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Question 1: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that Local Plan Part 2 should
identify enough land for around 2,550 new homes?

Answer

No

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

I believe that following Brexit and the fact that the birth rate is dropping, and that
women are having children later in life, so much extra housing will not be required
in future years.
In addition, a significant number of the UK population are single
with no children. They do not want 3-4 bedroomed houses. The number of single
people is growing - this needs to be taken into account in future planning.
Preference should be given to building houses on brown field sites, where factories

have been demolished and industry has gone in inner city areas. The
Government's plans for housing were set out before the Brexit result, and I believe
that many Europeans will not be living in the UK after 2019. I believe that the
Government needs to re-assess its housing needs for future years, bearing in mind
the Brexit result and the change in the population demographic.

Housing Sites within the Main Urban Area

Question 2: Do you agree with the Council’s proposed allocation of the Abbey
Road Depot (site WB01) for the development of around 50 new homes?

Answer

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

This would support my view that inner city, disused industrial sites should be a
priority for housing development.

Housing Sites adjacent to the Main Urban Area

Question 3: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that no sites adjacent to the
main urban area of Nottingham (within Rushcliffe) should be allocated for housing
development through Local Plan Part 2?

Answer

Yes

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

Housing Development at the 'Key Settlements'

Bingham

Question 4: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that no sites adjacent to
Bingham should be allocated for housing development through Local Plan Part 2?

Answer

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 for around 350 homes in total?

Answer

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

Question 6: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Cotgrave:
Answer

Site

COT01 –

Land rear of Mill Lane/The Old Park
(estimated capacity around 170 homes)

Sites COT09 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (1);
COT10 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (2); and
COT11a – Land south of Hollygate Lane (3a)
(estimated capacity around 180 homes)

Answer

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.
No comment

East Leake

Question 7: Do you agree with our proposal that only sites EL01, EL02, EL04, EL05
and EL08 (as shown at Figure 4) should be allocated for housing development at
East Leake?

Answer

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

No comment

Keyworth

Question 8: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Keyworth for around 580 homes in total?

Answer

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

No comment

Question 9: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Keywort.
Answer

Site KEY4a – Land off Nicker Hill (1)
(estimated capacity around 150 homes)



Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station Road
(estimated capacity around 190 homes)

Site KEY10 – Land south of Debdale Lane (1)
(estimated capacity around 190 homes)



Site KEY13 – Hillside Farm
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

No comment

Radcliffe on Trent

Question 10: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Radcliffe on Trent for around 820 homes in total?

Answer

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

No comment

Question 11: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Radcliffe on Trent.

Answer

Site RAD01 –

Land north of Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 150 homes), with
employment development to the west of the
powerlines that separate the site.

Site RAD02 –

Land adjacent Grooms Cottage
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Site RAD03 –

Land off Shelford Road
(estimated capacity around 400 homes)

Site RAD05a – Land north of Grantham Road to south of
railway line (1a)
(estimated capacity around 140 homes)



Site RAD06 –

72 Main Road
(estimated capacity around 5 homes)



Site RAD13 –

The Paddock, Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 75 homes)



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

No comment

Ruddington

Question 12: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Ruddington for around 410 homes in total?

Answer

No

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

See later comments

Question 13: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Ruddington.

Answer

Site RUD01 – Land to the west of Wilford Road (south)
(estimated capacity around 180 homes)

Site RUD05 – Land south of Flawforth Lane
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road
(estimated capacity around 10 self and custombuild homes)

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

No

Yes

Yes

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

I object in the strongest terms to building on site RUD01. What is the point of
having a Green Belt if it is overthrown whenever the Council feels like it? It makes
a mockery of the concept of Green Field sites. The whole point of the Green Belt
is to allow a tract of land to separate the village from the conurbation of the City of
Nottingham. To build on the land, is only a short step to adding Ruddington as a
suburb of the City of Nottingham. In addition, I find in unbelievable that the Council
should consider removal of the recreation ground, which has been gifted to the
village in the 1940s by the Sellers family. The recreation ground is used every day
by dog walkers and young families on the play area from the local area. It has also
been the home of the annual Wakes Fair for decades, which is enjoyed by families
and visitors. It is the only recreational facility in the area - Elms Park is too far
away! There is a Covenant protecting it and its also registered as an Asset of
Community value. The area is a well known flood area, and I think that it is foolhardy
to build houses so close to the Fairham Brook, and risk flooding to existing
properties in the locality. My other concern relates to increased traffic. Having
witnessed the increased traffic on Brookside Road, and Camelot Street, due to the
housing developments on the old Woodhouse Timber yard, and the new current
building of Lace Gardens (next door to the lace factory), this area of the village
cannot take much more development. Traffic congestion caused by 180 houses
(each with probably 2 cars per household), will be a massive increase of congestion
and traffic coming on to Wilford Road. The center of the village is rammed with
cars during the day, and its very difficult for my parents (who are in their mid 80s) to
find parking in order to use the local amenities. Their only option it to go to large
supermarkets with ample parking. This will be detrimental to the local shops if
people cannot get to them easily. We do not want to be part of the City of
Nottingham, and building on this land is one step closer to that happening. This is
a very old village with much historical value (Heritage railway, Framework Knitters
Museum, St Peters Rooms). Lets keep it a village and not just another suburb of
Nottingham!

Housing Development at the 'Other Villages'
Cropwell Bishop

Question 14: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop for around 160 homes in total?

Answer

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

No comment

Question 15: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Cropwell Bishop.
Answer

Site CBI02 – Land north of Memorial Hall(1)
(estimated capacity around 90 homes)

Site CBI05 – Land east of Church Street
(estimated capacity around 70 homes)

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For both of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.
No comment

East Bridgford

Question 16: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at East Bridgford for around 100 homes in total?

Answer

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

No comment

Question 17: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of

the following sites at East Bridgford

Answer

Site EBR06 – Closes Side Lane (west)
(estimated capacity around 20 homes)



Site EBR07 – Closes Side Lane (east)
(estimated capacity around 20 homes)



Site EBR8 –

Land to the north of Butt Lane
(estimated capacity around 15 homes)

Site EBR10 – Land south of Butt Lane
(estimated capacity around 45 homes)



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

No comment

Gotham
Question 18: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Gotham for around 100 homes in total?
Answer

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

Question 19: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of

the following site at Gotham:

Answer

Site GOT5a – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards (1)
(estimated capacity around 100 homes)

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

No comment

Bunny Brickworks

Question 20: Do you support the proposed allocation of the former Bunny
Brickworks (site BUN01) for a mixed development of around 100 new homes and
employment development?

Answer

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

Agreed that using a disused industrial site would be good use of the land.

Flintham – Former Islamic Institute

Question 21: Do you support the proposed allocation of the former Islamic Institute
at Flintham for the development of up to 95 new homes?

Answer

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

No comment

Other Issues

Question 22: Please identify any matters related to housing development which are
not covered here or elsewhere and which you wish to raise.

In any new housing development, I believe that there must be trees along the
pavements which enhance the beauty of the area, and assist in the air quality
against pollution (caused by the massive increase in number of cars at the new
houses!). There should be green areas and seating, and letter boxes. New
housing areas seem to build on every square inch of land and leave no areas for
nature. Moving the recreation ground to the end of the village, will mean that
people don't go there as it is too far. The village hall needs to be in the center of
the village - not out on a limb.

Gerrard P 1073032
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Paul Gerrard <>
27 November 2017 13:05
Localdevelopment; Cllr G Moore
Fw: Cropwell Bishop CB102 & CB105 - Flooding

Categories:

Liz

New housing developments in Cropwell Bishop should not be approved, as the surface and foul water
infrastructure does not have sufficient capacity.
The village historically and currently suffers flooding at a number of locations, not least on Church Street,
one of the lowest parts of the village.
Officials at the public consultation on 30th October appeared unaware of this on‐going issue.
Photographs of Church Street under water have been sent by post as the file appears too large to be
accepted by the Rushcliffe mail server. The latest photo being 2017, taken after the remedial works
outside the Chequers. These works have clearly not had any impact.
Drainage capacity is inadequate for existing housing with no agency seeming to take responsibility over
the years. The village has expanded but not the infrastructure.
Additional housing, even the relatively small development now underway at the old post office, will only
add to the problem. Indeed, to the point where homes will be flooded.
Mr P Gerrard
61 Church Street
Cropwell Bishop
NG12 3BY
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Question 1: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that Local Plan Part 2 should
identify enough land for around 2,550 new homes?

Answer

Yes

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

Housing Sites within the Main Urban Area

Question 2: Do you agree with the Council’s proposed allocation of the Abbey
Road Depot (site WB01) for the development of around 50 new homes?
Answer

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

Housing Sites adjacent to the Main Urban Area

Question 3: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that no sites adjacent to the
main urban area of Nottingham (within Rushcliffe) should be allocated for housing
development through Local Plan Part 2?

Answer

Yes

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

Housing Development at the 'Key Settlements'
Bingham

Question 4: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that no sites adjacent to
Bingham should be allocated for housing development through Local Plan Part 2?

Answer

Yes

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

Cotgrave

Question 5: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cotgrave for around 350 homes in total?

Answer

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

Question 6: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Cotgrave:
Answer

Site

COT01 –

Land rear of Mill Lane/The Old Park
(estimated capacity around 170 homes)

Sites COT09 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (1);
COT10 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (2); and
COT11a – Land south of Hollygate Lane (3a)
(estimated capacity around 180 homes)

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

East Leake

Question 7: Do you agree with our proposal that only sites EL01, EL02, EL04, EL05
and EL08 (as shown at Figure 4) should be allocated for housing development at
East Leake?

Answer

Yes

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

Keyworth

Question 8: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Keyworth for around 580 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

Question 9: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Keywort.
Answer

Site KEY4a – Land off Nicker Hill (1)
(estimated capacity around 150 homes)



Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station Road
(estimated capacity around 190 homes)

Site KEY10 – Land south of Debdale Lane (1)
(estimated capacity around 190 homes)



Answer

Site KEY13 – Hillside Farm
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Radcliffe on Trent

Question 10: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Radcliffe on Trent for around 820 homes in total?

Answer

No

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

If 1000 homes will be required for a new primary school, what will happen if only 820
are allocated - that implies no new primary school places? I wouldn't agree to any
large development plan which does not include addition of extra primary school
places in some capacity. If these three things were part of the plan, I would not
object: - A new primary school or extra places at the existing site (which may not be
suitable) - E xtra pedestrian access across the railway line from RAD03 to
discourage driving into the village and make walking routes shorter. - Vehicle access
directly to the A52 from RAD03 (rather than sending all the traffic through the
village). A small commercial unit to allow a convenience shop to be built in the new
development would also reduce driving requirements into and out of the village.

Question 11: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Radcliffe on Trent.

Answer

Site RAD01 –

Land north of Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 150 homes), with
employment development to the west of the
powerlines that separate the site.

Yes

Site RAD02 –

Land adjacent Grooms Cottage
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Yes

Site RAD03 –

Land off Shelford Road
(estimated capacity around 400 homes)

No

Site RAD05a – Land north of Grantham Road to south of
railway line (1a)
(estimated capacity around 140 homes)

Yes

Site RAD06 –

72 Main Road
(estimated capacity around 5 homes)

Yes

Site RAD13 –

The Paddock, Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 75 homes)

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Though the housing will be directly behind our house in RAD03, I feel like I'd be
able to tolerate it, should it come with requisite improvements to vehicle access over
the railway. Adding an additional 400+ cars to Shelford Road would make it
dangerous for pedestrians, and there is no alternative access across the railway line
at the present time to take a different route for walking to the schools. All school
children must therefore walk down Shelford Road, and as such, road safety there is
very important. Indeed, a young girl was hit by a car on Shelford Road a couple of
years ago, and I would expect we would see more such accidents if the plan doesn't
attempt to make it easier to access the A52 from the new developments. Shelford

Road and through the centre of Radcliffe is not an ideal access route to the A52 and
already has heavy traffic at rush hour. Having a pedestrian bridge or the like across
the railway lane at RAD03 would shorten the walk to the schools and encourage
more parents to not use their cars (including my own family).

Ruddington

Question 12: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Ruddington for around 410 homes in total?

Answer

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

Question 13: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Ruddington.

Answer

Site RUD01 – Land to the west of Wilford Road (south)
(estimated capacity around 180 homes)

Site RUD05 – Land south of Flawforth Lane
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road
(estimated capacity around 10 self and custombuild homes)





Answer

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



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Housing Development at the 'Other Villages'
Cropwell Bishop

Question 14: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop for around 160 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

Question 15: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Cropwell Bishop.
Answer

Site CBI02 – Land north of Memorial Hall(1)
(estimated capacity around 90 homes)

Answer

Site CBI05 – Land east of Church Street
(estimated capacity around 70 homes)

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For both of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

East Bridgford

Question 16: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at East Bridgford for around 100 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

Question 17: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at East Bridgford

Answer

Site EBR06 – Closes Side Lane (west)
(estimated capacity around 20 homes)



Site EBR07 – Closes Side Lane (east)
(estimated capacity around 20 homes)



Site EBR8 –

Land to the north of Butt Lane
(estimated capacity around 15 homes)

Answer

Site EBR10 – Land south of Butt Lane
(estimated capacity around 45 homes)



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Gotham
Question 18: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Gotham for around 100 homes in total?
Answer

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

Question 19: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following site at Gotham:

Answer

Site GOT5a – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards (1)
(estimated capacity around 100 homes)

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of

the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

Bunny Brickworks

Question 20: Do you support the proposed allocation of the former Bunny
Brickworks (site BUN01) for a mixed development of around 100 new homes and
employment development?

Answer

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

Flintham – Former Islamic Institute

Question 21: Do you support the proposed allocation of the former Islamic Institute
at Flintham for the development of up to 95 new homes?

Answer

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

Other Issues

Question 22: Please identify any matters related to housing development which are
not covered here or elsewhere and which you wish to raise.

Gladstone A
1143497
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Drew Gladstone
Localdevelopment
Keyworth Local Plan
15 November 2017 23:11:48

I attended the event this week concerning the above plan.
I was directed to the senior official in attendance to discuss and address some concerns I have about the plan.
I asked how many adults would be added to the population of the village as a result of building 580 new houses.
The answer was that he did not know and to his knowledge no considered estimate had been made.
I asked the same question about the number of children and the number of cars which would be added to the
village and again was told that he didn’t know and was not aware of any considered estimates being made.
When proposing to build such a large number of new houses in Keyworth it must be essential to consider the
effect on the local infrastructure and questions like the ones above should be considered and considered
estimates made.
Have problems regarding ingress and egress to village been considered? Taking the three main routes in and out
of the village towards Nottingham; Platt Lane and Station Road both have railway bridges which are narrow
and constrict the flow of traffic; Bunny Lane leads on to Loughborough Road which very often has a queue of
vehicles which stretches back to Bunny Hill Top at busy times.
The problem of parking in the village does not seem to have been addressed. It is very problematic at the
moment and the large increase in cars will bring a major problem. The official I spoke to suggested the people
in the new houses would have to walk or cycle into the village; is this realistic?
Regarding some of my other concerns like School and Health Centre availability I was told that the developer
would cover any extra costs involved; has this been agreed?
I am not opposed to the building of some new houses in Keyworth but I think that the current plan will cause
many problems in the village that will not be able to be overcome.
The area denoted as Key10 and Key13 would seem to me to be the best places to build a limited number of
houses. They would be nearer to the centre of the village and may not add too much to the parking problems
referred to above. They would however probably exit the village down Bunny Lane with the problems
mentioned above. The increase in traffic would require an improvement to the crossing where the Lane crosses
the road to Wysall.
I hope my observations are helpful; they represent many of the worries I heard being voiced at the event this
week.

Andrew Gladstone
17 Normanton Lane
Keyworth
NG12 5HB

Sent from my iPad.
Drew Gladstone

Godfrey S 1142939
From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Localdevelopment
Ruddington housing plans object
14 November 2017 09:25:16

Hello,
I'm writing to object to the following:
Destruction of the green belt and a potential 410 new houses around the village of Ruddington.
We don't have the facilities here to support an increase of people and traffic.
Also I object to the green belt being built upon. We need green. We don't live in the city, we've all chosen to
live here for all the reasons that contradict the implications these new house will incur.
The architecture has no merit. They're scarring.
Kind regards,
Sarah Godfrey
6 Charles Street
Ruddington
NG11 6EF
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Question 1: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that Local Plan Part 2 should
identify enough land for around 2,550 new homes?

Answer

Don't Know

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

Housing Sites within the Main Urban Area

Question 2: Do you agree with the Council’s proposed allocation of the Abbey
Road Depot (site WB01) for the development of around 50 new homes?
Answer

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

Unless I am reading the above incorrectly, question 2 is not a question but a
statement of fact.

Housing Sites adjacent to the Main Urban Area

Question 3: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that no sites adjacent to the
main urban area of Nottingham (within Rushcliffe) should be allocated for housing
development through Local Plan Part 2?

Answer

No

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

I feel that areas around the main urban area should be considered highest priority for
further housing development rather than outlying villages which cannot expand their
amenities as easily to swallow up the extra population. Also adding more people to
villages erodes the 'village feel' - something that urban areas don't have anyway.

Housing Development at the 'Key Settlements'
Bingham

Question 4: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that no sites adjacent to
Bingham should be allocated for housing development through Local Plan Part 2?

Answer

No

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

Cotgrave

Question 5: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cotgrave for around 350 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

Provided the need for local amenities is carefully addressed. For example more than
just land given for an additional school but an actual additional school.

Question 6: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Cotgrave:
Answer

Site

COT01 –

Land rear of Mill Lane/The Old Park
(estimated capacity around 170 homes)

No

Sites COT09 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (1);
COT10 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (2); and
COT11a – Land south of Hollygate Lane (3a)
(estimated capacity around 180 homes)

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what

development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.
Unable to comment as I do not know this village well enough.

East Leake

Question 7: Do you agree with our proposal that only sites EL01, EL02, EL04, EL05
and EL08 (as shown at Figure 4) should be allocated for housing development at
East Leake?

Answer

No

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

This question is misleading as EL01 and EL02 have already happened. It makes no
reference to the 235 homes that have just received planning permission (on appeal)
off Kirk Leys. I agree that East Leake should have no more site allocated for
development. This is because if you count the above houses that have been built
(EL02 and EL01) and the further proposals along with other developments in the last
decade (ie: south of Meeting House Close, North of the Brookfields Way estate and
SW of the Trees estate - developments which aren't on the map above!) the
minimum requirement of 400 homes is well exceeded - I'd say trebled or more. Other
than new homes the village has not seen new amenities to cope with the population
influx such as doctors, school places, road network (especially much needed road
crossings) and so on.

Keyworth

Question 8: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Keyworth for around 580 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

I do not know the village well enough to comment.

Question 9: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Keywort.
Answer

Site KEY4a – Land off Nicker Hill (1)
(estimated capacity around 150 homes)

No

Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station Road
(estimated capacity around 190 homes)

No

Site KEY10 – Land south of Debdale Lane (1)
(estimated capacity around 190 homes)

Yes

Site KEY13 – Hillside Farm
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Radcliffe on Trent

Question 10: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Radcliffe on Trent for around 820 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

Question 11: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Radcliffe on Trent.

Answer

Site RAD01 –

Land north of Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 150 homes), with
employment development to the west of the
powerlines that separate the site.

Yes

Site RAD02 –

Land adjacent Grooms Cottage
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Yes

Site RAD03 –

Land off Shelford Road
(estimated capacity around 400 homes)

Yes

Site RAD05a – Land north of Grantham Road to south of
railway line (1a)
(estimated capacity around 140 homes)

Yes

Site RAD06 –

72 Main Road
(estimated capacity around 5 homes)

Yes

Site RAD13 –

The Paddock, Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 75 homes)

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Ruddington

Question 12: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Ruddington for around 410 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

Question 13: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Ruddington.

Answer

Site RUD01 – Land to the west of Wilford Road (south)
(estimated capacity around 180 homes)

Site RUD05 – Land south of Flawforth Lane
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road
(estimated capacity around 10 self and custombuild homes)

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

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what

development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Housing Development at the 'Other Villages'
Cropwell Bishop

Question 14: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop for around 160 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

Question 15: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Cropwell Bishop.
Answer

Site CBI02 – Land north of Memorial Hall(1)
(estimated capacity around 90 homes)

Yes

Site CBI05 – Land east of Church Street
(estimated capacity around 70 homes)

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For both of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

East Bridgford

Question 16: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at East Bridgford for around 100 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

Question 17: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at East Bridgford

Answer

Site EBR06 – Closes Side Lane (west)
(estimated capacity around 20 homes)

Yes

Site EBR07 – Closes Side Lane (east)
(estimated capacity around 20 homes)

Yes

Site EBR8 –

Land to the north of Butt Lane
(estimated capacity around 15 homes)

Site EBR10 – Land south of Butt Lane
(estimated capacity around 45 homes)

Yes

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Gotham

Question 18: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Gotham for around 100 homes in total?
Answer

Yes

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

Question 19: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following site at Gotham:

Answer

Site GOT5a – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards (1)
(estimated capacity around 100 homes)

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

Provided services can cope.

Bunny Brickworks

Question 20: Do you support the proposed allocation of the former Bunny
Brickworks (site BUN01) for a mixed development of around 100 new homes and
employment development?

Answer

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

Too far out of a very busy village - safety issues.

Flintham – Former Islamic Institute

Question 21: Do you support the proposed allocation of the former Islamic Institute
at Flintham for the development of up to 95 new homes?

Answer

Yes

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

Other Issues

Question 22: Please identify any matters related to housing development which are
not covered here or elsewhere and which you wish to raise.

From reading through it seems that East Leake (which I have a vested interest in)
should definitely not have any further development as stated by the proposals
themselves the village couldn't not cope - especially with school places where there
is no further room for expansion.

CROPWELL BISHOP

Good J 1092948

The first part of the Local Plan was approved in 2014. It identified the ‘key
settlements’ (e.g. Radcliffe on Trent) as the focus for new development in
the rural areas of the Borough.
Due to the current Borough wide shortfall in the delivery of new homes
however, Cropwell Bishop has been identified as one of three additional
settlements where a limited level of housing growth should occur.
During February and March 2017, the Council consulted residents and
others on the level of development that would be appropriate at Cropwell
Bishop and the possible housing sites on the edge of the village that could
deliver this development.
Following this consultation the Council has determined that around 160
new homes should be built on the edge of Cropwell Bishop and proposes
that two sites should be allocated for housing development within the
Local Plan (see map above).

Do you agree that the Local Plan should allocate greenfield land for housing
development at Cropwell Bishop for around 160 homes in total?
Yes

……………………………………………………………………….

No

………………………………………………………………………..

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
For 40 years successive local authorities have failed to address the parking and traffic issues along Nottingham Road. No
improvement was completed when hundred of homes have already been built in the 1970s, 1980s, 1990s and since.
There is insufficient capacity in this area for additional housing leading to increased traffic flows. In particular this affects
the section between Stockwell lane and Hoe View Road and sections falling below modern
carriageway requirments.
I urge that an informed study be carried out and improvements to provide parking which does not obstuct the flow of traffic
along Nottingham Road is carried out.

Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Cropwell Bishop:
Yes
No
Site CBI02 – Land north of Memorial Hall (1)
(estimated capacity around 90 homes)
Site CBI05 – Land east of Church Street
(estimated capacity around 70 homes)

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on
what development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of
new housing and other uses (for example, open space) on site.
Any development near the grantham canal which is being restored should leave a substantial green corridor providing
public open spce and wildlife habitat in line with that adopted in other sections in the area.

The Local Plan Part 2: Preferred Housing Sites consultation document is
available to view and comment on at www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy.
However, if you want to make any general comments in the box below
please do so.

OTHER ISSUES

FURTHER INFORMATION
Please provide your details below and hand them to one of the Council officers here
today.
Alternatively email your comments to us at localdevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk –
you need to include your name and address with your comments. Or send written
comments to us at: Planning Policy, Rushcliffe Borough Council, Rushcliffe Arena,
Rugby Road, West Bridgford, Nottingham, NG2 7YG. We will also contact you about
future consultations.
Consultation on the Preferred Housing Sites will run until Monday 27 November. To
view more details about the consultation please visit our website:
www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/
Your Name

Jonathan Good

Email address

jo

Home address

6 Nottingham Road, Cropwell Bishop, NG12 3BQ

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.

Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1143845

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Mr Chris Green
Organisation

1143845

ID
number

Housing Development
Housing Land Supply

Question 1: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that Local Plan Part 2 should
identify enough land for around 2,550 new homes?

Answer

Yes

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

Housing Sites within the Main Urban Area

Question 2: Do you agree with the Council’s proposed allocation of the Abbey
Road Depot (site WB01) for the development of around 50 new homes?
Answer

No

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

Please be aware that this is not a question. What is being asked here? Please
provide clarification.

Housing Sites adjacent to the Main Urban Area

Question 3: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that no sites adjacent to the
main urban area of Nottingham (within Rushcliffe) should be allocated for housing
development through Local Plan Part 2?

Answer

Yes

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

Housing Development at the 'Key Settlements'
Bingham

Question 4: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that no sites adjacent to
Bingham should be allocated for housing development through Local Plan Part 2?

Answer

Yes

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

Cotgrave

Question 5: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cotgrave for around 350 homes in total?

Yes

Answer

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

Question 6: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Cotgrave:
Answer

Site

COT01 –

Land rear of Mill Lane/The Old Park
(estimated capacity around 170 homes)

Yes

Sites COT09 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (1);
COT10 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (2); and
COT11a – Land south of Hollygate Lane (3a)
(estimated capacity around 180 homes)

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

East Leake

Question 7: Do you agree with our proposal that only sites EL01, EL02, EL04, EL05
and EL08 (as shown at Figure 4) should be allocated for housing development at
East Leake?

Answer

Yes

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

Keyworth

Question 8: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Keyworth for around 580 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

Question 9: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Keywort.
Answer

Site KEY4a – Land off Nicker Hill (1)
(estimated capacity around 150 homes)

Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station Road
(estimated capacity around 190 homes)

Yes

Yes

Answer

Site KEY10 – Land south of Debdale Lane (1)
(estimated capacity around 190 homes)

Yes

Site KEY13 – Hillside Farm
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Radcliffe on Trent

Question 10: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Radcliffe on Trent for around 820 homes in total?

Answer

No

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

I totally support increased housing development but feel that the numbers are too
high, especially when compared to the other areas being considered. This will
dramatically increase the size of Radcliffe on Trent,making further greenbelt
reduction in future inevitable.

Question 11: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Radcliffe on Trent.

Answer

Answer

Site RAD01 –

Land north of Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 150 homes), with
employment development to the west of the
powerlines that separate the site.

Yes

Site RAD02 –

Land adjacent Grooms Cottage
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Yes

Site RAD03 –

Land off Shelford Road
(estimated capacity around 400 homes)

No

Site RAD05a – Land north of Grantham Road to south of
railway line (1a)
(estimated capacity around 140 homes)

Yes

Site RAD06 –

72 Main Road
(estimated capacity around 5 homes)

Yes

Site RAD13 –

The Paddock, Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 75 homes)

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

400 homes to be be built in RAD03 is far too high a number, and in particular the
school which has been discussed would dramatically change the layout of what is
currently a peaceful area of the village, away from the main road (A52). This will
create a "rat run" up Shelford Road and hugely increase traffic and parking
requirements on a road which cannot sustain this increase. This is also a terrible site
for logistical reasons, for getting to and from a school. The school in particular must
be sited in the village proper.

Ruddington

Question 12: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Ruddington for around 410 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

Question 13: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Ruddington.

Answer

Site RUD01 – Land to the west of Wilford Road (south)
(estimated capacity around 180 homes)

Site RUD05 – Land south of Flawforth Lane
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road
(estimated capacity around 10 self and custombuild homes)

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

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what

development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Housing Development at the 'Other Villages'
Cropwell Bishop

Question 14: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop for around 160 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

Question 15: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Cropwell Bishop.
Answer

Site CBI02 – Land north of Memorial Hall(1)
(estimated capacity around 90 homes)

Yes

Site CBI05 – Land east of Church Street
(estimated capacity around 70 homes)

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For both of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

East Bridgford

Question 16: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at East Bridgford for around 100 homes in total?

Answer

Yes

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

Question 17: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at East Bridgford

Answer

Site EBR06 – Closes Side Lane (west)
(estimated capacity around 20 homes)

Yes

Site EBR07 – Closes Side Lane (east)
(estimated capacity around 20 homes)

Yes

Site EBR8 –

Land to the north of Butt Lane
(estimated capacity around 15 homes)

Site EBR10 – Land south of Butt Lane
(estimated capacity around 45 homes)

Yes

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Gotham

Question 18: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Gotham for around 100 homes in total?
Answer

Yes

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

Question 19: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following site at Gotham:

Answer

Site GOT5a – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards (1)
(estimated capacity around 100 homes)

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

Bunny Brickworks

Question 20: Do you support the proposed allocation of the former Bunny
Brickworks (site BUN01) for a mixed development of around 100 new homes and
employment development?

Answer

Yes

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

You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

Flintham – Former Islamic Institute

Question 21: Do you support the proposed allocation of the former Islamic Institute
at Flintham for the development of up to 95 new homes?

Answer

Yes

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

Other Issues

Question 22: Please identify any matters related to housing development which are
not covered here or elsewhere and which you wish to raise.

Please reconsider the building of a school on site RAD03. I am supportive of all other
considerations, and do not want to be seen s a NIMBY, but this is definitely
something which needs a great deal of consideration. Thank you for considering my
comments.

Greenwood J
1073682

From:
To:
Cc:

Subject:
Date:

Housing Consultation Cropwell Bishop
06 November 2017 09:51:44

To Rushcliffe Local Development
Response to Rushcliffe Housing Sites Consultation, Cropwell Bishop, 30th
October 2017
I am content for site CB15 (known also as site CBI05) to be allocated for housing
development along the lines proposed by the potential developers, subject to
agreement on infrastructure improvements for the village.
Whilst I am not against further housing development in Cropwell Bishop, I am
concerned that site CB12 (also known as CBI02) is not the best choice for
housing and is better suited to recreational activity.
Many of the villagers I have spoken to consider it should be retained as part of the
green ‘wildlife and leisure’ corridor adjacent to the Grantham Canal (which is
currently under restoration).
Students at Nottingham Trent University, under the tutorship of Chris Keast,
recently drew up some excellent ideas for development of the Cropwell Bishop
Memorial Hall to include sporting facilities*. The existing Memorial Hall field is
appreciated and well used but it is not large enough for full sized cricket or
football pitches. Making use of the flat lying fields to the north for sports pitches
etc. would be an appropriate asset to the village.
The value and necessity of physical activity is well appreciated by our modern
society but Cropwell Bishop is rather lacking in facilities to encourage such
activity. Other villages such as Cropwell Butler and East Bridgford have significant
sports fields available and it is important that Cropwell Bishop’s amenities are
now improved.
A preferred solution would be to designate only the north east corner of CB12 for
housing but to include the east side of CB13
These plots are, I understand, owned by local families who care about Cropwell
Bishop. It may be that the increase in value of their land once it is redesignated
for housing will permit the landowners/developers to help fund the redevelopment
the Memorial Hall together with full sized sports pitches.
Additional funding is likely to be available from various sources (Rushcliffe
Borough, Sport England, Lottery, etc) so that the land can remain as green belt
and serve the leisure and sporting needs of current and future generations of our
village.
Cropwell Bishop residents have suffered some unfortunate planning decisions in
recent months and I see an opportunity now for the Borough to make some
amends by working with Landowners, Developers, Parish Council, Memorial Hall

Committee and residents to provide a scheme to enhance village life. Something
we can all be proud of.
Yours Sincerely
John Greenwood,   
Cropwell Bishop Parish Councillor, 6th November 2017
email : j
10 Nottingham Road, Cropwell Bishop, Notts NG12 3BQ.
* Please see report ‘Plans for a New Hall’ on Village web site:
http://www.cropwellbishopplan.co.uk/xarchive2016.html (scroll to 24-5-16)

Tel 0

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Re: Land north of Memorial Hall - Public Exhibition Wednesday 18th October 2017 13
October 2017 19:04:14

Dear Helen
Thank you for the notice about the Public Exhibition next week. Unfortunately I am
unable to attend.
Whilst I am not against further housing development in Cropwell Bishop, I am
concerned that this particular site (CB12) is not the best choice for housing and is
better suited to recreational activity.
Many of the villagers I have spoken to consider it should be retained as part of the
green ‘wildlife and leisure’ corridor adjacent to the Grantham Canal (which is
currently under restoration).
Students at Nottingham Trent University recently drew up some excellent ideas for
development of the Memorial Hall to include sporting facilities. The existing
Memorial Hall field is appreciated and well used but it is not large enough for full
sized cricket or football pitches. Making use of the flat lying fields to the north for
sports pitches etc. would be an appropriate asset to the village.
The value and necessity of physical activity is well appreciated by our modern
society but Cropwell Bishop is rather lacking in facilities to encourage such
activity. Other villages such as Cropwell Butler and East Bridgford have significant
sports fields available and it is important that Cropwell Bishop’s amenities are
now improved.
This land is owned by local families who care about Cropwell Bishop. It may be
possible to secure funding from various sources (Rushcliffe Borough, Sport
England, Lottery, etc) so that the land can remain as green belt and serve the
leisure and sporting needs of current and future generations of our village. Even a
marina might be considered as the canal reinstatement works gather momentum.
(http://www.granthamcanal.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/Bridge-Oct-17.pdf )
Perhaps there is a compromise where the north east corner of your site might be
assigned for housing?
Kind Regards
John Greenwood

On Thursday, 12 October 2017, 10:50, Helen Wallis <hk> wrote:

Dear Cllr Greenwood
Please see attached information about our public exhibition in respect of land

north of Memorial Hall, Cropwell Bishop.
We hope you will be able to attend.
Kind regards

Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1063732

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

mr Richard Grimes
Organisation

1063732

ID
number

Housing Development
Housing Land Supply

Question 1: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that Local Plan Part 2 should
identify enough land for around 2,550 new homes?

Answer

No

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

Even if it is accepted that the necessary volume of homes can no longer be delivered
through Local Plan part 1, 2550 includes a contingency of over 25% (!) against the
plan requirement of 2000. If requirements could be delivered with a contingency of,
say, 10%, it would not be necessary to turn to smaller settlements - East Bridgford,
Cropwell Bishop etc.. - to achieve 2028 targets. As a result, RBC would not need to
veer quite so wildly off core strategy in order to deliver housing requirements, as a

greater proportion of necessary development would be delivered in large
settlements.

Housing Sites within the Main Urban Area

Question 2: Do you agree with the Council’s proposed allocation of the Abbey
Road Depot (site WB01) for the development of around 50 new homes?
Answer

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

As infill in a large settlement, this development is well aligned with core strategy and
should progress

Housing Sites adjacent to the Main Urban Area

Question 3: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that no sites adjacent to the
main urban area of Nottingham (within Rushcliffe) should be allocated for housing
development through Local Plan Part 2?

Answer

Yes

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

Aligned with core strategy, should be prioritised ahead of development of green field
sites in small settlements

Housing Development at the 'Key Settlements'
Bingham

Question 4: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that no sites adjacent to
Bingham should be allocated for housing development through Local Plan Part 2?

Answer

Yes

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

Cotgrave

Question 5: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cotgrave for around 350 homes in total?

Answer

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

Question 6: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Cotgrave:
Answer

Site

COT01 –

Land rear of Mill Lane/The Old Park
(estimated capacity around 170 homes)

Sites COT09 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (1);
COT10 – Land south of Hollygate Lane (2); and
COT11a – Land south of Hollygate Lane (3a)
(estimated capacity around 180 homes)

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

East Leake

Question 7: Do you agree with our proposal that only sites EL01, EL02, EL04, EL05
and EL08 (as shown at Figure 4) should be allocated for housing development at
East Leake?

Answer

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

Keyworth

Question 8: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Keyworth for around 580 homes in total?

Answer

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

Question 9: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Keywort.
Answer

Answer

Site KEY4a – Land off Nicker Hill (1)
(estimated capacity around 150 homes)



Site KEY8 – Land between Platt Lane and Station Road
(estimated capacity around 190 homes)

Site KEY10 – Land south of Debdale Lane (1)
(estimated capacity around 190 homes)



Site KEY13 – Hillside Farm
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Radcliffe on Trent

Question 10: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Radcliffe on Trent for around 820 homes in total?

Answer

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

Question 11: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Radcliffe on Trent.

Answer

Site RAD01 –

Land north of Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 150 homes), with
employment development to the west of the
powerlines that separate the site.

Site RAD02 –

Land adjacent Grooms Cottage
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Site RAD03 –

Land off Shelford Road
(estimated capacity around 400 homes)

Site RAD05a – Land north of Grantham Road to south of
railway line (1a)
(estimated capacity around 140 homes)



Site RAD06 –

72 Main Road
(estimated capacity around 5 homes)



Site RAD13 –

The Paddock, Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 75 homes)



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Ruddington

Question 12: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Ruddington for around 410 homes in total?

Answer

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

Question 13: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Ruddington.

Answer

Site RUD01 – Land to the west of Wilford Road (south)
(estimated capacity around 180 homes)

Site RUD05 – Land south of Flawforth Lane
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Site RUD11 – Old Loughborough Road
(estimated capacity around 10 self and custombuild homes)

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







Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Housing Development at the 'Other Villages'
Cropwell Bishop

Question 14: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Cropwell Bishop for around 160 homes in total?

Answer

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

Question 15: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at Cropwell Bishop.
Answer

Site CBI02 – Land north of Memorial Hall(1)
(estimated capacity around 90 homes)

Site CBI05 – Land east of Church Street
(estimated capacity around 70 homes)

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For both of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what
development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

East Bridgford

Question 16: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at East Bridgford for around 100 homes in total?

Answer

No

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

East Bridgford is a small settlement with limited, already stretched, facilities and
relatively poor transport infrastructure. As such, a further 100 homes could not be
accommodated without:- 1) Expansion of the primary school - the school is already
over subscribed and has accommodated class sizes in excess of 40 children
routinely in the recent past. The site of the school provides no opportunity for
expansion. As a result, development of a school at RAF Newton is the only realistic
way in which pressures on school numbers can be alleviated and provide an
opportunity to develop new homes in East Bridgford. 2) Road improvements - key
routes through East Bridgford are effectively single lane carriageways, with multiple
parked cars. Traffic around the school is particularly busy, and the recent road traffic
accident outside the school gates highlights the real dangers of adding to already
high traffic volumes 3) Public transport provision - the village is poorly served by
existing public transport providers, with limited service during weekdays only, and no
provision during evenings and weekends.

Question 17: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following sites at East Bridgford

Answer

Site EBR06 – Closes Side Lane (west)
(estimated capacity around 20 homes)

No

Site EBR07 – Closes Side Lane (east)
(estimated capacity around 20 homes)

No

Site EBR8 –

Yes

Land to the north of Butt Lane
(estimated capacity around 15 homes)

Site EBR10 – Land south of Butt Lane
(estimated capacity around 45 homes)

Yes

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
For each of the proposed housing sites, you may like to give your views on what

development should look like, in terms of the design, mix and layout of new housing
and other uses (for example, open space) on site.

Notwithstanding the above comments about the unsuitability of East Bridgford for the
development of 100 homes, if any additional housing were to be allocated to the
village, the sites on Butt Lane are considered preferable to the land at closes slide
lane. Both EBR06 and EBR07 cannot be accessed without passing though
Residential areas (cross lane) or single lane carriageways with no footpath
(Cherryholt lane). Additionally, these sites are directly adjacent to the Conservation
area, and are just a few yards from a listed building (Mulberry Close) and building of
interest (Fosse Court). The sites at Butt Lane offer better access, and do not bound
heritage assets and the conservation area. In addition, the land to the north of
EBR08 has recently been made available by the landowners for development. For
similar reasons (accessibility, proximity to heritage assets and the conservation
area), this land should also be prioritised for development ahead of the Closes Side
Lane sites, should RBC continue with plans to allocate 100 homes to East Bridgford.

Gotham
Question 18: Do you agree that Local Plan Part 2 should allocate greenfield land for
housing development at Gotham for around 100 homes in total?
Answer

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

Question 19: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following site at Gotham:

Answer

Site GOT5a – Land east of Gypsum Way/The Orchards (1)
(estimated capacity around 100 homes)

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

You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

Bunny Brickworks

Question 20: Do you support the proposed allocation of the former Bunny
Brickworks (site BUN01) for a mixed development of around 100 new homes and
employment development?

Answer

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
You may like to give your views on what development should look like, in terms of
the design, mix and layout of new housing and other uses (for example, open space)
on site.

Flintham – Former Islamic Institute

Question 21: Do you support the proposed allocation of the former Islamic Institute
at Flintham for the development of up to 95 new homes?

Answer

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

Other Issues

Question 22: Please identify any matters related to housing development which are

not covered here or elsewhere and which you wish to raise.

Grimes R 1063732

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Richard Grimes
Localdevelopment
Local Plan Part 2 - Consultation Response
23 November 2017 20:22:36

Please find comments below relating to current local plan part 2 proposals.
Regards
Richard Grimes
Local Plan Part 2

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1. <!--[endif]-->Under current proposals, 2550 homes have been
allocated under local plan part 2 against a 2028 target of 2000. This represents a
contingency in excess of 25%. If targets could be delivered with a contingency of, say,
10%, the smallest settlements (East Bridgford, Cropwell Bisphop etc..) need not be
included at all, and the resulting build program would be much more closely aligned
with RBC core strategy. Specifically, development would be focused around larger
settlements, with better infrastructure and facilities – as specified in core strategy.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->2. <!--[endif]-->It should be noted that the need for local plan part
2 has only arisen due to under-delivery of the part 1 build programme, so the 2000
target itself could be regarded as a contingency. To plan for a further 550 units appears
to be excessive, and other mechanisms should be sought to ensure that development
already in plan remains on track and delivers to plan.

East Bridgford

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3. <!--[endif]-->The following comments relates to the proposal
to allocate 100 homes to East Bridgford, which has been identified as a medium sized
village capable of leveraging existing facilities and infrastructure to accommodate a
modest allocation.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->4. <!--[endif]-->However, the fact that existing facilities are
already stretched to the limit appears to have been overlooked. As a parent of children
at East Bridgford school for the last 5 years, I have seen my children taught in classes
in excess of 40 children consistently. Notwithstanding this, unlike Sutton Bonnington
and Tollerton, East Brdgford continues to be included in Local Plan part 2.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->5. <!--[endif]-->Although recent development of the school has
increased capacity, it remains fully subscribed (rather than over-subscribed, as it was
previously), and the constrained site and layout of the school offers little prospect of
further expansion.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->6. <!--[endif]-->Furthermore, the 550 homes allocated to land at
RAF Newton as part of RBC local plan part 1 will place considerable additional strain
on resources of the East Bridgford school.

<!--[if !supportLists]-->7. <!--[endif]-->As such, it is imperative that the proposed school
at RAF Newton (also included plan part 1) is completed before any further build in
East Bridgford is sanctioned, as I see no other feasible way of ensuring that the school
does not immediately return to being oversubscribed.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->8. <!--[endif]-->The recent road traffic accident outside the East
Bridgford school gates involving a year 5 pupil provides a timely reminder of the
dangers of adding to the number of children and volume of traffic around the school
and village in general. The roads are narrow and heavily congested, especially during
the busy drop off and pick up periods, and traffic safety measures must be introduced
if the population of the village is to expand further.

Land at Closes Side Lane (EBR6 and EBR7)

<!--[if !supportLists]-->9. <!--[endif]-->Under current proposals, 40 units have been
allocated to the green belt land off Closes Side Lane. I have some specific concerns
with this particular allocation which are noted below.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->10. <!--[endif]-->Firstly, this site is directly adjacent to the
conservation area on Cherryholt Lane. It is also just a few yards from Mulberry Close,
a grade 2 listed farmhouse, one of only a handful of listed buildings in the village.
Similarly, Fosse Court, another building of interest, lies in extremely close proximity,
and these factors do not appear to have been adequately factored into RBC’s
assessment of the importance of the site to the green belt, or the suitability of the site
for development.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->11. <!--[endif]-->Additionally, access to the site is awkward, and
would inevitably lead to traffic passing through residential areas. Access from the
Fosse Way would involve use of Cross Lane, a residential area with multiple parked
cars and pedestrians. Worse, access from the traffic lights at Kirk Hill would likely be
via Cherryholt Lane – a single lane carriageway with extremely limited street lighting
and no pavement that is completely unable to accommodate any additional traffic – as
residents would seek to avoid using Main Street due to existing chronic congestion.

Alternative Sites – Land North of ERB8

<!--[if !supportLists]-->12. <!--[endif]-->Subsequent to the publication of preliminary
local plan part 2 proposals, an alternative parcel of land in East Bridgford has been
made available by the landowners, and I urge RBC to consider this site should it feel it
necessary to proceed with proposals to allocate 100 homes to the village.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->13. <!--[endif]-->The site lies directly to the north of the EBR8 site
(land to the north of Butt Lane), and is large enough to accommodate 40 homes.
Access to the site would be directly off Butt Lane (via EBR8) and would therefore
keep traffic passing through existing residential areas of the village to a minimum, and
enable the efficiencies of a single, larger, development to be realised (rather than 2
separate smaller developments).

<!--[if !supportLists]-->14. <!--[endif]-->Furthermore, the alternative site does not border
the East Bridgford conservation area, nor does it lie in close proximity to any heritage
assets, so it therefore of less importance to the green belt, should it be necessary to
proceed with the current 100 home allocation.

Alternative Sites - Land at RAF Newton

<!--[if !supportLists]-->15. <!--[endif]-->The developer responsible for the RAF Newton
development has indicated that a further 140 homes may be allocated to complement
the existing 550 contained within local plan part 1. As a brown field development, this
is preferable to allocating green belt land at East Bridgford.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->16. <!--[endif]-->Additionally, it would strengthen the case to
invest in much needed commercial facilities at Newton (including the new school), so
would therefore help to enhance the facilities available to Newton residents, whilst at
the same time alleviating pressures on East Bridgford facilities.
<!--[if !supportLists]-->17. <!--[endif]-->As such, I urge RBC to consider the potential of
allocate up to a further 140 units to the Newton development in lieu of East Bridgford.

