Mackenzie A 1143759

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Alan Mackenzie
Localdevelopment
Keyworth nicker hill site
25 November 2017 17:10:23

I think the nicker hill site development would spoil an area of beautiful rolling grassland. If
there are only 450 homes needed in keyworth why swamp it with 580 in this quiet town?
If the access road to the site is near to meadow lane it will mean a lot of traffic going near
my house if that lane is used to get to the shops.
Alan Mackenzie
47a mount pleasant
Keyworth

Madden M 1144891

Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites

Response Form
Please return by 5pm on Monday 27 November 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
Mark Madden
23 Flawforth Avenue, Ruddington,
NG11 6LH

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Click here to enter text.

Address

Click here to enter text.

E-mail

Click here to enter text.

Housing Development
Housing Land Supply

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

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Don’t …………………………………………………………………………….
know
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
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Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

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.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
I do not know enough about the local situation in Cotgrave to make an informed
answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only (Questions 12
and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Question 6: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Cotgrave:
Yes
No

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.
I do not know enough about the local situation in Cotgrave to make an informed
answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only (Questions 12
and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
I do not know enough about the local situation in East Leake to make an informed
answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only (Questions 12
and 13).
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(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
I do not know enough about the local situation in Keyworth to make an informed
answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only (Questions 12
and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

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.
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No

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 do not know enough about the local situation in Keyworth to make an informed
answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only (Questions 12
and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
I do not know enough about the local situation in Radcliffe on Trent to make an
informed answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only
(Questions 12 and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

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.

6

No

Yes

Site RAD02 –

Land adjacent Grooms Cottage
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

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)
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.
I do not know enough about the local situation in Radcliffe on Trent to make an
informed answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only
(Questions 12 and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….
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Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
I believe the figure of 410 homes is too large a figure, representing at least a 14%
increase in the population. There are already numerous choke points on the roads in
Ruddington (Kirk Lane traffic lights and Dutton’s Hill are two examples) and any
additional housing would only make these points worse. Additionally, I am concerned
that the schools and GP surgeries would be hard-pressed to serve additional
residents.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

No

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.
My responses of “no” are based on the estimated capacity figures. If it’s necessary to
build more homes in Ruddington, I would much rather see lower-density housing
spread over the identified sites, rather than one or two sites being developed
intensively. With regard to Site RUD05, I have concerns about any increase in the
traffic load on Flawforth Lane, which is a narrow road already very busy at peak
times of the working week. if this must be developed I wish to see the trees present
on the site preserved; these are clearly visible from all houses adjoining the site and
I believe they form a significant part of the backdrop for all the current residents.
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Preserving the trees would also go some way to preventing the site from being
intensively developed, which would make it a more pleasant place to live for
everyone. With regard to Site RUD01, I understand that the covenanted land of
Sellors’ Field is included in this site. I do not wish to see that covenanted land
developed.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
I do not know enough about the local situation in Cropwell Bishop to make an
informed answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only
(Questions 12 and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Question 15: 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.
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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.
I do not know enough about the local situation in Cropwell Bishop to make an
informed answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only
(Questions 12 and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
I do not know enough about the local situation in East Bridgford to make an informed
answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only (Questions 12
and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

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)
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No

Yes

No

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.
I do not know enough about the local situation in East Bridgford to make an informed
answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only (Questions 12
and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?
Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
I do not know enough about the local situation in Gotham to make an informed
answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only (Questions 12
and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Question 19: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of
the following site at Gotham:
Yes
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No

Yes

No

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.
I do not know enough about the local situation in Gotham to make an informed
answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only (Questions 12
and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

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.
I do not know enough about the local situation in Bunny to make an informed
answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only (Questions 12
and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
I do not know enough about the local situation in Flintham to make an informed
answer; my response to the consultation concerns Ruddington only (Questions 12
and 13).
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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 continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please return by 5pm on Monday 27 November 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 plan making
process and may be in use for the lifetime of the Local Plan and associated processes in
accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998. 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
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comments received, including on our website. We will use our best endeavours to not publish
signatures, personal telephone numbers or email addresses. By sending the Council your
details you will automatically be informed of future consultations on planning policy documents
unless you indicate otherwise.
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Maguire D 1062569

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

darren james maguire
Localdevelopment
housing development in Ruddington
19 October 2017 12:50:59

Dear Sirs
i live on Wilford Rd, Ruddington and i object to any new houses being built on my road close to my house.
Sellers field is a lovely piece of common land and i don’t want it ruined by 400 houses being built. The original
owner of the land gifted it to the people of Ruddington and forbade ant building on it, doesn’t that have any
relevance in law ?.
i don’t want to live next to a building site for the next 3 years, that would be horrendous, then the amount of
traffic going through ruddington at the moment is already far too high.
then adding 400 houses would mean getting a Dr’s appt nearly impossible.
There is a large amount of people in ruddington opposing these plans.

Yours Faithfull

Darren James Maguire

Malone P 1092964

The Homestead,
Loughborough Road,
Ruddington,
Nottinghamshire.
NG11 6LL
Sent by email to LocalDevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk

Friday 31st March 2017

Dear Mr Mapletoft & Local Development Team,
Re: Rushcliffe Local Plan Consultation – Green Belt Review & Proposals to
build houses on Loughborough Road, Ruddington, NG11 6LL (“RUD11”)
Your Ref: RM/875
We are a family with 3 young children who live in the house next door but one to
RUD11 Green Belt Land, one of your suggested/proposed sites for housing
development.
To destroy an ENJOYED GREEN BELT PLOT & an enjoyed area of natural beauty?
The proposed area RUD11 is beautiful and cherished Green Belt which all
51 of the neighbouring properties benefit from. Aside from the daily visiting
to our garden of Woodpeckers, Birds of Prey, Ducks and Tree Crawlers,
we regularly also see Pheasants and other more ‘countrified’ creatures, which
also foray into the adjacent gardens to the Green Belt plot (such as our own).
We have even seen a Stag wandering in this area. To build here would
desecrate this cherished natural habitat and also impeach our own lives with
the negative impact from destroying this natural habitat. It is likely that
our own local wildlife (Woodpeckers, Birds of Prey, Ducks and Tree Crawlers
etc) would be driven away by the disruption. Truly we currently live “in the
country” which was one of the appeals for us when we moved here – the
adjacent (supposedly protected!) Green Belt land.
Desecration to local Nature Trails
Almost every day, we take our young girls out along our road to the local
surrounds which are also home to some wonderful wildlife trails, both
through RUD11 and further down along our road where there is a small brook.
Your proposals would destroy the tranquillity of this and truly devastate
this environment.
Our reason for moving here
We looked at over 50 properties before we bought our house. The reason we
chose to move here and bring our children up here was because of the local
Green Belt environment down our road, which is supposedly quiet and
tranquil for our children on the local country road and trail. We did not wish
to move to a built-up area. Should your proposals to build on the Green Belt
come to fruition, we would not wish to live here any more.
Negative impact upon view from our property and elsewhere
RUD11 is beautiful. It affords a wonderful view from our own property and is
beautiful when we walk along our own road every day with our young
children. It is also visible from a long distance away – it can even be seen
from the new A453 and adds to the whole area’s natural beauty.

Noise Pollution and Prolonged Negative Impact of Ongoing Building works
Realistically, building even just a few houses on this plot of land will take at
least 2 years from start to finish if not longer. This will be 2 years of noise
pollution for us, to drown out and replace the current serenity of
birdsong. The noise will not only negatively impact upon our own
psychological wellbeing but it will also drive away much of the wildlife,
including birds such as the Tree Crawlers, Woodpeckers, Pheasants and the
Birds of Prey which frequent the area.
Increased Road Traffic & Safety Implications
Currently our road is mostly a quiet one. The usually low volume of traffic
means that it is often quite safe for us to walk our pram out of our front drive
and either up or down the road to the next area of pavement, so that we may
stroll up the road. There is no adjacent pavement to our drive and the
lowered pavement opposite is not easily accessible with our pushchair – but
this would not be a problem, if the road was made quieter and safer. As it is
however, even as ‘quiet’ as it currently is, our road attracts traffic well in
excess of the 30mph speed limit. At rush hour it becomes a ‘ratrun’ for
traffic trying to avoid the ring road, aggressive drivers who will even
overtake us on our own road because they want to drive faster than us at
30mph. We personally have had a couple of ‘near misses’ from speeding
motorists on a road with limited pavement accessibility. Proposed works
only negatively impact upon this further by increasing throughflow of
tradesmen for the foreseeable future and then even larger volumes of local
traffic on our quiet road. In addition to posing a greater safety risk for us and
our children, there will also be increased noise pollution from such traffic.
Inadequate Local Infrastructure for increased local population
At Peak times it can already take 10minutes just to queue and then exit from
our quiet road onto the main A60 road, let alone time then spent queuing on
the approach to the Nottingham Knight Roundabout. This is with just ~50
properties which are currently along our road. Any increase in local
population would make this problem even worse!
Concern about local ‘Track Record’ for sticking to original proposals
The current proposal to build 10 houses is surely insufficient justification to
ruin a strip of cherished, supposedly protected Green Belt. It will do very little
to satisfy current housing demands, but we note that original proposals
included for 50+ houses on this plot. We are aware however that local to us
we have recently seen many proposals, which were accepted for a small
number of houses, then resubmitted and permitted with apparently little
Council resistance, for a much greater number of houses. A clear example is
the building around Wheatcroft Island, which has metamorphosised from
~1000houses with a wildlife park and a Waitrose, to 1500 houses, no wildlife
park but still a Waitrose, and now 2000 houses only, no Wildlife Park nor
Waitrose. Naturally it therefore follows that there is much suspicion that there
is little intention of the plans sticking to the current proposal for only 10
properties, and that the strategy is instead to try to make this a more appealing
initial bid, which may be easier passed by many but with the end goal to build
a greater number of houses than currently proposed.

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

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

Dr Zehra H Zaidi
MBBS, BSc, MRCS

Marsh J 1072544

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Localdevelopment
Cropwell Bishop
19 October 2017 16:34:50

I have seen the proposed sites for new houses in Cropwell Bishop. I have lived here for fifty yrs nearly and love
the village life very much.
I realise we have to share the burden of new houses along with other villages in Rushcliffe.
Of course I do not want it "in my back yard" which it literally is if it goes ahead on C12. But the absolute
appalling idea that has been published as the access to these 90 houses will be through Mercia Avenue.fills me
with dread.
I live at 2 and along with five other bungalow residents we are all elderly. The lady across from me purchased
her bungalow a few weeks ago and had absolutely no knowledge of this proposal The avenue on a daily basis
has carers cars parked on this extremely small area, and if 90 houses are built that means in reality over 150
cars travelling along this small avenue to work, school, the co op and the doctors daily.
Nottingham road is packed with cars already, the access to Hoe View road is extremely hazardous, the local bus
has difficulty getting passed parked cars. With the proposed new Co Op building, this will bring even more
cars and traffic problems.
Will all the heavy construction vehicles also be allowed up this avenue, if it gets passed?
Why cannot access be from the main road at the top of the Memorial Hall, where access would not affect the
village and Nottingham road as much, or the bridlepath facing Kinoulton road with traffic lights installed there?
Will these ideas be discussed at the meeting on October 30th.?
I look forward to your response.
Mrs J Marsh

John King
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Richard Mapletoft
05 December 2017 11:47
Localdevelopment
FW: Housing at Cropwell Bisop

‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐
From: Jan Marsh [mailto:] Sent: 02 November 2017
17:50
To: Richard Mapletoft
Subject: Housing at Cropwell Bisop
Dear Mr Mapletoft,
Are you able to say who makes the final decision on the choice of sites and the number of houses to be built in
Cropwell Bishop? Also just when will the residents be informed of the decisions taken ?
In the past year we have had the views of the residents of our village absolutely taken no notice of whatsoever, or it
appears that way when all three items have got through on appeal.
1. The Chris Allsop bringing in hundreds of lorries to fill the hole he created.The village opposed this but was passed
on appeal.
2. The CO Op move to the Wheatsheaf car park, passed on appeal against all the objections, passed by
recommendation of someone I believe who has no knowledge of the every day traffic along Nottingham road.
Someone who I believe said the traffic was not a problem.Every single day it is a problem, cars parked all the way up
to the Hoe View road entrance.After living here for nearly fifty years I have never seen so much traffic along this
road.
3. The chicken sheds passed again after thousands of opposition from villagers, both parish councils and animal
rights also against this appalling plan, and this I believe did not even go back to the board to discuss.
Now we have two sites chosen for 90 and 70 houses to be built in our village which does not have the infrastructure,
again this means well over 200 cars daily travelling down the only road Nottingham Road both to access the doctors,
the co op, the school. Nottingham road is packed with parked cars daily.
We have been told (although repeatedly told by the proposed builders nothing is written in stone!) that the
entrance is Mercia Avenue via Hoe View Road from Nottingham Road to the C12 site for 90 houses. No other
entrance discussed. Like the bridlepath from Nottingham Road or entrance from the back of the car park, Memorial
hall along side of canal.
Also the entrance on the bend to the other site is a very dangerous choice.
So will this again be like all the others, the in filling, the co op and the chickens, someone will come along and add to
the destruction of a small village community, or will the villagers be listened to.
A considerable reduction on the impact to the village would be achieved by building a few houses like the ones built
on the road to Butler, which were affordable homes, over a number of years.
Jan Marsh
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Marshall C 1007490

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Chris Marshall
Localdevelopment
Local Plan - Ruddington
15 November 2017 20:13:23

After having time to review the local plan for Ruddington, I wish to make the following comments with
regards to RUDD1 site.
I feel this site is totally unacceptable for the proposed 180 house and more specifically building on
Sellors Playing Field.
Having lived on Wilford Road opposite the playing field for over 40 years and enjoyed many hours
playing on the field I'm aghast at the thought of the playing field being sold for housing, I believe the
field was left by Mr Sellors for the children of Ruddington. This is the only childrens playing field at
the Northern end of the village and would be lost for ever if RUDD1 is approved. Unfortunately in this
day and age It is unrealistic for younger children to play on a field further out of the village as
proposed.
If RUDD1 is approved will the next step will be further building on adjoining land towards Wilford? The
green space boundary between Ruddington and the City would be significantly diminished.
Whilst I'm not a surveyor, I can add having witnessed several floods over the years, the land is
unsuitable for housing building and further building on farm land / playing fields will only worsen the
situation for the current / new residents in the location.
Whilst I understand the need for housing, I feel there are more suitable sites within the village /
borough which should be explored before this green space is lost forever.
Yours Sincerely
Mr C.R.Marshall
142 Wilford Road
Ruddington
Nottingham
NG11 6FB

Marshall M 1143256

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Margaret Marshall
Localdevelopment
Sellers field,
24 November 2017 22:08:39

I wish to object to houses being built on the playing field on Wilford road. This was given
to the children of the village. There is too much traffic already going through the village.
It's impossible to find parking and we have to wait to get in the doctors. The field gets
waterlogged in the winter and if you build on the fields there will be no where for the
water to go it will spread on to the road towards the houses and make it dangerous for
everyone..

Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1141840

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Mr Edward Mawson
Organisation

1141840

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

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.

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

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.

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

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.

These developments will have a negative impact on wildlife, will take away from the
countryside appeal of the village. Will put a huge strain on already oversubscribed
services in the village including drs, schools, roads and transport network. The
building will destroy the local ecosystem for animals that live around the village such
as hedgehogs, foxes, bats, a variety of birds and small animals. Adding this many
houses changes radcliffe from being a village to feling like a town without the
amenities.

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.

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.

There is nowhere to select no for the choices so i have chosen to leave them all
blank in case the buttons dont work correctly. If building went ahead which we
strongly beleive should not happen. Consideration should be given to the existant
residents whos properties will be backing onto the sites. The must include
consideration for light and noise pollution, new community buildings such as schools,
drs, pubs, parks, shops and open spaces where anti social behaviour may be
attracted are build away from existing proprties preferablybon the outermost
boundaries. Existing residents that boarder the proposed sites should be
compensated for the devaluation of their houses and the inevitable disruption caused

by living next to a building site. We also have major concerns over the ammount of
extra traffic created as radcliffe on trent is already used as a cut through and for
parking by commuters from outside the village. Also during condtduction the access
and pressure from the work vehicals will add to the issue. This will cause a greater
risk of hazards, accidents and danger to pedestrians.

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

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

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

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.

Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1143666

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name
Mr. Alan Hardwick

Mr McClaren
Organisation

1143666

ID
number

954670

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

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.

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

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.

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

Yes

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

As a key settlement it is essential to allocate greenfield land for housing
development within Keyworth. However it is considered that additional dwellings
could be supported in the settlement given the strong infrastructure and range of
services and facilities within this key settlement within the district including
education, retail and a number of employment opportunities.

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)



Answer

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

Yes

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.

The densities for the preferred housing sites are likely to be significant to deliver the
proposed housing numbers allocated to each site, and whilst screening/landscaping,
both existing and as may be proposed may reduce some of the visual impact, there
is likely to be a resultant hard visual form to the edge of settlement location, with
limited scope for a softening to the Green Belt. As such, we consider that alongside
the potential for future growth, additional sites may be required to achieve the current
proposal of 580 dwellings.

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

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)

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

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.

It is considered that there is the opportunity for further growth above the identified
housing numbers within the settlement of Keyworth to support the housing growth of
the Borough. As a key settlement with a number of services and good infrastructure
and connectivity to Nottingham, Leicester and Melton Mowbray. As part of the Green
Belt Review a number of strategic areas were considered, however the Keyworth
South area in particular could have been assessed as a number of smaller subareas which may have resulted in a lower Green Belt Score, rather than the wider
boundaries of Lings Lane, Wolds Lane and Widmerpool Lane. It should be noted that
the actual score provided for the whole Keyworth South area is 17 Medium-high, with
just two less points (15) providing a score of Low-medium. A more linear
development envelope not extending beyond the southern limit of Main Street and
the junction with Wysall Lane would have a much lesser impact in terms of urban
sprawl and the safeguarding of the countryside resulting in the maintenance of the
overall open countryside character taking into account the existing build form to the
northern and eastern boundaries. The area is also limited in terms of public rights of
ways, with highways to the south bounded by well established hedgerows providing
restricted views of Keyworth to the north. Whilst the location of the northern and
northwesternmost extents of this area is in close proximity to the adjacent to the
Conservation Area it is not considered that the development of the land within this
vicinity would have a detrimental impact on the setting and/or special character of
historic town, given come existing separation from Cedar Drive, Flinders Orchard
and a number of historic rear garden areas. Any future development could take

account of this constraint in terms of layout and design, including the retention of key
views where appropriate, notwithstanding Lings Lane and Wolds Lane not being
publicly maintained and thus less traversed than the adoptive highways beyond. The
area is also one of the most sustainable in terms of the settlement of Keyworth,
being adjacent to the town centre with its mix of services and retail opportunities,
including primary/secondary/FE education and healthcare within the accepted 800m
walking distance, promoting the key principles of sustainable development as
contained within the NPPF. To this regard it is considered that further or additional
allocations in the area would be appropriate to further the growth of Keyworth, and
housing requirements within Rushcliffe Borough over the plan period. Further this
land is available, with the landowners holding an interest in future sale, as well as
being achievable for development in terms of access and other constraints.

McDowell M 1005808

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Malcolm McDowell
Localdevelopment
Rushcliffe Housing Plan
10 October 2017 10:20:36

I wish to comment as a resident in Radcliffe on a Trent. I do not have the knowledge to comment beyond
Radcliffe but the plan for 820 homes seems a sensible long term development. I would make one further
comment. I have seen earlier versions which had options to build up Cropwell Road on the opposite side of the
A52.
For those living up there or enjoy leisure walking/cycling or play golf this would lead to a big wildlife loss risk
within the village. Over 30 years I have seen deer, foxes, hares, grass snakes, weasels , long eared bats,
pipistrelle , toads as well as the usual rabbits/squirrels/moles etc. There is also a great variety of birds. This
would be a loss to the village as a whole.
I suspect there are other very good reasons for keeping the development within the core envelope of the village
as you have done but thought I would add this point.
Malcolm McDowell

Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1072185
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Mr James McMahon
Organisation

1072185

ID
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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.

We believe the Rushcliffe local plan continues to fail to address the prerequisites
required for sustainable growth of the key Rushcliffe settlements. There is a lack
of detail provided relating to the provision of infrastructure and amenities to support
the growth proposed. Huge development within the A52 currently, potential
development around the Tollerton airport area and the total in question of 2500+
houses appears to be proposed without any clear prevision to address the

pressure such housing would create on the local infrastructure, both within the
settlements (where cars continue to be used for the shortest of journeys every day)
to the wider infrastructure in Rushcliffe, where commuting into and around the
greater Nottingham area is already terrible today, with miles of traffic jam a daily
reality on the A52, A60 and A606. This is before any additional cars and commuting
journeys are added as a result of building these new houses. We are not against
building new homes, but without making the major investments in both local
infrastructure within the settlements in question and also within the wider
Rushcliffe area a clearly defined mandatory prerequisite. Having lived in a number of
Rushcliffe towns and villages, we feel that creating large new settlements with all
infrastructure included is more sustainable than adding pockets of housing around
villages and towns with a legacy base infrastructure that simply cannot cope.

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

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)

Answer

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

No

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

We partially agree and disagree. Whilst the need to build in and around Keyworth

is clear, we disagree that the number of housing is appropriate and sustainable for
Keyworth as a settlement. The sites located furthest away from the centre of the
village will encourage the use of cars for transportation within the village, increasing
congestion and danger to pedestrians. At peak times this is already a major issue in
the village centre and additional housing will only exacerbate this situation. Some
sites are close enough to the village centre and amenities, to hopefully minimise this
impact, as a result we believe it makes sense to develop in these sites (Key 10 and
13) and would hopefully minimise the impact on Keyworth, but no plans so far have
shown any concrete improvements to Keyworth to support the additional proposed
houses. Weak points in the road network are highlighted but no solutions provided.
To the point of the connection between Keyworth and the City centre/greater
Nottingham area. The commute daily is already very bad, with peak hours
increasing and congestion getting worse. There is no clear information on how
exactly this situation will be improved, in particular the A606 and A52 Wheatcroft
island, not to mention the shortcuts that drivers take across the region to avoid the
main roads, increasing the dangers to pedestrians and other road users.

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)

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.

With regards to the site KEY10, whilst it is an area with strong boundaries we feel

very strongly about the development of this site: The location of this site is far from
the centre of Keyworth. It would amplify the unbalanced nature of the village further,
with a significant distance to village amenities, we don t believe this is a sustainable
development location. We have major concerns relating to highway safety . Any
proposed development would significantly increase traffic at the village centre, which
is already overburdened by the use of motor vehicles and is becoming increasingly
dangerous to road users and pedestrians (in particular Children) as a result. The
junctions and raise and fall of station road, make it a dangerous road, with minimal
pedestrian provision. Despite the land being flat and low lying any development
would have a significant impact on the character and appearance of this area of the
village. Residential Amenity - the density of housing, the locations of accesses in and
out of the site on plans previously proposed, on both Platt Lane and Station Road
would have a huge impact on Station Road, Platt Lane and Nicker Hill, but also
surrounding areas including Plumtree. Traffic congestion - the resulting volume of
traffic, combined with the development inside of the A52 (at the Wheatcroft Island)
will significantly impact an already saturated transport link in and out of Nottingham
and surrounding area. There have been a number of accidents on Station road in the
past 18 months, not to mention a significant number of near misses.

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.

Answer

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

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)

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

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.

McMorran S 1144137

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Stuart McMorran
Localdevelopment
Keyworth Housing Development
24 November 2017 11:21:46

Dear Sir/ Madam,
I am writing to confirm my support for the proposed housing development plan and
greenfield land should be allocated to the development. I believe Keyworth can easily
contain the proposed 580 houses.
My business is located in Nottingham and I am looking to move to South Nottingham with
Keyworth as a preferred location. Due to the all the amenities, including leisure centre,
large medical centre, good school (which I believe are under unsubscribed), selection of
shops. It is also has good access routes.
I believe the Bunny Lane site (Site Key 13) is an ideal site, due to being so walking
distance to the main square, which mean there won’t be an impact on traffic and ideal for
families with small children.
Kind regards,
Stuart McMorran
5 Woods End
Dunholme
Lincoln
LN2 3FT
_

Stuart McMorran
Creative Director
Mo
Fuse Design
Knight & Whitehall House
4 Carlton Street
Nottingham NG1 1NN Tel.
+
www.fuse-design.co.uk
_

McMullen MJ 1073695
Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

MJ McMullen < 27 November 2017 16:40
Localdevelopment
East Leake.

Hi
I am writing to say I disapprove any further housing estates
Leake.

to be granted permission here in East

The roads can not take the volumn of traffic. It is already dangerous for children to cross the road on
lantern lane the main road which is the Primary and Secondary school access road. The increase in
housing would mean more families which would mean more traffic. Professional surveys should be done
at he appropriate time ie peak times and when he schools are open including wet days too as the traffic is
much heavier then. These reports would show that the roads are not safe.
The village has been over developed my understanding there is a professional team employed
by Rushcliffe council but how come the builders are running rings around you? Yes there is a
process you ask the locals their opinion however we are not the professionals ensure the reports
submitted are correct.
Don't let the builders build any more estates the village does not have the infrastructure to cope and there
it is not possible to make the roads schools any bigger as you've already allowed them to build on the
land.
Rushcliffe support East Leake ensure your doing your job professionally.

Get Outlook for Android
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McMullen S 1143900
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Morag McMullen <s 27 November 2017 10:55
Localdevelopment
Asher Lane development.

To whom it may concern
Whilst understanding the need, and obligation, to provide housing in the village, i wish to express my opposition to
the proposed development on Asher Lane, for the following reasons.
1. Vehicular access to this site is already difficult because of the narrow road at the junction with the village green,
and the extra traffic (200‐300 cars per day?)would make it almost impossible for municipal, and emergency vehicles
to provide service to the new and existing properties.
2. Speaking as regular school walker, it is already a dangerous for schoolchildren to walk to James Peacock and
St.Peters. The extra traffic would add to the danger.
3. The local schools are already overflowing, what are the plans for expansion?
4. The village centre is already being used as a park and ride facility by motorists commuting into Nottingham, the
Asher Lane development would add to this pressure.
5. Asher Lane continues round to join the A60, south of the country park roundabout. Has any thought been put into
using this as an alternative access to the site?
Regards
Stuart McMullen
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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.

Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1143817

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Mr John Melling
Organisation

1143817

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

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

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.

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

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

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.

Answer

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

No

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

See question 13 comment.

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







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.

1) Sellors playing field was donated to the village in 1940s. there is a covenant
protecting it. What message does this give to any potential benefactor in the future.It
is a great asset to the community. 2) The area is at risk of flooding potential house
holders would not want to purchase property which has a history of flooding and
potential of flooding in the future. Insurance on properties would be high or even
refused. Wilford Road already floods outside 89 Wilford Road following heavy rain.
3) Building on this green belt land would reduce the open land between Ruddington
and the city of Nottingham making it inevitable that the two would merge in the

future. 4) The level of traffic would increase with the additional housing, making the
already congested areas around the Sainsbury's on Wilford Road much worse and
the narrow St Johns Road "rat run". 5) The much loved green area on the approach
to the village would be lost making Ruddington just an urban extension of
Nottingham. By keeping this green area together with the wonderful green area of
Rushcliffe park enhances the desirability of the village. It also improves the air
pollution which is an ever increasing problem 6) This green area as important to the
wildlife habitat, especially with an important close by nature reserve enabling wild
life access into and out of the area

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

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)

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

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.

Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1142298

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Mr Philipp Meyerhoefer
Organisation

1142298

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.

The growth of additional houses needs to be sustainable. Delivering these at an
accelerated speed without adequately assessing the impact on local infrastructure
and existing communities, just for the sake of meeting some arbitrary number is not
acceptable

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.

there is no question here, but statement of a fact. useless.

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 am confused how the conclusion was reached that there is no merit to such an
expansion plan, as this makes no sense to me. these are already urban areas, so
expanding them seems a logical choice here. further, with adequate planning, the
infrastructure would be in place for a controlled growth that does not impact older
roads or villages. You seriously need to rethink this decision.

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.

i have no opinion on this

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.

i have no opinion on this

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.
i have no opinion on this

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.

i have no opinion on this

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 have no opinion on this

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)

Yes

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

Yes

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.

i have no opinion on this

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.

i have no opinion on this

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.

i have no opinion on this

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.

The roads in Ruddington are already at breaking point at times and creates noise
and danger to residents due to communter through-traffic. Sewers can barely take
the current drainage and rain water. There is a limited number of shops and
amenities available in the village that would be stretched further. The village
character would be severely damaged by further development.

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.

RUD01 is a central part of the village and includes a public playing ground. IT is
unacceptable to consider this for development, as this space is actively used for
fairs, children playing, dog walkers, etc. Adjacent is Wilford Road, which is a serious
bottleneck for traffic, is congested regularl, creates high levels of noise and worsens
the already disastrous parking situation in the village. Preserving this green belt land
is important to the rural character of the village. There is wildlife that would be
impacted / displaced from the site, and the land is often flooded during heavier rain
fall. So not only would new developments be at a risk of flooding, but also increase
pressure on the old sewer system in the village. This is already very obvious on
Wilford Road, which can become severely flooded itself, posing a risk to pedestrians
and cars alike.

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.

i have no opinion on this

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

Answer

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.
i have no opinion on this

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.

i have no opinion on this

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

Answer

Site EBR8 –

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

Yes

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.

i have no opinion on this

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.

i have no opinion on this

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

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.

i have no opinion on this

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.

i have no opinion on this

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.

i have no opinion on this

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.

n/a

Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
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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.

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

Yes

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

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

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

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.

Answer

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.

It is something that all the previous highly intrusive sites on the south, west and north
east of the village have been discounted. The local Scouts & Guides will be relieved
that the threat to build on and adjacent to their leased outdoor activity areas off Kirk
Hill has been lifted. I do though continue to oppose RBC's plan to urbanise a rural
village. None of the Planners live here or have any real interest in the community in
East Bridgford. This was clear from the public session where RBC's display boards
stated EBR08 & 10 were within the existing village. THEY ARE NOT. They are
outside the existing village envelope and are in the GREENBELT which was
established for a reason, to protect the rural environment. All four sites extend well
out into the surrounding landscape. The sewage system will not cope - is well
documented it cannot cope at present. The local roads can't cope - suggest the
planners visit at peak periods to see the high traffic flow issues and queues. Even
out of this time traffic is a serious problem. Primary School is full. Doctors is in
reality at capacity. All four sites are greenfield good quality farmland which will be
lost. RBC recently allowed Bramley Close to be developed (off Cross Lane) - 5 very
large executive houses crammed in and allowed the occupants to gate themselves
off from the rest of the community - they live in a gated compound. This is not the
idea of living in a village. Precedent has been set for similar on the four proposed
sites. If (and I oppose it) development is allowed design must be very carefully done
and include some more open space. Buildings must reflect local character, not
Barratts or other big developers standard anywhere within the UK designs. Many
of the new house should be built onto the existing large urban areas of the Borough
and many could be built on the brownfield site of the old RAF Newton, rather than
impose them on the rural villages turning them into small towns.

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 –

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

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

No

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.

See all my comments above for question 16. EBR06 and EBR07 are both situated
off narrow village roads which will not cope with the traffic flow generated by 40 new
houses. They both extend beyond the existing village profile. EBR08 & EBR10 are
possibly the least bad option but still extend the existing village into the surrounding
landscape (contrary to RBC's assertion at the exhibition). Should also be noted
EBR10 will abut the Community Wood which at present is a lovely site within open
fields. These sites are also a distance from all village services (except the Doctors)
so they will generate considerably more traffic within the village.

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.
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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.

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.

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

Yes

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

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

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)

Yes

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

Yes

Answer

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?

No

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.

No

Answer

Site RAD02 –

Land adjacent Grooms Cottage
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

No

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)

No

Site RAD06 –

72 Main Road
(estimated capacity around 5 homes)

No

Site RAD13 –

The Paddock, Nottingham Road
(estimated capacity around 75 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.

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

No

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)

No

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

No

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

Land acquisition map below is badly out of date . We would not want any
development in EB until the old RAF Newton development is completed. I have not
seen any contribution from the City of Nottingham's concerning the specific housing
need. I understand there is spare capacity within the city for housing development.
The quality of much housing development has been poor and should any housing be
done in East Bridgford a MUCH IMPROVED standard is needed. I am alarmed of the
loss of very high grade farmland if these sites are built on. An extensive survey of all
the services would be necessary especially the sewage system which fails frequently
with roads towards the west side of the village becoming flooded with raw sewage.
The existing roads and pavements are sub-standard within the village especially the
pavements. Main Street road and pavement is very poor. Traffic volume is
becoming a serious problem and will become much worse with any additional
building.

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 –

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

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

No

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.

The splitting of the development sites will make it very difficult to have a satisfactory
connection with the village but the latest land offer (not on this consultation) could
produce a much better answer. The Closes Lane sites all connect to narrow
existing roads.

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

No

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

Ridiculously sited development

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)

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.

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.

An awful site with no connection to the existing village.

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.

Needs something doing with it.

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.

Meylan D 1144022
Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

27 November 2017 16:20
Localdevelopment
Local Plan Part 2 Preferred Housing Sites - East Bridgford
A Place Making Guide - East Bridgford.doc

Dear RBC Planning Department,
As part of my response to the consultation which closes today I attach a document called 'A Place Making Guide ‐
East Bridgford'.
This sets out the good practice and guidance which should be applied to any future development at East Bridgford.
A discussion with you would be welcomed.
Yours
David Meylan

1

A PLACE MAKING GUIDE
East Bridgford
Introduction
The aim is to produce a guide that the Planning Authority will accept as a measure of design
proposals for the housing allocation at East Bridgford, as part of the Local Plan Part 2 for
approximately 100 homes. East Bridgford is much liked by its villagers and has doubled in
occupancy in the last 60 years. It is regarded as a country village for it is set in a well‐farmed
parish with good public footpaths above the Trent Valley. Within the village it still has some
effective tree cover and some fine views across the Vale of Belvoir. There is a Conservation
area report which has an excellent reference to the Nottinghamshire village tradition and is
invaluable as a character guide that any developer should consult.
PPG3 and PPG17 government reports emphasise the key importance of good design
particularly as recent government guidance insists on the efficient use of land and increasing
density which now negates the overcrowded use of larger houses.
The Guide aims to show how to achieve a balance that will fit in with the existing village and
keep its rural character while providing modern performance, and involving overall
improvement. No mean task and a considerable design challenge.
It is hoped that scheme proposers will use designers, preferably architects in tackling this
complex challenge.
Appraisal of building sites
This should accompany a planning application. New sites are good quality farmland probably
being used to profile the development particularly on the boundary facing the A46 which
would benefit from some mounding plus trees defining in the new village boundary on all
sides. Trees will grow well. The detailed site survey should include the part of the existing
village to which the new will be connected: levels, drainage and any and all existing features
should be included, including views into and out of the development.
Landscape
The built environment will need a landscape design which should encourage the new
villagers to make their contribution to public open spaces, of which the present village is
short, play spaces and dwellers own spaces. Generous planting can reduce dwelling heat loss
and make differing habitats as well as enhancing the development through “Place Making”
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Servicing
The whole range of existing services and their ability to provide in part for the new
development will need analysis. In particular, the foul and storm water disposal is not
functioning well, some of it is combined, and still to come dwelling additions within the
present greenbelt may add to the problems.
Context / elements list
Some of the elements are; medical, education, transport, cars, cycles, feet, sewages, storm
water disposal, all communication systems (no more poles and wires), gas, water, electricity,
emergency provisions including snow inspector, footpaths, flooding, boundary making,
allotments, public open space, existing shops, planning conditions, roads, pavements,
boundaries, car parking, plus others that show up during design, e.g. village styles, possible
variants in “Places”.
Eight Dwellings per acre
This density will need some continuity of built frontages and the setting forward of buildings
to enclose space.
Residential roads over 100m in length should be designed for traffic speeds of 20mph plus
the necessary curves help to create places.
Space Usage
The basic principles are:
a) where open space dominates
b) where built environment dominates
c) where trees dominate and enclose public open space with a more formal house
arrangement, enabling 10/20 houses per hectare
Unsatisfactory Suburbia
Houses in a landscape setting but with them too loosely grouped to contain spaces,
frontages are fragmented by gaps and public space dominated by “estate roads” with
frontages over dominated with very visible car hardstandings.
Much 20th century housing development has failed to recognise these three basics. This has
resulted in unsatisfactory suburbia, where there are too many buildings for the landscape to
dominate and yet buildings are too loosely grouped or of insufficient height to enclose
space. This is the first and most important reason for the visual failure of much housing
development.
Context
The suggested “fit‐in” character of the new development taking its architectural vocabulary
from the present East Bridgford which is shown in the Conservation Area report, i.e. roofs of
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clay pantiles, slates or clay tiles, red brick walling; controlled massing and roof shaping, in
addition render and timber cladding are in use.
The urgent pressure on the building industry and its capacity may lead to factory produced
components as an answer which can be architecturally handled in many ways and even with
differing organisations it could produce a modern quality that could be part of Place Making.
We need houses and should be open minded as to how these can be provided. There are
local examples of enterprising variants.
Permeability
It should be possible for pedestrians and cyclists to move freely between all parts of a layout,
both locally and on a wider scale. The disadvantage of a layout based entirely on culs de sac
and loops is that routes for pedestrians are indirect and boring and therefore pedestrian
movement is discouraged. This creates dead areas which are vulnerable to property related
crime. Furthermore, cul de sac layouts result in higher traffic levels on feeder roads, with a
consequent loss of amenity to residents of those roads.
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A more permeable layout offers the pedestrian a choice of routes, which offers greater visual
interest and therefore generates a higher level of pedestrian activity, and thus security. If
there are more pedestrians around in the street there is a greater chance of casual social
encounters and less chance of thieves being able to gain access unobserved to houses or
cars. In order to allow free movement, the ideal would be a deformed grid based on the
small residential block. The advantages of culs de sac and loops in preserving amenity and
quiet and supervised space can be combined with those of a permeable layout for
pedestrians by bringing heads of culs de sac together, by creating pedestrian/cycle streets
between parts of the road system, and by creating pedestrian/cycle links across major roads
that would otherwise form a barrier.
There should be good connections between adjacent housing schemes, and wherever
possible a choice of route between one location and another. Where it is not possible for
traffic routes to link old and new residential areas, either because of “ransom strips” having
been left by developers, or else because of the undesirability of introducing new traffic into
existing residential areas, there is often no reason why pedestrian and cycle links cannot be
made between one area and another provided these links are overlooked. The aim of
permeability is not, however, one that should be pursued to the exclusion of the need to
focus the layout of cores and nodal points.
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Nodal points

In additional to cores where non‐residential elements can be introduced, it is desirable to
structure a residential area around a series of nodal points. These may be irregular or
regular shaped urban spaces formed at junctions of routes, and may be emphasised by key
buildings or groups of buildings. Residential densities may be higher in the vicinity of such
nodal points, forming a “village” cluster, with lower density areas between one cluster and
the next. Provided there is sufficient concentration of non‐residential uses and community
facilities in the main core area, it may be appropriate to locate some other community
facilities, e.g. convenience shops, childcare nursery or pub, at nodal points to act as a focus
and generate pedestrian movement. (Picture A above)

Character Areas
A large residential area should have a variation in character between different parts. This
variation should not be based on development density or artificial creation or social
differences, but on different types of space, building forms and materials. Whilst it is an aim
to build in identity and sense of place into all parts of a development, the creation of a
particular identify in different parts of the development will do much to define the special
character of each area. (Picture B above)
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Edges

Edges may be the outside urban edge to countryside, an edge against a major road, an edge
against an open space, or a line of transition between an area of one character and that of a
different character.
According to their importance, edges should be treated in different ways. Public open
spaces should be treated as focusses on to which houses front, rather than tucked away
behind the backs of houses.
In order to avoid domination by back fences, major roads and countryside edges should also
be fronted by houses, even where it is not possible to take vehicular access direct from the
major road, and access has instead to be taken from service roads or private drives running
parallel to the road, or else from behind.
External Image
As seen from the surrounding landscape, the development should have a clear and well‐
defined image. This is achieved by:
 A clear design treatment of the edge
 Clear and defined entrances to the development (e.g. pinch points)
 Skyline and roofscape, which is made up of a texture of roof forms generated by the
forms of individual houses.
 The location and roof treatment of key buildings within the development, which will
aid orientation. Taller buildings and blocks of trees also serve to structure the
external view.
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Boulevard Planning

Densities up to 20 houses per hectare (8 houses per acre)
A further variation is possible with a layout relying on a subtle combination of landscape and
buildings. Part of the composition will rely on creating and enclosing the spaces by trees and
hedges, and part will be reliant on building groups. The right relationship must be created
between the height of buildings and trees and the width of the spaces between them.
Whilst the use of detached houses is possible in this context, the effect depends on the use
of a common architectural style and detailing for all the houses, on locating garages to the
rear, and on using gateways arches, railings etc. to link the houses into one composition.
Similarly, the houses must be positioned in a strict geometric pattern. It is this geometry of
crescent, circus, oval or rectangle that will provide the necessary order. The success of such
layouts is dependent on abundant and appropriate tree planting. Sparing use should be
made of areas of housing laid out in this way, with layouts of over 20 houses per hectare (8
houses/acre) predominating. On a small site it would not be appropriate to use this format
at all.
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Tree and Hedge Species
As a general rule deciduous species should be chosen, as they provide visual interest
throughout the year, allowing light and air to penetrate to ground level during winter.
Evergreens however, can be used to conceal unsightly features, or to act as a focal point.
Trees should have clear stems in public accessible places to avoid providing cover for anti‐
social behaviour where this is considered a problem.
The Design of Buildings within the Landscape Context
Whilst the design of buildings in, say, the Arcadian context, is not as constrained as within
the urban context, nevertheless buildings forms should follow the regional tradition, should
avoid the deep plan and should follow the recommendations on elevational and detailed
design.

Village Street
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Criteria for the creation of space at densities of over 20 dwellings per hectare (8 dwellings
per acre) and design data.
Pedestrian Scale. Spaces for pedestrians need to be interesting and varied. Too much detail
or severe simplicity avoided. There is a wide vocabulary, a varied skyline, similar roof slopes,
Notts village materials and proportions and so on.
Width of spaces for pedestrians. Width to be less than enclosing planes, each side can be
different.
Road discipline. Too long a straight road is a temptation to a motor user to exceed 20 mph
limit and a curve emphasises one space from another. Max distance to change of direction
to give 20mph control. 100 m maximum.
Street Front Terraces
Terrace dwelling can have varying identities. If set on a curve avoid the saw tooth effect as
the shape following a road can be absorbed in each dwelling by a minor adjustment.
Terraces are energy reducing, of lower cost, car parking can be at terrace ends on corners or
shared tunnel access to rear, or garage groups.
Criteria (illustrations on next page):
In order to enclose spaces and create continuous pedestrian routes, as much continuity of
built frontage as possible should be achieved. The following means are available: ‐
 Having a high proportion of dwellings joined to one another in terraces. This need not
mean suppression of the individuality of the dwelling ‐ historic towns and villages are
largely made up of individual buildings which happened to be joined to one another.
Terraces also have the advantage of economies of construction and improved insulation,
and therefore energy efficiency. (If it is desired to have a high proportion of detached
houses these should be provided within a lower density context.)
 It is possible to maintain continuity by bridging over at first floor level. (Picture A)
 At the end of terraces, or in the case of detached buildings, the illusion of continuity may
be created by forming an overlapping right‐angled corner which, when approached,
conceals the gap. (Picture B)
 The flank of the garden or an end house is the frequent cause of a break in frontage
continuity. Windows in these side elevations removes the bland appearance of
featureless walls and allows greater natural surveillance which reduces the opportunities
for crime and antisocial behaviour. A house could be designed as corner‐turning
building screens, at least part of the garden flank, with the remainder screened by a wall
at least 1.8 m high. The length of garden walls on the street frontage should however be
kept to a minimum. (Picture C)
 It is a difficult task to enclose urban space with a range of house types the majority of
which are detached or semi‐detached, as the gaps tend to dominate and the space
visually leaks away. The use of a large proportion of detached or semi‐detached houses
is therefore unconducive to enclosure of urban space and should be avoided. The
correct context for these is at densities below 20 dwellings per hectare (8 dwellings per
acre) (Picture D)
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Terraces or part‐linked buildings can provide houses at a lower cost than freestanding and
help to meet the government targets. They help in balancing the East Bridgford population
make up and give opportunity for extended family structure. We have many concealed
cases where young members are unable to live close to their older family: it can be said our
population cross section is skewed.
Terraces can give a range of accommodation sizes and costs and identity – it’s a matter of
Design and Scheduling.
Relationship of Housing to Road – illustrations on next page
In order to enclose space effectively, buildings will normally be sited at the back edge of the
public footway (Picture E)
This will require car parking to be sited between houses, beneath upper storey structures, or
within garages to the rear. This has the advantage of reducing the visual impact on on‐site
parked cars. It also has the advantage of increasing the amount of site area available for
private rear gardens (Picture E and F)
The enclosure of urban space is made impossible where the fronts of houses are all set back
from the road sufficiently to accommodate a visitor parking space in front. This may occur
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due to the use of integral garage house types or because the houses are in a terrace without
parking accommodated beneath or behind houses (Picture G and H)
For this reason, only sparing use of integral garage house types should be made, or else
visitor spaces should be located elsewhere than in front of garages. Garages may with
advantage be freestanding so that they can be located anywhere on the plot. In the case of
terraces, visitor parking should be located at the end of the terrace or behind, unless the
terrace fronts an enclosed or partially enclosed parking court or square.
Attention should be given to the provision of covered, secure cycle storage in a position at
least as convenient as the garage, possibly by widening the garage to accommodate cycles.
One of the greatest deterrents to cycle use for local trips in the inconvenient location of
cycle storage at home.
There is, exceptionally, a role for front gardens in layouts at densities over 20 dwellings per
hectare (8 dwellings per acre). One or two dwellings in a street sequence may be set back to
create an incidental feeling of extra space and greenery. Alternatively, three‐storey houses
are tall enough to maintain a feeling of enclosure even with front gardens, which, in such
cases, should be large enough to contain a tree (Picture I).
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House Design within a Layout Context
Where houses front a curve in the road, there has been a tendency to stagger the houses in
a saw‐tooth fashion in order not to depart from the planning grid. This is T‐square planning
which results in a jagged space and enclosing roofline uncharacteristic of traditional streets,
where instead house fronts curve to follow the road alignment. It is recommended that the
latter practice is adopted in new development. The consequent slight irregularity of house
plan is a small penalty to pay for the more harmonious street scene that results.

Sunlight
It is not a reasonable requirement for all dwellings to have sunlit rooms. Often a view on to
a sunlit external space is preferable. However, a room will be sunlit if at least one main living
room window faces within 90 degrees of due south and is not obstructed.
Rear Privacy
Residents have a higher expectation of privacy from the private or garden side of the
dwelling. In a low density layout it should be possible to avoid any overlooking, but at
normal urban densities, some overlooking is inevitable. As a minimum every effort should
be made to avoid overlooking of rear‐facing living room windows. This may be achieved a)
by remoteness, or b) by design or by a combination of the two. Usually privacy achieved by
design is more effective.
Private sitting‐out areas
All houses should have a private sitting out area not over looked by adjacent or opposite
living rooms or sitting out areas. This area should extend at least 3m and be screened from
adjacent properties by walls or fences above eye‐level from a potential vantage point.
An acceptable degree of privacy would be as for rear‐facing living room windows, i.e. either
an intervening above eye‐level fence or other barrier and a rear separation between the
backs of houses of at least 25m, or the design of the opposite house so that windows face in
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other directions. (With the same proviso as for rear‐facing living room windows, i.e. that
where the houses are at more than 30 degrees to one another, the separation may reduce to
15m from the nearest corner.
Particular attention must be paid to the potential problem of overlooking from the living
rooms of upper storey flats, which should be no closer than 35m to a private sitting out area
unless it is effectively screened from view.
Sitting out areas should be located so that they receive sunshine during at last part of the
day. On north‐facing rear elevations care must be taken to avoid rear projections that result
in a permanent shade. In some cases, it may be preferable to locate the sitting out area
elsewhere in the garden than against the rear of the dwelling, and if so it must be subject to
the same privacy requirements. Private sitting out areas should also be incorporated as part
of the garden requirement for flats.
Access for disabled people
A flat area for a nominated entrance should be provided, any approach paving should take
wheelchairs with minimal effort. No loose gravel. An authority may choose to nominate
some new dwellings conforming to disability use advice.
Building Forms and Materials
The present village has good examples of Notts village type building forms: to continue this:
roof materials should be clay pantiles, tiles or slate, roofs are the strongest element, verge
and gable detail should be simple, fascias avoided (See Conservation Area Report). Red
bricks and well composed window elevations. Open porches fit in best, not too much
render, or timber but use gently, probably best if grouped to avoid bittiness.
Landmark Buildings
If part of the land for development is against the Medical Centre single storey, tree planting
and hedging can enhance its setting and give variety. No overlooking. The connection of
new development against the existing village should emphasise the close and easy
relationship of the two and travel between them made clear, easy and interesting.
Public use and Need
An analysis of the East Bridgford public‐use buildings capacity needs to be done and the
whole problem of the adequate servicing of the 1000+ 100 dwelling population surcharge
assessed. The amount of village car travelling and parking to be noted and allowed for with
a reduction of inter‐village car use as a prime target. Particular attention to be paid to the
poorly controlled cut‐through major traffic, and means of reducing this applied. They are
available. See “chicanes”. This may even make villagers welcome change.
Analysis of buried services and routes are essential in particular the existing sewage outfalls
are causing continuous concern, the ability of the 100 new sites to absorb rainwater to be
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measured. With new roads it should be possible to group varied services in ducts under
verges while allowing for tree planting. See the relevant codes of practice and the Highways
Department.
Attention must be paid to bringing pavement and kerb standards up. Main Street is in urgent
need of bringing up to the same level that the new development will have.
Garden Size
The 1973 Design Guide required a minimum private (i.e. rear) garden size of 100 sq m for
most types of house. This provision has been found to be an acceptable and workable
minimum size that accommodates most household activities and is at the same time
adequate to offer visual delight, receive some sunshine, and encourage plant growth. The
BRE report “Site Layout Planning for Daylight and Sunlight” recommends that certainly no
more than two fifths and preferably no more than a quarter of the garden should be
prevented by buildings, walls or fences from receiving sunshine on 21 March.
The 100 sq m minimum garden size is easily achievable for three or more bedroom houses
provided the houses are of wide frontage format, but narrow fronted houses may result in
long, thin, impractical gardens. This is yet another reason for minimising the use of this type
of house. Generally, designers should try to create as far as possible usable rectangular
garden shapes. Some local authorities may have different minimum garden sizes, and
applicants should consult the relevant Planning Department.
Roofs
These are the dominant element. Traditionally in East Bridgford they are clay pantiles, tiles
or slates with simple verge and gable details. (See Conservation Guide) around 50 degree
pitch and often seen through well‐sized trees. The public‐seen slopes are best kept simple
with busier elements on the slope less in evidence, e.g. solar devices, dormers, rooflights.

East Bridgford
Roofs
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Dormers
Dormers in new housing often result from the attempt to provide habitable accommodation
within the roof space. This makes them over‐dominant in the composition. It is often
preferable to include this accommodation within the main volume of the house by raising
the eaves level. Dormers should normally be a minor incident in the roof plane. Their
purpose should be to light the roofspace, not to gain extra headroom over any great width.
They should not be located close to verges or hips, and should have gabled, catslide or flat
lead roofs. Rooflights should only be used sparingly and should appear on rear elevations
only and not in conjunction with dormers. (Picture N)
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Placing of Openings
The best solution for the front elevation of the average medium to narrow frontage house is
a symmetrical pattern of openings arranged around and opening placed on the central axis,
preferably the front door. This arrangement provides a tightly ordered grouping of features
and a strong visual presence and is particularly crucial where the front elevation consists of a
single gable. Picture P

Front facing gables containing windows are a welcome and enlivening feature of many
houses. Also, narrow fronted houses often take the form of a front facing gable end.
However, there is a temptation to make maximum use of the volume thereby created by
splitting the gable into two rooms, each with a front facing window. The resultant pair of
windows creates an uncomfortable duality either side of the gable axis which is not
traditional. Picture Q
The effect is even worse if the windows are of unequal size and spacing. Traditional
buildings in the region normally only have one room in the gable end with a single, centrally
placed window which coincides with and reinforces the axis of the gable, and this practice
should be followed in new building. If a second room is unavoidable the window of the
larger room should be centrally placed on the gable axis and that of the smaller room
relocated on to the flank elevation. Alternatively, a wider, mullioned gable window may be
used, with the partition of the second room butting up against a mullion.

Departures from strict symmetry are possible as long as the central axis is still strongly
emphasised. The worse solution is one that is almost by not quite symmetrical which is
visually irritating, particularly when repeated on a number of houses.
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In the case of a wider frontage elevation, the need for a strongly centralised composition is
less great, due to the weakening of the implied central axis, and asymmetrical arrangements
can look attractive. Even in such cases the front door is the most important element and
should form the basis of the pattern. Similarly, when houses are linked in terraces, the
elevation encompasses more than one house and therefore greater freedom of composition
is possible, each unit forming part of a larger composition.

Whilst the front elevation is obviously more important, the same rules apply to the
composition of the rear and side elevations through they may be interpreted in a more
relaxed fashion, unless they are publicly visible.
There is a tendency to use an appropriate window for the room it serves, e.g. small, high
level window for a toilet, raise cill for a kitchen, patio door for a living room, regardless of
position or the pattern of openings it produced on the elevation. This can create
unbalancing effects, such as a false perspective. Randomness of window size and positioning
should be avoided and a coherent pattern of elevational openings created.
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This is not to say that a composed effect of randomness may not form part of a coherent
pattern, however. This is appropriate for a rear rather than a front elevation. (Picture R) An
integral garage can result in a large garage door that dominates the front of the house,
compromising the importance of the front door and the relationship of the dwelling to the
street, and adding a utility feature to the otherwise domestic character of the front
elevation. If the house is narrow‐fronted, the effect is even more dominant. Picture S

The prominent positioning of garage doors at the end of a cul de sac, road junction or bend
in a road constitutes and visual downgrading of the townscape just at the point where a
strong element, such as a “landmark” house is required. The solution is to be more flexible
in the positioning of garages so that they can be turned in various directions or combined to
form larger structures that perform a more positive role in the townscape.
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In the cases of integral garages in terrace houses, the metal up and over door is a feature of
poor visual quality, and a better solution is often to locate the garage in the back garden,
with the visitor parking space within a carriage arch under the building. A well‐designed
timber door inset within an opening at least 200mm deep is also an acceptable solution.
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Solid and Void

Normally, in the case of masonry buildings, the total area of window and door openings
should be less than the area of solid wall. Openings should be arranged so as to emphasise
the visual strength of the wall by allowing as wide a solid pier as possible between openings,
and keeping openings as far away as possible from the corners of the building to give an
impression of solid corner buttressing. This approach can be varied with a timber framed
building where an impression of lightness is appropriate. In such cases, the module of the
frame should determine the positioning of the openings.

Tea Pot Row, East Bridgford
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Balance
In order to achieve an effect of visual repose, the directional emphasis of an elevation should
be counteracted by the directional emphasis of the openings within it. Thus a horizontally
proportioned elevation should contain vertically proportioned window openings, whilst a
vertically proportioned elevation should contain horizontally proportioned window
openings.
A square proportioned window, though it attracts the eye, is neutral and imparts no
directional emphasis, but, for example, when used on an upper storey above vertically
proportioned window openings, the vertically proportioned windows below will suffice to
balance a horizontally proportioned façade. Where a horizontally proportioned window
opening is essential, it may be placed in a projecting part of the façade, such as a wing or
gable, which itself has a vertical emphasis to balance the emphasis of the window, or
modified to provide a vertical element.
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Windows
Uneven subdivided windows can disrupt the balance of a well‐composed elevation. Window
subdivisions should be disposed symmetrically about the horizontal and vertical axes of the
openings. Large, unsubdivided panes of glass should not be used, as they distort the visual
scale of the building.

The use of a regular pane size for all windows can help unify otherwise discrepantly sized
windows. Conversely, variation of pattern of subdivision can highlight particular parts of the
elevation, e.g. the central axis of a gable. All windows and doors should be of painted
timber. The drab effect produced by stained joinery should be avoided. Microporous paints,
where used, should be of high build type.
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Wide patio doors can be a disruptive element in an elevation, whether front or rear, creating
the effect of a void. They should be no wider than 1.5m and located under a projecting first
floor bay or, in the case of a framed building may form part of a larger glazed area.
Subdivided french doors are more flexible in their use, but are best located on a central axis
of on a projecting or receding part of an elevation not shared with another window.

Modelling
The three‐dimensional modelling of buildings by set‐backs, projecting bays or gables should
be manipulated in order to play a deliberate role in the street scene. It also contributes the
effect of shadowing and the play of light. An overhanging first floor or jetty is a useful device
which has the effect of visually separating each floor of a house, allowing more flexibility in
the pattern of fenestration. See image below. Houses, or parts of houses, that rise to three
storeys are useful ingredients in the townscape. They can enclose space, terminate a view or
add variety.
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Present day requirements have led to a tendency to group a number of single storey
elements outside the main, two‐storey volume of the house around the entrance. These
may include an enclosed porch, bin store, cloakroom and meter cupboards. Whilst enclosed
porches can be a buffer against the weather and traffic noise, and can reduce heat loss,
traditionally extra appendages were added to the rear, not the front of the house, and
current practice compromises the clarity of the dwelling and its relationship to the street.
Instead these elements should be planned to fall within the main, two storey volume of the
house, or else to the rear. Clearly, this is not so crucial in low density situations where the
house does not relate so closely to the street.

24

SERVICES AND ACCESS
Services
Supply and disposal services are to be provided in a manner that is technically and visually
satisfactory, i.e. both inconspicuously and accessibly. They are to be considered early in the
design process as an integral part of a housing layout, and statutory undertakers and other
service suppliers are to be consulted at an early stage. The economic use of space in a layout
means that underground services will almost inevitably be located under roads and
footways, and indeed the National Joint Utilities Group’s (NJUG) publication “Provision of
Mains and Services by Public Utilities on residential Estates” 1979 recommends as a “general
aim” that services should be laid under publicly adopted areas for ease of access for
maintenance. Utilities prefer to avoid the necessity to negotiate easements across land
controlled by private householders.
Routeing of Services
All services should be route underground. The overhead distribution of electricity or
telecommunications is unacceptable in planning terms.
Carriageways – Generally, in the laying out of service sewers take priority. As space under
footways is limited, sewers will normally be located under carriageways.
Footways – NJUG’s publication, No. 7 “Guidelines on the positioning and colour coding of
Utilities Apparatus” 2003, indicates that electricity, water, gas, telecommunications and
cable TV services can be accommodated in a 2m wide strip under a footway, including space
for lighting columns. If lighting is accommodated on the face of buildings or outside the
footway, 1.8m will suffice. In the case of narrower footways it is possible for some of the
services to be routed under the footway on the other side of the road. A common service
trench is an efficient way of accommodating services and may save space, if the cooperation
of the various utilities can be secured. In addition to the above‐mentioned services,
telephone lines from additional service supplies and district heating may have to be
accommodated. Buildings near any service mains should have sufficiently deep foundations
not to impose any structural load on the mains.
Verges – Verges alongside roads, whether publicly adopted or private, should be reserved for
tree and other planting and must therefore be kept clear of underground services.
Public Open Spaces – If a sufficiently large area of publicly adopted space is available
alongside a significant length of road, consideration could be given to locating sewers under
it to avoid encumbering the carriageway. They should be located in such a way as not to
prevent the proper planting of the open space.
Shared Surface Streets – As there is no separate footway in such streets, care needs to be
taken to group services so that excavation for maintenance does not block the street. In
those cases where there is a delineated pedestrian margin, this is the correct location for
underground services. Multi‐way duct and/or jointing chamber may be required, depending
on the policy of the individual utilities.
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Shared Private Drives – The developer must negotiate the system of supply with the
individual utilities, agree rights of access and apportion any additional costs. Easements with
individual householders should be avoided and any general easements should be entered in
the title deed of all the properties sharing the access.
Service Intakes to Dwellings – Meter cupboards and service intakes should either be located
out of sight on flank elevations, or in purpose made joinery that fits in with the pattern of
doors and windows on the elevation. All intakes apart from gas should be run within the
building and not be visible on the exterior. These requirements should be covered by
conditions on the planning permission.
Television and radio aerials and satellite dishes – in order to reduce TV and radio aerial
cutter, developers should consider either a communal aerial with wired supply to each
dwelling, or covenants requiring aerials to be located in lofts. A block of flats should always
have a communal aerial and satellite dish if cable TV is not available, and a condition should
be attached to the planning permission to this effect. Cable networks in those areas where
they are available, supply all channels currently available by conventional aerial or satellite
dish, and developers should combine provision of cable TV with covenants banning both
aerials and satellite dishes. In those areas where cable distribution is not available, satellite
dishes should be located as inconspicuously as possible. This means that dishes should
preferably be of dark colour mesh and must be kept off the front of the dwelling and roofs. A
condition should be attached to the planning permission to this effect.
Street Name Plates and Markers – These are best fixed to walls and buildings where they can
be clearly seen. Free standing street furniture and statutory undertakers’ markers should be
kept to a minimum.
Refuse Collection – Refuse freighters will circulate on all parts of the adopted road system,
but not on private drives. In the case of mews court culs de sac, these will enter in reverse
gear and not turn. Refuse collection will be made only from those dwellings within 25 m of
an adopted road. In other cases, a shared bin collection point, screened with an above‐eye‐
level‐wall will be necessary, located within 25m of an adopted road. In the case of terrace
houses, bin collection points or accesses should be provided to the rear of properties rather
than at the front.
Access
Buses
The ability for public transport to penetrate larger developments is a major component in
sustainable transport policies. There is a need to ensure that those without access to a car
as well as those who tend to use their cars mainly for short trips have an opportunity to
make use of a convenient public transport system. Within a larger development, the walking
distance between any dwelling and a bus stop should be in the order of 400m. Housing and
community areas should be served directly by buses where the stop may also be used as a
terminus or stand over facility. The introduction of a bus route within any development will
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require very careful planning as the facilities required to service the route will have a
physical effect on the immediate area.
Types of Bus, Bus Stops and Termini
As a result of the Disability Discrimination Act (DDA), all new single deck buses by law now
have to be of the low entry type. The dimensions of most of his vehicle type are likely to
increase and this will have implications for both the design of the highway and the layout of
the bus stops. At the bus stop, the higher kerb face needed to accommodate low entry
buses means that the bus has to approach the stop at the correct angle. For the passenger
pick up and drop off facility to be effective, the layout requires the approach to the bus stop
to be kept permanently clear of parked vehicles and this situation could affect the access and
parking arrangements of any dwellings located close by.
As a result of this major shift in bus design, the carriageway of a bus route should not be less
than 6m wide. However, the design of the road and the need to accommodate the swept
path of a bus may also affect the ability to keep the speed of passing traffic to 20mph
(30kph). Reduction speed measures are normally resisted by both bus operators and
emergency services but in some situations, such measures may prove to be unavoidable.
The design of any vertical measures would need to be approved and agreed in advance with
the statutory authority. At each bus stop, the width of the footway would need to be
increased locally to achieve the appropriate dimension.
Roads to be used by buses, should be laid out to provide a reasonably direct route in and out
of the area passing higher density residential development, schools and neighbourhood
facilities. In places where it is desirable to offer cars a less direct route, a bus‐only‐link is a
possible solution. It is preferable for a bus route to be arranged as a loop so that buses do
not have to turn. However, if a terminus is unavoidable, a full size bus requires a
roundabout of 26m outside diameter and 14m inside diameter. In general, bus stops should
not be located in lay‐bys but provided within the overall limits of the carriageway. In
situations where the traffic flows on a bus route are likely to be at a level where a standing
bus within the carriageway could result in congestion problems, the provision of a half lay‐by
should be considered. All new bus stops have to be constructed with a specially designed
180mm high kerb face to cater for low‐entry buses. The higher kerbs are usually 10‐12m
long including the ramps at either end. To maintain the footway arrangements for passing
pedestrians the higher kerb facility requires the footway to be widened locally to either 3m,
where a shelter is provided, or 2.5m in other situations. The raised kerb could also have
implications for the local drainage system. Bus shelters should be provided where
appropriate but always where the stop is intended to be pick up point rather than purely a
dropping point.
The increased footway dimensions required will have a physical effect on the layout of new
housing estates and it will be essential for the positions of all bus stops to be agreed at an
early stage. It is not just the additional footway width which has to be provided, but the way
in which houses are arranged within the vicinity of a bus stop is also very important
particularly if problems between residents and waiting passengers are to be avoided. Some
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bus stops within an estate development may also be used as a terminus and where possible,
these should be located clear of residential accesses.
Provision of the service
Bus operators will be required to start their services as soon as the road carrying the bus
route is in place. Local authorities or developers may have to subsidise early provision of a
bus service so that it is available when the majority of the residents move in and the habit of
using the service can be established at the outset. Developers of large residential areas must
show proposed bus service provision in their planning application.
Footways to roads
The width of these will vary according to the type of road, but normally is sufficient to allow
2 people to pass. It is also possible for a length of 8m or less to narrow the footway to a
single pedestrian width of 1m (minimum headroom 2.25m), provided such a “courtesy
section” is positioned so that pedestrians are not induced to step into the carriageway.
Pedestrian and Cycle Links
Pedestrian and Cycle Links should be used to create preferential routes through a residential
network, to link to adjacent existing residential and other areas in such a way as to improve
accessibility without introducing extra vehicular traffic, and to provide multiple accesses to a
residential area from a major road, rather than funnelling pedestrians and cycles into the site
and one point shared with a vehicular access. (Picture B)

Pedestrian and cycle links should be a minimum of 2.5 m wide if the surface is shared
between pedestrians and cyclists, or 3m if pedestrians and cyclists are separated. Separation
should be by a 25mm kerb or by a tactile white line. Where the link is bounded by a building,
wall or fence, it should be widened on that side by 0.5m. There should be “parallel” tactile
ribbing at the ends of the cycle portion and “right‐angled” ribbing at the ends of the
pedestrian portion. Other design solutions may be acceptable, subject to approval by the
Highway Authority. A pedestrian and cycle link should be as short as possible with
intervisible ends and fronted by dwellings for a good part of its length. Pedestrian and cycle
links should be regarded as part of the street system and could be run parallel to private
drives in cases where vehicular access to frontage dwellings is required. (Picture C)
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Vehicular Movement
With new residential areas, vehicular movement should be convenient, safe and pleasant,
but vehicular access is to be provided for in such a way as to be consistent with the
achievement of an attractive environment and the needs of the pedestrian or cyclist who
have to share the same space. Through traffic is to be excluded from new residential areas,
and the layout and attractiveness of the environment should be such as to discourage the
use of the car for local trips and encourage walking and cycling. To achieve these aims the
environmental requirements of the urban space within which each road is located should
determine the width and speed of alignment of the road. This means that the character and
pleasantness of the space takes precedence over the speed and throughput of traffic to be
carried by the road contained within int. By “calming” traffic in residential areas in this way,
there should be a corresponding benefit in increased pedestrian safety and thus the
pleasantness and usefulness of the environment to the pedestrian.
All new residential areas should be divided up into elements not exceeding 700 dwellings.
Each of these elements, and any new development less than 700 dwellings in size is to be
served entirely by roads of a design speed of under 20mph (30kpm).

Cherryholt Lane crossroads
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Rather than a hierarchy or road types, a number of adoptable road types are recommended
here which comply with this requirement. In order to restrict speed, it is preferable to use
changes of alignment, i.e. bends rather than physical obstructions, such as speed humps and
chicanes, which should only be used in those less frequent cases where straight sections of
road are required for urban design reasons.
It is recognised that a very extensive 20mph network could be slow and frustrating to drive
through and could slow up access for the emergency services. Such networks should
therefore be designed in such a way that it is not necessary to travel further than a quarter
of a mile through the network to reach a feeder road offering a more direct route out. There
will also be larger roads which link groups of residential areas of 700 dwellings.

Generally, there should be a tendency to construct networks from linked roads rather than
culs de sac, which should be limited in length and number and restricted to those parts of a
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site which cannot be served in any other way. Whilst the road types and configurations
recommended here will be adopted for the purposes of maintenance, it is open to planning
applicants to propose other solutions which achieve the same purposes and these will be
considered on their merits.
Road Types

Type 1 Distributor Road
These are local multi‐purpose roads which give access to residential areas and other land
uses, and form part of the local county road network. Built frontage is required to these
roads, i.e. houses should face the road rather than turn their backs. Access to frontage
dwelling should be by parallel access roads or shared private drives reached either form the
rear or from the local distributor road itself at a minimum spacing of 120m. In the case of
parallel access roads, these could form part of a continuous cycleway following the Type 1
road. Alternatively, a segregated cycleway may be provided. (Picture D). Pedestrian and
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cycle routes should cross these roads where necessary, so that the road does not act as a
barrier to local cross movement. A carriageway width of 7.3m or 6.75m with buses to use
half‐lays or stand on carriageways at stops. A 2m wide footway is required each side of the
carriageway, separated from it by minimum 3m wide verges which are to contain tree
planting.

The design speed is 30mph and this is to be ensured in the vicinity of residential areas by
bends of a centreline radius of 90m separated by a straight length of 36m. Longer straight
sections or less sharp bends will not be allowed in these situations. Elsewhere the normal
centreline radius will be 200m. This road type may only take access from an existing county
road or another Type 1 road.
The design of a junction with an existing county road will be to the requirements of the
highway authority. Other junctions require a minimum kerb radius of 10.5m. The minimum
length of minor road from the junction required to be straight is 30m from the channel of
the main road. Sight lines of X distance 6m by Y distance 90m are required, but could be
reduced where traffic speeds are below 20mph. The maximum gradient should be in the
order of 5%.
Type 2 Link Road
These are roads which link neighbourhoods within a large residential area. Built frontage is
required to these roads. Direct frontage access to dwellings is required to these roads.
Direct frontage access to dwellings is allowed, but egress on to the road must be in forward
gear only. 1.5m x 1.5m pedestrian/vehicle sight splays are required at egresses, and 2.5m x
33m where the egress meets the carriageway.
A carriageway of 6.75 m is required. A 2m footway is required each side of the carriageway,
separated from it by minimum 3m wide verges which are to contain tree planting. Buses to
stand on carriageway or use half‐lays at stops. Additional local footway widening may be
necessary adjacent to bus stops. Central pedestrian refuge crossing islands require local
widening. The design speed is 30mph. The minimum bend radius is 30m and the maximum
70m.
The design of a junction with an existing county road will be to the requirements of the
highway authority. Other junctions require a minimum kerb radius of 10.5m. The minimum
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length of minor road from a junction required to be straight is 22m from the channel of the
main road. Sight lines of X distance 6m by Y distance 90m are required where the major
road at the junction is a Type 1 distributor road. Elsewhere a Y distance of 60m is required.
Reduced Y distances are possible where traffic speeds are below 20mph. The maximum
gradient should be in the order of 6%. (Picture E)

Type 3 Feeder Road
These are feeder roads within a 20mph network serving a maximum of 700 dwellings. No
part of a residential area should be further than 0.4km from a 3 or higher category road.
These roads offer a direct route out of a 20mph network. Direct frontage access to dwellings
is allowed but within 30m of a junction egress to the road must be in forward gear only.
1.5m x 1.5m pedestrian/vehicle sight splays are required at egresses on to this road type and
2m x 33m where the egress meets the carriageway. A carriageway width of 6m is required.
Where this road type services fewer than 500 dwellings in the case of a link or loop or 200
dwellings in the case of a cul de sac the carriageway width may reduce to 5.5m.
A minimum 2m wide footway is required each side of the carriageway. If a verge for tree
planting is desirable, this should be at least 3m wide and located between the footway and
the carriageway.
The design speed is 20mph and this is to be ensured by speed restraint measures. The
minimum centreline bed radius is 20m unless a tighter speed restraint bend is being used.
The maximum centreline bend radius is 70m. The design of a junction with an existing
county road will be to the requirement of the highway authority. Other junctions require a
minimum kerb radius of 6m. The minimum length of minor road from the junction required
to be straight is 22m from the channel of the main road. Sight lines of X distance 2.4. by Y
distance 90m are required where the major road at the junction is a type 1. Elsewhere a Y
distance of 60m is required – reduced Y distances are possible where traffic speeds are
below 15mph.
The maximum gradient should normally be in the order of 8%, but where the retention of
existing topography is desirable, steeper gradients will be considered subject to the use of a
special surface finish giving better adhesion. (Picture F)
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Type 4 Minor Access road
These are minor roads with a 20mph network, giving direct access to dwellings. Culs de sac
may serve as access to note more than 100 dwellings, whilst loops or links may give access to
not more than 200 subject to equal traffic distribution.
A carriageway width of 4.8 m is required. A minimum 2m wide footway is required on one
side of the carriageway and on the other side of the carriageway a 1.5m minimum width of
footway is required if fewer than 25 dwellings are being served a single 2m footway is
required. If a verge for tree planting is desirable, this should be at least 3m wide and located
between the footway and the carriageway. In the case of a single footway, a 500mm
overhang strip is required alongside the opposite side of the carriageway. 1.5m x 1.5m
vehicle/pedestrian sight splays are required at egresses on to this road type and 2m x 33m
where the egress meets the carriageway.
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A clear distance of 6m is required between a parking space abutting the highway and the
opposite edge of the carriageway. The design speed is 20mph, and this is to be ensured by
speed restraint measures. The minimum centreline bend radius is 13.6m unless a tighter
restraint bend is being used. The maximum centreline bend radius is 30m. This road type
may take access from an existing county road, a Type 1, Type2, Type 3 or Type 4 road. The
design of a junction with an existing county road will be to the requirements of the highway
authority. Other junctions require a minimum kerb radius of 6m.
The minimum length of minor road from the junction required to be straight is 15 m from
the channel of the main road. Sight lines of X distance 2.4m Y distances may be reduced
where traffic speeds are below 15mph and the X distance may reduce to 2m if no more than
6 dwellings are served.
The maximum gradient should normally be about 8%, but where the retention of existing
topography is desirable, steeper gradient will be considered subject to the use of a special
surface finish giving better adhesion. The provision of a ramp or rumble strip at the junction
may be required. Also a special surface to encourage slow speeds will be required for the
whole length of the road, e.g.
 Coloured asphalt
 Interlocking concrete or clay block paving
 Granite or artificial setts
 Stable blocks

Type 5 Minor Access Way
These are minor shared surface roads within a 20 mph network giving access to no more
than 25 dwellings in the case of culs‐de‐sac or 50 dwellings in the case of loops or links
subject to equal traffic distribution. These roads are for use in schemes of a rural or
Arcadian character i.e. at densities of no more than eight dwellings per acre. An overall
carriageway of 4.8 m is required. This may be provided into alternative ways:
1. A combined pedestrian and vehicular surface of 4.8m wide (Picture G)
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2. A pedestrian/vehicle way of 3.7m with a minimum verge of 1.1m (under which services
would be located and which would be adopted). The carriageway should widen to 4.8m
to allow for passing bays where necessary (Picture H)

No windows or doors should open outwards or overflow pipes, single storey eaves etc.
project over the net adoptable area of the road or footway.
Where buildings abut the back edge of the shared surface, street lighting should be fixed to
the buildings instead of on columns.
The maximum gradient should normally be about 8%, but where the retention of existing
topography is desirable, steeper gradient will be considered subject to the use of a special
surface finish giving better adhesion. Also a special surface to encourage slow speeds will be
required for the whole length of the road, e.g.
 Coloured asphalt
 Interlocking concrete or clay block paving
 Granite or artificial setts
 Stable blocks
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Private Drives

General Design Criteria
Speed Restraint
All new residential development containing a road system which measures more than 100m
from the entrance to the development to the furthest extremity of the road system are to
constitute, or form part of a 20mph zone and will require a Department for Transport
Certificate.
Speed restraint measures are to be used throughout 20mph zones and do not require
warning signs within the zone. Signs (in accordance with DfT Traffic Advisory Leaflet 2/93)
and an entrance Gateway are, however, required to indicate to drivers that they are entering
a zone.
In order to influence driver behaviour to keep within the design speed of 20mph at each
location, an engineering measure will be required. Measures to reduce visibility for the
driver are not acceptable by themselves. Rumble strips are not an adequate speed restraint
measure. Speed restraint measures are to be located at a maximum spacing of 60m and
must be in a different surface material from the rest of the carriageway and well lit.
Chicanes
To be effective, the lateral displacement of the running lane must be at least 2m and the
length of the displacement no greater than 10m. A reduction of carriageway width to 2m at
the entrance and exit of the chicane is acceptable but a mountable shoulder may be
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necessary to provide a 3.1 m path for service vehicles. This measure is not appropriate for
shared surfaces (Picture Q).
Consult Highways Department on use of chicane on Butt Lane or any control measures they
propose.

Trees and bollards
These can be used to hem in chicanes, narrows, changes of direction etc. and make drivers
take extra care.
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Case Studies
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Parker Morris Space Standards
The Parker Morris report “Homes for Today and Tomorrow” produced in 1961, is a good
indication of desirable space standards in the home. It should be noted that Parker Morris
assumed that all two bedroom and smaller dwellings would be flats or single storey houses.
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Recommended plant species

SUGGESTED STANDARD PLANNING CONDITIONS
Suggested standard planning conditions relating to design matters in addition to planning
authority’s normal conditions. These may be imposed on Outline approvals and incorporated
in Full and Reserved Matters Applications as appropriate.










All electrical and telephone services to the development shall be run underground
All service intakes to dwellings, apart from gas, shall be run internally and not visible on
the exterior
All meter cupboards shall be positioned on the dwellings in accordance with details
which shall have been previously submitted to and approved by the local planning
authority
All soil and waste plumbing shall be run internally and shall not be visible on the exterior
Rainwater goods shall be black, and shall be indicated on submitted elevations
Eaves to all roofs shall be open with exposed rafter feet rather than boxed
All windows and doors in masonry walls shall be inset at least 100mm and shall be fitted
with sub‐cills
All windows and doors shall be or designs which shall have been submitted to and
approved by the local planning authority prior to their installation
Details of all boundary walls, fences and gates in and around the site, together with the
timing of their construction, shall be submitted to and agreed by the planning authority
prior to their construction
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Details of all facing materials and roofing materials be to be used should be submitted to
and agreed by the planning authority prior to their construction
Details of all ground surface finishes, including kerbs and manhole covers, both within
adoptable highways and unadopted areas on public frontages, should be submitted to
and agreed by the planning authority prior to their installation.
No development shall take place unless there has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the local planning authority a scheme on landscaping, which shall include
indications of all existing trees and hedgerows on the site and those to be retained,
together with measures for their protection in the course of development and a
programme of maintenance. All planting, seeding or turfing comprised in the approved
scheme, shall be carried out in the first planting and seeding season following
commencement of the development (or such other period as may be agreed in writing by
the local planning authority) and any trees or plants, which within a period of 5 years
from occupation of the development die, are removed, or become seriously damaged or
diseased shall be replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size and
species unless the local planning authority gives written consent otherwise
The rights of utility companies to deemed consent under the General Permitted
Development Order to construct electrical substations and gas governors within the
development are withdrawn and planning consent will be required
Balanced flue outlets from central heating boilers and other gas appliances shall not be
positioned on the street elevations and shall be no larger than 150mm in diameter
Details of street lighting lanterns and columns shall be submitted and approved by the
local planning authority prior to their installation.

The 1997 Essex Design Guide was produced by a working party of the Essex Planning Officers
Association.
The East Bridgford compilers of this Guide: “A Place Making Guide” give their thanks for the
generous allowance permitting them to use parts of the “Essex Guide” for their rural add‐on
to their Notts village guide.
It is noted the Essex Guide has had considerable success in improving the quality of design,
had been adopted as Planning Policy and is now being updated for 2018.
A comment: “Making fine new places is a big challenge and could be best met by the close
collaboration of the Developers, Designers, Planning and the East Bridgford Guide team.”

November 2017 – East Bridgford, Nottinghamshire
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Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1073275

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Mr Francis Meylan
Organisation

1073275

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.

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

Yes

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

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

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

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.

Answer

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.

The only positive comment I can make about your latest proposals is that all the
previous highly intrusive sites on the south, west and north east of the village have
been discounted.
I know the local Scouts & Guides will be relieved that the threat
to build on and adjacent to their leased outdoor activity areas off Kirk Hill has been
lifted. I do though continue to oppose RBC's plan to urbanise a rural village.
None of the Planners live here or have any real interest in the community in East
Bridgford. This was clear from the public session where RBC's display boards
stated EBR08 & 10 were within the existing village. THEY ARE NOT. They are
outside the existing village envelope and are in the GREENBELT which was
established for a reason, to protect the rural environment. All four sites extend well
out into the surrounding landscape. The sewage system will not cope - is well
documented it cannot cope at present. The local roads can't cope - suggest the
planners visit at peak periods to see the high traffic flow issues and queues. Even
out of this time traffic is a serious problem. Primary School is full. Doctors is in
reality at capacity. All four sites are greenfield good quality farmland which will be
lost. RBC recently allowed Bramley Close to be developed (off Cross Lane) - 5 very
large executive houses crammed in and allowed the occupants to gate themselves
off from the rest of the community - they live in a gated compound. This is not the
idea of living in a village. Precedent has been set for similar on the four proposed
sites. If (and I oppose it) development is allowed design must be very carefully done
and include some more open space. Buildings must reflect local character, not
Barratts or other big developers standard anywhere within the UK designs. Many
of the new house should be built onto the existing large urban areas of the Borough
and many could be built on the brownfield site of the old RAF Newton, rather than
impose them on the rural villages turning them into small towns.

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 –

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

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

No

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.

See comments above. EBR06 and EBR07 are both situated off narrow village roads
which will not cope with the traffic flow generated by 40 new houses. They both
extend beyond the existing village profile. EBR08 & EBR10 are possibly the least
bad option but still extend the existing village into the surrounding landscape
(contrary to RBC's assertion at the exhibition). Should also be noted EBR10 will
abut the Community Wood which at present is a lovely site within open fields. These
sites are also a distance from all village services (except the Doctors) so they will
generate considerably more traffic within the village.

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.

Middleton J 1143862

Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites

Response Form
Please return by 5pm on Monday 27 November 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
Joan Middleton
1 Northfield Ave, ROT,NG12 2HX
J

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Click here to enter text.

Address

Click here to enter text.

E-mail

Click here to enter text.

Housing Development
Housing Land Supply

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

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Don’t …………………………………………………………………………….
know
Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.

1



(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

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.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

2

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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Question 6: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Cotgrave:
Yes
No

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.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

No

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.
Click here to enter text.
5

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Whilst I am not opposed to some housing being built in Radcliffe on Trent, it is
noticeable that, since the A46 has been improved, we have seen a huge increase in
traffic along the A52. 820 further homes will significantly increase the population
which will in turn, cause further traffic problems both through the village and along
the A52. In addition, the planned increase in housing in Bingham will inevitably have
a detrimental impact, increasing both travelling time and the potential for accidents
and this should not be underestimated or ignored.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

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)



6

No

Yes

Site RAD03 –

No



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.
RAD01 – Assuming the issues with the flood plane are resolved, this is the best sight
for new development. I don’t necessarily agree with making provision for
employment unless the opportunities are restricted to employment that would only be
fulfilled by people within the village (and I don’t know that this can be achieved). To
fail to do this would only increase traffic coming into the village if the employees are
housed outside of it.
RAD03 – Not opposed to some development on this site however, 400 homes are
far too many due to the impact on traffic either on Shelford Rd or Grantham Rd
depending on where access is.
RAD05a – 140 homes are far too many due to the impact on traffic accessing the
A52. The only way that any increase in homes would be viable is if some traffic
calming, i.e. traffic lights are also introduced as it is currently extremely difficult to
access the A52 (especially to turn right) from any of the roads in the Harlequin. It is
also very dangerous crossing the road, often taking 5 minutes or more of waiting for
traffic to stop to enable crossing. I am reasonably fit and I often have to run across
the road whilst there is a gap in the traffic, were I either elderly or disabled then this
would be a huge problem.

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Ruddington
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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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

No

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.
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Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Question 15: 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 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.
Click here to enter text.
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(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

No

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.
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Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?
Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

No

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.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)
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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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

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.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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?

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

No

…………………………………………………………………………….

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Other Issues
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Question 22: Please identify any matters related to housing development which are
not covered here or elsewhere and which you wish to raise.
Click here to enter text.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

Please return by 5pm on Monday 27 November 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 plan making
process and may be in use for the lifetime of the Local Plan and associated processes in
accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998. 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. By sending the Council your
details you will automatically be informed of future consultations on planning policy documents
unless you indicate otherwise.
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Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1142718

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Mr Paul Middleton
Organisation

1142718

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

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

No

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.

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

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.

Justifying increases in the housing stock based on current schools lack capacity, and
a new school is required is a weak argument. Have long term projections of school
children, say over 20 years been used to calculate the justification of the expenses to
build a new school, against the cost of expanding the existing schools.

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)

No

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.

Whilst accepting the need to increase housing stock at all levels across the county, i
do think that due consideration should be given to the increased impact on the
environment due to increased traffic along the A52 and Shelford Roads. The impact
to health on increased carbon emissions, noise, and accident risk. Traffic flow on the
A52 has increased since the A46 development, and introducing more traffic needing
to access the road will deliver more traffic flow and environmental risk. Not
withstanding increased cost in road maintenance with increased traffic. How will bus
services be managed to facilitate the increased population. Existing infrastructure,
excluding schools is not available to support 1700 people based on 2 people per

new residence. ow will this be resolved. Have all brown field sites within Rushcliffe,
been reviewed and allocated for development before we encroach on greenbelt land.

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

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)

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

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.

Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1138593

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Miss Georgia Monica
Organisation

1138593

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

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.

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

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.

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

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

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.

Answer

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

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)

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.

East Bridgford offers, shops, hairdressers, doctors, good school and much more.
East Bridgford also has a problem with a congested Main Street, often gridlocks at
busy time of the day. Butt Lane offers walking distance to all the facilities and also
access in and out with out traveling through Main Street/village. Houses are needed
for a growing population and it is for the above reasons I would accept building off
Butt Lane North and South

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.

Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1143893

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Mr Christopher Morffew
Organisation

1143893

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.

If the requirement is 2000 homes this is what the plan should be based on.
Frankly, 2000 further homes in the Rushcliffe area is almost certainly too many as
most people would want/need to work in Nottingham and this can not be done
sensibly without major investment in new infrastructure including a new Trent
crossing.

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

No

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

Additional transport links into Nottingham will be required for ant further development
under this plan. These will be cheaper and easier to provide id development is on
sites close to the urban area of Nottingham.

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.

The A52 can not cope with a further increase in traffic from Bingham.

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

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



Answer

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

No

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

We recently adopted a Neighbourhood Plan that accepted the need for as minimum
of 400 homes; to more than double this, to around 820, is totally unreasonable.
The village infrastructure could not cope without major investment and the traffic
congestion would be horrendous. Furthermore, there does not seem to be any
provision for an increase in leisure facilities as identified in the Neighbourhood Plan.

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)

No

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.

Shelford Road can not cope with a significant increase in traffic. The
Neighbourhood Plan states that residential development sites should be "Located
where there is reasonably good access to the strategic highways network
(specifically the A52 Nottingham Road), without causing significant congestion to the
village roads" (Policy 10.3) Sites RAD 02 and 03 do not meet this policy as access
is from Shelford Road. Shelford Road has Care Homes and housing for the elderly,

is used by many disabled people and is a main walking route for school children.
Development of these sites with access from Shelford Road would be dangerous for
this sector of the population and would lead to significant congestion in the village.

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)







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.

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

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)

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

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.

Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1143929

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

MRS Nancy Morffew
Organisation

1143929

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.

I can find no evidence that the infrastructure required to support this number of
additional housing has yet been planned, or that the finances will be made available
to meet them.

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.

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

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.

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

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)



Answer

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

No

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

The neighbourhood plan, which has been agreed recently, supported the building of
400 new homes. The proposal to more than double this, in order to enable funding
for an additional primary school, beggars belief; what logic can there be in focussing
on one single aspect when the provision of transport infrastructure, health care
and leisure facility issues have not likewise been dealt with.

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.

Site RAD02 –

Land adjacent Grooms Cottage
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

No

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)



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.

It is proposed that the sole access to RAD03 and RAD02 should be via Shelford
Road ONLY, and that this would be for the residents of 450 houses, a new primary
school and a replacement Health Centre catering for the whole of Radcliffe on Trent.
Shelford Road CANNOT accommodate such increases of traffic. I was disappointed
to note that when a traffic survey was carried out on Shelford Road earlier this year,
it was done during school holidays, so any planning based on those figures, will be
significantly flawed. As a resident who lives off Shelford Road, and has to rely on a
privately funded mirror to allow exit onto that road, I can confirm that there are times
of the day when it is currently not possible to safely gain access to it, and I have had

a number of 'near misses'! This road also has a high concentration of elderly and
disabled residents and any significant increase in traffic will increase safety
issues by an unacceptable amount. The Neighbourhood Plan states that residential
development sites should be 'located where there is reasonably good access to the
strategic highways network (specifically the A52 Nottingham Road) without causing
congestion to the village roads. Developing RAD02 and RAD03 would be in breach
of this, unless a bridge is built over the railway line to give access directly on to the
A52.

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

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

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

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.

Moss A 1142471

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Adam Moss
Localdevelopment
East Bridgford - release of greenfield land for housing response
11 October 2017 22:40:36

To whom it may concern,
I am writing to object to the proposals to the release of greenfield land in East Bridgford.
While I can understand that there is a nationwide shortage of housing and local authorities are
under incredible pressure to deliver larger numbers of housing, I feel that it is a shame that
greenfield land is being considered for development.
I also believe any of the four sites would be inappropriate for a new build for a number of
reasons.
Firstly, the infrastructure in the village would not be able to cope with the extra residents the
houses would bring. The local primary school is already over-subscribed and despite significant
expansion, class sizes are already large. St Peter’s Academy has expanded in recent years, but
size of the site is limited, with houses on all sides, and it would prove difficult to expand the
school any further to add to the current number of classrooms without losing playground space.
Secondly, is the issue of the development of the brownfield site at RAF Newton. This
development has not been completed and has delivered none of the amenities which were
promised – namely a district centre or a primary school. The people who live in the houses
which have been built on the Newton site use the amenities in East Bridgford and their children
are in the catchment area for St Peter’s Academy. Any extra development in East Bridgford
would therefore put even more of a strain on the amenities we do have in the village.
Thirdly, traffic and safety for pedestrians are also areas of concern. There is currently only one
pavement on the northern side of Butt Lane and a new pavement would need to installed on
the southern side of the road to ensure safety for pedestrians walking into the village from any
development to the south. The northern side pavement is also narrow and would need to be
upgraded to ensure safety for pedestrians who are walking into the village from site proposed
on the north.
Cars from any of the new development sites would have to go down Butt Lane to get out of the
village via the Fosse Way (old A46), or along Main Street to access the A6097 - which already
struggles to cope with modern volumes of traffic at peak times.
New, very safe exits from two of the new development sites onto Butt Lane would be need to be
created.
And most traffic from either site at Closes Side Lane would need to exit the village via Cross Lane,
which would add a dangerous volume of traffic to the road. An alternative for the two Closes
Side Lane sites would be to provide a third exit out of the village to the East, by upgrading the
full length of Closes Side Lane, but this would mean a new slip road would need to be added to
the A46, or a new bridge would need to be built over it to provide a suitable exit onto Fosse
Way, which would clearly prove both disruptive and costly.
Yours sincerely,
Adam Moss

Mountain S 1141537

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gary Mountain
Localdevelopment
Local Plan Consultation - Ruddington
19 October 2017 15:29:48

I am giving my response to the local plan for Ruddington as suggested by the
Council. I am at a loss as to why the
figure of homes has increased from 250 to 410.
I understand that the new homes currently being built in the village are not
included in this figure.
Over the past few years we have seen numerous houses in Ruddington built,
mainly on the Pasture Lane Estate, Old
Station Drive and Woodhouse Gardens. I cannot believe with those houses that
the number of houses we are
supposed to have accepted to be built has not been met, the figure just keeps
going out. The new houses being
built on Lace Gardens are not included in the above figures, so your
representative informed me at the presentation.
Now the Council has proposed 4 sites totalling 410 houses. Rud 11 is a small
development and is within keeping
of the village, I see no objection to this.
I am particularly opposed, however, to the development proposed at Rud 01.
This is green belt land, no matter that
the presentation the other evening classed it as 'medium' green belt land. It is
either green belt or it is not! I also
took exception to the plan shown for Rud 1, whilst mentioning as afterthought
that there was a children's playground
within the development which is covenant land was not marked in any way on the
plan. That field is played on by
my family and my children's friends, year round. They play cricket in the summer,
football in the winter, my son has
commented that it is safe because it well away from the houses and they 'can't do
any damage'. I also understand
that if this land should be developed this would incorporate a play area well away
from the current housing estate, and
my friends and I would certainly not entertain our children going on there to play
that far away from the current
residential area.
I can also agree with neighbours who say that the fields are subject to flooding,
the mud and deep puddles encountered
in the Autumn/Winter months is highly noticeable.
The land is covenant land, if a member of my family was fortunate enough to be
able to leave a piece of land for
community use that was subsequently overturned at a later date I would be
horrified. I know that the family of
Mr Sellors has been in touch with the community to voice their concerns.
My main concern for any new large housing developments in Ruddington,
however, lay with the infrastructure. Both
of our village schools are full, I am a school governor at the junior school and our
current numbers in all years are
running at 32/33 pupils, and the projected figures coming from the infant school
are higher than that. We do not at
present have capacity to take in pupils from outside the village, in fact several
children who moved into the village
over the Summer were also refused places by NCC and have had to go to school
in outlying villages or are being

home tutored. When I asked one of the planning officers about their future plans
for the schools, I was told it wasn't a
priority and that it would all be sorted out a later date!
Both Dr's surgeries are now giving appointments out for 3 weeks time. I
appreciate they are doing their best but the
population of the village is now so large, there are just not enough hours in a day
to see everyone needing treatment.
The village centre is swamped with cars, my elderly neighbours who rely on their
car to do their grocery shopping find
it increasingly difficult to park, if not impossible and travelling through the village
at peak times is a nightmare, often
resulting in gridlock. The people who will move into these proposed houses will
need to travel through the village to
drop off and pick up their children from school. Don't say 'well they will walk'
because they are then going on to work.
The proposed sites at Rud05 and Rud13 are probably the only ones I could
possibly support. This due to the fact
that they have access to the outskirts of the village and will enter and leave onto
the A60 main road and have
little need to enter the village, unless of course they have children to drop at
school, they do not, however, solve the
problem of demands on the village infrastructure.
As said in my first paragraph, I am at a loss as to why these numbers have
doubled in size, I believe that Ruddington
has had their fair share of housing over the past 10 years, enough is enough, I
cannot support the plans suggested
by the Council
Sheila Mountain
Ruddington

Murden C 1144820

Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

chris murden <
27 November 2017 23:24
Localdevelopment
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2 : Preferred Housing Sites Consultation

Whilst agreeing with the comments that the proposed 25% increase in housing will overstretch medical and
school facilities, there will also be a serious problem in terms of road congestion.
Any development in the Asher Lane area would create more hazard in this narrow road and spoil the
tranquility in the very well run Rushcliffe Country Park.
Additionally probems accessing Loughborough Road from Kirk Lane are severe at the moment during peak
times. Development wherever in the village will put more strain on this traffic light junction particularly for
right turners for Loughborough or Mere Way Business Park. One solution would be to install a right turn
lane controlled by green arrow lights (as recently put in on the Melton Road in Tollerton).
Another possible solution would be to put a loop road from Flawforth Lane to the Mere Way Island making
the Island an interchange for vehicles for Loughborough or The Business Park. From Kirk Lane it would
therefore be a no right at the lights and then a right turn from Flawforth Lane onto the loop road for Mere
Way Island. Similarly vehicles travelling from the Tollerton island and on Flawforth towards Ruddington
would turn left into the loop road if they wanted to access Loughborough, The Business Park or make a
right turn towards Nottingham.
These ideas a put forward for your consideration to assess whether they have any feasability.
C. R. Murden - Ruddington, NG11 6DY
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