwhy
youwouldconsiderforonemomentaddingafurther590.Thevillagealreadysuffersfromtrafficcongestionon
TollertonLaneandMeltonRoadandthisisBEFORE4000additionalhousesarebuiltnearby.Thepublicservicesin
TollertonarealreadyinsufficientforthevillagepopulationwiththeprimaryschoolbeingoverͲsubscribedandthe
nearestGPpracticelocated3milesawayinKeyworth.
TheroadinfrastructureinthesurroundingareaiswoefullyinadequatealreadywithMeltonRoadandthesouthern
ringroadbetweenEdwaltonandTheNottinghamKnightroundaboutalmostatstandstillatrushhour.Whenthe
housingdevelopmentiscompletedatEdwaltonandthefuture4000housesalreadyapprovedforTollertonarebuilt
Icannotbegintoimaginewhatthetrafficwillbelikeinthisarea.ToconsiderbuildingEVENmorehousinginthis
areawithoutamajoroverhaulofthesurroundingroadnetworkisfranklyderanged!!Inadditiontothistheroads
withinTollerton(InparticularmyownroadTollertonLane)wasneverdesignedtotakethevolumeofcarsthatwill
beusingitinthefutureleadingtoincreasedpollutionandreducedroadsafetyinthevillage.
Inadditiontothesheerquantityofhousingyouareproposingtobuilditwouldalsoappearthatverylittlethought
hasgoneintothetypeofhousingthatisbeingproposed.InsiteTOL3Iunderstandthatyouaresuggestingthat50
housescouldbebuiltwhenontheoppositesideoftheroadinthesamestretchtherearecurrentlyonlyaround20.
Thiswouldmeanthattheonlytypeofhousingthatcouldpossiblyfitintothespacewouldbesmallterracedhouses
or3storeytownhousesthatwouldbecompletelyoutofkeepingwiththelocalareaandarchitecture.
Ihave3childrenwhowillneedtheirownhomesinthefuturesoIfullyunderstandthedesperateneedwehaveasa
societytobuildnewhousinghoweveryoumustapplylogictothechoicesyouhaveavailableandfindalternative
sitesthatdonotcreatethedevastatingdisruptionandchaosthatthisproposalwouldinevitablyleadto.
InotedthearrivalinmyposttodayofthepollingcardsfortheforthcomingelectionofNottsCountycouncillors.I
verymuchhopethatyoutakeonboardthefullyjustifiedconcernsofyourconstituentsintheTollertonParishand
overturnthisridiculousproposal.Thecandidatewhochoosestodothiswillcertainlybereceivingmyvote.
Kindregards,
Chris Osborne
101 Tollerton Lane
Tollerton
Notts
NG12 4FS
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Oscroft 781565
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

ROBERT OSCROFT <b
25 March 2017 16:14
Localdevelopment
cllr DMason; cllr RLButler; Neil Clarke; tollertontabu@Proposed
Further Housing Development in Tollerton

We would like to comment on the proposal to build up to 600 houses in Tollerton on sites TOL1,
TOL2 and TOL3.
First of all we recall the comments of our councillor on the building of up to 4000 houses along
Tollerton Lane. "I have to support this as it will ensure there will be no further housing
development in Tollerton". What empty words!!!
We are opposed to the TOL1, TOL2 and TOL3 development proposals for a number of reasons
x

Tollerton has already been allocated 4000 houses for development and cannot be expected to
accept any more

x

The nature of Tollerton would be changed from a village community to an urban sprawl which would
seriously detract from the quality of life for its residents

x

Tollerton would lose the vast majority of its open countryside

x

Traffic congestion is already a major problem on the main roads around Tollerton. These
developments are likely to bring traffic to a grinding halt at busy times. We would suggest that, if all
the proposed housing is built around Tollerton, an additional road bridge will be required over the
river Trent. Is this in the budget?

We could go on but there should be enough already for you to realize that Tollerton cannot accept these
additional houses.
Kath & Bob Oscroft
8 Stanstead Avenue
Tollerton
Nottingham
NG12 4EA
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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?

No

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of Yes
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?
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
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as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

No

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.
I think that this is too many homes. Ruddington is already at capacity with regard to its amenities and
the village at peak times (ie rush hour and school pick-up times) is often at gridlock. The schools are
at capacity and I'm not sure if there is a contingency plan at either school for further expansion plans.
The doctors surgeries are very full. The traffic along the A60 is extremely busy, particularly at peak
times with the traffic jams extending along to Bunny on occasions. Development proposals on RUD11,
12, 13 and 14 would only add to these traffic problems as they are located along the main A60 route.
The traffic problems along the A60 last for 2-3 hours either side of the peak travel times.
Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

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.
Regarding Rud11- this site is on the side of a hill and any development would be very visible and
detrimental to what is currently a rural setting.
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Rud 12 - This site is within the Conservation Boundary in Ruddington and has significant hedges and
trees, as noted on the Townscape Appraisal map and it is within close proximity to a listed building. It
also has a significant group of trees as noted on the Townscape Appraisal.
Rud 13 - This site bounds onto the Conservation area and has significant hedges on its boundary as
noted on the Townscape Appraisal. It also abuts a Positive Building - Balmore House (special
architectural or historical character) and a positive open space (Rud 6) and would affect the Panoramic
View (from the boundary of Rud 6) as noted on the Townscape Appraisal.
Rud 14 - This site falls within the Conservation Area in Ruddington and currently has a building on this
site which is noted as a Positive Building with special architectural or historical character, as noted on
the Townscape Appraisal for Ruddington. Its boundary also has significant hedges and significant
trees and abuts a positive open space, as noted on the Townscape Appraisal.
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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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?

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Appendix A does not explain the calculations described above, but just gives a table of figures without
justification. Why are there delays on the large sites mentioned?
Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of Don't know
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?
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
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Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

No

Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not
Don't know
allocate further greenfield land for housing
development at Bingham in the plan period (up to
2028)?
Question 5
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should
Don't know
allocate greenfield land for housing development
at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?
Question 8
Do you agree that, apart from those eight sites
Yes
that already have planning permission for housing
development (sites EL1 to EL8 as shown below),
further greenfield land should not be allocated for
housing development at East Leake?
Question 11
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. When we previously consulted on potential sites for housing
development early last year, the sites recommended for development in the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood
Plan were, at the time, part of site KEY4, KEY6 and part of site KEY10. In December 2016, Keyworth Parish
Council approved its final draft Neighbourhood Plan and the sites recommended for development had changed
to part of site KEY4, KEY8 and part of site KEY10.
To add to the comments already received when we consulted early last year, we would like to know what
you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure 6 and whether each one
should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site KEY1 – Land east of Willow Brook (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

No
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Site KEY2 – Land off Selby Lane and Willowbrook No
(potential capacity around 15 homes)
Site KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane (potential
capacity around 60 homes)

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.
Key1, Key2 and Key3 expand the village beyond current natural boundaries and I would be concerned
that this would lead to further subsequent expansion.
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.
My view is that the number of new homes on greenfield sites at Ruddington should be kept to an
absolute minimum. The capacity of local facilities and infrastructure is severely limited. Public transport
to major employers such as Nottingham Hospitals, Boots, and the University of Nottingham does little
to get cars off the roads.
Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - all of site

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

No

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

No

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

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.
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RUD13 in particular would strongly change the character of the village, introducing a relatively large
development to the east of the A60, particularly if combined with RUD6 and/or RUD14.
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 23
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There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
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Any other location (please specify which)
Please identify any matters related to housing development which are not covered here or elsewhere.
All of this consultation would benefit from clearer yet simple figures that put the proposals in context.
What is the current population of the borough? How many dwellings are there currently? What is the
expected growth in population? What percentage expansion in numbers of dwellings is sought? How
many vacant properties are there?
How much employment is provided in the borough? What is the expected growth in employment?
What proportion of residents work in the borough, and in other key employment locations?
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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

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of the
Yes
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?
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

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
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Question 14
Do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be accommodated on greenfield
sites at Ruddington up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for your answer.
We already have bad traffic problems at St. John's Road and St. Mary's Crescent, along Clifton Road
(even with the new roundabout), and along High Street. Any new homes should be built in areas that
don't rely on these roads to enter/exit from the village. If building takes place to the east, on the other
side of Loughborough Road, then one or two well-lit tunnels for pedestrians should be built so that
children can walk to and from school safely. That would be a good place to build as long as a play
park is built over there as well, because with better ways of crossing Loughborough Road, nice homes
with good views and good links to the schools could be built. I also appreciate the work on the footpaths
into Sharphill Woods -- it's much easier to walk there from Ruddington now. Rud 3, Rud 11 are likely
to be really noisy places to live because the A52 noise is terrible, and as long as the speed limits on
Loughborough Road remain the same, that road can get loud, too. Building an access road from
Ashworth Avenue straight to Wilford Road would significantly, dramatically relieve pressure on St.
Mary's Cresent.
New homes, whereever, should have enough double bedrooms for all the children (generally 2-3
children), off street parking, potentially a study for those of us obliged to work from home by 'green'
open plan workplaces at work, enough space downstairs for entertainment or music practice -- in other
words, no more 'starter' 'homes' please.
Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential capacity No
around 40 homes)
Site RUD12 – Land to the east side of Loughborough
Road (potential capacity around 60 homes)

Yes - all of site

Site RUD13 – Land opposite Mere Way (potential capacity Yes - all of site
around 170 homes)
Site RUD14 – Croft House (potential capacity around 25
homes)

Yes - all of site

Any other location (please specify which)

No

Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
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East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as suitable for a limited level of housing
growth on greenfileld sites?
Cropwell Bishop

Don't know

East Bridgford

Don't know

Gotham

Yes

Sutton Bonington

Don't know

Tollerton

Yes

Any other settlement (please specify which)

Don't know

Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site CBI1 – Land to the south of Nottingham Road and
east of Kinoulton Road (potential capacity around 30
homes)
Site CBI2 – Land north of Memorial Hall (1) (potential
capacity around 75 homes)
Site CBI3– Land north of Memorial Hall (2) (potential
capacity around 60 homes)
Site CBI4 – Land north of Fern Road (2) (potential capacity
around 30 homes)
Site CBI5 – Land north of Fern Road (1) (potential capacity
around 250 homes)
Site CBI6 – Land to the north of Fern Road (3) (potential
capacity around 70 homes)
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Any other location (please specify which)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British Legion
(potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential capacity
around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards
(potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential capacity
around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Pankhurst
1073441

Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

John Pankhurst <>
28 March 2017 15:57
Localdevelopment
Proposed development at Simpkins Farm Adbolton Lane / Response to Rushcliffe
Local Plan Part 2 Land and Building Policies -- Further Options

TherelevantPlanningOfficer
IregretandapologiseforthelatenessofthissubmissionbutIhaveonlyjustbecomeawareoftheproposals
IamwritingtoobjecttotheaboveproposalwhichIunderstandtobeapotentialinclusionintheLocalPlanfor
housingdevelopment
Thereareanumberofspecificobjectionstoraiseconcerningthesitebutpossiblymoreimportantlythereisan
objectioninprincipalinthatnotonlydoesitintrudeintotheGreenBeltbutitbreakstheexistingdevelopmentline
ofWestBridgford.
Itisevidentthatasubstantialdevelopmentonthissite,whichisnotcontiguouswithexistingdevelopment,would
setaprecedentandwouldmakeitdifficulttoresistfutureapplicationsfortheinterveningareaknownas10Acre
Fieldandpotentiallyotheradjacentareas.IcanrecallthatsomeconsiderabletimeagoRushcliffefoughtandwas
successfulinstoppingtheCountyCouncil,whoIsuspectarestillthelandowners,fromsellingthelandtotheeastof
LadyBay,ofwhichthisispart,forhousing.
Morespecificobjectionsfortheindividualsite,onwhichIsuspectyouhavealreadyreceivedcomment,haveregard
tolossofopenspace,increaseinsurfacewaterrunoffwithpotentialforincreasedfloodrisk,threattowildlifeand
thedegradation/destructionofanimportantarchaeologicalsite.
Iwouldmuchappreciateyoutakingtheseobjectionsintoaccountwhendeterminingtheapplication
JohnPankhurst
131HolmeRd
WestBridgford
NG25AG0
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Parker L 1092967
Phil Marshall
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Btinternet <lm>
31 March 2017 15:27
Cllr R L Butler; Neil Clarke; Localdevelopment; Cllr D Mason
Opposition to new housing plans in Tollerton

To whom it may concern
We live at 28 Tollerton lane in Tollerton and We are writing to strongly oppose the housing development
proposed in the village
•

No GP practice

•

Tiny primary school with full classes.

•

Poor bus service only really catering for one side of village.

•

Poor street lighting

•
Parking issues on Tollerton Lane & Burnside Grove at school times people regularly parking on the
zig zags.

•

One small shop and post office is only a sub one parcels if missed have to be collected from lady bay

• Poor paving on Tollerton lane one side not wide enough for a buggy, people blocking pavements so
unable to get past on the other.

•
Poor standard of road surfacing and people drive too fast on Tollerton lane. Do not feel happy about
my children crossing the road and no lollipop crossing over to the school. Quite often traffic is backed up
from the lights at the bottom of Tollerton lane past our house.

•

Long queues at Wheatcroft roundabout creating slow traffic along the A606 at peak times
1

The Hospital has just been built - the impact of people working and attending this hospital is currently
UNKNOWN as the hospital is not up and running as yet, but will further compound the above issues. The
infrastructure of the village has not been improved to enable additional cars and people to drive through the
village to accommodate the hospital. The additional cars from this new hospital alone will increase work
commutes for Tollertonresidents and no doubt create parking problems on the main road
Tollerton is an area of green belt which people enjoy walking pets etc.
Housing proposed on all 3 sites will effect all existing residents countryside views, meaning new housing
will be overlooked by current housing no doubt lead to extra crime.

Tollerton is a small village and we have already been allocated 4000 houses near the airport site. The village
is too small to take any further development - there are other sites in the Rushcliffe area, which are set up
with far stronger infrastructure (E.g Keyworth, Cotgrave, West Bridgford, Gamston - GP’s, shops, unsubscribed, multiple Primary schools, better road infrastructure)

Yours sincerely

Louisa Parker
Sent from my iPad
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Parton 1073343

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
Christopher J, Parton
124 Wilford Road Ruddington
Nottingham Ng11 6 FB

t

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Click here to enter text.

Address

Click here to enter text.

E-mail

Click here to enter text.

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

X
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Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
We do not know fully but we do not think that the villages can take much more
housing because of road structures and amenities –basically more housing is
destroying the the very nature of village life as we become more towns than villages

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 …..

X



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
They are reasonable sites as long as the Clifton site is NOT expanded into Sharp
Woods.

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

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

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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



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

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

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Don’t ……………………………………………………………………………
know …..
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Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.

Question 6: Do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be
accommodated on greenfield sites at Cotgrave up to 2028? If possible, please give
reasons for your answer.
Click here to enter text.

Question 7: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







Site COT7– Land behind Firdale (2) (potential
capacity around 65 homes)
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Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







Site COT12– Land south of Plumtree Lane
(potential capacity around 250 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)







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

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

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

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



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

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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)







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

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

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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)







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

Radcliffe on Trent

Question 12: Do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be
built on greenfield sites at Radcliffe on Trent up to 2028? If possible, please give
reasons for your answer.
Click here to enter text.

Question 13: Do you support housing development at:
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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.
It is very sad that we have accommodate all these new homes as the village is
already struggling to cope with the increase in traffic –the roads were built in the
1900’s and can not be improved –widened etc and the increase in cars and people
will totally overwhelm the community and its infrastructure. \we do not want that to
happen.

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

No

Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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



X



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

X





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

X





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



X



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

X





East Bridgford

X





Gotham

X





Sutton Bonington

X





Tollerton

X











Any other settlement (please specify which)

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
WE feel that these villages are not as busy as the day to day life in Ruddington and
a limited level of building would have less impact on them.

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
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up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for your answer.
Click here to enter text.

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

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







Site CBI6 – Land to the north of Fern Road (3)
(potential capacity around 70 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)







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

Question 20: If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at East
Bridgford, do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be built
up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for your answer.
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)







15

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.

17

Penson 773172
Phil Marshall
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Roger Penson <
31 March 2017 18:35
Localdevelopment
Cllr D Mason; Cllr R L Butler; Neil Clarke
Tollerton Local Plan Part 2 Further options & Draft Part 2b Green Belt Review

I'dliketomakethefollowingpoints:

x

Tollertonhasbeenallocated4000newhousesalreadyͲweshouldnotbesubjecttoplansforany
morehouses;
o

x

Iunderstandthatthenationalhousingneedsassessmentdoesnottakeaccountofthe
volumeofflats/apartmentsplannedorbeingcurrentlydeveloped.Whytheniscalculation
ofhousingnumbersforRushcliffenottakingthisintoaccount?

TheCouncilTaxbandingcurrentlyisbasedonthedesirabilityofpropertyhere,basedonhouse
values(Iknowit'sinneedofreview)ͲsoͲifweloosetheRURALNATUREofthearea,counciltax
revenuewill/shouldgodownͲaswewillbemerelyasuburbofNottingham;
o

TheplanningDept'srecentexhibitioninTollertonͲcunninglyͲomittedtoshowhowclose
thepreviousplanfor'GamstonNorth'istothislatestidea.Wearenotdeceivedaboutthe
assaultontheGreenBelt;

o

Theopenlandref.TOL3isdescribedasofverylowvalue.ThisisseriouslyillͲdefined.Ithas
aviewoftheKeyworthWOLDS(HoeHilletc.),&hencehasanamenityvaluethat
underlinestheruralnatureofthevillage.


o

x

Theproposedno.ofhousesonthisspace(50+Ithink)isfartoodensetoretaina
ruralfeel;

Inaddition,weimportmorethan60%ofournation'sfood.Lossoffarmlandhasa
cumulativeeffectandshouldnotbeignored;

TRAFFICLEVELS:
o Theproposedvolumeofhousing(4000+TOLs1,2&3)willaddsignificantlytotheloading
onalreadyovercrowdedroads,especiallyatrushhour.
 IndicationsofaneedtoreͲworkTOLLERTONLANEEND,toaccountforextratraffic
meanssignificantlandpurchasebesidetheCHARDEORIENTAL&thePetrol
Station.Chardealreadyhaslimitedparking,suggestingthatyoumayneed
compulsorypurchaseofthewholesite;




EgressfromTOL1(.e.g.ontoBurnesidefacingtowardsStanstead)willbedifficult.
ThevillagersalreadyhaveaseriousissuewithSCHOOLRUNParkingallalong
Burneside;
EgressfromTOL2ͲweunderstandviaMEDINAisaseriousconcernforthepredicted
housingvolume.MedinaistheONLYexitforasignificantno.ofexistinghouses,
ANDitopensontoTollertonLaneatthebrowofahill;

1

Anyadditionalegress,e.g.lowerdownthecurrent40MPHlimitedsectionof
TollertonLanewouldhavetobebetweentheZͲbendandMedina,placingadditional
risktomotorists;


Noaccountseemstobetakenofthecurrenthousingdevelopmentaround
'EdwaltonPark',ortheeventualSUPERMARKETproposedthere.BARTONBUSESare
alreadyhavingdifficultiesmaintainingtheirschedulesfromBinghamtoNottingham,
postarrivalofALDI&LIDLͲduetoincreasedCARTRAFFIC.Thesamewillbefound
atEdwaltonPark,withaknockͲoneffectforTollertonandcommunitiessuchas
Stanton/Keyworth.
BartonBusessaythattherewasNOCONSULTATIONwithtraveloperatorsbeforea
planningdecisionwastaken.PLANNINGstaff@thepublicconsultationairilysaid
'Oh,that'sthelastthingwelookat.'Clearlytheydon'tlookveryhard,asitnowcan
takeanextra30minutestogetfromBinghamtotown,withconsequentpressureon
passengerstoabandonthebus&usetheircar;


x

TWOsignificantareasofcurrenthousinginTollerton(Medinaalready
mentioned&propertiesonSEDGLEYROAD&associatedstreets)haveONLY
ONEEGRESS.WeseeproblemsenoughͲe.g.anemergencyambulance
calledtoanelderlypersononMUIRCOULDNOTQUICKLYGETTHROUGHto
attend,duetonarrowroads,inconsiderateparkingandvolumesofmoving
traffic.

Whilstmanyrecognisetheneedforadditionalhousing,thetypeofhousingproposediscurrently
vague.IunderstandthatKEYWORTHisproposingadditionalunits.Thiswillonlyaddtothemisery
thatweallknowwillresult.Keyworth'sresponseistobuildMOREFAMILYHOMES(notleast
becausetheschoolpopulationisfalling)toattractmorefamilies.
ThisapproachisNONSENSEͲasthenumberofolderpersons'households(someinsingle
occupation)istyingupexistingfamilyhomes.Whatisneeded(tomaintainabalancedpop.)isnew
housingfor'downͲsizers'whowillthusreleaseatleastausefulnumberoffamilyhomes.
YouneedtobeawarethatBuilderslovelargerhousesͲtheymakemoreprofit.Whoisthislocal
planbenefitting?ShoulditbetheindividualhomeͲseekerrathermorethanthebuilding
Company?Whomdoyouactuallyservehere?

x

RogerPenson30SedgleyRoad,Tollerton
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Perry 1092854
Phil Marshall
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Dianne Perry <31 March 2017 16:40
Localdevelopment
Rushcliffe Local Plan - East Bridgford proposal

Towhomitmayconcern.
PUBLICCONSULTATIONͲEASTBRIDGFORD
RushcliffeLocalPlan
IamemailingtoopposetheproposedhousingdevelopmentsitesinEastBridgford,mostofwhichisonGreen
Belt/agriculturalland.
Thevillagedoesnothavesuitableinfrastructureforthesizeofthesomeofthedevelopmentsplanned,nordoesit
havemeanstoaddressthese.
A) Thelocalschoolalreadyhasclasssizesofover40childrenandtheplaygroundoftheschoolcannotfacilitate
largernumberswithoutcausinghealthandsafetyissues.Parkingfromtheschoolcausesmajorissuestwiceaday
withtheroadregularlyblockingup,duetotheschoolbusandothertraffice.glorries,tractors,agriculturalvehicles
andcarsingeneralgettingstuck.
B) Thevillagehas2smalllocalshopswhich,withoutextensions,couldnotcopewithincreasedstock,neededto
facilitatemorepeople.
C) Drainageinthevillagehasbeenanissueforanumberofyears.Thelast3yearshaveseenproblemswithflooding
duetothedrains,alargenumberbeingVictorian,notbeingabletocope.Furtherpropertieswillimpactgreatlyon
thisalreadyoverusedsystem.
D) Theroadsinthevillagearenarrowand,aspreviouslymentioned,thereareoftentrafficproblems.Thisoccurs
regularlyonKneetonRoadandMainStreet,duetomembersofschoolstaffparkingontheroadsalldayandalso
duetothesurgeryattheButtLaneentrancetothevillage.Theseroadscannotbealtered,theycannotbewidened
toaccommodateincreasingtrafficflow,norcanparkingareasbecreatedtokeeptheroadsclear.Therearea
numberofresidentsonKneetonRoadwhodonothavedriveways,duetotheageofthehouses,andasmall
numberofresidentsonbothKneetonRoadandMainStreethavehaddamageincurredtotheircarsbypassing
vehiclessqueezingthroughthedoubleparkedcars.Agriculturaltrafficalsohasproblemspassingthrough.
E) OneoftheproposedsitesEAS7isontheentrancetothevillagebythechurch.Thislandiscurrentlyusedbythe
localscoutgroup,whichusesthefieldforcamps,summereventsandtoholdtheRushcliffedistrictnighthike,as
andwhenrequired.ItisalsousedbytheCubs,Beavers,GuidesandBrownies.Thelossofthisfieldwouldimpact
greatlyontheyoungpeoplewhoattendthesegroups.
F) SomeofthesitesproposedarepublicwalkwaysEAS1,EAS7andareusedbythelocalcommunityandbythose
outside.Thelocalramblersgroupoftenwalkinthevillage,theOutlawTriathlonbasespartofthecourseinthearea,
duetothequietroadsandagreeableaspect,whichwillberuinedbyfurtherdevelopment.AlsotheschoolCross
CountryclubbasetheirweeklytrainingacrossEAS1.Thisfieldisuseddailybythecommunityfordogwalks,walking
andrunning.
WhileIamnotentirelyopposedtofurtherhousinginthevillage,IamawarethatthereisashortagebutIdonot
agreewithanumberoftheplotshighlightednorthesizeoftheproposeddevelopments.Therehavealreadybeen
smallpocketsofinfilloverthelastfewyears,BrooksClosebeingoneexampleandthebuildingofFostersClose.The
ReindeerPubsiteissoontobedevelopedandtherearefurtherprivateplots,whicharesoonlikelytobedeveloped.
ApartfromFostersClose,allofthehousinghasbeenlargeproperties,aimedatfamilies,whichareoften
unaffordableforlocalyoungprofessionalslookingforafirsthome.Inturn,thishasseenincreasednumbersinpupils
atthealreadyoverstretchedschool.
Thevillageplanoriginallysupportedhousingforlocalpeople,hencethebuildingofFostersClosebutthishasn't
necessarilybeenadheredto.Ifthevillagehastoaccommodatefurtherhousingitshouldbeonasmallplot,onroads
thatcanaccommodateahighervolumeoftrafficandtheyshouldbestarterhomesandnotexecutivehouses.The
housingshouldaddtothevillagecommunityandnottakeaway,orimpedetheinfrastructureorthecurrentrural
setting.
1

IwishmyemailtoopposefurtherhousinginEastBridgfordtobeloggedaspartoftheconsultationontheRushcliffe
LocalPlan

Kindregards

DiannePerry





SentfrommyiPad
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Question 8
Do you agree that, apart from those eight sites that already Yes
have planning permission for housing development (sites
EL1 to EL8 as shown below), further greenfield land should
not be allocated for housing development at East Leake?
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
Local services are already strained and probably could not accomodate more people.
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.
450 as originally agreed
Question 11
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. When we previously consulted on potential sites for housing
development early last year, the sites recommended for development in the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood
Plan were, at the time, part of site KEY4, KEY6 and part of site KEY10. In December 2016, Keyworth Parish
Council approved its final draft Neighbourhood Plan and the sites recommended for development had changed
to part of site KEY4, KEY8 and part of site KEY10.
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To add to the comments already received when we consulted early last year, we would like to know what
you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure 6 and whether each one
should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site KEY1 – Land east of Willow Brook (potential capacity No
around 40 homes)
Site KEY2 – Land off Selby Lane and Willowbrook
(potential capacity around 15 homes)

No

Site KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane (potential capacity No
around 60 homes)
Site KEY4 – Land off Nicker Hill (potential capacity around Yes - part of site
450 homes)
Site KEY5 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (1) (potential capacity No
around 50 homes)
Site KEY6 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (2) (potential capacity No
around 80 homes)
Site KEY7 – Shelton Farm, Platt Lane (potential capacity
around 160 homes)

No

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

Yes - part of site

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

No

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

Yes - part of site

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

No

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

No

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

No

Site KEY14 – Land south of Bunny Lane (potential capacity No
around 410 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

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.
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150 houses on each site would make up the 450 required. Preferably a mixture of starter homes,
family homes and smaller homes for older people. Keyworth already contains many large houses out
of the price range of our children's generation.
Houses on all of these sites could cause extra congestion on the main roads they feed on to. Traffic
lights onto the Melton Road at Plumtree, and Loughborough Road at Bradmore would help.
A concern is that sites including older people's housing need to be nearer the road for access to bus
routes.
There should be adequate off road parking for residents on all developments.

Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British Legion
(potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home Farm
(east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential capacity
around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards
(potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity around
45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential capacity
around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential capacity
around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential capacity
around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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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

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of Yes
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?
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
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as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - all of site

Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not
Don't know
allocate further greenfield land for housing
development at Bingham in the plan period (up to
2028)?
Question 5
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should
Don't know
allocate greenfield land for housing development
at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?
Question 8
Do you agree that, apart from those eight sites
Yes
that already have planning permission for housing
development (sites EL1 to EL8 as shown below),
further greenfield land should not be allocated for
housing development at East Leake?
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.
The proposed 450 new homes in Keyworth should be adhered to. A greater number will put unacceptable
strain on local resources and roads.
Question 11
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. When we previously consulted on potential sites for housing
development early last year, the sites recommended for development in the draft Keyworth Neighbourhood
Plan were, at the time, part of site KEY4, KEY6 and part of site KEY10. In December 2016, Keyworth Parish
Council approved its final draft Neighbourhood Plan and the sites recommended for development had changed
to part of site KEY4, KEY8 and part of site KEY10.
To add to the comments already received when we consulted early last year, we would like to know what
you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure 6 and whether each one
should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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Site KEY1 – Land east of Willow Brook (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

No

Site KEY2 – Land off Selby Lane and Willowbrook No
(potential capacity around 15 homes)
Site KEY3 – Land south of Selby Lane (potential
capacity around 60 homes)

No

Site KEY4 – Land off Nicker Hill (potential capacity Yes - part of site
around 450 homes)
Site KEY5 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (1) (potential No
capacity around 50 homes)
Site KEY6 – Hill Top Farm, Platt Lane (2) (potential No
capacity around 80 homes)
Site KEY7 – Shelton Farm, Platt Lane (potential
capacity around 160 homes)

No

Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station Yes - part of site
Road (potential capacity around 180 homes)
Site KEY9 – Land north of Debdale Lane (1)
(potential capacity around 110 homes)

No

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

Yes - part of site

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

No

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

No

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

No

Site KEY14 – Land south of Bunny Lane (potential No
capacity around 410 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

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.
Development of about 150 houses on each of sites Key4,8 &10 would spread the develpment in the
village and be sustainable
Question 15
The plan below identifies sites on the edge of Ruddington that have been put forward by developers and
others as potentially suitable for housing development. We have already asked for views on the suitability
for development of sites RUD1 to RUD10 as part of the Issues and Options consultation stage which we
undertook early last year.
Since last year’s consultation a further three sites (RUD11 to RUD14) have been put forward by developers
and others as potentially suitable for housing development. We would also like to know what your views as
to whether each one should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should
be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road (potential
capacity around 40 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

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.
Traffic congestion on the A60 particularly in the morning rush hours is already a major problem tailing
back to Bunny
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
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as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Site EBR2 – Land behind Kirk Hill (west) (potential
capacity around 70 homes)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
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Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Phillips J 1074792
Phil Marshall
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

john phillips <j>31 March 2017 16:57
Localdevelopment
Cllr D Mason
further houses in Tollerton

PleaseviewcertainpointsthatIwishtoputforwardasanobjectiontoafurther600housesontopofthe4,000
alreadyplanned.
1/Aswehavetakenthelionshareforthenewdevelopment4,000therearedefiniteothersitesforRushcliffeto
buildon.
2/IfthenewplansweretobegrantedtollertonwouldnolongerbeavillageandbeacontinuationofGamston
/Nottingham.
Thuslosingourvillagestatusandidentity.
3/Tollertonwouldhaveafurtherminimumof1,000carstodealwithonalreadycrowdedROADSinhearea.
exampleTollertonLane/A52/A606arealreadyproblemareas.
4/Noinfrastructureseemstobeplannedintothedevelopmenti.e.nobusserviceatthetopofthevillagewhere
themajorityofthedevelopmentisplanned.
REGARDS,
JOHNPHILLIPS
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Pickavance
1073106

Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

a
24 March 2017 08:58
Localdevelopment
Jack Chisholm;
FW: Oak Tree Court (MC) (620): Response to RBC Local Plan Part 2: Land and
Planning Policies and Further Options #N334

DearSirs
HereismyresponsetoyourLocal Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies and Further Options
ThisresponsefollowsonfrommyattendanceatanopenmeetingatTPCon2MarchwhereRBChadanumberof
representativesinattendance
Herearemyviews:
NodoubtoneofthereasonswhythereisnocurrentinterestindevelopmentattheGamstonsiteisthatnostrategy
forthedevelopmentofthesitehasbeendecided.InearliermeetingsthePlannerssaidthatwastobelefttothe
LandPromoters(theowners)andtheyhavebeenunabletoagreeonastrategy.
RBCfailuretotakecontrolhasachievedtheinevitable.Leavingittothelandownersandlookingforoneprivate
housedeveloperisboundtofail.
IfyouthinkofMillerHomes,amediumtolargehousebuilder,forthemtoachieve4,000housesayearacrossthe
entirecountrywouldrequirea68%growth.Thatsortofgrowthwiththelackofavailableconstructionresources
wouldbesuicidal.
IfGamstonisevertoproceedthenitwouldneedtobeprocessedinsmallerindividualsitesbuiltbydifferenthouse
buildersandforthattohappen,insideanoverallstrategicdevelopmentframework,itwouldnecessitatesomeone
takingcontrol.
Thatstrategyandcontrolisnotinplaceanduntilitis,itisinthelandownersinterestnottoproceedforwardsoas
toexertpressureonRBCandtheirplannerstoreducedemandsonthehousebuildershavingtofundthe
uneconomicpartsofadevelopmentstrategy.
Additionallyhousebuildersaimatanoperatingmarginofabove20%.TheyachievethatMarginbypurchasingsites
wellinadvance,onhopevalue(beforeplanningpermissionhasbeengranted).SinceGamstonhasbeendesignated
fordevelopmentbeforehousebuildershaveownershipofthelandthenthesitepricemustgeneratealargepartof
thatmarginandnodoubtthelandownersarecurrentlyunwillingtodiminishtherewindfallexpectations.
Ithink,currently,RBCarelikeheadlesschickensleapingfromoneimpracticableandunsustainablesolutionto
anotherequallyimpracticableandunsustainablesolutiontomeetgovernmenthousingtargets.
MyvisittotheTollertonplanstage2publicofferingattheparishroomsidentifiedasituationwhereweappearto
haveplanners,afterinexcessof35yrsofpassionatelyprotectingthegreenbelt,whonowsaystheyhavean
“open”mindtoindiscriminategreenbeltconsumptiontoachievenewhousingdevelopment.
Formesubstitutetheword“open”with“empty”.
Youwillrecalltheplanningdisastersofthe60’sand70’swherevillages,townsandcitieswereaesthetically
destroyedbyarchitecturalmonstrositiesduetoplanningpolicieshavinglittleornoregardsforhistoryandgood
architecturetosustainhighqualitycharacteroflocations.
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WhenIaskedthequestion“howdoeswhatisnowbeingproposedsitwiththepolicyofpreservinggreenbelt?”the
answerwas“thingschange”
Arewenowgoingtorepeatthat60/70’sfailurewhenIcomestothepreservationofgreenbeltthatonceconsumed
willbealmostimpossibletoretrieve.
WhenyoulookatthehousingstrategyoverallforNottinghamshire,andRushcliffeinparticular,itsimplydoesnot
makesense.
Increaseinhousingshould,inmyview,enable;
1. Morehousesinareaswherepeopleworksoastoreducemigrationoftheworkforcesoastopromote
residentselfͲcontainment.RushcliffehasthelowestworkforceworkinginRushcliffepercapitaoflocal
population(inotherwordstherearemorepeopleinRushcliffethathavetotraveltogotowork)which
meansincreaseinhousingwillincreasetrafficflowinthearea–thatisnotasoundpolicy
2. Lowcosthousingtomakehousingmoreaffordablewhetherasarentedorpurchasedproperty.Inthe
wholeofNottsRushcliffehasthehighestaveragepriceperproperty.Itwillfollowthatlandcostswillbe
higherandtheendpriceofwhateverisbuiltwillbehigher.;Thisdoesnotsustainanobjectiveofmore
affordablehousingintheprivatesectoritwillsimplymeanthatifthedeveloperscannotbuildexpensive
housesinRushcliffethentheywillbedeterredfrombuilding.
Ibelievethatthecurrenttargetsare,by2028,NottinghamCityCouncilmustfindspacefor17,150newhomes,
GedlingBoroughCouncil7,250,BroxtoweBoroughCouncil6,150andRushcliffeBoroughCouncil13,150.
Basedonhistoricstatisticaldatathisislunacyasallitwilldoisdisproportionatelyincreaseworkermigrationand
hencetrafficcongestionandpollution.
Thestrategyshouldbeeither:
1. createhouseswheretheworkingcentresaree.g.Nottinghamcityorotherareaswherethereisahigh
workforcedemandinrelationtothelandarea/population–toachievethisallowbuildingsthathave
historicallybeennonͲresidentialtobeconvertedtolowcostresidential–thiswillincreasetheavailable
workforceandreducetheworkermigration
2. Createamultiusedevelopmentareawhichwillincludeareasofindustrialusage,manufacturingandother
usesthatrequirealargeworkforceaccompaniedbyhousingthatalreadyhasausefulinfrastructurethatis
capableofreceivinganintensificationofoccupancyanduse.TheonlyplaceIcanthinkofthatfallintothat
categoryintheSouthofNottinghamisthelandbelteithersideoftheduelledA453wherethereareendless
opportunitiesformultiusedevelopmentswithoutanyneedformajorinfrastructurechanges
Comparetheutitlsationof2.Abovetoincreasehousingnedswiththeplaneduseofgreenbeltinandaround
Tollertonanditdoesnottakeageneioustoseewhichscoresmuchhighrrthantheother
location
A453belt
Tollertton
Affordablehouse Achievable
Difficult
prices
Multiuse
Achievable
Difficult
development
Infrastructure
Available:Dual
None:localroad
currentlyavailable Carriageway,easy networksalready
tocopewith
accesstocityand heavenly
increased
motorways,trams, congestedwithno
population
maillinetrain
reasonable
station,airport
oportuntiyto
closeby
Opportunitycost
High
Low
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Theconclusionsmustbe:ifwewanttobuildmorehousesinRushcliffecosteffectivelythathasthegreatestbenefit
tothecommunityasawholethenTollertonisnottheplace.itseemstomethattheonlybeneficiariesofusingup
greenbeltinandaroundTolertonastheLandOwners.
Let’slookCriticallyatRushcliffe’sLocal Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies inrelationtoTollerton/
Gamstonarea
Page6“Inthe12monthssincetheIssuesandOptionsdocumentwaspublished,ithas
becomeclearthatthedelaystofiveofthesixlargesitesallocatedbytheCore
Strategyhasledtothesituationwherebytheyareunlikelytodeliverasmanynew
homesaspreviouslyexpected,bothoverallbytheendoftheplanperiod(2028)and
alsoduringthenextfiveyears.Thissituationhascreatedacurrentshortfallinthe
amountoflandthatisavailableforhousingdevelopmentoverthenextfewyears.”

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?
Answer NO
Itsinitialpolicyhasfailedbecausetheoriginalplanwasbasicallybad–thelocationwasbadtoproducelarge
volumelowcosthousing,withmajorinfrastructureissuesandmultiplelandownerthatindividuallywillhave
differentobjectives.evenifthelocationandinfrastructureweregoodthenlandusewasnevergoingtoproceed
untilthelandownerdemandsmatrixhadbeensatisfied.Expectingthelandownersthemselvestorationalisethat
wasnaiveintheextremewhenthelandownersknowthatthelongertheyfasiltoreachagreementthenthegreater
hepressureonRushcliffetomakeconcessionsoninfrastructureandhousingmixandtheliketoincrease
profitabilityofthedevelopmentpotentialandhencefinancialreward.
Badinitialchoiceandthinkingdoesnotjustifygivingupsmallergreenbeltsiteclosertothevillage

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?
Answer NO
East of Gamston/North ofTollertonwasabadchoiceandshouldnothavebeenremovedfromthegreenbeltin
thecorestategy.Additionallyitisludicrousthatitshouldbegivenequalweightinhousinggenerationto
housingdevelopmenttermswhencomparedwithSouth of Cliftonwhenyouconsiderthelocationand
infrastructureavailable.

Question 3:
Do you support housing development at:

Yes –
all of
site

Site HOL1 – Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

Yes –
But only
part of site

No

X
X

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.
Inthetextissays “A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out
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at this stage because they are not considered capable of being developed.”
Thelinkprovideddoesnotworkbutagainchoosingonesiteof40housesisanonsenseinthecontextofaproblem
Itisequallyanonsensetorestrictananalysistolandavailablebasedonlandputforwardbydevelopers.
Whetherornotthelandhasbeenputforwardbydevelopers/landowners,thelandsittingeithersideoftheA453is
manifestlypreferabletoanyotherlandthathasbeenputforwardandtheallocationofonly3000housesand20
hectaresofemploymentdevelopmenttosouthCliftonistrivialcomparedtothelandbankavailableeithersideof
theA453.

Housing Development at the 'Key Settlements'
TollertondoesnotfallwithintheabovecategorisationandIdonotknowenoughaboutmostofthelistedareasto
commentconstructively
ThereforeImakenocommentonQu4,8,9,12,13,14,15excepttosaythis:
Themorehousingdevelopmentthatisprovidedintheseareasthatdoesnotpromoteworkinginthesamelocation
willinducemoremigratorytravelling.Iftheareasconcerneddonothaveadequatepublictransportlinksthenthe
resultwillbemoretraffic,morecongestionandmorepolution.SinceCotgraveandKeyworthfallintothatcategory
thentheyarelikelytoimpactadverselyonTollertonandforthatreasonIdonotsupporttdel

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)?
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.
Qu 7 not applicable
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.
Qu 11 not applicable
Answer to both areas NO unlessthereisasignificantchangetopublictransportfacilitiesandalterationtothe
roadinfrastructuretominimisetheeffectonTollerton

Housing Development at ‘Other Villages’
Therequirementtoconsider Housing Development at ‘Other Villages’ isonlynecessarybecauseofthe
defectivenessofthepreviousstrategy.
Itdoesnotmakethecurrentstrategygoodasitismanifestlybadwherethepubilctransportinfrastructuredoesnot
facilitypeoplemovementasallthatitwilldoisincreaseworkermigration,congestionandpollutionandthe
consumptionofgreenbeltthatshouldbepreserved.
Accordinglyifthevillagelocationdoesnothaveeasyaccesstotrain,tram,orbusthatfacilitateseasyaccessto
multiplelocationsthenessentiallytheproposalwillbebad.Itisashorttermfixthatwillgeneratelongterm
problemsandthatshouldnotbesanctioned.
InthatsensewheretheQuestionsays“Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not allocate greenfield
land for housing development … in the plan period (up to 2028)? Myansweris YES.

Question 17: Should Local Plan Part 2 identify the following ‘other’ villages as
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suitable for a limited level of housing growth on greenfileld sites? AnswerNO
Ibelieveallofthevillagesfallintothecategoryofnothavingthenecessaryinfrastructuretosupportincreased
developmentwithoutthenecessarypublictransporttosupportworkermigrationwithoutcausingpollutionand
congestion.
ForthosereasonsItisnotnecessarytoanswerQu18Ͳ25

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.
FirstlygreenfieldlandintheimmediatelocationofTollertonshouldnotbeallocatedforhousingdevelopment.
TheweightingsystemadoptedbyRushcliffeisdefective.Theweightingconcentratesonalocalweightingtoprotect
theimmediatelocationfromdevelopmentandbecauseofthatitgivealowweightingtosignificantareasofland
immediatelyadjacenttothevillage.
Thebenefitsofgreenbeltshouldnotbeassessedinisolation.Thereshouldbeasecondweightingallocatedtothe
significanceofgreenbeltintheBorough.Itseemstomethatitiscommonplacetoallowdevelopmentadjacenttoa
newlydevelopedmajorroadtomakeuseofthevalueofincreasedinfrastructurethatisavailable.Inthatsense
GreenBeltlandatTollertonshouldhaveaveryhighvaluewhencomparedwithlandeithersideoftheA453.
ThefactthatlandhasbeenputforwardbydevelopersthathistoricallyhasbeenvehementlydefendedonGreen
BeltStatusdoesnotmaketheproposalgood.Itisfundamentallybad.Ifthecriteriaforitbeinggoodisthat“a
developershasputaparceloflandforward”thenthatisarecipefordisasterandthedestructionofourcountryside.
IhavenodoubtyouwillhavesufficientcommentsabouteachsitebutinconnectionwiththeRearofBurnside
Grovesite(RBGSite),whenwesoughtpermissionforOakTreeCourtwewererequiredtoexcavatedownsome
2.5Mtokeeptherooflinessufficientlylowsoasnottoimpactonthesurroundinggreenbeltandexistinghousing.If
developmentweretotakeplaceontheRBGsitethenIseenoreasonwhytheplannersshouldnotmaintainthe
sameprinciple,particularlywhereitabutsOakTreeCourt,BurnsideGroveandMedinaDrive.
Regards
RoyPickavance
ResidentofOakTreeCourtNG124HJ
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Pickering J
1094329

Pickup & Lake
1075669
ϵ&ĞƌŶZŽĂĚ
ƌŽƉǁĞůůŝƐŚŽƉ
EŽƚƚŝŶŐŚĂŵ
E'ϭϮϯh

ϯϬDĂƌĐŚϮϬϭϳ

ĞĂƌ^ŝƌͬDĂĚĂŵ
ZƵƐŚĐůŝĨĨĞ>ŽĐĂůWůĂŶWĂƌƚϮ͗>ĂŶĚĂŶĚWůĂŶŶŝŶŐWŽůŝĐŝĞƐ&ƵƌƚŚĞƌKƉƚŝŽŶƐZĞƐƉŽŶƐĞ
tĞǁŝƐŚƚŽƐƵďŵŝƚŽƵƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐͬĨĞĞĚďĂĐŬŽŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶƉƌŽĐĞƐƐŽŶƚŚĞĂďŽǀĞ͕ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐĂůůǇ
ŝŶƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŽĨƚŚĞůĂŶĚǇŽƵŚĂǀĞŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚŝŶƌŽƉǁĞůůŝƐŚŽƉĨŽƌƚŚĞƉŽƚĞŶƚŝĂůďƵŝůĚŝŶŐŽĨŶĞǁŚŽŵĞƐ
ƚŽƐĂƚŝƐĨǇǇŽƵƌƚĂƌŐĞƚƐ͘
tĞĚŽŶŽƚĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŶĞĞĚĨŽƌĂŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůϮ͕ϬϬϬŚŽŵĞƐǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞŽƌŽƵŐŚ͘
•

•

•

dŚĞƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚŝƐďĂƐĞĚŽŶƚŚĞĨĂŝůƵƌĞƚŽĚĂƚĞƚŽďƵŝůĚŝŶůŝŶĞǁŝƚŚƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐƉŽůŝĐǇͬ
ƉƌĞĚŝĐƚŝŽŶƐĂŶĚďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽĨƚŚŝƐĨĂŝůƵƌĞĂƉĞŶĂůƚǇŽĨĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶƚŚĞƚĂƌŐĞƚďǇϭ͕ϭϳϲŚŽŵĞƐ
ŚĂƐďĞĞŶŝŶĐƵƌƌĞĚ͘
,ŽǁĚŽǁĞŬŶŽǁƚŚĂƚƚŚĞƐŚŽƌƚĨĂůůƐƉƌĞĚŝĐƚĞĚŶŽǁǁŝůůŶŽƚďĞƌĞĐŽǀĞƌĞĚŝŶƚŚĞŶĞǆƚϱͬϳ
ǇĞĂƌƐďǇŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚĐŽŵƉůĞƚŝŽŶƌĂƚĞƐŽŶƐŝƚĞƐƚŚĂƚŚĂǀĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇŶŽǁďĞĞŶŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚĂŶĚ
ĞƐƚĂďůŝƐŚĞĚ͘
/ƚŝƐŶŽƚĐůĞĂƌĨƌŽŵƚŚĞZƵƐŚĐůŝĨĨĞƉůĂŶǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞƐƚĂƌƚŝŶŐƉŽŝŶƚŽĨϭϯ͕ϭϱϬŝƐĚĞƌŝǀĞĚĨƌŽŵĂŶĚ
ǁŚĞƚŚĞƌƚŚĞƌĞŝƐƚŚĞƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚŽǀĞƌĂůůĚĞŵĂŶĚĨƌŽŵƉƵƌĐŚĂƐĞƌƐĨŽƌƚŚĞƐĞŶĞǁĚǁĞůůŝŶŐƐ͘

tĞĚŽŶŽƚĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŽƵŶĐŝůƐǀŝĞǁƚŚĂƚƚŚĞĚĞĨŝĐŝƚŽŶŶĞǁŚŽŵĞŶƵŵďĞƌƐĐŽƵůĚŶŽƚďĞƐĂƚŝƐĨŝĞĚ
ďǇŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐƚŚĞǀŽůƵŵĞƐŽŶƚŚĞϯŵĂŝŶƐŝƚĞƐĂůƌĞĂĚǇŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ͕ǁŚĞƌĞƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇƉůĂŶŶĞĚ
ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐƚŽŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĂŶĚƌŽĂĚƐ͘
zŽƵƌƉůĂŶŚĂƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚϲƐŝƚĞƐŝŶƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞƵƉŽŶǁŚŝĐŚϱϭϱŶĞǁŚŽŵĞƐŵĂǇďĞďƵŝůƚ͘dŚŝƐǁŝůů
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƚŚĞƐŝǌĞŽĨƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞĂŶĚƉƵƚĂĨƵƌƚŚĞƌƐƚƌĂŝŶŽŶŝƚƐĂůƌĞĂĚǇůŝŵŝƚĞĚƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ͖
ŽŶĞƉƌŝŵĂƌǇƐĐŚŽŽů͕ĚŽĐƚŽƌƐ͕ĂŶĚĂǀĞƌǇůŝŵŝƚĞĚďƵƐƐĞƌǀŝĐĞ͘dŚĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞǁĂƐϭϴϱϯ
ŝŶϮϬϭϭ;ĂƐƉĞƌƚŚĞĐĞŶƐƵƐͿĂŶĚƐŽĂŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůϱϭϱĚǁĞůůŝŶŐƐǁŽƵůĚŵĞĂŶĂƚůĞĂƐƚĂŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů
ϭϬϯϬƉĞŽƉůĞ͕ĂŶŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŽĨŽǀĞƌϱϬй͘
/ŶƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌǁĞĚŽŶ͛ƚďĞůŝĞǀĞƚŚĞƌŽĂĚŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞĐĂŶĂĐĐŽŵŵŽĚĂƚĞƚŚĞĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƚƌĂĨĨŝĐƚŚĞ
ƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚŶĞǁŚŽŵĞƐǁŽƵůĚďƌŝŶŐ͕ǁŚĂƚĞǀĞƌƚŚĞǀŽůƵŵĞŵĂǇďĞ͘EŽƚƚŝŶŐŚĂŵZŽĂĚƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐŚĂǀĞ
ƚŽƉĂƌŬŽŶƚŚĞƐƚƌĞĞƚĂƐƚŚĞŝƌŚŽŵĞƐŚĂǀĞŶŽŽĨĨͲƐƚƌĞĞƚƉĂƌŬŝŶŐƌĞƐƵůƚŝŶŐŝŶƚƌĂĨĨŝĐŚĂǀŝŶŐƚŽŐŝǀĞǁĂǇ
ƚŽŽŶĐŽŵŝŶŐǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐĐĂƵƐŝŶŐŝƐƐƵĞƐĂƚƉĞĂŬƚƌĂǀĞůƚŝŵĞƐ͘dŚŝƐŝƐƐƵĞǁŝůůďĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚŶŽǁƉůĂŶŶŝŶŐ
ĐŽŶƐĞŶƚŚĂƐďĞĞŶŐŝǀĞŶĨŽƌƚŚĞƌĞůŽĐĂƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞŽŽƉŽŶƚŽEŽƚƚŝŶŐŚĂŵZŽĂĚĨƵƌƚŚĞƌŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐ
ĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶŽŶƚŚŝƐƌŽĂĚ͘

dŚĞƌĞŝƐĂƐƚĂďůĞͬĞƋƵŝŶĞǀĞƚƐŝŶƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞŽĨƚĞŶŚŽƌƐĞƐŽŶEŽƚƚŝŶŐŚĂŵĂŶĚ&ĞƌŶ
ZŽĂĚƐ͕ĂĐĐĞƐƐŝŶŐƚŚĞďƌŝĚĂůƉĂƚŚƐĂƚďŽƚŚĞŶĚƐŽĨƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞ͘dŚĞůŽĐĂůŚƵŶƚĂůƐŽƵƚŝůŝƐĞƐƚŚĞƐĞƌŽĂĚƐ͘
/ŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐƚƌĂĨĨŝĐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƉƵƚŝƐŶŽƚĐŽŶĚƵĐŝǀĞƚŽƚŚĞƐĞƌƵƌĂůĂĐƚŝǀŝƚŝĞƐ͘
/ŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐƚŚĞŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨĚǁĞůůŝŶŐƐǁŝƚŚƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐǁŚŽǁŝůůŚĂǀĞƚǁŽŽƌŵŽƌĞǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐƉĞƌĚǁĞůůŝŶŐ
ǁŝůůŽŶůǇŵĂŬĞƚŚŝƐƐŝƚƵĂƚŝŽŶǁŽƌƐĞĂŶĚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƚŚĞƉƌŽďĂďŝůŝƚǇŽĨƌŽĂĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĂĐĐŝĚĞŶƚƐĂŶĚƉĞƌ
ĐĂƉŝƚĂKϮǀĞŚŝĐůĞĞŵŝƐƐŝŽŶƐ͘
/ĨƚŚĞϯƐŝƚĞƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚĂƐϭϰͲϭϲĂƌĞƵƚŝůŝƐĞĚƚŚŝƐǁŽƵůĚĚĞĨŝŶŝƚĞůǇůĞĂĚƚŽŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĚƚƌĂĨĨŝĐͬ
ĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶŽŶďŽƚŚ&ĞƌŶZŽĂĚĂŶĚEŽƚƚŝŶŐŚĂŵZŽĂĚĂƐƚŚĞŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞŶĞǁƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐǁŽƵůĚ
ŶĞĞĚƚŽƚƌĂǀĞůƚŚŝƐǁĂǇƚŽĂĐĐĞƐƐƚŚĞŵĂŝŶĂƌƚĞƌŝĂůƌŽƵƚĞƐƚŽEŽƚƚŝŶŐŚĂŵ͕>ĞŝĐĞƐƚĞƌ͕EĞǁĂƌŬŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐ
ƚŚĞϱϮ͕ϰϲ͕ĂŶĚϭ͘
^ŝƚĞϭϰůŝĞƐĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĂƚƚŚĞĞŶĚŽĨŽƵƌŐĂƌĚĞŶ͕ŽƵƌŐĂƌĚĞŶƐůŽƉĞƐƵƉǁĂƌĚƐĂŶĚŶĞǁĚǁĞůůŝŶŐƐŽŶ
ƚŚŝƐƐŝƚĞǁŽƵůĚďĞĞůĞǀĂƚĞĚĂďŽǀĞŽƵƌŐĂƌĚĞŶĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇŽǀĞƌůŽŽŬŝŶŐŽƵƌŐĂƌĚĞŶĂŶĚ
ŚŽƵƐĞďĞĂƚĂŚŝŐŚĞƌĞůĞǀĂƚŝŽŶƚŚĂŶŽƵƌƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇ͘dŚĞĨŝĞůĚŝƐƵŶĚƵůĂƚŝŶŐĂŶĚƉƌŽƉĞƌƚŝĞƐďƵŝůƚĂƚƚŚĞ
ƚŽƉŽĨƚŚĞĨŝĞůĚǁŽƵůĚďĞĞǀĞŶŚŝŐŚĞƌ͘dŚĞĂĐĐĞƐƐŝŶƚŽƚŚŝƐƐŝƚĞŝƐƉƌŽďůĞŵĂƚŝĐĨƌŽŵ&ĞƌŶZŽĂĚĂƐŝƚ
ǁŽƵůĚďĞŽŶĂƚŝŐŚƚďĞŶĚĂŶĚŚŝůůǁŝƚŚǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞĂƚĂŚŝŐŚƐƉĞĞĚ͘dŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞŚĂƐ
ŚĂĚƚŚĞŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ^ƉĞĞĚǁĂƚĐŚŽƉĞƌĂƚŝŶŐ͕ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇEŽƚƚŝŶŐŚĂŵƐŚŝƌĞWŽůŝĐĞ͕ǁŚŝĐŚŚĂƐƐĞĞŶ
ŶƵŵĞƌŽƵƐǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐĞǆĐĞĞĚŝŶŐƚŚĞϯϬŵƉŚůŝŵŝƚĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐĂŶĚĞǆŝƚŝŶŐƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞ;ĂƐƌĞƉŽƌƚĞĚďǇƚŚĞ
WĂƌŝƐŚŽƵŶĐŝůͿ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐůĂƌŐĞůŽƌƌŝĞƐĨƌŽŵŝŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂůƐŝƚĞƐĂƚ>ĂŶŐĂƌ͘dŚĞƐŝƚĞŝƐĐůĞĂƌůǇŐƌĞĞŶďĞůƚ
ĂŶĚƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐůŽĐĂůƌĞƐŝĚĞŶƚƐǁŚŽĂĚũŽŝŶŝƚǁŝƚŚĂǀŝƐŝďůĞĞŶƚƌǇŝŶƚŽƚŚĞĐŽƵŶƚƌǇƐŝĚĞ͘WůĂŶŶŝŶŐĐŽŶƐĞŶƚ
ŚĂƐĂůƌĞĂĚǇďĞĞŶŐƌĂŶƚĞĚĨŽƌϮĚǁĞůůŝŶŐƐĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇĂĐƌŽƐƐƚŚĞƌŽĂĚĨƌŽŵƵƐĂƚƚŚĞDĂŶŽƌ,ŽƵƐĞŽŶ
&ĞƌŶZŽĂĚ͘ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůŚŽƵƐŝŶŐƚŽŽƵƌƌĞĂƌǁŽƵůĚũƵƐƚŵĞĂŶǁĞůŝǀĞĚŝŶĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚůǇŚŝŐŚĞƌĚĞŶƐŝƚǇ
ĂƌĞĂĂŶĚŶŽƚĂǀŝůůĂŐĞ͘EŽŶĞŽĨƚŚŝƐǁĂƐŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚůŽĐĂůƐĞĂƌĐŚĞƐǁŚĞŶǁĞŵŽǀĞĚŝŶƚŽƚŚŝƐ
ƉƌŽƉĞƌƚǇŝŶůĂƚĞϮϬϭϯ͘
/ŶĐŽŶĐůƵƐŝŽŶǁĞĚŽŶŽƚĂŐƌĞĞǁŝƚŚǇŽƵƌƉůĂŶƐĂŶĚƚŚĞĞŶĐƌŽĂĐŚŵĞŶƚŽŶƚŚĞŐƌĞĞŶďĞůƚĂƌĞĂƐ͘
WĞŽƉůĞůŝŬĞƵƐůŝǀĞŝŶƌŽƉǁĞůůŝƐŚŽƉĂƐƚŚĞǇǁĂŶƚƚŽůŝǀĞŝŶĂǀŝůůĂŐĞƌĂƚŚĞƌƚŚĂŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƵƌďĂƚŝŽŶ
ƚŚĂƚǇŽƵƐĞĞŵƚŽǁĂŶƚƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉŝƚŝŶƚŽǁŝƚŚŽƵƚĂĚĞƋƵĂƚĞŚŝŐŚǁĂǇƐĂĨĞƚǇƉƌŽǀŝƐŝŽŶƐĂŶĚůĞǀĞůŽĨ
ƐƵƉƉŽƌƚƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͘

zŽƵƌƐĨĂŝƚŚĨƵůůǇ

WĂƵůWŝĐŬƵƉĂŶĚ,ĞůĞŶ>ĂŬĞ

Comment.
Consultee

Dr Alison Pilnick (1074374)

Email Address



Address

20 Adbolton Grove
Nottingham
NG2 5AR

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Dr Alison Pilnick

Comment ID

88

Response Date

30/03/17 21:50

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

Yes

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of Don't know
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?
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
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as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.This could include comments
on the services and facilities required to support development and the design, mix and layout of
development.
The Lady Bay community does not want to see the start of a whole new encroachment on the green
belt which will affect traffic and infrastructure such as schools and healthcare. Traffic is already a
significant problem in Lady Bay as Trent Boulevard can no longer cope with the volume of cars, buses
and delivery vehicles alongside the increased number of residents' cars which are parked there. Both
primary and secondary schools are over subscribed and already those who live in catchment cannot
get a place.
We oppose the removal of this land from the green belt.The coverage of such a large area in hard
standing and the resultant loss of green space would increase the risk of flooding significantly. There
would also be a significant threat to wildlife habitat in the area, especially in the vicinity of Pinder's
pond; this area would be directly affected by the extent of the proposed development.
There would also be serious impact on the lost village of Adbolton, a site of important archaeological
interets which lies directly beneath the potential development. The remains include not only dwellings
but the remains of the church and sacred ground which dates back to the Domesday book.
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
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There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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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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)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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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?

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
You should be reducing the delays of the original plan rather than looking at new green belt land to
build on
Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of No
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?
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
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Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - all of site

Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not
Yes
allocate further greenfield land for housing
development at Bingham in the plan period (up to
2028)?
Question 5
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should
No
allocate greenfield land for housing development
at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
cotgrave has already had a large housing development which is currently being built on the former
colliery site. The current infrastructure and facilities of the village can not currently cope with these
existing plans. this was the conclusion of the original proposal,
Question 6
If Local Plan Part 2 does allocate land at Cotgrave for housing development, the total amount identified will
be dependent on a range of factors including the capacity of local facilities (e.g. schools, doctors’ surgery)
and infrastructure (e.g. local roads) to sustain new homes, the potential physical impact of development on
locations around the town, including how the Green Belt would be affected, and how quickly particular sites
would be able to deliver new homes. It will become clearer as development proposals become more certain
what new or improved services and facilities are required to support new housing. The views of service
providers such as Nottinghamshire County Council will be important in identifying what is required.
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.
none - see answer above
Question 7
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. Most of the sites, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure
4 and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any
one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site COT9 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (1)
(potential capacity around 140 homes)

Yes - all of site

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.
I do not agree with any further housing development, however if we had know choice, cot9 or cot 10
is the only suitable area.
Question 8
Do you agree that, apart from those eight sites
Don't know
that already have planning permission for housing
development (sites EL1 to EL8 as shown below),
further greenfield land should not be allocated for
housing development at East Leake?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
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contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
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Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 6

Comment.
Consultee

Mrs Rachel Polson (1073616)

Email Address
Address

28 Rectory Road
Cotgrave
Nottingham
NG12 3HU

Event Name

Local Plan Part 2 Further Options

Comment by

Mrs Rachel Polson

Comment ID

51

Response Date

28/03/17 20:41

Status

Submitted

Submission Type

Web

Version

0.1

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?

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Areas of the borough that had previously not been in scope for development should not be negatively
impacted by the coucils failure to ensure that it's orginal plan delivers the requirements.
Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of No
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?
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response
The council should look to maximise the potential of sites either in urban areas or areas already
identified for development as long as they upgrade the infrastructure eg roads.
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Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others
as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

Yes - all of site

Question 4
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should not
No
allocate further greenfield land for housing
development at Bingham in the plan period (up to
2028)?
Question 5
Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should
No
allocate greenfield land for housing development
at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?
Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
I fundamentally disagree with building on greenfield land surrounding Cotgrave as this land preserves
the boundary with other settlements allowing the small town to retain it's unique village character and
preventing encroachment. All land surrounding the village is in active agriculture use, either for arable
or livestock which is an important sustainable food source.
There is insufficient infrastructure to accommodate a significant rise in the number of residents. Both
primary schools are full as is the doctors surgery. The scope of the redevlopment of the precinct has
already been reduced, providing very limited local employment opportunities and community facilities.
The area has limited public transport meaning that private cars are the primary transport for most local
people. The roads are already very busy and congested in peak morning and evening times. Since
the widening of the A46 Cotgrave has become a 'cut through' into the south of Nottingham, increasing
the volume of traffic in the village. This problem would be made worse with the addition of more housing.
I am also very concerned about the quality and reach of this consulation. It has only very recently come
to light that Cotgrave is being considered for further development and the council has made limited
effort in informing the residents of these plans and canvasing their opinions. In order to hold a fair and
meaningful consultation the council should extend the consultation period and undertake a wide reaching
publicity campaign to ensure that everyone has the chance to be informed and have their voice heard.
Question 6
If Local Plan Part 2 does allocate land at Cotgrave for housing development, the total amount identified will
be dependent on a range of factors including the capacity of local facilities (e.g. schools, doctors’ surgery)
and infrastructure (e.g. local roads) to sustain new homes, the potential physical impact of development on
locations around the town, including how the Green Belt would be affected, and how quickly particular sites
would be able to deliver new homes. It will become clearer as development proposals become more certain
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what new or improved services and facilities are required to support new housing. The views of service
providers such as Nottinghamshire County Council will be important in identifying what is required.
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.
There should be no futher housing development in Cotgrave. The previous local plan stated that
following the redevelopment of the redundant colliery site, no further land would be developed for
housing and this should be maintained. It is already unclear on how Cotgrave will cope with the additional
residents from the Hollygate Lane development as the schools are full, there is limited available at the
doctors surgery and roads are already busy and congested.
Housing should not be built on greenfield land and there is not adequate infrastructure or facilities to
manage an influx of more residents.
Question 7
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development. These are shown below. Most of the sites, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on Figure
4 and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any
one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site COT1 - Land rear of Mill Lane/The Old Park
(potential capacity around 240 homes)

No

Site COT2 - Land at Main Road (potential capacity No
around 50 homes)
Site COT3 – Land rear of and to the west of Main
Road (potential capacity around 125 homes)

No

COT4 - Land off Woodgate Lane (potential capacity No
around 80 homes)
Site COT5 – Bakers Hollow (potential capacity
around 60 homes)

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No

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

No
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Site COT11 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (3)
(potential capacity around 250 homes)

No

Site COT12– Land south of Plumtree Lane
(potential capacity around 250 homes)

No

Any other location (please specify which)

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.
COT4 would require the relocation of the Severn Trent sewage works. The would be an expensive
and lengthly process and the works would need to move to an alternative local site which has not been
identified.
Question 16
Do you agree that, apart from the site to the south No
of Abbey Lane, 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)?
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
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contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
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Any other location (please specify which)
Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Poppleton-Brown
1075621

Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Phil Poppleton-Brown <p
30 March 2017 17:44
Localdevelopment
Cllr D Mason; Cllr R L Butler; Neil Clarke; 'tollertontabu@
Objection to Proposed further housing development in Tollerton

Re: Proposed housing development in Tollerton (TOL1, TOL2, TOL3)

Dear Sir/Madam,

I am writing to object in the strongest possible terms to the proposed new housing developments
in Tollerton village.
These proposed new housing developments would, if allowed to proceed, involve a massive
increase in the size of Tollerton. This would have a devastating impact on the way of life and
culture of this small, quiet rural community.
With the massive new housing development of 4000 houses already on the doorstep of the
village, the urban sprawl, with little perceptible green belt between the village and Gamston, would
lead, inevitably, to the Village becoming just another suburb of the city. The destruction of local
farm land and the surrounding countryside would cause irreparable harm to wildlife habitat and the
environment.
The negative impact of increased traffic, would inevitably lead to an increase in air pollution,
adversely affecting the health of people in our community particularly impacting on children and
the elderly. The roads around the village have already been badly damaged by the construction
traffic and infrastructure work involved in the development of the Airport industrial estate and new
Hospital (again just on the doorstep of the village).
The proposals and resulting population explosion would then raise the issue of having to either
build a new school (and associated infrastructure) or to somehow double the size of the existing
school which will create a whole raft of other problems not least complete gridlock of traffic
through the village.
Village communities and their way of life should not have to be destroyed when there are
alternative solutions for development in other locations, which will have little or no impact on those
areas.
Yours faithfully,

Philip Poppleton-Brown
50 Medina Drive,
Tollerton.
NG124EP
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Porter S 1075524
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

suzy <s
30 March 2017 16:08
Localdevelopment
suzy
Local Plan Part 2 Cropwell Bishop public consultation

SuePorter
2SquiresClose
CropwellBishop
NG123EY

IwishtomakethefollowingcommentsontheproposalsfordevelopmentinCropwellBishop:
Facilities
ThereisnocurrentbusservicetoNottinghamafter5.08pm.ThelastbusfromFriarLaneisat5.55p.m.Noneon
Sundays.WithouttransportpeoplewhowishtoworklateinNottingham,traveltonightschool,visitfriendsor
concertswillhavetowalkfromCotgravealonganarrowunlitcanaloralongthemainroad.Highlyinadvisableat
night.
Therearefewrecreationalfacilitiesinthisvillageforyoungerpeople.
Therearemanydogownersandhorseridersinthevillagebutno‘recreationalpark’assuchtoexercisethem.The
footpathsandbridlewaysareusedextensivelybyhikers,ridersanddogownerstoexercisesafelyacrossCB15
behindthesewageworksandMeadowsWayandalongCB12andCB13.Thecurrentrecreationgroundisfor
childrenonly.
Thereisnopermanentpolicepresenceandthecurrentresponsetimeisapprox.23minutesforemergencies,longer
atnight.MannedfireandambulanceservicesareinNottingham.
Jobs:
ThemainemploymentcentresareinNottingham,Leicester,BinghamandNewark.Thebusfaresarehighand
servicelimited.ThenearesttrainstationisBingham.Somedestinationsrequireatleast1changeofbus/train.Very
costlyandinconvenientwithoutowntransport.Thisinturnwillgenerate100percentmoretraffic,morewith2car
families.ThismakeslivingintheVillage,inconvenientandexpensiveforthoseonbudgets,likemanyofus.
Schools:
Thelocalprimaryschoolisuptocapacitywithlittlescopeforexpansiononthecurrentsite.
Thechoiceofsecondaryeducationisalsolimited.ThevillageiswithinthecatchmentareaofToothillwhichmaynot
bethechoiceofsomeparentsandthecostofprivateeducationoutofreachofmostpeople.
Roads
Thereare3primaryroutesinCropwellBishop:Nottingham/FernRoad:ChurchStreet/CropwellButlerRoadandHoe
ViewRoad.
NottinghamRoad/FernRoadhasbecomea‘ratrun’throughtotheVale.Theamountandspeedoftrafficis
increasing,especiallywiththearrivalofdeliveryvans.ThereisasinglewidthpathontheNorthsideofNottingham
RoadtotheCheeseShopandMemorialHallandusingitwithachildordogcanberiskyduetotheproximityofthe
traffic.ThiswillinevitablyincreasewiththedevelopmentonCB15ANDCB16.
AccessfromCB16ontoFernRoadmaybeaproblemduetothesizeofdevelopment,beingclosetothebrowofthe
hillandalongbendintotheVillage.Trafficspeedsalongthisroadandlimitsignsareoflittleaffect.
1

ChurchStreet:AccessontoChurchStreetfromCB15willbeclosetoadoublebend,SpringfieldCloseandSquires
Close,whichisopposite.ChurchStreetisoftencongestedandparkingiscurrentlyaproblem.TheCoͲophasasmall
parkingareaandvehiclesbackoutontotheStreet.Thereare2busstopsoutsidetheshopandcarsparkonthe
oppositesideoftheroad.AccessintoandegressoutofSquiresCloseisbecomingdangerouswithvansandcars
parkingonbothsidesoftheentranceandsometimesacrossit.SquiresClosehasnosightlines.Vehiclesalsopark
onbothsidesofTheMaltings.ParkingisalsoduetoparentparkingonChurchStrteet,fromStockwellLaneand
partsofSpringfieldClose.Between8.30Ͳ9.0a.m.and3.30Ͳ4.0p.m.childrenwalkalongthefootpathinChurch
Street/CropwellButlerRoadaswellasthosealightingfromtheschoolbusfromToothillSchoolandanaccesstoany
newdevelopmentwillmakethishighlydangerous.
TheCoͲopservessurroundingvillagesandthereisnoadequateparkingfacilitiesforanyadditionaldevelopmentin
thevillage.IftheCoͲoprelocatestoNottinghamRoaditwillmovetheproblemelsewhereasthatlocationservesas
parkingfortheWheatsheafpubandsomecottagesadjacentthereto.
HoeViewRoad:abusroute.Parkingisagainaproblemwithvehiclesonbothsidesoftheroad,someparkingbays,
buttotallyinadequatefortheamountofvehiclesusedbytheresidents.Itisdifficulttonegotiateabusattimesand
anyadditionaltrafficgeneratedviaCB12andCB13willcauseproblemssonewparkingareasneedtobecreated.
CropwellButlerRoad:GivesaccesstoCropwellButler,Tithby,RatcliffeandBinghamandtheA52eastbound.The
footpathbetweentheVillagesisnarrow,unlitandusedbybothchildrenandadults.Thecurrentspeedandvolume
ofvehiclesgeneratesagreatdealofnoiseandisnotlightlydoneatnight.Itistheonlychoiceforthosewithout
transporttocatchabusorvisittheshop.Thedevelopmentproposedwouldsignificantlyincreasetheamountof
vehiclesalongthisroad.
NottinghamRoad,ChurchStreetandHoeViewRoadareinneedofresurfacing.Theseroadswillrequiremore
frequentmaintenanceduetothesignificantincreaseintraffic,bothofresidentsandservicevehicles,generatedby
thehugedevelopments.Unfortunatelyduetocutbacksingovt.funding,thereislittleprospectofthis.
Environment:
ThedevelopmentofCB15andCB16,CB12andCB13willequalthesizeofthepresentvillage.Ifhighdensityhousing
isproposed,theresidentswillrequiremoreservices,facilitiesandmaintenancewhichwillhavetobefundedbythe
localauthority.Afulltimepolicepresencemaybeneeded.
Thesewageworkswillrequiresignificantexpansion.ThedevelopmentonCB15willbenexttotheworks.Currently
whenthewindisblowingfromtheEast,NE,theEastsideofthevillageisaffectedbythesmell.
AsthedevelopmentsonCB12Ͳ13andCB15Ͳ16arehigherthantherestofthevillage,therewillbesignificantlight
pollutioncausedatnight.Thelightshavebeenswitchedoffovernight.
Wildlife:Thisyear,aftermanyyears,askylarkwasnestinginCB16.PreviouslyapairwereneartheoldA46butnot
heardaftertheroadbuildingwork.
AfamilyofGoldfinchesareresidentinthehedgebyCB15,behindthesewageworks.
BuzzardsregularlyfeedbetweenHoeViewWoodsandroostinthetreesonMeadowsWay.Allwilldisappear.
Thevillageseesmanyramblers,hikers,ridersanddogwalkersbutwiththehugeriseindwellings,manyvisitorswill
notreturn.
Thedevelopmentswillhardlyassisttheyoungpeopleinthelocalvillagestoobtaintheirownhomesbyequity
sharing,onlyimportpeoplefromoutsidethearea,therebydestroyingtheruralregenerationofthelocalityandfail
topreservetheareaforagricultureandfuturegenerations.
Regards,
SuePorter
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Potter J 414933

March 29th, 2017
To, Planning Policy
Rushcliffe Borough Council
Rushcliffe Arena, Rugby Road
West Bridgford
Nottinghamshire NG2 7YG
Rushcliffe Further Proposals Consultation,
Local Plan Part 2 Land and Planning Policy and Green Belt Review Part 2(b)
Question 15: Proposal SHLAA839/RUD11;
‘have also signed an objections letter; reasons: invasive re tranquillity,
existing countryside & towards Ruddington Hall setting, ribbon encroachment.
Question 15: RUD12 comment; ‘prefer and perceive there
bringing greenfield in not far from the village centre.
Question 23: comment; any very local requirement, shaped there,
would need to think about the wider landscape.
Question 3: comment; the difference between WB3 and SHLAA280 mapping is
questioned.
Rushcliffe CIL: ‘sent a response on this matter to ldf@ nottm., June 2010.
Question 28: increase planning enforcement and conservation personnel;
empty dwellings (/property guardians), built continuity; possibly extending
the conservation area to around Ruddington Village Hall;
policy to restrict forming an access; Planning Policy should have my e-mail on
lighting offsetting and reduction, inter alia;
R.B.C. actively pursuing legal actions against: landowners (complicit in)
degrading environment and/or ‘developers’ unsettling community;
smaller pockets/pdl within existing settlement footprints would instead be
the place re custom or self build; [the Issues and Options question]
about air quality, could the matter of cumulative impacts detrimental re,
do with additional detailed local policy? Question; the scheduled to be
entirely dual-carriageway Gamston Lings Bar Road, what considerations if any
have there been to rail line safeguarding land alongside it?
Instead of divide/conquer actually R.B.C. should’ve challenged ‘core-strategy
and ultimately could still work to.
‘Sincerely,
Mr. J. Potter .

HedgeTrees 14 Fleming Gardens, Clifton NG11 8RT

Pritchard 981590

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
OliverPritchard
5HighCourtDrive
Keyworth
Nottinghamshire
NG125LY



Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Clickheretoentertext.

Address Clickheretoentertext.

E-mail  Clickheretoentertext.

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?

1

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….

[

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

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

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.
Ifnewsiteshavetobeallocatedthenthesewouldseemtobethemostappropriateoptions

2



Question 3: Do you support housing development at:


Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
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.
Clickheretoentertext.


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)?



3

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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

[

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


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.
Clickheretoentertext.
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[

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.
Clickheretoentertext.


Question 7: Do you support housing development at:


Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
part
of
site

No

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







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







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







Site COT4 Land off Woodgate Lane (potential
capacity around 80 homes)
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Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
part
of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







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







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

Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
part
of
site

No










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



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.
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[

Clickheretoentertext.


Question 9: Do you support housing development at:


Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
part
of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)
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Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
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.
Clickheretoentertext.



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.
IamstronglyopposedtoanyproposaltobuildnewhomesongreenbeltlandaroundKeyworth.The
latestnationalgovernmentpolicyconsultationdocument“FixingourBrokenHousingMarket”(Feb
2017)stressesthat:


“Green Belt boundaries should only be amended in exceptional
circumstances when local authorities can demonstrate that they have fully
examined all other reasonable options for meeting their identified housing
requirements”
Rushcliffehasalegaldutytoensurethatlocalplanscomplywithnationalplanningpolicies,including
emergingnewpolicy.Ihavereadalloftheconsultationdocumentsandthereisabsolutelynothing
tosuggestthatthereareany“exceptionalcircumstances”inRushcliffeingeneral,orinKeyworthin
particular,tojustifygivingupanyexistinggreenbeltlandforhousing.Thefactthatthereisa
nationalhousingshortagecannotbesaidtobean“exceptional”factorforKeyworth,sinceobviously
thisisanationalissue.Whatexactlydoesthecouncilbelievetobetheexceptionalreasonswhich
applytoKeyworth?Thiscaseneedstobemadeoutfarmoreclearlythanitisatthemoment,before
anygreenbeltsitesareapprovedforhousingdevelopment.
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Question 11: Do you support housing development at:


Yes
– all
of
site

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

Yes
–
but
onl
y
part
of
site

No





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
onl
y
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)
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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.
IstronglydisagreewiththeproposedhousingdevelopmentatSitesKEY10andKEY11.Thesearethe
leastsuitableoftheproposedKeyworthsitesfordevelopmentforseveralreasons:

1. Nationalgovernmentplanningpolicystatesthatgreenbeltlandshouldonlybeusedforhousing
developmentin“exceptionalcircumstances.”Thereisnoevidenceinanyoftheproposalsthat
thereareexceptionalcircumstancestojustifybuildingongreenbeltlandaroundKeyworth.Any
suchdevelopmentwithoutclearlysettingouttheexceptionalneedwouldthereforebecontraryto
nationalplanningpolicyandthereforesubjecttolegalchallenge.

2. KEY10andKEY11arethehighestgroundinthesurroundingarea,andsotheywillcausethemost
detrimentalvisualimpact.Thislandisvisibleformanymilestothesouthwest,westandnorth,
andnoadequatevisualimpactassessmenthasbeencarriedout.Anysuchimpactassessment
wouldclearlyshowtheextremelynegativeimpactofhousingatthesesites.

3. Suchalargenewdevelopmentofmorethan400houseswouldcreatealotmoretrafficonBunny
Lane.ThiswouldbeverydangerousͲBunnyLaneisanarrowwindingcountryroad,isespecially
popularwithcyclists,andhasseenmanyseriousaccidentsalreadyinrecentyears.Ifanynew
developmenthastohappenaroundthevillage(whichIdisagreewith)thentheothermainaccess
roadstoKeyworthtothenorthandeastofthevillagewouldbefarmoresuitableandlinkdirectly
tothemainA606MeltonRoad,whichwouldsuggestthatsitesKEY4,5,6,7and8wouldbemore
suitable.Thesesitesarealsoonlowerlyinglandhencewouldalsocausefarlessadversevisual
impactthanKEY10andKEY11.

4. ThejunctiontothewestofKeyworthwiththemainA60LoughboroughRoadisalreadyextremely
congestedatpeaktimes.WhenleavingKeyworthtotravelbycartoNottinghamonaweekday
morningitcanoftentake20minsormoretoqueuetoturnrightontotheA60northbound,with
queuesof40+cars.AddingyetmoretraffictothewestboundrouteoutofKeyworthbybuilding
morehouseswouldcauseunacceptablefurthercongestion.

5. ItiswellknownthattheKeyworthNeighbourhoodPlan(KNP)wasdrawnupbyparishcouncillors
whohadpersonalconflictsofinterestforandagainstcertainsites,becauseofwherethey
personallylivewithinthevillage.Thoseinterestswerenotproperlydeclaredormanagedwhen
theKNPwasbeingproduced.IamverysurprisedtoseethatRushcliffecontinuetorefertothe
KNPwithintheirownconsultationdocumentasIunderstandthepolicehavebeeninvolvedin
investigatingcertainactivitiesofparishcouncillorsinrelationtothePlan.Itshouldbegivenno
weightatallintheconsultationexercisewhiletheseallegationsremainunderinvestigation.




Radcliffe on Trent
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.


Question 13: Do you support housing development at:


Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
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.
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Clickheretoentertext.



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.
Clickheretoentertext.


Question 15: Do you support housing development at:


Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
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)
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Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
part
of
site

No

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.
Clickheretoentertext.



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

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

Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response. 
Clickheretoentertext.


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


Don’t
know

Yes

No

Cropwell Bishop







East Bridgford







Gotham







Sutton Bonington







Tollerton







Any other settlement (please specify which)
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Yes

No

Don’t
know




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



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.
Clickheretoentertext.


Question 19: Do you support housing development at:


Yes
– all
of
site
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Yes
–
but
onl
y
part
of
site

No

Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
part
of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







Site CBI6 – Land to the north of Fern Road (3)
(potential capacity around 70 homes)







Any other location (please specify which)










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



East Bridgford

Question 20: If greenfield land is allocated for housing development at East
Bridgford, do you have a view on the total number of new homes that should be built
up to 2028? If possible, please give reasons for your answer.
Clickheretoentertext.


Question 21: Do you support housing development at:


Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
part
of
site

No

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







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







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







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

Yes
–
but
onl
y
part
of
site

No

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







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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)










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



Gotham


20

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.
Clickheretoentertext.


Question 23: Do you support housing development at:


Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
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)
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Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
part
of
site

No

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







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







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







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







Any other location (please specify which)










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



Sutton Bonington
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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.
Clickheretoentertext.


Question 25: Do you support housing development at:


Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
part
of
site

No

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







Any other location (please specify which)










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


Question 27: Do you support housing development at:


Yes
– all
of
site

Yes
–
but
onl
y
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.
Clickheretoentertext.

Other issues

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

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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Pyke K 777741
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Kevin Pyke <>30 March 2017 08:41
Localdevelopment
Cllr D Mason; Cllr R L Butler; Neil Clarke
houses in Tollerton

Dear RBC,
After having done a great job of making Rushcliffe a delightful place in which to live over the years, you
now seem hell bent on concreting it over with loads of houses, which will ruin it. It is clear that building
new houses is not a solution to the so-called housing crisis. You should read this article which clearly
explains that all building new houses does is make huge profits for large building companies since the
people who need dwellings can't afford to buy the new houses built. Also since new houses are sold on the
open market, all manner of investors will snap them up as an investment rather than somewhere for people
to live.
http://www.thelandmagazine.org.uk/articles/whyͲbuildingͲmoreͲhousesͲnotͲanswer
The myth that building new houses is the answer has been perpetuated by successive governments for
years.
More significantly in the case of Tollerton, you are proposing to build on green belt land that grows
agricultural crops; the basis of our food supply. This is complete madness! Do you not appreciate the
delicate state of the food security issues that the country faces, especially after the fallout with
Europe. Removing agricultural land and building houses on it simply worsens that situation and shouldn't
happen. Moreover Tollerton simply wont cope with lots of new houses. The roads are busy enough
already.
I notice elections are coming up and councillors should remember that you are voted for by the people. You
will get scant support from the people of Tollerton for this proposal.
Dr Kevin Pyke
12 Lothian Road
Tollerton
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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?

Don't know

Question 2
Do you agree with the Council’s view that none of Yes
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?
Question 3
There is, in our view, just one site on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton that may be suitable for housing
development and which could help tackle the current housing land supply shortfall. This is land at Simkins
Farm at Adbolton Lane, West Bridgford, which has a potential capacity of around 40 homes. The site is shown
on Figure 2 below. We would like to know whether or not you think it is suitable for housing development.
A number of other sites on the edge of West Bridgford or Clifton have been ruled out at this stage because
they are not considered capable of being developed. If, however, you think there are any sites that should
be developed we would like to know. It may be useful to refer to our Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) which identifies all those sites that have been put forward by developers and others

Powered by Objective Online 4.2 - page 1

as potentially suitable for housing development – please see
http://www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/localplan/supportingstudies/strategiclandavailabilityassessment/
Do you support housing development at:
Site HOL1 - Simkins Farm, Adbolton Lane, West
Bridgford (potential capacity around 40 homes)

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.This could include comments
on the services and facilities required to support development and the design, mix and layout of
development.
This encroachment on green belt land will adversely affect traffic volumes and the provision of local
services such as schools and healthcare. This parcel of land is a valuable asset to resist flooding in
the area and any building increases the risk to existing properties. Also, as this is a valuable area for
wildlife close to the City centre it should remain in agricultural use. The loss of the archaeological
remains of the lost village of Adbolton would be an unmitigated act of vandalism.
Having such green spaces so close to the town of West Bridgford and the City of Nottingham provides
excellent recreation for those living locally and in the wider area. We need more green space not less!
Question 17
The villages which we have identified as potentially suitable to accommodate a limited level of housing
development on greenfield sites are as follows:
Cropwell Bishop;
East Bridgford;
Gotham;
Sutton Bonington; and
Tollerton
These particular villages have been identified because, while they do not provide for a full range of facilities
as is the case at West Bridgford and the key settlements, the basic level of facilities (e,g. schools; doctors’
surgery) that are available are deemed capable of potentially supporting a relatively limited level of housing
growth without compromising the strategy set out in Local Plan Part 1 (Core Strategy) for the distribution of
new housing.
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
Sutton Bonington
Tollerton
Any other settlement (please specify which)
Question 19
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
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any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
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)
Question 21
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at East Bridgford. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified
as suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site EBR1 – Land behind Kirk Hill (east) (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Site EBR2 – Land behind Kirk Hill (west) (potential
capacity around 70 homes)
Site EBR3 – Land north of Kneeton Road (1)
(potential capacity around 95 homes)
Site EBR4 – Land north of Kneeton Road (2)
(potential capacity around 150 homes)
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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)
Question 23
There are a number of sites that have been put forward by developers and others as potentially suitable for
housing development at Gotham. These are shown on the plan below. Most of the sites, if identified as
suitable for housing development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore,
contribute to resolving the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development
over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of each of those individual sites shown on the plan
below and whether, in each case, the site should or should not be allocated for housing development. For
any one site, it should be noted that there may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its
whole.
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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1 – Land to the rear of former British
Legion (potential capacity around 25 homes)
Site GOT2 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (west) (potential capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT3 – Land north of Kegworth Road/Home
Farm (east) (potential capacity around 20 homes)
Site GOT4 – The Orchards, Leake Road (potential
capacity around 50 homes)
Site GOT5 – Land east of Gypsum Way/The
Orchards (potential capacity around 200 homes)
Site GOT6 – East of Leake Road (potential capacity
around 45 homes)
Site GOT7 – Land east of Hill Road (potential
capacity around 160 homes)
Site GOT8 – Land south of Moor Lane (potential
capacity around 15 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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Question 25
There is one site that has been put forward by a landowner as potentially suitable for housing development
at Sutton Bonington. This is shown on the plan below. The site, if identified as suitable for housing
development, should be able to deliver new homes relatively quickly and, therefore, contribute to resolving
the current shortfall in the amount of land that is available for housing development over the next few years.
We would like to know what you think about the suitability of the site shown on the plan below and whether
it should or should not be allocated for housing development. For any one site, it should be noted that there
may be the option to develop only part of the site rather than its whole.
The development of the site 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.
Do you support housing development at:
Site SUT1 – Land north of Park Lane (potential
capacity around 140 homes)
Any other location (please specify which)
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