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1.0

Introduction

1.1

These representations are prepared by DPDS Consulting Group on behalf of ST Projects,
hereafter referred to as ‘our client’.

1.2

Our client is the prospective purchaser of an area of land covering approximately 0.7ha and
located to the south and west of Moor Lane, Gotham (hereafter referred to as ‘the site’). A plan
showing the location of the landholding is attached as Appendix 1. The site is identified as GOT8
‘Land South of Moor Lane’ in the Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies – Further Issues
and Options and GOT3 ‘Moor Lane’ in the Rushcliffe Green Belt Review Part 2 (b).

1.3

Policy 3 ‘Spatial Strategy’ of the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1 Core Strategy identifies Gotham as
an ‘other village’ where new development should be of a scale that is appropriate to meet local
housing need.

1.4

The Site has been considered within the 2016 Rushcliffe Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA). The site is identified as site reference 700 and has been afforded a
potential site capacity of 15 dwellings. The ‘Final Reasoned Judgement’ of the SHLAA assessment
concludes:
‘The site is within the Green Belt and therefore constrained by existing policy. Subject to
identified need and the existence of more sustainable alternatives, the site may be suitable
for residential development as it is in close proximity to the core of Gotham (church, shops,
public houses and bus stop) and its development would round off the settlement edge
between St Lawrence Close and Moor Lane.
The Core Strategy identifies that growth will be to satisfy local need and this need will
primarily be met through infill and rural exception development. The supporting text to Policy
3 of the Core Strategy does state that where small scale allocations are appropriate to provide
further for local needs, these will be included in Local Plan Part 2. If local need is identified
through Local Plan Part 2, this site may, depending on the existence of sustainable alternatives
and technical constraints, be removed from the Green Belt and allocated for development.’

1.5

The SHLAA pro forma assessment forms for the site are attached as Appendix 2.

1.6

It is our client’s intention to support the development of their site for residential development
to meet local needs within Gotham and to support the Council in meeting its’ objectively
assessed housing needs for the Borough.

1.7

As such, our client positively endorses the need to provide additional housing in Gotham, a
location which has excellent sustainability benefits when considered against the provision of a
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modest level of additional housing. It is submitted that our client’s site provides an ideal
candidate for removal from the Green Belt and allocation for residential development to meet
the housing needs of Rushcliffe and local needs of Gotham over the plan period.
1.8

Representation are therefore submitted with regard to the following two consultation exercises:
 Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies – Further Issues and Options; and
 Rushcliffe Green Belt Review: PART 2 (b) (Detailed Review of the Nottingham Derby Green
Belt within Rushcliffe) - Assessment of Additional Sites in Key Settlements and Other Villages.

1.9

Completed response forms are included as Appendix 3 (Local Plan Part 2) and Appendix 4 (Green
Belt Review). However, our responses to the questions set out within the consultation
documents are set out in this submission.
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2.0 Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Further Issues and Options
Question 1: Do you agree with the Council’s Assessment of the current Housing Land Supply
Situation and that enough land will need to be identified by the Local Plan Part 2 to
accommodate around 2,000 additional homes?
2.1

Our client fully supports the Council’s Assessment of the current housing land supply situation.

2.2

Paragraph 14 of the NPPF sets out the need for the presumption in favour of sustainable
development to ‘be seen as a golden thread running through both plan making and decision
taking’ and that ‘Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs with sufficient flexibility
to adapt to rapid change’.

2.3

Paragraph 17 of the NPPF provides a number of Core Planning Principles, with Principle 3 stating
that ‘every effort should be made to objectively identify and meet the housing, business and
other development needs of an area and respond positively to wider opportunities for
growth. Plans should take account of market signals such as land prices and housing
affordability and set out a clear strategy for allocating sufficient land which is suitable for
development in their area, taking account of the needs of residential and business
communities’ (DPDS emphasis).

2.4

Paragraph 47 of the NPPF also requires Local Planning Authorities to ‘meet the full, objectively
assessed needs for housing, including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery of
housing’, ‘identify and update annually a supply of specific deliverable sites to provide 5 years’
worth of housing with an additional buffer of 5% to ensure choice and competition in the
market for land’ and ‘identify a supply of specific developable sites, or broad locations for
growth for years 6-10 and where possible years 11-15’ (DPDS emphasis). ‘Where there has
been a record of persistent under delivery of housing, local planning authorities should
increase the buffer to 20% (moved forward from later in the plan period) to provide a realistic
prospect of achieving the planned supply and to ensure choice and competition in the market
for land’.

2.5

Paragraph 49 of the NPPF also sets out that ‘relevant policies for the supply of housing should
not be considered up to date if the Local Planning Authority cannot demonstrate a five year
supply of deliverable housing sites’.

2.6

Rushcliffe’s objectively assessed housing need for the period 2011 to 2018 is a minimum of
13,150 dwellings. Provision was identified on strategic sites in the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1
Core Strategy with a further anticipated 1,100 dwellings determined to be provided through the
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Local Plan Part 2 on non-strategic sites. However, for various reasons, it is clear that due to
delays to a number of the strategic sites identified in the Local Plan Part 1 Core Strategy, not
only will these sites not deliver at the rates anticipated by the end of the plan period 2028, but
they will also not deliver at the required rates over the next five years. There is therefore a
shortfall in the housing land available and the number of dwellings which will be delivered over
the next few years.
2.7

Based on current housing projections, there will therefore be a shortfall of 822 homes built
between 2011 and 2019 which represents a ‘persistent under delivery of housing’ in
accordance with Paragraph 47 of the NPPF. Therefore in accordance with the NPPF, Rushcliffe
needs to plan for housing land provision from 2019 onwards which includes a 20% buffer to
ensure that there is a realistic prospective of achieving planned supply over the Plan period.
With an annual target during the period 2019-2028 of 1,000 dwellings per annum and a
predicted shortfall at 2019 of 822 dwellings, this equates to a 20% buffer of 1,176 dwellings (a
total of 7,058 dwellings during the period 2019-2024). During this time, the total number of
homes expected to be built on deliverable sites is 6,159 leaving a shortfall of approximately 899
dwellings which will need to be provided through Local Plan Part 2 along within the initially
identified 1,100 dwellings (2,000 in total).

2.8

It is clear therefore that to meet fully the objectively assessed needs of Rushcliffe for housing, to
maintain a 5 and 10 year housing supply and take into account a 20% buffer for persistent under
delivery, additional specific, deliverable sites need to be identified by the Local Plan Part 2.
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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 Greenfield sites?
-

Cropwell Bishop

-

East Bridgford

-

Gotham

-

Sutton Bonnington

-

Tollerton

-

Any Other Settlement

2.9

Our client submits that Part 2 of the Local Plan should positively identify and allocate Greenfield
land for housing development at Gotham within the Plan period and as such fully agree with the
Council’s proposals to do so. Reasons for this are set out below.

2.10

The role of the Local Plan Part 2 is to allocate ‘Non-Strategic’ sites, with ‘Strategic’ Sites
allocated within the Local Plan Part 1 Core Strategy. Looking at the settlement hierarchy, the
adopted Part 1 Core Strategy identified ‘Strategic’ sites within the ‘Main Urban Area’ and
determined that there are no other locations within Rushcliffe around the ‘Main Urban Area’ of
Nottingham and West Bridgford which could accommodate housing development. ‘Strategic’
sites were therefore then identified in the Core Strategy within the ‘Key Settlements’.

2.11

Whilst it is logical that the allocation of ‘Non-Strategic’ sites should be concentrated in and
around ‘Key Settlements’, there are two key factors, choice and local need which mean that the
allocation of sites within the ‘other villages’ within Rushcliffe are also required. These are
addressed below.

2.12

Paragraph 50 of the NPPF states that:
‘To deliver a wide choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and
create sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities, local planning authorities should:


Plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends, market trends
and the needs of different groups in the community (such as, but not limited to, families
with children, older people, people with disabilities, service families and people wishing
to build their own homes); and



Identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required in particular locations,
reflecting local demand.’
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2.13

At the time of preparing the Local Plan Part 1 Core Strategy, it was envisaged that approximately
1,100 new dwellings would be required on ‘Non-Strategic’ sites. However, given the current
shortfall in land which is considered likely to be available for housing over the next few years,
the number of dwellings required on ‘Non-Strategic’ sites has nearly doubled to 2,000 dwellings.
With such an increase in land and dwellings required (45%), it is appropriate to consider a wider
spread of allocations, including within ‘other villages’ to ensure that a wide range of housing
types can be provided and needs met across the whole of the Borough. To concentrate this
extra growth within and around ‘Key Settlements’ only would limit people’s choice of homes
and location in direct conflict with the Government’s intentions within the NPPF.

2.14

Policy 3 of the Core Strategy states that ‘in other villages’ development will be to ‘solely meet
local housing needs’. All ‘other villages’ are likely to have some element of local need, whether
that be for more affordable housing (market or rented) or for a wider range of housing sizes to
accommodate first time buyers, families and elderly people. It is therefore important to ensure
that where villages have local needs and the social infrastructure exists to accommodate the
growth which will accompany this need, appropriately sized sites are allocated for additional
housing. This need not be through the allocation of large sites, but through one or more smaller
sites which would have less impact on the open countryside and Green Belt surrounding these
‘other villages’.

2.15

The Core Strategy identifies Gotham as an ‘other village’. Gotham is a large village which
contains a large number of variety of services and facilities. It therefore has the scope of
accommodate additional development at a modest scale which would support these existing
services and facilities without overwhelming them.

2.16

A Housing Survey undertake by Gotham Parish Council in February 2016 attracted 168 responses
which represents a 21% response rate. This is typical and of a value. Of those who responded,
75% believe that there is a need for additional housing and a range of housing types within
Gotham. 17 respondents either living in Gotham or with a local connection stated that they
would need a different type of property within 3 years and a further 11 said they would within 5
years. 13 respondents wanted to buy a house on the open market, 2 wanted to privately rent. 4
respondents wanted shared ownership and 9 wanted affordable rented properties. An extract
from the Gotham News is attached at Appendix 5. This low level survey clearly identifies a need
in Gotham for additional choice through the provision of open market, more affordable and
subsidised housing.

2.17

Whilst it is acknowledged that the allocation of further greenfield land for housing development
at Gotham is likely to result in a need to remove land from the Green Belt, Paragraph 83 of the
NPPF is clear that ‘Local Planning Authorities have the opportunity to review the Green Belt
through the preparation of a Local Plan’ and therefore this is the appropriate time to address
such issues at Gotham.
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2.18

Paragraph 84 outlines that when undertaking such a review, Local Planning Authorities ‘should
take account of the need to promote sustainable patterns of development. They should
consider the consequences of channeling development towards urban areas inside the Green
Belt boundary, towards towns and villages inset within the Green Belt or towards locations
beyond the outer Green Belt boundary’.

2.19

Given its location, its strong links to the strategic highway and rail network and existing good
public transport links and the variety and type of service provision, it is considered that Gotham
has the capacity and potential to accommodate additional sustainable housing development
without detriment to the character, appearance and function of the existing settlement.

2.20

As an ‘other village’, development in Gotham does not need to be significantly large, but should
reflect the character and appearance of the village and reflect the capacity of the existing
facilities and services to absorb an appropriate level of growth. Gotham has the potential to
provide this modest level of development through the rounding off of the settlement edges and
the loss of some small areas of Green Belt without compromising the open character of the
village edges, the role of the Green Belt in this location and the purpose of including land within
it.
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Question 23: Do you support housing development at:
Site GOT1: Land at the Rear of the 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 for around 15 homes)
Any other Location (Please Specify Which)?

2.21

Our clients fully support housing development at Site GOT8 ‘Land South of Moor Lane’ and
considered this to be a suitable, available and achievable site for housing development for the
reasons set out below.
Location and Sustainability

2.22

The site is located on the south-eastern edge of the settlement of Gotham, to the south and
west of Moor Lane. A Site Context Plan is attached as Appendix 1 which shows the site’s
relationship with existing development immediately to the north and east on Moor Lane and
immediately to the west at the recently constructed at Manor Farm (St Lawrence Close)
(Application Reference 10/00871/FUL).
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2.23

The development of the site would not result in the expansion of the village in an easterly
direction or represent any further encroachment into the countryside to the south of the village
beyond the extent of the existing development along Moor Lane and the eastern side of Leake
Road. The development would represent a ‘rounding off’ of the existing residential development
in this part of the village and would enable the creation of a defensible boundary along the
southern boundary of the site with the east-west alignment of Moor Lane in this location.

2.24

Gotham is a large sized ‘other village’ which contains a good range of services and facilities all of
which are within 650m or less of the site entrance. This is less than half of the accepted walking
distance of 2km. All facilities can be accessed via existing, well maintained footpaths. A summary
of these services and facilities is provided in Table 1 below:
Table 1: Services & Facilities within the Vicinity of GOT8
Service/Facility

Name

Distance from Site Entrance (m)

Pre School

Gotham Pre-School Playgroup

650

Primary School

Gotham Primary School

650

Convenience Store

SPAR

325

Post Office

Gotham Post Office

325

Doctors Surgery

Village Hall Surgery

650

Community Centre

Gotham Memorial Hall

650

Leisure Centre

Gotham Recreation Ground

650

Library

Gotham Library

650

Sun Inn

125

Star Inn

800

Cuckoo Bush

160

Church

St Lawrence Church

150

Fish & Chip Shop

Frydays

650

Butchers

Melv’s Butchers

650

Young Hairstyles

325

Stylish Hair

160

Public House

Hair Salon
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2.25

It is clear from the above that the site is located within a very sustainable location within the
village with easy access on foot available to a wide range of key services. This will ensure that
any future residents of the site would be able to access every day services without needing to
leave the village and without the need to drive. Although the site is located on the south-eastern
edge of the village, its close proximity to key community facilities demonstrates that it could be
developed as an integral part of the village with the future occupiers of the resultant dwellings
being easily assimilated into the village community.
Site Capacity

2.26

It is considered that the site could accommodate between 15 and 20 dwellings. A masterplan
has been produced which demonstrates how the site could be developed for up to 15 dwellings.
Such a layout would meet all of the relevant design standards and required distances between
dwellings. A masterplan (which is submitted without prejudice) and demonstrates how
development could be undertaken on site, is attached at Appendix 6. Development on site could
provide for an element of affordable housing and would take into account the requirements for
local needs homes within Gotham.
Accessibility

2.27

The site is located in close proximity to the strategic road network, with the A453 located
approximately 4km to the north-west of the site. The A453 provides links to Junction 24 of the
M1 and the A50 (approximately 9km to the west).

2.28

East Midlands Parkway Train Station which provides direct Midland Mainline links to
Nottingham, Derby, Leicester, Sheffield and London St Pancras, is located approximately 7km to
the north-west of the site.

2.29

Gotham is served by a good public transport network. The closest bus stop to the site is located
approximately 300m (3 mins walk) away on Leake Road and is serviced by the Easy Rider Navy
Line 1. This service runs every 20-30 minutes between Gotham and Nottingham Train Station
and City Centre with a 35 minute journey time. The same bus route has a 10 minute journey
time to Clifton where there are excellent links to the NET tram network and regular public
transport links with a 30 and 35 minute journey time respectively to East Midlands Parkway and
East Midlands Airport.

2.30

There exist a number of public footpath routes within the locality which link the village with a
number of surrounding villages and with Clifton.

2.31

Access to the site itself can be taken from a number of points along Moor Lane with no
constraints to providing adequate visibility as a result of third party ownership or development.
There are therefore no site access issues which would need to be overcome.
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Land Ownership and Use
2.32

The site is currently vacant. Our client is currently in the process of purchasing the site and it will
therefore be available for housing development in the immediate future. Development on site
could, subject to planning permission be completed by the end of 2019.
Planning Policy

2.33

The only significant planning policy constraint pertaining to the site is its designation as Green
Belt within the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 1 Core Strategy. The site is not subject to any other
land use planning policies.
Landscape

2.34

The site is not covered by any statutory or non-statutory landscape designations. A preliminary
landscape appraisal has been undertaken for the site which demonstrates that in landscape
terms when taking into account views from the site towards the edge of the village, the
perception is that the site relates more closely to the village than to the surrounding open
countryside. A copy of the Preliminary Landscape Appraisal is attached at Appendix 7.

2.35

The Landscape and Visual Appraisal of Potential Development Sites prepared on behalf of
Rushcliffe Borough Council by AECOM identified the site as having overall low landscape
sensitivity due to low landscape values and low susceptibility. The site was scored 42 out of 100.
The Preliminary Landscape appraisal prepared by DPDS and attached as Appendix 7 agrees with
this assessment of low landscape sensitivity.
Ecology

2.36

The site is not covered by any statutory or non-statutory nature conservation designations.
There are no significant trees or areas of tree planting on the site. There site contains some wellestablished hedgerows. The ecological value of the site is considered therefore to be low in
terms of identified ecological sites. Whilst the current open nature of the site means that it is
likely to provide some habitat for ecological species, there is no evidence to indicate any special
habitat or species value which would set it apart from other agricultural land/countryside within
the wider area. The presence of any protected species on the site could be fully protected
through the usual planning and consenting process.
Cultural Heritage & Archaeology

2.37

The site is not covered by any statutory or non-statutory archeological or cultural heritage
designations. There are no Scheduled Ancient Monuments, Registered Parks and Gardens or
Historic Battlefields within the site or surrounding area. There are no listed buildings within the
site.
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2.38

The nearest listed buildings (3 in total) are located approximately 70 to 150m to the west of the
site (The Manor Grade II, The Church of St Lawrence Grade I and The Wellhouse Grade II). The
recently constructed residential development at Manor Farm (St Lawrence Close) (Application
Reference 10/00871/FUL) is located between the site and these buildings and was constructed
without detriment to the character and appearance of these assets. It is therefore considered
that due to the separation distance and the intervening land uses, the development of the site
would not have any impact upon these buildings or their setting. There are no other significant
statutory or non-statutory heritage or archaeological assets within the wider area.
Flood Risk

2.39

The entire site is located within Flood Zone 1 which represents a very low risk of flooding (less
than 1:1000 flood event). It is therefore not considered that flooding and drainage would
represent a constraint to the development of the site.
Agricultural Land Classification

2.40

The subject land is identified on the Natural England Agricultural Land Classification Map for the
East Midlands as Grade 3 agricultural land. Grade 3 agricultural land represents land which is
good to moderate. Whilst the value of this land for agriculture is recognised in terms of its
quality, it does not represent the ‘best and most versatile’ and is not currently in agricultural
use.
Open Space and Public Rights of Way

2.41

The site does not contain any areas of land which are designated as public open space. There are
no public rights of way or bridleways which cross the site
Contaminated Land

2.42

The site’s historic use for agriculture uses associated with the former Manor Farm, indicate that
it is unlikely to contain any areas of significant contamination. There may be some low level
contamination on site as a result of pesticide use associated with historic agricultural activities
but this is unlikely to present a problem for the development of the site for residential use.
Social Infrastructure

2.43

The development of the site for housing would bring about an increase in population numbers
and therefore increase demand on social infrastructure such as health care provision and
education. It is considered that the existing facilities in the village could adequately
accommodate the growth which the development of the site would bring about.
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2.44

Gotham Primary School has capacity for 210 children and at the time of this submission had 198
children on the roll1. This leaves a surplus of 12 places which it is considered would be more
than adequate to accommodate the likely primary school age population arising from the
development of up to 15/20 dwellings.

2.45

The Village Hall surgery which is part of the Keyworth and Gotham Surgery Group has 6 GP’s and
offers a full range of health care services. At the time of this submission, the surgery states that
it is registering new patients. It is therefore considered that the surgery would be capable of
accommodating the modest number of new patients which would arise as a result of the
development of the site.

2.46

As previously stated, the proposed development could include for a proportion of affordable
housing and housing which is appropriate for local needs. A survey undertaken by Gotham
Parish Council in March 2016 and published in the Gotham News identified 17 people resident in
the village or with a local connection who said they would need alternative housing in the next
3-5 years with various types of housing identified including open market, shared ownership,
private rent and affordable rent. The Gotham News article is attached at Appendix 5.
Conclusion

2.47

It is clear from the information set out above that the site is not subject to any significant
physical, environmental or technical constraints which would prevent the development of the
site for housing as a sustainable, high quality development to meet local needs within the village
of Gotham. The development of the site would represent a logical ‘rounding off’ of the existing
residential development within the south-eastern part of the village and would enable the
creation of a defensible boundary along the southern boundary of the site with the east-west
alignment of Moor Lane in this location. The site is wholly available for development and subject
to securing planning permission could be developed in the short term making a contribution to
the housing target for Rushcliffe over the next five years.

2.48

The site has good links to the existing strategic highway network and an established public
transport network. Existing social infrastructure in Gotham is considered to be capable of
accommodating the modest needs which would arise from the development of the site ensuring
that the new population is able to support existing business and services without overwhelming
key infrastructure.

2.49

The site is therefore considered to be suitable, available and achievable for sustainable
residential development and its removal from the Green Belt and subsequent allocation for
residential development is therefore fully supported.

1

Source: Department for Education
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3.0 Rushcliffe Green Belt Review: Assessment of
Additional Sites in Key Settlements and Other
Villages
Question 1: 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.

3.1

Our client fully supports the assessment of land at Gotham referenced as GOT3 ‘Moor Lane’ and
the conclusion that it is of Low Green Belt Importance. It is considered that the removal of the
site from the Green Belt and its allocation for residential development would not conflict with
any of the following 5 purposes of including land within the Green Belt as set out in Paragraph
80 of the NPPF for the reasons set out below.
Purpose 1: Check Unrestricted Sprawl of Settlements

3.2

The site has two boundaries which adjoin existing development at Gotham along Moor Lane to
the north-east and north-west. This ensures that the northern section of the site is fully
contained by strong boundaries resulting from existing residential development. The site is
visually very well connected to the existing development on Moor Lane. Whilst the southern
section of the site is bounded to the south by open countryside, the site’s own southern
boundary comprises mature vegetation and follows east to west alignment with development
fronting Moor Lane and the rear gardens of properties on Moor Lane and Leake Road. It is
considered that this represents a defensible boundary in this location and that the development
of the site for residential purposes would represent a ‘rounding off’ of this part of Gotham. The
development of the site would not therefore result in the unrestricted sprawl of Gotham.
Purpose 2: Prevent the Merging of Settlements

3.3

The site does not extend any further to the south of the settlement edge than existing
development at Moor Lane. Existing development within Gotham on Leake Road and Hill Lane
extend the village envelope significantly further south than the site, if developed, would. The
development of the site would not erode the gap between Gotham and the nearest settlements
to the south (East Leake) and east (Bunny and Bradmore) and the removal of the site from the
Green Belt and its development for housing would not therefore result in any settlement
coalescence or give an increased sense of coalescence. Overall, the Green Belt does not perform
a function to prevent settlements merging in this location.

Representations to:
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies – Further Issues and Options
Rushcliffe Green Belt Review: Assessment of Additional Sites in Key Settlements and Other Villages
On behalf of ST Projects
C9795
March 2017
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Purpose 3: Assist in Safeguarding the Countryside from Encroachment
3.4

The site is substantially contained within the edge of the village by development on Moor Lane,
including the recent development of Manor Farm (St Lawrence Close). The substantial
development along Moor Lane, combined with the ribbon development along Leake Road and
the presence of The Rectory and The Manor give a well-defined southern edge to the village.
The site therefore relates more closely to the village than to the surrounding countryside. Given
the strongly defined southern edge to Gotham to the east and west and the physical features to
the southern boundary of the site itself, the site is not considered to represent land which it is
necessary to keep permanently open. Overall, it is considered that through appropriate site
development, combined with the reinforcement of the southern boundary features, a clear
more recognisable and logical boundary to the Green Belt could be created in this area without
any obvious incursion into the surrounding countryside and without resulting in any harm to the
overall openness of the area.
Purpose 4: Preserving the Setting and Special Character of Historic Settlement

3.5

The site does not contain and is not the setting of any designated or non-designated historic
asset. The recent development at Manor Farm (St Lawrence Close) separates the site from the
closest listed buildings within the village. Overall, the removal of the site from the Green Belt
and its development for residential development will not have any impact on preserving the
setting or special character on any historic feature.
Purpose 5: Assist in Urban Regeneration

3.6

There are no specific urban regeneration projects within Gotham. The removal of this site from
the Green Belt and its development for residential purposes would not have any impact on any
wider urban regeneration schemes within the Borough or the potential for the redevelopment
of any brownfield sites within the village.

Representations to:
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies – Further Issues and Options
Rushcliffe Green Belt Review: Assessment of Additional Sites in Key Settlements and Other Villages
On behalf of ST Projects
C9795
March 2017
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4.0

Conclusion

4.1

Our client positively endorses the need to provide additional housing through the Local Plan Part
2 for up to 2,000 new dwellings on non-strategic sites in order to meet fully the objectively
assessed housing needs of Rushcliffe for housing to maintain a 5 and 10 year housing supply and
take into account a 20% buffer for persistent under delivery.

4.2

Our clients also fully support the provision of a modest proportion of this housing in Gotham, a
large village which offers a range of services and facilities. Gotham has good links to the
strategic highway network and the national rail network and is well served by public transport.

4.3

It is considered that Gotham has the capacity to support further growth, through modest
sustainable housing development which could be developed without detriment to the character
and function of the existing village and without compromising the role of the Green Belt and its
function in the locality. Such development would offer choice and help meet identified local
housing needs in accordance with Policy 3 of the Local Plan Part 1 Core Strategy.

4.4

It has been demonstrated that our client’s site (GOT8 ‘Land South of Moor Lane’) is suitable,
available and achievable for residential development. The site is not subject to any significant
physical, environmental or technical constraints which would prevent the development of a high
quality sustainable development, which when viewed on the context of the existing
development to the south and east of Gotham, would represent a logical ‘rounding off’ of the
settlement edge.

4.5

It is considered that the existing social infrastructure in Gotham has the capacity to support a
modest level of new development within the village and that such development would continue
to support, rather than overwhelm, the significant service offer that the village currently
provides.

4.6

Finally, it has been demonstrated that our client’s land, identified as GOT3 ‘Moor Lane’ in the
Green Belt Review of additional sites is of ‘Low Green Belt Importance’ and its removal from the
Green Belt and allocation for residential development would not have a detrimental impact on
the Green Belt designation in this location or conflict with any of the five purposes of including
land within it.

4.7

Overall, it is clear that our clients land GOT8 ‘Land South of Moor Lane’/GOT3 ‘Moor Lane’
would represent a sustainable residential development site and should be removed from the
Green Belt and allocated as a ‘non-strategic’ housing site in the Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2.

Representations to:
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning Policies – Further Issues and Options
Rushcliffe Green Belt Review: Assessment of Additional Sites in Key Settlements and Other Villages
On behalf of ST Projects
C9795
March 2017
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Appendix 1

Appendix 2

Appendix 3

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
ST Projects Limited
C/O Agent

Click here to enter text.

Agent details (where applicable)
Name
Address

E-mail

Louise Thorne
DPDS Consulting Limited
3 Gleneagles House
Vernon Gate
Derby
DE1 1UP
lthorne@dpds.co.uk

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.
Please refer to submitted report for the comments of ST Projects Limited

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.
No comment

Question 3: Do you support housing development at:
Yes –
all of
site

Yes –
but
only
part of
site

No

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







Any other location (please specify which)







2

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

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.
No Comment

Cotgrave
Question 5: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cotgrave in the plan period (up to 2028)?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



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



3

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
No Comment

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.
No Comment

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.
No Comment

East Leake
Question 8: Do you agree that, apart from those eight sites that already have
planning permission for housing development (sites EL1 to EL8 as shown at Figure
5), further greenfield land should not be allocated for housing development at East
Leake?
Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….



5

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



Please provide any comments you wish to make in support of your response.
No Comment

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.
No Comment

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.
No Comment

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.
No Comment

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 Comment

Question 13: Do you support housing development at:

8

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.
No Comment

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 Comment

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.
No Comment

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.
No Comment
10

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.
Please refer to submitted report for the comments of ST Projects Limited

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.
No comment
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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.
No Comment

East Bridgford

12

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 Comment

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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No Comment

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.
No comment

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.
Please refer to submitted report for the comments of ST Projects Limited

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.
No Comment

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.
No comment

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.
No comment

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.
No comment

Other issues

Question 28: Please identify any matters related to housing development which
are not covered here or elsewhere.
No Comment

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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Appendix 4

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

Response Form
Your Details
ST Projects Limited
C/O Agent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name
Address

E-mail

Louise Thorne
DPDS Consulting Limited
3 Gleneagles House
Vernon Gate
Derby
DE1 1UP
lthorne@dpds.co.uk

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.
Please refer to submitted report for the comments of ST Projects Limited

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

2. Please provide any others comments you wish to make

Please refer to submitted report for the comments of ST Projects Limited

(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.
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Appendix 7

Briefing Note
File Ref:

C9795

Client:

ST Projects

Site:

Land at Moor Lane, Gotham

Date:

February 2015

Re:

Preliminary Landscape Appraisal Notes

Gotham is situated within the Leicestershire & Nottinghamshire Wolds National Character Area,
no.74. The Natural England profile of the area describes the landscape as a mixture of undulating
hills and ridges, punctuated by predominantly pastoral vales with the open, exposed hill tops often in
arable use and frequently affording wide views. The area is noted as containing a pattern of wellspaced villages and generally sparse tree cover, although the north-west corner around
Gotham/West Leake is, by contrast, distinctive in having significantly well-wooded hills.

The profile notes urban influences on the area including overhead lines, mineral extraction sites,
airfields and busy A roads, albeit that a rural character persists. Gotham is identified as one of the
area’s enlarged commuter villages containing high density modern housing. Acknowledging that
there will be continued development pressures on these commuter villages, the profile indicates the
opportunity to ensure that any new development is sensitive to settlement-scale, provides a high
quality built environment maintaining the vernacular and incorporates green infrastructure links with
the wider countryside.

The site at Moor Lane is substantially contained within the edge of the village by existing, recent
development to the west on St. Lawrence Close and to the east on Moor Lane, (see photo view A
from south-west corner). A row of substantial semi-detached houses extends to the east along Moor
Lane and the southern part of Gotham includes a conspicuous ribbon of dwellings along Leake Road
to the south-west of the site. Between these two areas, the tree cover and hedgerows to the south
of The Rectory and The Manor suggest a well-defined southern edge to the village, which is

continued directly to the south of the site by a track following the line of a small watercourse and
partial hedgerow containing some existing tree cover. Photo B shows the view westwards towards
the site along Moor Lane.

There is no public access onto the site area, nor in the immediate vicinity to the south, but some
views towards this edge of the village can be obtained, including from Leake Road to the south-west
and from a bridleway/footpath to the south-east. The latter route runs alongside a large, open field
sub-divided by fences into horse paddocks with some stable buildings; photo C shows a view towards
the site at around 300 metres to the south-east.

These views reinforce the perception that the site relates more closely to the village than to the
surrounding open countryside. In terms of any potential function as part of the designated Green
Belt, it is considered in this context that only the objective of safeguarding the countryside from
encroachment could be relevant to the site. However, owing to the existing strongly defined
southern edge to Gotham to west and east, and the clear physical features to the southern boundary
of the site itself, it is concluded that this small area of open land does not represent land which it is
necessary to keep permanently open.

Appropriate development of the site could be combined with reinforcement of the southern
boundary features to provide a clearer, recognisable and more logical boundary to the Green Belt in
this area without representing any obvious incursion into the surrounding countryside resulting in
harm to the overall openness in this area.
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Old Bank House
5 Devizes Road
Swindon
SN1 4BJ

3 Gleneagles House
Vernon Gate
Derby
DE1 1UP

t: 01793 610222
e: dpds.swindon@dpds.co.uk
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