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

We have no comments to make on the Green Belt Review of the additional sites that have now been put forward.
However, we would like to re-iterate our comments on sites COT10 and COT11 (now COT8 and COT7) of the
previous January 2016 Part 2(b) Review, and do so below.

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

2. Please provide any others comments you wish to make

We would like to re-iterate our view that the sites at what are now COT7 and COT8 (formerly COT11 and COT10)
need to be considered in terms of the overall shape of growth at Cotgrave itself, and the sites selected that can best
contribute to the overall aims of growth and the long term protection of the Green Belt. Our view remains that both of
these sites are suitable and offer an opportunity to grow the village in an attractive way whilst ensuring defensible
long-term boundaries for the Green Belt.
Our comments below relate to the Green Belt Review Part 2 (b) January 2016.
The strategic review of the Green Belt to the east of the village concludes that the existing Green Belt there has a
‘low-medium’ Green Belt value. The east however, includes a very broad swathe of land of considerably varying
characteristics including flatter arable fields in the north and then in the south undulating and sloping land and
woodlands. This would better have been considered in terms of individual (north and south) sectors to reflect this
disparity. This would also, in our view have concluded that the parcels closest in to the existing village and along the
arterial routes and contained by these features and the topography are of ‘low’ Green Belt value.
The land at Colston Gate is referred to in that ‘Land either side of Colston Gate is arable and not well contained by
established and robust field boundaries’, however any development needs to consider how new landscape planting
can be implemented as part of the scheme. The judgement to be made is about the impact of the whole
development, and this is largely based on the form and shape of the landscape; trees and hedges, and indeed a
whole new landscape framework can be implemented to enhance the development and surrounding landscape. The
‘openness’ in the assessment appears to be mostly a function of the condition of the land and not its position or form.
The 2016 Review concluded that the site COT10 (now COT 8) was of ‘low-medium’ Green Belt importance and that
COT11 (now COT 7) was of ‘medium-high’ importance.
In terms of the Assessment Criteria and the assessment itself, in relation to COT 10 (now COT8) our conclusions
remain as follows:
Check Unrestricted Sprawl – The development is inevitably an extension into the countryside by definition, however
the site is alongside a long existing urban edge (formed by the backs of houses) and has frontage on to a major
radial route into the village. The site is at a gateway, and therefore prominent, however it also provides an
opportunity to design the new urban edge as a high quality entrance. This positive aspect has been overlooked
which is important in terms of a holistic view of the continued regeneration of the village. The extension would be
very much part of the existing village, and is very well defined by slopes and woodlands to the south, and by Colston
Gate to the north. The hedgerow to the north would become a strong landscape boundary, with planting, park and
sustainable drainage basins, and would form an attractive and defensible edge, and set the development into its
landscape so that its impacts on the wider setting are minimal.
Merging of Neighbouring Towns – there is no prospect of this happening as the distances are great and large scale
infrastructure (in the form of the A46) and slopes and woodlands separate the village from its neighbours. However,
to score this as a ‘1’ implies there is some effect, which we would dispute.
Safeguarding Countryside from Encroachment – The existing site is already subject to encroachment from
surrounding housing for dog-walking and such like, although the field remains in arable uses. The field is generally
part of a wider contained landscape formed by the topography, woodlands and infrastructure, this together with COT
11 forms a defensible larger ‘pocket’ of land, and it is this wider context that needs to be considered too. We would
argue that the existing development at the village edge is an overriding feature of the site, and of this entrance to the
village and can be seen from the whole approach along Colston Gate; we do not agree with the assessment on this.
Oddly, this criteria seems to encourage poor management to score the land low; our landowner looks after the land
and responds to encroachment the best way they can, management issues are largely resolvable and weighting on
this factor needs to be reduced in our view.
Preserve Historic Towns – The village is not historic in this sense, and there are no designated or non-designated
heritage assets affected by the site coming forward. Again, we feel this score should be ‘0’, not ‘1’, as there is clearly
no impact.
Assist with Regeneration – the default value of ‘3’ has been used, however the potential for new development to
contribute to the wider regeneration aims has perhaps been under-appreciated. The assessment is understandably
concerned with potential ‘negative’ outcomes to protect the Green Belt, but the evaluation in our view, needs to
consider the benefits of development and the significance of well-planned growth of the village.
We argue that the land is not as open as the assessment maintains, and that the design and landscaping of the

scheme offer an opportunity to form a high quality edge, and therefore the effects are not significant, and the wider
landform and boundaries allow for a future defensible boundary to the Green Belt. We consider the site should be
scored as ‘Low’.
Site COT11 (now COT7) needs to be seen in conjunction with COT10 (now COT 8) as the site would not be brought
forward on its own as it would be separate from the edge of the village. In our view, the option of a single site,
combining COT7 and COT8 should have been considered and then COT8 alone. This would have better reflected
how the sites are proposed to be brought forward.
In terms of the assessment undertaken, we have the following comments:
Check Unrestricted Sprawl – again, this site would form part of the wider development area and would work to the
defensible boundaries and therefore would be a planned and designed development to respond to its setting. The
development would relate to Colston Gate, and form a logical extension of the village. The assessment, while
recognising what our proposals involve, has disregarded them – again this is an example of dismissing the proposals
and how they would respond to the characteristics.
Merging of Neighbouring Towns – again, the nearest adjacent settlement is some distance from the proposed site
and the space between is already affected by infrastructure, woodlands and the topography, so there is no prospect
of any physical or visual merging of the two places. There is a reduction in the distance, but this is not significant as
we say; any development at any edge would reduce the distance between settlements; the important consideration is
the sensitivity (and vulnerability) of this separation, and this is clearly a well defined and robust edge.
Safeguarding Countryside from Encroachment – the proposals would be brought forward as a single planned and
designed extension to the village. The existing field is a single arable field and due to its distance from the village is
not subject to encroachment. As we say, the openness of the land needs to be considered in terms of the wider
setting; all sites are open if taken in isolation, the important issue is whether the effects harm the wider setting, which
we feel is relatively well contained and therefore the effects of the development, while prominent because of their
location/position, would not harm this wider setting.
Preserve Historic Towns – Again, the village is not historic in this sense, and there are no designated or nondesignated heritage assets affected by the site coming forward.
Assist with Regeneration – the default value of ‘3’ has again been used, and again we would argue that the potential
for new development to contribute to the wider regeneration aims has been under-appreciated. The assessment is
understandably concerned with potential ‘negative’ outcomes to protect the Green Belt, but the evaluation in our view
needs to consider the benefits of development and the significance of well-planned growth of the village.
The assessment states in its conclusions that the site ‘scored highly against Green Belt purposes’, in fact the score
was medium-high, and then at the bottom of that category at 16 (with the range for medium-high as 16-20), so the
conclusion misleads in this statement. It would have been more accurate to state that the site ‘scored as mediumhigh, and then at the bottom of that range’.
The site would only be considered in conjunction with Site COT10 (now COT8) and therefore to evaluate
independently makes little sense (and is bound to result in a higher score). The site needs to be considered in
relation to the wider setting and the opportunity of growth at this location. In our view the sites combine provide the
opportunity for high quality well designed and landscaped new development, and need to be considered in relation to
the wider setting and where the sites can be seen from, but shying away from prominent sites its reflects an over
pessimistic view about wider growth and the potential for new well designed development to contribute to the
regeneration of the village, which we do not share.
I trust you will be able to consider these points further in considering additional land for new housing development at
Cotgrave.

(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.

