Wakerley M 1142473

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
Michael Wakerley
109 Central Ave, Nottingham,
NG7 7AG

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
1

2,550 seems like a arbitrary number based on government targets, where you make
housing numbers fit into spaces that may not yeld that amount of houses. I think
looking at what developing sustainable means…..the quality and sustainability of the
housing, the planning of schools, facilities, transport links and other amentities as
well as just the housing numbers.
(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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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.
If you just look very quickly at the housing density of the surrounding area, the size
of the properites, the size of the gardens and the spacing of the road layout as it
stands, you can see that this site should only be yelding 20 – 25 houses to fit in with
the area. You’re looking to put too many houses on this size of site, even with flats or
very small starter homes you are not leaving enough space for this development to
fit in with its surroundings, you’re proposing to build too densely.
(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

……………………………………………………………………………..

2



No

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Not fully. I agree that the area identified East of Gamston should not be considered
at present, as the A52 main road and the start of the Grantham canal really form a
strong defining line of where Green Belt should start. I would be wary of developing a
site like that before exploring options of developing along the arterial roads or
expanding village envelopes as it appears on plan that the suburbs are growing into
Green Belt too easily.
Also isn’t Sharp hill already under development?
South of Clifton is a difficult one, as when leaving Clifton it would seem like an
extension of the housing that it is in, but if you approach from the south that site is
highly visible on the horizon, the care home facility that was built changed the skyline
of that approach a while ago and not for the better, so I would say the eastern side of
that site could be developed as it is in a lower lying area but not north of the main
road as it is way too visible geographically.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Yes this seems wise. I agree that the proposed further expansion of Bingham be
haulted until you can see how increasing its population by 25% will turn out by the
addition of a 1,000 homes.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

3

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
I don’t agree with the approach of getting a consensus for 350 new homes and then
working out how that could be delivered on greenfield land around the village as an
appropriate way to develop the current housing stock. I believe it is possible to
develop within the green belt without adversely affecting the notional ‘openness of
the green belt’ and its ecology. In fact it is the type of developer style housing that is
the problem; too higher densities, incongruous disorientating road layouts with acres
of tarmac, bland unimaginatively designed mass housing, I think put anywhere let
alone within the green belt is the real problem.
Development should be done incrementally over time in lots of smaller
developments, all over the green belt, but a site and development considered on the
merits of the scheme. If the housing is truly sustainable and done in way that will not
adversely affect the openness of the greenbelt; with the use of existing or planted
trees, low lying developments, green roofs, screening and the adoption of
sustainable technologies – then it should be promoted. I believe the government has
set a policy framework that would allow you to do this, by using the overarching
governing policy of NPPF to promote ‘sustainable development’ and using this to
tackle the problem of building in the greenbelt.
There are successful sustainable schemes out there like the Hockerton Housing
project or The Autononmous House or The Solar House in Leicestershire that are
starting to illustrate ways how this might be done, then houses can be built in
sensitive habitats in small numbers all over the greenbelt. A policy that allows
development anywhere within the green belt, if it can be proved to have a zero to a
very low impact on the green belt, rather than forcing housing number increases on
existing villages and by taking huge chunks out of the greenbelt at a time. Whether it
is one house or 100 houses, built perhaps in a clearing in the middle of wooded area
or built within an abondened quarry or on a former industrial site that needs cleaning
up or even slap bang in the middle of a field. There must be areas of the green belt
less sensitive than others and done creatively development should be allowed if it
meets the criteria of ‘being truly sustainable’ rather than a blanked ban inforcement
adopted at the current time. At present where a single sustainable house built by a
self builder is not permitted within the green belt unless ‘very exceptional’
circumstances are met but on the other hand the council can decide to re-draw the
boundaries of the green belt to let a housing developer build say a 1,000 new homes
in an insensitive way to enable them to meet their housing targets seems like a
wholey unfair system to me. Using the overarch NPPF should allow you to look at
4

tackling this inequality differently and in fact could be the way to get lots of smaller
developers to champion sustainable construction methods, rather than the big few
who don’t and perhaps start to change house building in Britian for the better. Redrawing the current boundaries seems like moving the goal posts to me, a farer
system is just to be tough on your definition of what sustainable means; air pollution
testing, water course monitoring, habitabit protection for wildlife, archeological and
heritage protection, along with good countryside bus routes etc. etc.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

5

Question 6: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Cotgrave:
Yes
No

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



3

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)



3

Site

COT01 –

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.
Again, I think the densities are way to high. The sites may have potential as they
appear on site plan to be within the notional ‘village envelope’, but I think including
the building of a heritage centre and incorporating the archeological, local history
and other community facilities on the Collery site as well the potential for housing
should be considered, as it looks like a site that seems to have other potential that
could be developed for the benefit of Cotgrave as a whole.
(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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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

6

I think the green belt around a large city is different than the green belt around a
town like East Leake. Around a large city you are trying to stop the suburbs joining
up with the satellite villages and controlling growth/spread of already large cities.
East Leake has had a lot more housing built over the last 10 years than say
Ruddington, Cotgrave, Gamston, Wysall or Bunny put together, but they all sit within
perceived open countryside. If the amenitites are there and the East Leake residents
agree, the sites aren’t of special interest, they aren’t highly visible from afar…. then
fill up all of the area bounded by Rempstone and Loughborough Road with houses
but with the correct density, well designed houses, passive house standard
sustainable homes…
(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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Again if Keyworth residents agree, the perceived ‘openess of the green belt’ is not
affected when existing villages have areas of growth and village infill, but it is the
density and design of the housing that needs to be in keeping with the village setting,
not housing targets.
(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.

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

7

Yes

No



3

Yes

No

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



3

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



3

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



3

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)

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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

8

Yes

No

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.



3

Site RAD02 –

Land adjacent Grooms Cottage
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)



3

Site RAD03 –

Land off Shelford Road
(estimated capacity around 400 homes)



3

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



3

Site RAD06 –

72 Main Road
(estimated capacity around 5 homes)



3

Site RAD13 –

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



3

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)

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

9



No

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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)



3

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



3

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



3

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



3

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)

Housing Development at the 'Other Villages'

10

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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)



3

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



3

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.
(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?
11

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..



No

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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)



3

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



3

Site EBR8 –

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



3

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



3

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)

Gotham

12

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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:

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

Yes

No



3

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)

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?

13

Yes

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

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.
Great site to develop, housing density most likely way too high. Should only be
allowed to build within the conversion of existing buildings on the site or by using the
locally found materials, i.e. exacavating local clay and make handmade bricks from
which to build the houses from or rammed earth walls? Sustainable reed bed sewer
treatment, grey water recycling, communal solar power generation scheme with
electric only cars.
(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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your answers.
Again re-use existing buildings or completely sustainable housing scheme.
(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.
14

(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: 1143771

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Dr Gavin Walker
Organisation

1143771

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 2550 figure is excessive. It includes a figure of 900 to account for delays with 5
of the 6 strategic sites and a 'buffer' of 550 to account for further delay or failure of
strategic or other sites. A significant increase above the identified requirement can
only be justified if it is accompanied by a proportionate increase in the length of the
plan, to 2031 or 2035. If unchanged, the effect will be to allocate additional housing
to the Local Plan Part 2 identified sites which has the potential to result in over



delivery for the plan as a whole. Furthermore, allocating additional 'easier' sites as a
result of strategic site delays removes the incentive for developers to tackle issues
affecting strategic sites.


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)





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


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



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

No



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

An additional 410 houses on greenfield sites is not sustainable. Health, education
and other local services do not have the capacity to serve the occupants of 410
additional houses and there is no evidence to support their ability to expand to
provide such extra capacity. The two medical centres are located on constrained
sites and operating at capacity, with not space for physical expansion. The infant and
junior schools are close to capacity, but there may be space to build additional
classroom accommodation at St Peter's School. However, the distance between the
two sites results in significant traffic problems, exacerbated by some families having
to transport children to both schools, which will worsen further with increased pupil
numbers. The adequacy of Ruddington's highways and transport infrastructure is
also a significant reason for objection. Ruddington is located adjacent to major
settlements at Edwalton, West Bridgford and Clifton, with the development of the
strategic sites at Clifton Pastures and Sharp Hill set to generate traffic which will
impact on Ruddington's already inadequate road system. The other key settlements
identified in the consultation for additional housing can be considered isolated, but in
highways terms the impact and sustainability of development in Ruddington needs to
be considered in the context not only to the houses proposed for Ruddington, but
also the impact of the strategic sites in Clifton and Edwalton on Ruddington.

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)




No



Answer

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

No

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.

RUD01 The RUD01 site includes Sellors' Playing Field, which was donated to the
Parish Council in 1946 and includes a football field, play area and public open space.
The site is subject to a covenant, has the status of a playing field and has been
registered as an asset of community value (ACV). I object to development of Sellors
as it would result in the loss of a valuable playing field, play area and much used
open space. It is doubtful whether Sellors could be brought forward in an acceptable
time frame as a development site. Its ACV status, the need to consult Sport England
about replacement playing field provision and likely legal challenge regarding the
enforceability of the covenant and the legality of the Parish Council disposing of the
site would cause considerable delay.
I object to the development of RUD01 as
a whole on the basis of the flood risk. Rushcliffe's 'Local Plan Part 2: Land and
Planning Policies - Sequential Test for the Preferred Housing Sites' acknowledges
that RUD01 is classified by the Environment Agency as flood zone 2, with an area of
flood zone 3 adjacent to Packman Dyke and Wilford Road. The sequential test
carried out by Rushcliffe BC does not assign to individual sites the reasons that such
alternative sites were not acceptable: 'Whilst alternative allocations which do not
contain land within flood zones 2 of 3 do exist on the edge of Ruddington, these sites
are constrained by environmental (landscape), heritage issues (impacts on the
Conservation Area and/or listed buildings) or their contribution to Green Belt
purposes (notably the prevention of merging).' The report then considers the
requirement for an exception test for RUD01, but concludes: As RUD01 is a
residential allocation (a more vulnerable development) and includes land within
flood zone 3a, it should be subject to the exception test. However there are
opportunities to avoid development within flood zone 3a, and provided this is set out
within the Local Plan, there is no requirement to undertake the exception test. NPPF
section 10, para 102 requires that 'a site-specific flood risk assessment must
demonstrate that the development will be safe for its lifetime taking account of the
vulnerability of its users, without increasing flood risk elsewhere, and, where
possible, will reduce flood risk overall'. In my view, in the absence of an exception
test RUD01 cannot be considered as a suitable site for development, since the
likelihood of increasing flood risk elsewhere has not been quantified. RUD011 I



oppose the proposal that RUD11 should be allocated for 10 custom and self-buildhouses, while remaining within the Green Belt. The site is in a prominent location,
visible from the A60, Old Loughborough Road, Old Road and the north-east fringe of
Ruddington. It also sits within the historic context of Ruddington Hall, a Grade 2
listed building. The tendency of custom and self-build developments is that there is a
greater diversity of house styles, sizes and construction materials. This would result
in a less visually coherent development the appearance of which would impact
negatively on the surrounding area. In addition, the site is a considerable distance
from the main settlement of Ruddington and not within reasonable walking distance
of local services. The site appraisal in the Housing Site Selection Interim Report
(September 2017) states that the village centre is within 20 minutes walking
distance, but 'in addition there sis(sic) a small convenience store off Ashworth
Avenue which is within walking distance.' The store closed many months before the
appraisal was presented for consideration.

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

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.

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.






Walsh K 1144873
Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Kimberley <c27 November 2017 21:19
Localdevelopment
Local Plan Part 2- Consultation Objection

Hello,
IamwritinginresponsetotheRushcliffeBoroughCouncilLocalPlanPart2Consultationwithmyobjection
totheplanstouseGreenBeltLandinRuddington.
ͲIdonotagreethattheLocalPlanshouldallocategreenfieldlandforhousingdevelopmentatRuddington
foraround410homesintotal.
ͲIdonotagreetosupportproposedallocationforhousingdevelopmentofRUD01
RUD01keyreasonstoobjectionsͲasalreadynotedinthePreferredHousingSitedocumentRUD01isina
floodriskareaoflevel2and3ͲthisistheonlyareaofRuddingtontohaveafloodrisk.Significantflooding
hasoccurredintheareawithinthelast5years,thereforethisisnotjustatheoreticalrisk!FloodRiskareas
withsuchalevelofriskshouldonlybeconsideredforbuildingonwherenootheroptionsareavailableͲ
thescopingexerciseclearlyshowsthatthereareotheroptionswithintheborough.Anydevelopmentson
thesitewouldsignificantlyincreasethefloodriskfurthertosurroundingproperties.Developmentonthis
areawouldalsonegativelyimpactthecharacterofthevillageononethemainroutesintoandoutofthe
village.
ͲDuetothelownumberofhousesproposedonSiteRUD11ithasfairlyinsignificantoverallimpact
thereforeIdonotobject.
ͲIdonotobjecttothesitesRUD13orRUD05aslocationsinprinciple,howeverIobjecttothehigh
numberofhousesplannedoverallasthevillageamenitiesandinfrastructurecannotcopewiththe
currentnumberswithinthevillagethereforetoincreaseafurther400wouldbeunmanageable.
KimberleyWalsh
1TrentAvenue,Ruddington,NG116BG

1

Walters Mr and Mrs 1144766
Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Anne Walters <>28 November 2017
14:41Localdevelopment
For the attention of Mr Philip Marshall
Objection to Rushcliffe 2017.docx

Categories:

Done

DearMrMarshall
IhaveenclosedanobjectiontotheproposalstobuildonGreenbeltlandnexttotheBridlewayofftheOld
LoughboroughRoadatRuddington.
RUDD11
WeweretotallyoblivioustotheproposedchangesuntilwereadtheRushcliffereportwhichwaspostedthrough
ourdoorlastweek.Thethoughtofoutlineplanningproposalsforthefieldwithoutseeingtheoveralldevelopment
strategyinanareaoflineardevelopmentisinconceivable.Theredoesnotalsoappeartobeanactualnumberof
housesproposed.
WhilstnoneofthiscanbeachievedwithoutachangetotheRuddingtonPlanwenoteseveralreasonsforleaving
thisasitcurrentlystandsforthisparticulararea.
AllanandAnneWalters

1

1WayteCourtRuddingtonNottinghamNG116NL
ReprosedchangestoRUDD11

DearMrMitchell
WewishtoobjecttotheproposaltodevelopsiteRUD11forthefollowing
reasons:
Firstly,themapincludedinLocalPlanPart2isoutofdateandmisleadingsince
‘OldLoughboroughRoad’andLandmereLanearethesamecontinuousroad.The
mapimpliestheyareseparateroadswhichtheyarenot.Forhistoricalreasons,
whentheA52wasdeveloped,thetwoweremergedsoeachmayhaveadifferent
namebuttheyareonecontinuouscountrylanewiththesame30mphspeedlimit
Thathasonlyrecentlyhappenedtoo,afterconcernsforoursafetywhenwalking
tothebusstop.
1. SELECTINGSITERUDD11WOULDSETAPRECEDENTFORFUTURE
DEVELOPMENT
Therehavebeennonewsitesdevelopedinthisareafor50years.Previous
developmenthasbeenonlyconversionofagriculturalbuildingsorareplacement
newbuildfollowingthedemolitionofabungalowonthesamesite(WayteCourt
barnconversions;LandmereFarmbarnconversions;OldRoadbungalow
demolitions).
Anyapparent‘newhouses’onOldRoad(adjacenttothebackofthesite)were
builteachonthesiteofademolishedbungalow(approvalfordemolitionalso
granted).Housingdevelopmentinthissettlementhasbeenonlyonthesiteof
existinghousingandexistingbrickagriculturalbuildings.
Newhouses(‘selfͲbuildorcustom’)onanewsitewillsetaverypoorprecedent
for
Ͳ furtherdevelopmentofthesettlementonbothLandmereLandandtheOld
Loughborough
Ͳ formergingthesettlementwiththebuiltͲupareaofRuddingtonvillage.


2. PREVIOUSLYTHEBOROUGHCOUNCILHAVECONSISTENTLYRESISTED
DEVELOPMENTONTHEEDGESOFVILLAGES
SiteRUDD11doesnotmeetthecriteriafora‘preferredsite’.Itismerelya
countrylaneconsistingofverylowͲdensityhousingoutsidetheboundaryof
Ruddingtonvillagefromwhichitisseparatedbycountrysidetowhichthissite
makesavaluablecontribution.
Unliketheotherpreferredsites,itisnotwithintheboundariesofRuddington
village.Therefore,sinceitisthe‘oddoneout’/theexception,thensurely,reasons
foritsdevelopmentshouldbeverysignificant.Therearenoreasonsstatedinthe
planwhichstatesonlythesiteprovider’srationaleforinclusion.
OldLoughboroughRoadisacountrylaneandacontinuationofLandmereLane–
itisthesameroad.Thespeedlimitwasrevisedfrom60mphto30mphonlyon
safetygrounds.Whilstthereisafootpath(unpaved,singlefiletrackwhich
detoursintowoods),thereisnopavement;thereisonlyverypoorstreetlighting
–consistentwiththefactthatthisisaruralcountrylane.
LocalPlanshaveconsistentlystated,‘TheBoroughCouncilconsidersthatnew
residentialdevelopmentonsuchsiteslyingontheedgesofvillagesandtowns
wouldbedetrimentaltothecharacterofsettlementsandwillthereforeresist
proposalfortheirdevelopment’.

3. SITERUDD11MAKESAMAJORCONTRIBUTIONINRESPECTOF
PREVENTINGTHEMERGINGOFSETTLEMENTSAdjacentisanancient
historical‘publicbridleway’,alsoadjacentarewoodsofMickleboroughHill
andtheestatesofRuddingtonHallandEastthorpeHousebeforeentering
thebuiltͲupareaofRuddingtonvillage.Developingthisfieldwouldimpact
onreducingthecountrysidebetweenthissettlementandthetown
boundaryandwouldsetapoorprecedentforfuturedevelopmentwhich
ultimatelywouldleadtomergingthissettlementintoRuddingtonvillage.
ThatisnotsupportedbyRuddingtonParishCouncil


4.

PREVIOUSLY(INAPPROVINGTHESHARPHILLWOODS’DEVELOPMENT),IT
WASSTATEDTHATTHEA52FORMSADEFINABLEBOUNDARYFORTHE
GREENBELTANDTHEREFORETHERESHOULDNOTBEANYDEVELOPMENT
ONTHEOTHERSIDEOFTHEDUALCARIAGEWAY.

LoughboroughRdisacontinuationofLandmereLane–itisonecontinuouslane
withanentrancefromtheA52andtheA60anditrunsparallelwiththeA52for
halfitslength.Soitwouldnotbesuitabletoallowfurtherdevelopmentalongthe
rurallane.
Existingdevelopedsitescompriseonlyconvertedbrickfarmbuildingsornew
housesonlyonthesiteofdemolishedbungalows.Thesettlementgrowthhasin
thepast,beenlinearandthenewproposalswouldmoveawayfromthe
previouslyalloweddevelopment.

5. THEDRAFTPLANPURELYRESTATESTHESITEPROMOTER’SVIEWPOINT
WHICHISOPPOSITETOTHECOUNCIL’SCRITERIAFORSELECTINGSITES.
Theonlyjustificationstatedistheopinionofthesitepromoterwhostatesthat
theyarea‘naturaldevelopmentofthesettlement’.Thisisclearlynotthecse.
6. PURSUINGSITERUDD11ISTOTALLYINCONSISTENTWITHREJECTING
SITESRUDD9ANDRUDD10ONTHESAMEROADFOLLOWINGEARLIER
CONSULTATIONONLOCALPLAN2ͲSITESRUDD9,10&16ONLANDMERE
LANEWEREREJECTEDASUNSUITABLEFORDEVELOPMENT
OldLoughboroughRdisthesamecountryroadasLandmereLane.Itismerely
historicalthatthereare2separatenamesforthisonecontinuouslane.Thelane
enclosesMickleboroughHillinitscentre.Atoneend,itiscalled‘LandmereLane’,
atitsotherend,itissigned‘LoughboroughRdleadingtoLandmereLane’.The
documentcallsthis‘OldLoughboroughRoad’.Historically,theA52dual
carriagewayandanewA60werebuiltresultinginLandmereLaneandOld
LoughboroughRoadbecomingtheonesinglecontinuousroad.SiteRUDD11ison
thesameroad,merelyroundthebendofthesameroadastherejectedsite
RUDD9andsiteRUDD10and,bydefinition,inthesamearea.Therecanbeno
addedjustificationforpursuingitsdevelopment.Theissuesforrejectingsites

RUDD9,siteRUDD10andsiteRUDD16willalsoapplytoSITERUDD11,in
particular,thebuildingofnewhousesonnewsitesonLandmereLane/Old
LoughboroughRd–it’sthesamesettlementliningthesameroad.Thereisno
argumentforextendingthissettlement.

7. DEVELOPMENTOFSITERUDD11WILLEXTENDANEXISTINGSETTLEMENT
WHICHCURRENTLYCOMPRISESASINGLEROWOFVERYLOWDENSITY
HOUSINGONACOUNTRYLANE
ThelaneisacontinuationofLandmereLanesigned‘LoughboroughRoadleading
toLandmereLane’.Itcomprisesonlyofasinglerowoflargedetachedhouseson
1acreplotswithminimum½acrefrontgardens;directfrontagewithindividual
drivewaysontoLoughboroughRdandnosharedaccess.
Adevelopmentof‘clusterhousing’onthisscalewouldbothEXTENDthehousing
downacountryroadandencroachbeyondandbetotallyoutofplacewiththe
existinglineofhouses.Itwouldrequirefurthersharedaccessroads.
Adevelopmentof10newhousesdoesnotfitwiththecharacterofthearea.The
onlysimilarclustersofhousingontheroadareconversionsoforiginalbrickfarm
buildings.Theterm‘selfͲbuild’and‘customhouses’arenonsequitursintermsof
justifyingdevelopment–theyarebrandnewhouses,regardlessoftheirdesign.
8. THEOTHERPREFERREDSITESINRUDDINGTONAREWITHOUTISSUESOF
PROMOTINGCOALESCENCEANDAREWITHINTHEBOUNDARIESOF
RUDDINGTONVILLAGE.
OthersitesareNOTOUTSIDETHEVILLAGESEPARATEDFROMTHEVILLAGEBY
COUNTRYSIDEONACOUNTRYLANE–nopavement;onlyafootpath;ancientadͲ
hocstreetlightingcommensuratewithacountrylane–notethat‘Loughborough
RdleadingtoLandmereLane’and‘LandmereLane’isonecontinuouslaneͲanda
speedlimitonlyrelativelyrecentlyreducedfrom60mphto30mphalongitsentire
lengthonlyforroadtrafficsafetyreasonsandthesafetyofpedestriansforthe
dangerslistedaboveandforthereasonthatthisisanarrowcountrylane.

9. THEPROPOSEDDEVELOPMENTWILLDOMINATETHEEXISTINGAREA

Theproposedsiteiselevated;onadominantslopeandhighground,makingthe
siteextremelyvisible.Itisatotallossofcountryside,abeautiful10acre
agriculturalfieldadjacenttoanancienthistorical‘publicbridleway’,tothewoods
ofMickleboroughHillandtotheestatesofRuddingtonHallandEasthorpeHouse.
Itslosswouldbesignificantanddetrimentaltothecharacterofthearea–thisis
oneofveryfewfieldscontributingtotheapproachtotheboundaryof
Ruddington.Developmenthereelongatesthesettlementtherebyitsignificantly
reducestheseparationofthesettlementfromthebuiltͲupareaofRuddington.
VerysoontheconurbationofNottinghamwillbeallowedtoovertakeallthe
availablelandfromtheCitytotheA46.
10.DOESNOTFITTHECHARACTEROFTHEAREA
Therehasbeennonewsitesintheareafor50years–anynewdwellingshave
beeneitherconversionsofoldagriculturalbrickbuildingsorreplacement
dwellingsonthesiteofdemolishedbungalows,therefore,bydefinition,
developmentofsiteRUDD11cannotfitthecharacterofthearea.

11.IMPACTONPROTECTEDWILDLIFESPECIES
SiteRUDD11isinthecountryside–itisasignificantpartoftheagriculturalland
aroundMickleboroughHill.Thereareregularsightingsofbadgersbyresidentson
OldLoughboroughRd/LandmereLane.Thisfieldmakesavaluablecontributionto
wildlifeinthisarea.Wehave,sofarmanagedtoretainhedgerowboundariesand
someofthesewoulddisappeariftheproposalsgoahead.

12.ADVERSEIMPACTONCARBONFOOTPRINT–noeasyaccesstolocal
amenitiesbyfoot
DevelopingsiteRUDD11,willhaveanadverseimpactoncarbonfootprint–this
siteispartofaruralhamletlyingon‘LoughboroughRdleadingtoLandmereLane’
andOUTSIDERuddingtonvillage.Weareamconcernedhowthevillageandbus
stopscouldbewalkedtosafely.Thereisnopavementsuitableforpushchairs,
wheelchairs,onlyanarrowpathandpoorlylitconsistentwithacountrylane.
Thereisnoadequateaccessto/fromthenearestbusstoponthemain
LoughboroughRoadA60attheentrancetoOldLoughboroughRd.Thestopisin

themiddleoffieldgrass20cmlongandtheonly‘path’toOldLoughboroughRoad
involveswalkingintoalargecopseoftreesonanunlit,unmaintainedmuddy
winding‘animaltrack’.ThealternativeistowalkalongtheedgeofthemainA60
withnopavementandnolighting.WalkingfurtherdownOldLoughboroughRd
onatrack(notapavement)toenterthevillageinvolvescrossingthemainA60,
wherethereisnosafepedestriancrossing.Fortheyoung,theelderlyandthe
infirm,inparticular,thisisnotasafesitetoaccessbyfoot.

13.THEREARENOAMENITIESINTHISHAMLET–verylowͲdensityhousingin
aruralsetting
Wehavenoaccesstohighspeedbroadbandduetothedistancefromthe
exchange.MinimaladͲhocstreetlightingandthelackofpavementsisconsistent
withacountrylane.Itisinappropriatetosupportdevelopmentinanareawithno
amenities.
Yourssincerely

AllanWalters
AnneWalters

Ward H 1005794
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/ĂƚƚĞŶĚĞĚƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶŽŶϯϭƐƚKĐƚŽďĞƌ͘DǇǁŝĨĞĂŶĚ/ŚĂǀĞůŝǀĞĚŝŶZĂĚĐůŝĨĨĞƐŝŶĐĞ
ϭϵϲϰ͘/ĂŵĂƌĞƚŝƌĞĚĐŽŶƐƵůƚŝŶŐĐŝǀŝůĞŶŐŝŶĞĞƌǁŝƚŚĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞŝŶŚŝŐŚǁĂǇĚĞƐŝŐŶĂŶĚ
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶĂŶĚŝŶƚŚĞĚĞƐŝŐŶŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĞƐƚĂƚĞŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ͘
/ǁŽƵůĚĨŝƌƐƚůǇĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƚŚĂƚ͕ŝƌƌĞƐƉĞĐƚŝǀĞŽĨƚŚĞŶĞĞĚƚŽƐĂƚŝƐĨǇĂǁŝĚĞƌĚĞŵĂŶĚĨŽƌ
ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕ZĂĚĐůŝĨĨĞŝƚƐĞůĨŶĞĞĚƐŵŽƌĞƉĞŽƉůĞ͘/ƚŶĞĞĚƐĂΖĐƌŝƚŝĐĂůŵĂƐƐΖŽĨƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŝŶŽƌĚĞƌ
ƚŽũƵƐƚŝĨǇŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐƚŽĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐůĞŝƐƵƌĞ͕ŚĞĂůƚŚ͕ƚƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĞƚĐ͘,ŝƚŚĞƌƚŽ
ZĂĚĐůŝĨĨĞŚĂƐďĞĞŶĂůůŽǁĞĚƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉĂĚŚŽĐ͕ŽǀĞƌŵĂŶǇǇĞĂƌƐ͕ǁŝƚŚůŝƚƚůĞƚŚŽƵŐŚƚďĞŝŶŐ
ŐŝǀĞŶƚŽĂΖDĂƐƚĞƌWůĂŶΖ͘dŚŝƐďĞŝŶŐƐŽ͕/ĂŵŝŶĨĂǀŽƵƌŽĨŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŽŶĂůůƚŚĞƐŝƚĞƐ
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚƚŚĂƚŝŶƐƚĞƉǁŝƚŚƚŚŝƐƚŚĞƌĞŝƐĂƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƚŽƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞĂŵĞŶŝƚŝĞƐ͘
ďŽǀĞĂůů͕ƉƌŝŽƌŝƚǇŵƵƐƚďĞŐŝǀĞŶƚŽĂŶĞǁƌŽĂĚůŝŶŬŝŶŐ^ŚĞůĨŽƌĚZŽĂĚƚŽĂŶĞǁƌŽƵŶĚĂďŽƵƚ
ĂƚƚŚĞŝŶŐŚĂŵZŽĂĚͬϱϮũƵŶĐƚŝŽŶ͘/ƐƵŐŐĞƐƚƚŚĂƚƚŚŝƐƐŚŽƵůĚůĞĂǀĞ^ŚĞůĨŽƌĚZŽĂĚĂďŽƵƚ
ϭϬϬŵEŽĨƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂŶĐĞƚŽ^ŚĞůĨŽƌĚ>ŽĚŐĞ&ĂƌŵĂŶĚĨŽůůŽǁĂƐĞƌŝĞƐŽĨŐĞŶƚůĞĐƵƌǀĞƐƚŽĂ
ŶŽŶͲƐŬĞǁĞĚďƌŝĚŐĞŽǀĞƌƚŚĞƌĂŝůǁĂǇŶĞĂƌƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐĞƐŽŶůƵŵďĞƌƌŝǀĞ͘WŽŝŶƚƐƚŽ
ŶŽƚĞŝŶĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚƚŚĞŶĞǁƌŽĂĚĂƌĞ͗
ϭ͘ dŚĞƉůĂǇŝŶŐĨŝĞůĚƐŽŶŝŶŐŚĂŵZŽĂĚĐŽƵůĚďĞŵŽǀĞĚƚŽ^ŚĞůĨŽƌĚZŽĂĚ͕ƚŚĞƌĞďǇ
ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐŽǀĞƌĐŽŵŝŶŐŽƉƉŽƐŝƚŝŽŶƚŽĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚĨƌŽŵŚŽƵƐĞŚŽůĚĞƌƐŶĞĂƌďǇ͘
ƐƉŽƌƚƐĨŝĞůĚǁŽƵůĚďĞŵŽƌĞĂĐĐĞƉƚĂďůĞƚŚĂŶŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͘

Ϯ͘ dŚĞƐŝƚĞŽĨƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐƉůĂǇŝŶŐĨŝĞůĚĐŽƵůĚďĞĂWĂƌŬͲĂŶĚͲZŝĚĞƐŝƚĞǁŝƚŚ;ůŽŽŬŝŶŐĂůŽŶŐ
ǁĂǇĂŚĞĂĚͿƉĞƌŚĂƉƐĞǀĞŶĂƚƌĂŵƐƚŽƉŽŶƚŚĞůŝŶĞƚŽŝŶŐŚĂŵ͘ƐŵĂůůĞǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞ
ƐƉĂŶ
ŽĨƚŚĞďƌŝĚŐĞǁŽƵůĚĂůůŽǁĂĐĐĞƐƐďĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŽĨƚŚĞĐĂƌƉĂƌŬǁŚĞƌĞ
ŝƚŝƐĚŝǀŝĚĞĚďǇƚŚĞŶĞǁƌŽĂĚ͘
ϯ͘ dŚĞƌŽĂĚǁŽƵůĚƌĞŵŽǀĞĂĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞǀŽůƵŵĞŽĨƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞĐĞŶƚƌĞ͕
ĞƐƉĞĐŝĂůůǇďĞĂƌŝŶŐŝŶŵŝŶĚĨƵƚƵƌĞĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚƐĂƚEĞǁƚŽŶĂŶĚďĞǇŽŶĚ͘dŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞŝƐƵƐĞĚ
ĂƐĂƌĂƚͲƌƵŶĂƚƉĞĂŬƚŝŵĞƐĂŶĚĂůƚŚŽƵŐŚĚƌŝǀĞƌƐŵĂǇƐƚŝůůďĞƚĞŵƉƚĞĚƚŽŝŐŶŽƌĞ
ƚŚĞŶĞǁƌŽĂĚƚŚŝƐĐŽƵůĚďĞŽǀĞƌĐŽŵĞďǇƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĐĂůŵŝŶŐŵĞĂƐƵƌĞƐƐƵĐŚĂƐϮϬŵƉŚůŝŵŝƚƐ͕
ƉŝŶĐŚƉŽŝŶƚƐĞƚĐ͘ŽŶ^ŚĞůĨŽƌĚZŽĂĚĂŶĚĞůƐĞǁŚĞƌĞŝŶƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞ͘
ϰ͘ dŚĞƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŝŶƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĂĐĐĞƐƐŝŶŐƚŚĞϱϮĂƚƚŚĞZ^WǁŽƵůĚĂƐƐŝƐƚƚŚĞ
ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚŽĨZϬϭĂŶĚZϭϯ͘
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ĨŽŽƚǁĂǇƐ͕ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐǁŝƚŚƉůĂŶƚŝŶŐĂŶĚĂŶĂůƚŽŐĞƚŚĞƌŵŽƌĞƉůĞĂƐĂŶƚƉĞĚĞƐƚƌŝĂŶ
ĞŶǀŝƌŽŶŵĞŶƚ͘
ϲ͘ ZϬϯĐŽƵůĚďĞĞŶůĂƌŐĞĚƚŽƚŚĞĞĂƐƚŽĨƚŚĞŶĞǁƌŽĂĚ͕ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐƚŽŵĂƚĐŚZϬϱĂ͕
ƚŽĐŽŵƉĞŶƐĂƚĞĨŽƌƚŚĞůŽƐƐŽĨůĂŶĚĚƵĞƚŽƚŚĞƌĞͲƐŝƚŝŶŐŽĨƚŚĞƉůĂǇŝŶŐĨŝĞůĚƐ͘
ϳ͘ dŚĞŶĞǁƌŽĂĚǁŽƵůĚůŝŶŬƚŽƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ^ŚĞůĨŽƌĚZŽĂĚǀŝĂĂŶĞƐƚĂƚĞƌŽĂĚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚ
ZϬϮ͕ŶŽƚĂƚƚŚĞƉŽŝŶƚǁŚĞƌĞŝƚĚĞƉĂƌƚƐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ͘dŚŝƐǁŽƵůĚƌĞŵŽǀĞƚŚĞŶĞĞĚ
ĨŽƌĂƌŽƵŶĚĂďŽƵƚŽŶ^ŚĞůĨŽƌĚZŽĂĚ͕ĂƐŝƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇƐƵŐŐĞƐƚĞĚ͘
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Ward K 1062556

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
Kevin Ward
2 Colston Pastures, Colston Gate,
Cotgrave NG12 3JY

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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



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

1

There is extensive empty housing or derelict land in and around Nottingham and
Nottinghamshire. These areas should be utilised first before any greenbelt land is
destroyed.
Having lived on a new build estate previously (Breconshire Gardens in Old Basford) I
know a number of houses sat empty as many buyers are being priced out of buying
new build homes due to the premiums.
Surely an initiative to make existing properties more affordable would be more
beneficial than building more homes people can not afford?
(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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



2

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)

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Bingham has the infrastructure in place to accommodate more housing, unlike
Cotgrave or Keyworth
(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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Cotgrave’s infrastructure in terms of highways, local amenities, schools, and
nurseries are already struggling to cope with demand – even before the recent
3

extensive new build estate on Hollygate Lane has been fully occupied. Constant
promises of investment and improvements by Rushcliffe Borough Council have not
materialised – even the shopping precinct redevelopment has taken an
inappropriately long time to begin to take place.
Requests for road improvements have been ignored, and the schools are at full
capacity. Additional housing just can not be accommodated before any other
improvements are in place and even then the quality of life for people who have lived
their all their lives, or new residents like my family (we moved there in January this
year) will be adversely affected.
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

4

Question 6: Do you support the proposed allocation for housing development of the
following sites at Cotgrave:
Yes
No

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



3

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)



3

Site

COT01 –

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.
As above
(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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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

(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

5

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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)



3

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



3

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



3

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



3

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.
6

(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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
As with Bingham, Radcliffe on Trent can accommodate additional housing due to the
infrastructure already in place
(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

No

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.

3



Site RAD02 –

Land adjacent Grooms Cottage
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

3



Site RAD03 –

Land off Shelford Road
(estimated capacity around 400 homes)

3



7

Yes

No

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

3



Site RAD06 –

72 Main Road
(estimated capacity around 5 homes)

3



Site RAD13 –

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

3



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)

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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Ruddington (with nearby West Bridgford) can accommodate additional housing due
to the infrastructure in place, unlike Cotgrave or Keyworth
(please continue on a separate sheet if necessary)

8

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)

3



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

3



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

3



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

3



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)

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

9

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
As with Cotgrave, no infrastructure to support more houses
(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)



3

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



3

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.
(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

……………………………………………………………………………..

3

No

…………………………………………………………………………….



Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
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(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)

3



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

3



Site EBR8 –

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

3



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

3



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 can probably support a small number of additional houses
(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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

Please provide any comments you wish to make to support your response.
Click here to enter text.
11

(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:

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

Yes

No



3

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)

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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.

12

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

…………………………………………………………………………….

3

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

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

13

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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Wardle L 1065414
Elizabeth Beardsley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Lisa Wardle <s>27 November 2017
20:02Localdevelopment
Local plan

I categorically oppose any further building in East Leake.
I am disappointed that the council did not hold a public consultation in the village despite the fact that the
village has been repeatedly targeted for building
The infrastructure cannot cope. Schools, health centre and nurseries are over stretched.
What is the strategy for education in the village, bearing in mind that a number of children from surrounding
villages use the school.
Roads cannot cope with any more traffic. Roads into the village are in a poor state of repair.
Particularly difficult to access lantern lane during school rush hour and evenings. Dangerous for children
crossing to school and from annex to main site throughout the day. Agricultural traffic struggle to get
through the village due to congestion. I am concerned about access for emergency vehicles.
The Stanford hall development will also increase traffic in the village.
Sewage not sufficiently managed. We have had problems with this and flooding during heavy rain.
Please keep fields around the village to preserve village life.
I am also disappointed that the Rempstone Rd site was granted permission on appeal. And note that RBC
hadn't update a key document prior to the appeal which might have been useful
People are tired of constant construction and planning applications.
Please give us a break
Lisa Wardle

1

Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1143312

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

miss Caroline Watson
Organisation

1143312

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

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

Yes



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

Keyworth

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


Answer

No



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)



No

No

No

Answer

Site KEY13 – Hillside Farm
(estimated capacity around 50 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.

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.

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?


No

Answer


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



Traffic through village Scale of increase compared to current size

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

No

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.

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.



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)

No

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

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.

Flood risk issues in 2016



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.

No nearby services

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

No



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.

Housing should be accompanied by increases in services to make it worthwhile for
current residents. Housing should not be big builders with generic estates with no
services or character.





Webster Mr and Mrs 1142858

Weinberg J 1144443
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dŽtŚŽŵŝƚŵĂǇĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ
'ĞŶĞƌĂůůǇǁĞĂƌĞĚŝƐĂƉƉŽŝŶƚĞĚƚŚĂƚƚŚĞŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂƉƉĞĂƌƐƚŽďĞŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůĞĂƚƚŚŝƐ
ƉŽŝŶƚŝŶƚŚĞĐŽŶƐƵůƚĂƚŝŽŶĚĞƐƉŝƚĞƚŚĞŵĂũŽƌŝƚǇŽĨƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞŽďũĞĐƚŝŶŐ͕ƐƚĂƚŝŶŐĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐ
ŽǀĞƌƚŚĞŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞŽĨƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞ͕ŝŶĐůƵĚŝŶŐƚŚĞƐĐŚŽŽů;ǁŚŝĐŚŝƐĂůƌĞĂĚǇĨƵůůƚŽĐĂƉĂĐŝƚǇ
ŝŶƐŽŵĞĐůĂƐƐĞƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇͿ͕ƚŚĞƐƵƌŐĞƌǇ͕ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐĂŶĚƐĂĨĞƚǇ͘ĞƚǁĞĞŶƚŚĞϮƐŝƚĞƐ͕ĂŶ
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞŝŶƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶŽĨϮϬйǁŽƵůĚƉƵƐŚƚŚĞƌĞƐŽƵƌĐĞƐŽĨƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞƚŽ
ďƌĞĂŬŝŶŐƉŽŝŶƚ͘dŚŝƐĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶĂƐĂƉĞƌĐĞŶƚĂŐĞŽĨƚŚĞŽƌŝŐŝŶĂůǀŝůůĂŐĞƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶĨĂƌ
ĞǆĐĞĞĚƐǁŚĂƚŝƐďĞŝŶŐĚŽŶĞĂŶĚƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚŝŶŽƚŚĞƌZƵƐŚĐůŝĨĨĞƚŽǁŶƐĂŶĚǀŝůůĂŐĞƐ͘/ƚĚŽĞƐ
ŶŽƚƐĞĞŵĨĂŝƌƚŚĂƚƌŽƉǁĞůůŝƐŚŽƉƐŚŽƵůĚƚĂŬĞĂďŝŐŐĞƌĐŚƵŶŬďĞĐĂƵƐĞŽƚŚĞƌŚŽƵƐŝŶŐŚĂƐ
ŶŽƚŚŝƚƚŚĞƌĞƋƵŝƌĞĚĚĞĂĚůŝŶĞƐ͘
KŶĂƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůůĞǀĞůǁĞŚĂǀĞĂŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨĐŽŶĐĞƌŶƐǁŝƚŚƌĞŐĂƌĚƐƚŽƚŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ͕
ŝŶƉĂƌƚŝĐƵůĂƌĨŽƌƐŝƚĞ/Ϭϱ;ůĂŶĚĞĂƐƚŽĨŚƵƌĐŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚͿ͘
KƵƌŵĂŝŶŽďũĞĐƚŝŽŶƐŽǀĞƌƐŝƚĞĂƌĞĂƐĨŽůůŽǁƐ͘
ůƚŚŽƵŐŚƚŚĞƐŝƚĞǁĂƐĚĞĞŵĞĚƚŽŚĂǀĞůĞƐƐǀŝƐƵĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚĨŽƌƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞƚŚĂŶŽƚŚĞƌ
ƐŝƚĞƐ;ǁŚŽƐĞŝŵƉĂĐƚǁŽƵůĚŵĂŝŶůǇďĞĨŽƌĚƌŝǀĞƌƐĞŶƚĞƌŝŶŐƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞͿ͕ĨŽƌƚŚĞ
ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐŚŽƵƐĞƐŽĨƚŚĞ/ϬϱƐŝƚĞŝƚǁŝůůŚĂǀĞĂŐƌĞĂƚĞƌ͕ƉĞƌŵĂŶĞŶƚǀŝƐƵĂůŝŵƉĂĐƚ͕
ŝŶĨĂĐƚĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇŽďƐƚƌƵĐƚƚŚĞǀŝĞǁĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŝƌŚŽƵƐĞƐĂŶĚďƵŶŐĂůŽǁƐ͘
dŚĞƐĐŚŽŽůǁŝůůďĞĐŽŵĞĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞůǇĐůŽƐĞĚͲŝŶ͕ĞŶƐƵƌŝŶŐƚŚĞƌĞǁŝůůďĞŶŽĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ
ĨŽƌĞǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶƚŽƚŚĞƐĐŚŽŽůƐŝƚĞ͘^ŽŝĨŵŽƌĞĐůĂƐƐƌŽŽŵƐƉĂĐĞŝƐŶĞĞĚĞĚĨŽƌƚŚĞĞǆƚƌĂ
ĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶǁŚŝĐŚǁŝůůďĞŝŶĞǀŝƚĂďůĞ͕ƚŚŝƐǁŝůůƚŚĞŶĞŶĐƌŽĂĐŚŽŶƚŚĞŽƵƚƐŝĚĞƐƉĂĐĞ͘/ŶĂ
ŶĂƚŝŽŶǁŝƚŚƉƌŽďůĞŵƐǁŝƚŚŝŶĐƌĞĂƐŝŶŐŽďĞƐŝƚǇŚŽǁŝƐƚŚŝƐŶŽƚĂĐŽŶĐĞƌŶĨŽƌƚŚĞ
ĐŽƵŶĐŝů͘^ƵƌĞůǇƚŚĞŚĞĂůƚŚĂŶĚǁĞůůͲďĞŝŶŐŽĨŽƵƌĐŚŝůĚƌĞŶƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĂƚƚŚĞƚŽƉŽĨƚŚĞ
ůŝƐƚ͘
dŚĞĚƌĂŝŶĂŐĞ͘ŚƵƌĐŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚƌĞŐƵůĂƌůǇĨůŽŽĚƐǁŚĞŶƚŚĞƌĞŝƐƉĞƌƐŝƐƚĞŶƚƌĂŝŶ͕ǁŝƚŚƚŚĞ
ƌĞĚƵĐƚŝŽŶŽĨůĂŶĚƚŽĂďƐŽƌďƚŚĞƌĂŝŶĐŽŵŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŚŝůůƚŚŝƐǁŝůůŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞĂŶĚƉƵƚ
ĞǆŝƐƚŝŶŐ͕ĂŶĚŶĞǁŚŽƵƐŝŶŐĂƚƌŝƐŬŽĨĨůŽŽĚŝŶŐ͘ƚƚŚĞǀĞƌǇůĞĂƐƚĂďĂůĂŶĐŝŶŐůĂŬĞŝƐ
ŶĞĞĚĞĚ͘
dŚĞƉƌŽƉŽƐĞĚĐĂƌƉĂƌŬĂƚƚŚĞĞŶƚƌĂŶĐĞƚŽŶĞǁĞƐƚĂƚĞ͘/ĨƚŚĞŽͲŽƉŝƐŵŽǀŝŶŐƚŽ
EŽƚƚŝŶŐŚĂŵZŽĂĚ͕ƚŚŝƐĐĂƌƉĂƌŬǁŽƵůĚďĞƵŶƵƐĞĚĂŶĚĂŶĂƚƚƌĂĐƚŝŽŶĨŽƌ
ΖƵŶĚĞƐŝƌĂďůĞƐΖƚŽŚĂŶŐŽƵƚ͘/ƚŚĂƐŶŽƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ;ĂŶĚĞǀĞŶŝĨƚŚĞŽͲŽƉĚŽĞƐƐƚĂǇ͕
ƉĞŽƉůĞǁŝůůƐƚŝůůƉĂƌŬŽŶŚƵƌĐŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚďĞĐĂƵƐĞŝƚŝƐŶĞĂƌĞƌ͊Ϳ
ĐĐĞƐƐƚŽƚŚĞĞƐƚĂƚĞŝƐĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇĚƵĞƚŽďĞŽŶĂƚŝŐŚƚĐŽƌŶĞƌǁŚŝĐŚĚŽĞƐŶŽƚŚĂǀĞƚŚĞ
ƐƉĂĐĞĨŽƌĂƐŵĂůůƌŽƵŶĚĂďŽƵƚ͕ǁŝƚŚŽƵƚƚŚĞƌĞŵŽǀĂůŽĨŵĂƚƵƌĞƚƌĞĞ͘
DŽǀŝŶŐƐĐŚŽŽůĂĐĐĞƐƐǁŝůůŽŶůǇďĞŶĞĨŝƚĂƐŵĂůůƉƌŽƉŽƌƚŝŽŶŽĨƚŚĞĐĂƌƐǁŚŝĐŚĐůŽŐƵƉ
ŚƵƌĐŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚĂŶĚ^ƉƌŝŶŐĨŝĞůĚƚǁŝĐĞĂĚĂǇ͘dŚĞƌĞƐƚǁŝůůďĞĐŽŵŝŶŐĨƌŽŵƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌ

ƐŝĚĞŽĨƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞĂŶĚƚŚĞƌĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞƐĂŵĞŝƐƐƵĞǁŝůůƐƚŝůůĞǆŝƐƚ͘&ƵƌƚŚĞƌƚŽƚŚŝƐ͕ƚŚĞ
ŶĞǁĂĐĐĞƐƐǁŝůůũƵƐƚĞŶĐŽƵƌĂŐĞŵŽƌĞƉĞŽƉůĞƚŽĚƌŝǀĞĨƌŽŵǁŝƚŚŝŶƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞ͕
ƐŽŵĞƚŚŝŶŐǁŚŝĐŚǁĞƐŚŽƵůĚďĞĚŝƐĐŽƵƌĂŐŝŶŐ͊
dƌĂĨĨŝĐĐŽŵŝŶŐƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞǁŝůůŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ͘/ĨŽŶĞŽĨƚŚĞŽƚŚĞƌƐŝƚĞƐǁĂƐƉŝĐŬĞĚ
ƚŚĞŶƚŚĞƚƌĂĨĨŝĐǁŽƵůĚŐĞŶĞƌĂůůǇƐƚĂǇŽŶƚŚĞƉĞƌŝƉŚĞƌǇŽĨƚŚĞǀŝůůĂŐĞĂŶĚŶŽƚĐŽŵĞ
ƌŝŐŚƚƚŚƌŽƵŐŚƚŚĞĐĞŶƚƌĞ͘ŚƵƌĐŚ^ƚƌĞĞƚǁŝůůďĞĐŽŵĞŵŽƌĞĚĂŶŐĞƌŽƵƐ͘
WůĞĂƐĞƚĂŬĞŽŶďŽĂƌĚŽƵƌĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ͕ǁĞǁŽƵůĚďĞŵŽƌĞƚŚĂŶŚĂƉƉǇƚŽƐƉĞĂŬƉĞƌƐŽŶĂůůǇƚŽ
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Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1143858

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Mrs Rosalind West
Organisation

1143858

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.

we have one road through radcliffe and thats shelford road. the a52 is single
carriageway and when its blocked and this happens alot people cut through radcliffe.
people also cut throught radcliffe to avoid using single carriageway of the a52 to get
onto gunthorpe bridge. Shelford road in radcliffe is very worn out and the pavements
are very narrow in places, there are alot of young families that have to use the
pavements to get their children to school. and which road will the lorries use to get
into radcliffe, cropwell road, at school times as bingham road is also, are absolutely
chocker with parked vehicles and school buses. Ive run out of time but I have alot
more to say!!!

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.

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.
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Online response
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 1142080

Respondent

Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Mr Justin Whittaker
Organisation

1142080

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?


No

Answer


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



Ruddington is already a very seriously congested village. It needs to stay as a
village, it can barely cope with the number of additional properties that have been
built as it is. The only way expansion should be considered is if a robust road
network, including a by-pass is built to stop traffic cutting through from the A52 and
A60 to get to the A453.

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

No

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.

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.
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Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
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Agent details (where applicable)
Name

Mr Martin Wilkins
Organisation

1073610

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.

You say you are looking for green sites, brown should be used 1st in line with the
government guidelines. You make no mention of this. Empty houses and warehouse
in Nottingham and other cities should be converted for housing . You have also not
delivered on the sites such as Clifton South which is why you are looking for other
sites currently





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)






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


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




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?


No

Answer





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

Housing should be in line with the newly proposed Gotham Neighbourhood plan

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.

Development should be in line with the newly proposed Gotham Neighbourhood
plan, brown sites should be used 1st. Housing in Gotham should be for local need
only and should not be because of your in ability to deliver in sites such as Clifton
South in the short term. It does not make logical sense to remove Got 4 or any other
land not proposes for development from the green belt. As you say GOT4 is being
preserved for its Medievel Ridge and Furrow and as you rightly say , this should be
protected. Removing this field from the Green belt would reduce its protection. The
land owner has tried ( unsuccessfully) to destroy the Ridge and furrow in this field we
should set an example to other land owners with ancient landscapes , that
destruction of them is pointless and will not lead to acceptable development on
areas attacked! GOT 1 which is really a brown site ( under the soil that has been
tipped there to give the appearance of green) is the preferred site for development
as shown by surveys in the Village. The wild life protection on this site (Got 1) is no
more valuable than the wild life on areas such as Got4 (Owls, bats, woodpeckers
etc all present on Got4) and this site should be considered as an alternate along
with the Glebe land being proposed at the Nottingham end of the village for
affordable housing behind ( and possibly including) the run down industrial estate in
Gotham




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

No



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

Government figures for target for Rushcliffe have not been amended to take into
account reduced immigration figures due to Brexit, and include a share of London
and Southeast figures





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.

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)

Yes

Site RAD06 –

72 Main Road
(estimated capacity around 5 homes)

Yes

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.

Radcliffe on Trent Eastern Ring Road Proposal I am concerned both about the
number of houses proposed in Radcliffe-on-Trent and their peripheral location. I am
particularly concerned about the traffic implications of the proposed developments. I
would, however like to put forward a range of specific suggestions for mitigating
some of the harmful effects, and which would resolve some of my reservations about
the scale and siting of the proposed housing in the village. All proposed sites for
housing in Radcliffe-on-Trent will intensify the major problems arising from increased
traffic in the village: (1) Shelford Road traffic, (2) Rush-hour congestion on A52 ByPass, (3) Car parking. As a retired Lecturer in the RTPI-recognised Planning Masters
courses, University of Nottingham for 25 years, I am well aware that this is not a
district responsibility, but am suggesting possible solutions for further consideration
and discussion with county planners and the Highways Agency. 450 new houses
proposed for land off Shelford Road, east of Clumber Drive(RAD03) and Adjacent to
Grooms Cottage (RAD02) will generate additional traffic into the village centre along



Shelford Road, adding to a proportion of the extra traffic from housing developments
at Newton and North Bingham. Most of the traffic generated outside Radcliffe will be
expected to use the A52, increasing rush hour flows on the A52 Grantham Road. I
am concerned that this is likely to create further congestion and risk of accidents. If
people instead use the A46/Stragglethorpe Road, I am concerned that this could
create congestion on the A52 at Holme House, and therefore have implications for
the A52/Nottingham Road junction at the RSPCA. In addition, the proposed large
developments at Tollerton/Gamston will put further pressure on the routes into
Nottingham, making it essential to try to alleviate traffic problems on the A52 road.
1. Eastern Ring Road: Should RAD03 be approved, the developer will provide a
major access road from a proposed mini-roundabout on Shelford Rd to serve the
development. If, instead of going through the proposed development, this road is
positioned along the eastern edge of the development, with access roads off west
into the proposed housing area, it would form a hard edge to development, with no
housing permitted east of this road. This road of up to 700 metres could then form
the core of a ring road. An additional road parallel to the railway line, roughly 600650 metres (depending on the curve required) would be a low-cost extension to join
the existing road at Spellow Farm/St. James Industrial Park, perhaps at a miniroundabout. A single track bridge across the railway line already exists, but will
require an engineering assessment of its load-bearing capacity, plus the provision of
traffic lights. Spellow Farm Road already provides access to the A52, but might
require widening to the junction. A single set of traffic lights at the A52 junction could
be combined with lights providing access to Upper Saxondale. Traffic calming
measures should also be taken along Shelford Road in the village to deter throughtraffic. Construction lorries should not be permitted along Shelford Road, but should
use the A52 and the Eastern Ring Road. This opens up the possibility of a circular
shuttle mini-bus service using the Eastern Ring Road/ A52/ Bingham Road/ village
centre/Shelford Rd, improving the accessibility for the elderly and other non-car
users, reducing the number of short-distance car use within the village, helping to
alleviate current and future car parking problems. The western part of RAD04,
together with RAD05b, might be reconsidered since they could have access to this
proposed Eastern Ring Road. South of the Nottingham-Grantham Railway line, RAD
05a might be better having access to the A52 via the Eastern Ring Road instead of
directly to the A52 Grantham Rd or indirectly via Hudson Way. Spellow Farm Road
becomes the boundary of the eastern edge of the village, avoiding any development
on or east of Spellow Hill and on RAD07. RAD05b (or possibly RAD05a) would be
a suitable location for a Park and Ride site to relieve pressure on the A52, since a
frequent 10-minute bus service, Nottingham-Radcliffe-Bingham, already passes the
site. If car users are to become train users (modal shift), however, consideration
might need to be given to relocating the Radcliffe railway station. Although currently
central within the village, there is insufficient car parking space available at the
station yard, and the frequency of services will need to be improved to appeal to
commuters. 2. A52 By-pass, Grantham Road : I am concerned that the current
mix of a few dual carriageway sections through the village and single carriageway
currently leads to congestion, particularly at rush-hours, increasing the risk of traffic
accidents. Additional housing within Radcliffe and elsewhere in Rushcliffe will
increase this problem. Having lived in the village for 45 years, I am aware that land
had been earmarked for the route of a new bypass south of the village. Unfortunately
daily, as opposed to rush-hour, flows are unlikely to justify the high cost of
constructing a new bypass. Consideration might therefore be given to a lower-cost
road widening scheme to three lanes for the current bypass to facilitate a counterflow system of two lanes westbound into Nottingham in the morning rush-hour, with
two lanes eastbound towards Bingham & Grantham in the evening rush hour.
RSPCA-Cropwell Road In the section between the traffic lights at Nottingham Road



(RSPCA) and Cropwell Road, eastbound towards Bingham and Grantham, on the
northern side of the road , there appears to be verge of about 6-8 feet (roughly 2-3
metres) before a deep ditch. If feasible, the ditch might be replaced with a culvert
and a footpath/cycleway placed on top of this. The current footpath does not appear
to be well-used. On the southern side of the road, with traffic heading towards
Nottingham, the verge appears to be at least 9 feet (c3 metres). A more expensive
alternative would be to reserve the existing two lanes for eastbound traffic, but
construct a new westbound dual carriageway in the fields on the other side of the
hedges. The problem lies with the two houses south of the bypass to the west of the
farm road entrance to Hall Farm, necessitating a more southerly route around their
land, but leaving them between the two arms of the dual carriageway. Alternatively,
at the house at the south west side of the Cropwell Road junction, there is already a
dual carriageway section for the westbound Nottingham traffic. At the end of the
property is an electricity substation. The new dual carriageway section could be
extended into the verge at the side of the substation and then taken through the
hedge to loop around in the field to return roughly at the entrance to Hall Farm road,
leaving the houses to the south at the side of the westbound dual carriageway.
Cropwell Road-Bingham Road: In the section between the Cropwell Road traffic
lights and the Bingham Road traffic lights, there appears to be a 2-3 metre verge on
the north side of the A52 (again with a deep ditch at the edge) and a 3 metre verge
on the south side, lending itself to widening to provide a third lane. If access is
closed into Golf Road on the north, and access is limited to Hillside Road on the
south, this would facilitate the counter-flow system. Mini-roundabouts could be built
at Bingham Road lights and at Cropwell Road lights to enable car users to access
Hillside Road, the houses on the south of Grantham road, and users of the
allotments, without having to cross traffic. Depending on the current standards for
provision of dual carriageways, it might be worth considering the feasibility of
creating dual carriageways through simply widening the existing A52. Bingham
Road to Spellow Farm Road : Pavement with verge on south side of road. Some
verge in front of houses before Hudson Road. Limited scope for creating a third lane,
and highly unlikely to be able to convert to two dual carriageways. Dual carriageways
in both directions is possible from Spellow Farm Road westward as far as houses on
Bingham Road. 3. Health Centre and Primary School: A. Health Centre : The
disadvantage of locating a new health centre in RAD03, land off Shelford Road, east
of Clumber Drive, is that it would be less accessible to the elderly and non-car users
like mothers with babies or toddlers due to the distance from the centre of the village
and the hilly nature of Shelford Road. The Newton bus service up Shelford Road is
only hourly. If the Eastern Ring Road exists, a more accessible location would be
adjacent to a Park-and-Ride site south of the railway line and north of Grantham
Road since this also has the existing advantage of a regular frequent bus service
between Radcliffe and Bingham. The existing health centre has the advantage of
being central and has parking available. I understand that the construction method of
the existing building does not lend itself to building an extra storey. Consideration
might be given to building a two storey extension at the northern edge of the health
centre where staff cars are currently parked. If staff car parking is retained
underneath the two storey building, two storeys might be built for offices and
treatment rooms, with stairs connecting to the existing building. It is not clear if a
complete relocation is proposed or if two health centres are being proposed B.
Primary Schools: A proposed new Radcliffe Junior School in RAD03, in the Shelford
Rd/Clumber Drive area, has the same locational disadvantages as the Health
Centre. I am concerned that it is likely to generate even more car use along Shelford
Road with children being dropped off and collected by car. Sufficient car parking
spaces would be essential. This traffic generation could be alleviated by locating the
school adjacent to a park-and ride site between the railway line/Grantham



Road/Spellow Farm Road. Again it is not clear if two primary schools are being
proposed with all the problems of catchment areas, infant friendship groups being
divided, etc. A more intensive use of the existing infant and junior school sites might
be a more sustainable alternative. 4. Car Parking: The provision of more car
parking, both for commuters and Radcliffe residents, is essential to avoid on-street
car parking, particularly on bus routes on Main Road outside the Church, Bingham
Road, and Cropwell Road. Additional houses on the outskirts of Radcliffe-on-Trent
are likely to generate more car use to reach the central areas, putting extra pressure
on the existing car parks, leading to more on-street parking in the centre of the
village. A Park-and-Ride Site, particularly if complemented by a shuttle mini-bus
service in the village, would help reduce this problem. A free Park and Ride Site
would encourage out-of-village car commuters to switch from cars to public
transport, and avoid on-street parking. Dr. Keith Williams.

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)






Answer

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



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)






Answer

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.






Wilson 647051
Richard Mapletoft
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Robert Wilson <
27 November 2017 12:21
Localdevelopment
Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2 - Land and Planning Policy - Preferred Housing Sites
Document - comment

Dear Sirs,
We refer to the above document out for public comment until 5pm today (27th Nov. 2017).
We currently have a planning application being considered (17/ 02496/OUT - Land North West of 130
Melton Road, Stanton on the Wolds), for development up to 10 dwellings. Whilst we consider this
previously developed (brownfield), unused site located within the village envelope, should be granted
consent on the basis it is an exception site in accordance with NPPF Para. 89 and the HWP 2017 updating
provisions, and the Planning Statement submitted details why our site also qualifies as Very Special
Circumstances exist and has been so detailed, we take this opportunity under Question 22 of the Preferred
Housing Site consultation process, to also promote our site for redevelopment for the 10 dwellings.
As with planning consents detailed in our Planning Statement, and the former Islamic Institute at Flintham
etc, etc in the Preferred Housing Sites Document, We hope our site can also be granted planning
permission in that same straight forward delegated powers way. If not, it should be considered as a site
ready willing and able to accept development, being fully serviced on an enclosed uncontaminated site
within a built up location.
We consider the washed over part of Stanton on the Wolds, and some of the other remaining 10 of 11
washed over locations should see some of the development proposed, to save their facilities/ businesses and
traditions disappearing. Our Planning Statement shows RBC under delivery of new homes for 2006 - 2016
of 4,476 homes, of which 2,309 undersupply is for 2011 - 2016 and is increasing each year. Almost
inextricably, RBC used a shortfall of 351 homes for the period 2011 - 2016 to arrive at 3.43 years housing
land supply. This means the sites in this Preferred Housing Sites Document has a shortfall, which such sites
as ours will help to meet.
Yours Faithfully
David Wilson
Robert Wilson
Helen Wilson
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Question 1: Do you agree with the Council’s proposal that Local Plan Part 2 should
identify enough land for around 2,550 new homes?


Answer

Yes



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

The approach / identified sites seems sound, but the whole process feels wrong.
RBC have already identified enough land to meet the target, developers are
unable/unwilling to deliver the houses in time, so further land has to be identified and
secured. The same issue could happen again (and again). There seems little
sanction on the developers - so they win, the community/area loses out.





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.

But there should be no reduction in the conditions placed on development on these
sites


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

Yes



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

But immediate modifications must be made to Lantern Lane - already major impacts
on access to the schools and leisure centre

Keyworth

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


Answer

Yes



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

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


Answer




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.

Radcliffe on Trent

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


Answer

Yes



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

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





Answer

Site RAD01 –

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

Yes

Site RAD02 –

Land adjacent Grooms Cottage
(estimated capacity around 50 homes)

Yes

Site RAD03 –

Land off Shelford Road
(estimated capacity around 400 homes)

Yes

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

Yes

Site RAD06 –

72 Main Road
(estimated capacity around 5 homes)

Yes

Site RAD13 –

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

Yes



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

Ruddington

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





Answer

Yes



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

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


Answer

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

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

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

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

Yes

Yes

Yes

Yes



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




Housing Development at the 'Other Villages'
Cropwell Bishop

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


Answer

Yes



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

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


Answer

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

Yes

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

Yes



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

East Bridgford

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





Answer

Yes



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

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


Answer

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



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?


Yes

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)

Yes



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

Bunny Brickworks

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


Answer

Yes



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



Flintham – Former Islamic Institute

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


Answer

Yes



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

Other Issues

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









KEYWORTH

Winter J 1144856



ThefirstpartoftheLocalPlanwasapprovedin2014.Itidentified
Keyworthasa‘keysettlement’whereaminimumof450newhomes
shouldbebuiltduringtheplanperiod(2011to2028)

During2016andearly2017,theCouncilconsultedresidentsandotherson
thelevelofdevelopmentthatwouldbeappropriateatKeyworthandthe
possiblehousingsitesontheedgeofthevillagethatcoulddeliverthis
development.

FollowingthisconsultationtheCouncilhasdeterminedthataround580
newhomesshouldbebuiltontheedgeofKeyworthandproposesthat
foursitesshouldbeallocatedforhousingdevelopmentwithintheLocal
Plan(seemapabove).






DoyouagreethattheLocalPlanshouldallocategreenfieldlandforhousing
developmentatKeyworthforaround580homesintotal?
Yes

……………………………………………………………………….

No

………………………………………………………………………..

X

Pleaseprovideanycommentsyouwishtomaketosupportyourresponse.

580 additional homes in a village of approx. 8000 population is too many - current infrastructure (GP service, roads
in and out of the village, etc) would not be able to cope with this many additional residents. Local consultation and
neighbourhood plan was for 450 new homes, not 580.



We should protect greenbelt as far as possible.



Rushcliffe should not add a further site to the 3 sites already identified in Keyworth's neighbourhood plan.











Doyousupporttheproposedallocationforhousingdevelopmentofthe
followingsitesatKeyworth:

Yes
No
SiteKEY04a–LandoffNickerHill(1)
(estimatedcapacityaround150homes)

X

SiteKEY08–LandbetweenPlattLaneandStationRoad
(estimatedcapacityaround190homes)

X

SiteKEY10–LandsouthofDebdaleLane(1)
(estimatedcapacityaround190homes)



SiteKEY13–HillsideFarm
(estimatedcapacityaround50homes)







X


X

Pleaseprovideanycommentsyouwishtomaketosupportyouranswers.

Foreachoftheproposedhousingsites,youmayliketogiveyourviewson
whatdevelopmentshouldlooklike,intermsofthedesign,mixandlayoutof
newhousingandotheruses(forexample,openspace)onsite.

 Sites Key4A-Nicker Hill, Key8-Platt Lane/Station Road &Key10-South of Debdale Road were recommended by
the Keyworth neighbourhood plan. Site Key13 Hillside Farm was not. No further greenbelt sites beyond those
 recommended in the neighbourhood plan should be considered for development.
 In addition, site Key13 Hillside farm is unsuitable because:
 - site is steeply sloping and would be prominent on the horizon
- cars exiting the site would do so uphill into a dip on Bunny Lane, which is a busy road used by many to exit the village
 - the land has close proximity to the sewage works so less desirable for residential housing
 - it would add traffic to the Bunny Lane - A60 route which is already problematic in the morning rush hour




























TheLocalPlanPart2:PreferredHousingSitesconsultationdocumentis
availabletoviewandcommentonatwww.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy.
However,ifyouwanttomakeanygeneralcommentsintheboxbelow
pleasedoso.

OTHERISSUES

FURTHERINFORMATION
PleaseprovideyourdetailsbelowandhandthemtooneoftheCouncilofficershere
today.
Alternativelyemailyourcommentstousatlocaldevelopment@rushcliffe.gov.uk–
youneedtoincludeyournameandaddresswithyourcomments.Orsendwritten
commentstousat:PlanningPolicy,RushcliffeBoroughCouncil,RushcliffeArena,
RugbyRoad,WestBridgford,Nottingham,NG27YG.Wewillalsocontactyouabout
futureconsultations.
ConsultationonthePreferredHousingSiteswillrununtilMonday27November.To
viewmoredetailsabouttheconsultationpleasevisitourwebsite:
www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy/
YourName

J. Winter

Emailaddress

j

Homeaddress

36 Brookview Drive, Keyworth

Dataprotection:ThedetailsyousubmittotheBoroughCouncilwillbeusedintheLocalPlanpreparationand
associatedprocesses.Pleasenotethatcommentsandpersonaldetailscannotbetreatedasconfidentialandmaybe
madeavailableforpublicinspectionbothphysicallyand/orthroughtheBoroughCouncil’swebsite.Wemaypublish
allnames,addressesandcommentsreceived,includingonourwebsite.Wewilluseourbestendeavourstonot
publishsignatures,personaltelephonenumbersoremailaddresses.

Woodcock B & R 1073443

The White Cottage
Park Road
Plumtree Park
Nottingham
NG12 5LX
nd
22 November 2017
Richard Mapletoft
Planning Policy Manager
Rushcliffe Borough Councill
Rushcliffe Arena
Rugby Road
West Bridgford
Nottingham
NG2 7YG.
Dear Mr Mapletoft
Rushcliffe Local Plan Consultation
We write in response to your letter dated 9th October 2017 inviting views upon preferred housing
sites and following the drop-in event in Keyworth on 13th November 2017.
At the outset we point out that in our opinion the housing development approved by the Parish
Council at its December 2016 and now reflected on your preferred housing sites document should
not be admitted to consideration by the Borough Council as:
•
the Parish Council failed to follow due process in its work
•
some councillors were reported to the police for failing to declare a pecuniary interest and
although no criminal action is to be taken they were nevertheless in breach of their duties as
councillors to approach matters with an open mind and to act with objectivity and independence
•
the Parish Council breached planning guidelines by failing to submit their proposals to
public consultation
•
a local survey revealed approximately 80% of residents are opposed to the Parish's Plan.
In our opinion there is a serious strategic question mark over the number of homes (2500) to be
built in Rushcliffe. All forecasts are based upon a series of assumptions each of which can be
challenged and recalibrated. It is believed that the forecasting was done prior to the Brexit vote the
consequences of which, being material, should now be factored into any forecasts. Statistical
analysis reveals that the demand for new homes and school places has been driven by the level of
immigration and that post the referendum that there has been a significant change in the pattern of
net migration. It would be negligent to base long term planning decisions upon a forecast and
analysis which has not been brought up to date to reflect Brexit.
There is also a question mark over the 2500 even if the earlier arguments are put aside for purposes
of developing this point. We have seen no evidence for the 2500 and believe the following
calculation, with details of the assumptions which underpin the calculations, should be put in the
public domain:
•
aggregate assessment of new housing need
•
less vacant properties
•
less outstanding planning permissions
•
less land held in developers' land banks
•
less brownfield sites suitable for development
•
equals new housing requirement.
The calculations should then move on to explain how this translates to land area and the basis for
the allocations throughout the Borough, including a full explanation for the increase in the

Keyworth requirement. It is only when all of this information is in the public domain in an easly
accessible and understood format that the community can make an informed judgement about the
Keyworth requirement.
In 2014 and until very recently 450 new homes were proposed for Keyworth but this figure has
been increased to 580 i.e. a 29% increase without any consultation with the local community and
with no supporting argument. The community should be invited to comment upon the increase and
be provided with supporting arguments. When this matter was raised at the drop-in event the
response was that development in the Borough was not proceeding to a satisfactory degree
elsewhere and the shortfall had to be met. This is no argument and to consult upon proposals
designed to provide 580 homes is an abuse of the planning process.
In conclusion the Keyworth proposals should therefore be set aside until all due processes have
been followed.
Other strategic issues which should shape the housing policy are:
•
infill development should take precedence over building upon virgin land
•
new build should enjoy easy access to the village centre
•
there should be no increase in traffic flows along Station Road given current traffic flows
and noise levels
•
the village atmosphere and identity should be retained and Keyworth should not become yet
another Nottingham suburb
•
there should be a presumption of no more than 100 houses per development to avoid the sort
of bolt on carbuncles which are being built in Edwalton
•
the sites should be attractive to a range of developers and particularly to those interested in
small to medium scale developments i.e. there should be no bias to large scale developments which
is currently the case.
The mentioning of virgin land raises questions regarding the circumstances in which development
of such land could be considered. In that regard the following principles should be brought to bear:
•
it is only in very special circumstances that development should be permitted and the single
issue of unmet housing need can not be sufficient in itself to justify developments
•
virgin land prevents urban sprawl, the coalescing of settlements and safeguards the
countryside from encroachment; it is a valuable community asset and should not be sacrificed
unless there are overwhelming arguments to do so e.g. no alternatives (which is clearly not the case
in Keyworth).
At the drop-in event attendees were invited to leave their responses to various questions. We have
already expressed our opposition to the 580 figure and with regard to the 4 sites identified for
development have no objections to sites KEY10 (land south of Debdale Lane) and KEY13 (Hillside
Farm). However we do not support, in their present forms, the proposals for KEY04a (Nicker Hill)
and KEY08 (Platt Lane and Station Road).
Some particular concerns relate to the proposal for development on land between Platt Lane and
Station Road. Specifically:
•
the site is too distant from the village centre and its associated amenities e.g. doctors,
dentists
•
the alleged 20 minutes walk into the village is unrealistic for the route is only suitable for the
fit and able
•
there would be a significant increase in local traffic causing congestion and exacerbating the
existing parking problems in the centre of Keyworth
•
Station Road is already very busy and noise assessments have shown the traffic noise to be

above acceptable levels
•
traffic congestion is the norm along Station Road at peak times, and at the junction with the
main road into Nottingham regularly throughout the day; Station Road is not a suitable exit route
from Keyworth; new traffic should routinely exit along Bunny Lane and/or Browns Lane
•
exiting and entering Park Road are already very hazardous manoeuvres which can only be
made worse by additional traffic flows; the Plumtree Park Residents Association are currently
pressing for the lowering of speed limits along Station Road to ameliorate the risks
•
development of the site would be intrusive and incongruous; it would be an adjunct to the
community and not part of it
•
development of the site could lead to unrestricted urban sprawl towards Plumtree village and
ultimately Tollerton and the merging with those settlements: it is believed a developer has an option
to purchase the land adjacent to that proposed for development
•
the site is currently productive farm land and should remain so promoting a sense of
remoteness and separation from other communities
•
the site is at bedroom level of some houses along Station Road and Park Road giving rise to
a visually intrusive development which it will not be possible to screen successfully
•
the road at the junction of Nicker Hill, Normanton Lane and Station Road regularly floods
and a hard surface on the Station Road/Platt Lane site would only make matters worse
•
the height of the land at the Park Road end of the site is several metres above road level
resulting in a problem of water run off
•
the Platt Lane playing fields would be land locked with no potential for their expansion
which would probably be needed if Keyworth were to grow substantially
•
the siting of bus stops for transport into and out of Nottingham and out of the village centre
present hazards for both motorists and pedestrians.
The information regarding KEY08 displayed at the drop-in event acknowledged these arguments
and presented a range of further arguments which suggest the site is not appropriate for
development e.g the potential scale of development of public assets, high risk of flooding, doubts
about sustainability. Taken together it is clear that the site is not suitable for development. This is
supported by applying the tests which should be brought to bear with regard to potential
developments upon virgin land.
Removing Station Road/Platt Lane from the plans can easily be more than accommodated by:
•
including various infill/small scale sites for development i.e. sites identified as 1,2,3 and 13
in an earlier consultation(amounting to 175 homes)
•
reintroducing the level of development on Nicker Hill as initially proposed in a draft
Neighbourhood Plan i.e. adding site 4b to that currently proposed
•
introducing for immediate development land to the south of Bunny Lane
•
reducing the homes requirement to the original 450.
This mix of developments would be attractive to a variety of developers – large, medium and small
– and would avoid the problem of potential developments only being attractive to large scale
developers such as Wilson, Barratts and Bovis.
The Nicker Hill situation merits particular comment. The draft Neighbourhood Plan initially drawn
up by the Parish Council proposed the development of the whole of KEY4a and b. The arguments
being forward to exclude 4b from development are contrived and arguments of convenience.
Contrived in that there is no substantive independent evidence to support an argument for excluding
4b and convenience because they have been constructed to protect the interests of some self serving
councillors who joined the Parish Council with the sole intent of looking after their own interests
and not serving the interests of the community at large. Our objection to the present proposal is
therefore that development should embrace 4a and 4b. Also even the most cursory review of the

current proposal leads to the conclusion that protecting 4b from development is not a tenable option
once 4a has been approved.
We trust you will find these comments of value and give them their your full consideration.
Yours faithfully
B and R Woodcock.
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Rushcliffe Local Plan Part 2: Land and Planning
Policies – Preferred Housing Sites
Respondent no: 979419
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Organisation

979419

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 shortfall is 900 fewer homes over the life of the plan. If 2200 new homes are
allocated that would mean that at the end of the plan there will be a total of 14,250
new homes that will have been built against the target of 13,150, an excess of 1,100.





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

Yes



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

It is important that the areas of separation are maintained between Ruddington and
Clifton & West Bridgford.


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)






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


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




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)

No

Yes

No

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 say NO to site RUD01 for the following very important reasons:- 1. RUD01 includes
Sellors' Playing Field which was gifted to the village in perpetuity. This recreation



ground has a covenant and is registered as an Asset of Community Value by village
residents - therefore it should never be lost nor moved. It is already in a perfect
location for the area of Ruddington it serves - and, in any case, there is no other
open space nearby that could logically accommodate a replacement. 2. Even if
Sellors' Field was removed from housing plans, RUD01 is still totally unsuitable as it
is prone to significant flooding. It contains Zone 2 & 3 Flood Risk areas - which
have flooded many times over the years. As well as putting the residents of many
new properties in danger, building here would also increase the flood risk for
existing, adjacent homes. 3. RUD01 is a vitally important village gateway. The rural
view of open green fields is visible for the entire urban length of Wilford Road - which
rises to give an elevated aspect from Dutton's Hill and is crucial to giving this end of
Ruddington a "village" feel. Because Wilford Road meanders to the right upon exiting
the village this view would be completely blocked by any housing on RUD01. 4.
RUD01's access is Wilford Road, a B-road and a country lane reached only via
already congested minor routes through the village or Wilford Lane/Compton Acres. I
totally agree with Ruddington Parish Council's statement that "It is ridiculous to
expect that there will be no impact upon the village infrastructure due to the location,
traffic will flow into the village to gain access to the amenities and to travel to other
areas." 5. RUD01 is part of a very narrow strip of Green Belt north of Ruddington
meaning there's a real danger of our village coalescing with the expanding urban
area of Nottingham. 6. RUD01 is home to a great variety of flora and fauna including 42 different bird species recorded for the RSPB. 7. The fact that even
Ruddington Parish Council now rejects RUD01 shows just how unsuitable it is since potentially RPC could benefit from the sale of Sellors' Field to property
developers if the Green Belt here was rescinded. I also say NO to RUDD11
because:- 1. What's left of the Green Belt to the west and north of our village should
be left alone - to safeguard Ruddington's village identity, keep at bay the threat of
coalescence with the Nottingham conurbation, and to protect the shrinking habitat for
our wildlife which lives in (and gains access through) this important rural corridor. 2.
The area is isolated and too far away from the village amenities. There are not even
any retail facilities left on Ashworth Avenue now! RUD05 & RUD13 are acceptable
options and will accommodate all but 30 of the 250 new houses originally proposed. I
also feel there is no sensible reason why RUD06 (Land at Loughborough Road)
was removed from the shortlist since it would be bounded by RUD13 anyway and
realistically has little value to Ruddington's "Conservation Area". It's not even an area
of land you notice! Building approximately 30 houses here would make up the
shortfall and take Ruddington's total back up to a sensible 250.

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.

In Ruddington RBC's refusal for development of 175 houses is now under appeal at
the rejected RUD07 Asher Lane site. In many ways I do feel that this would be a
better site for a large number of new homes even than RUD05 or RUD13 . This
would be so if developers were made to pay for a proper new access that does not
mean traffic having to get there via the village centre. Visually it would have much
less impact on the character of Ruddington than the shortlisted sites, it is closer to
the village centre, it has the natural boundary of the Country Park (which would be a
tremendous facility adjacent) and is not prone to flooding nor to any coalescence
issues. It may be sensible to put RUD07 back onto the shortlist to ensure that any
housing approval here then counts towards Ruddington's Green Belt housing total. I
am also concerned this whole consultation process has been flawed. It's been so
long and protracted that residents have understandably lost interest - because they
think it's already a Council stitch-up anyway! Extra sites being added half way
through in Ruddington didn't help - meaning that not all were consulted upon at the
same time - which almost certainly would have resulted in different answers. THEN
two more rejected sites suddenly appeared on the map - RUD15 and RUD16 - which
never actually went to any public consultation at all! How can you think this is
acceptable?
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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


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?


No

Answer


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



You keep moving the goal posts on housing development in Ruddington. We
originally consulted about 250 houses not 410!

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.

Access to the RUD01 site is not suitable for the road infrastructure - it is a country
lane - because it is a minor B road. RUD01 has a risk of flooding and therefore is
unsuitable for housing development. There is a serious coalescence issue by
building on RUD01, which should not be overlooked. Also save Sellors' playing field
which must remain on RUD01. Please do not increase the original number of houses
which the village had been consulting upon to 410.



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.
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John King
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Keith Wright <k>27 November 2017
15:55Localdevelopment
Rushcliffe Local Plan Consultation

Dear Sirs,
We write regarding the Local Plan generally, and more specifically the potential site for development at 'Hillside Farm,
Bunny Lane (ref. KEY13).
We consider that the continued urbanisation of Rushcliffe is to the detriment of the Borough and that it will lead to the
destruction of those features which currently make it so attractive. We feel this is particularly relevant to Keyworth
which is surrounded by green belt land.
It is a well known fact that traffic congestion in South Notts is amongst the worst in the UK. We suffer from this on a
daily basis. Further development is hardly likely to improve this situation.
We consider 580 proposed new homes for Keyworth to be excessive.
The 'Hillside Farm, Bunny Lane (ref. KEY13)' site is not, in our opinion, suitable for development for the following
reasons.
The site is in the green belt.
The access to Bunny Lane would not be safe and would increase the already considerable traffic levels in that area,
particularly at peak times. The road is not wide and the entrance would be very close to a blind summit as you
approach the village. Parked cars exacerbate this situation.
The site has a prominent aspect to the west and would be highly visible significantly changing the character of the
west side of the village. It would also cause considerable damage to wildlife in that area.
The land, I believe, is grade 2 arable which would be lost.
Parts of the site would be extremely close to the sewage works, hardly an ideal location.
We would be grateful if could take into account our views with regard to the Local Plan.
Yours faithfully,
Keith and Tanya Wright
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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



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?


No

Answer


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



It is unacceptable that the total of 250 homes has been increased for a "scope to
sustain 410 dwellings". The consultation process for Ruddington keeps changing
and, I suggest, is flawed as not all sites were consulted upon at the same time. I
understand that ' rejected sites' RUD15 and RUD16 were not actually
consulted upon at all. Ruddington Parish Council said that " to increase the number
of houses from 250 to 410 is particularly unreasonable while a development of 175
houses in excess of the 410 is still under appeal at the Asher Lane site. " Just
because we, the villagers, were trying to identify suitable sites to fit in 250 homes in
a number of areas rather than one large scale development it seems to be seized
upon to build more homes. Green Belt was put in force for a reason and should be
adhered to and must not be exploited for capital gain - once you have built on green
space it is gone. I implore decision-makers to go for areas that have less impact or
what you term 'l ess sensitive in Green Belt terms'. All the sites for Ruddington
should have been considered at the same time in the consultation/s to achieve a fair
and equitable process. Due process must be adhered to and, to reiterate, in
Ruddington's case it would seem this has not happened because not all sites were
consulted upon at the same time.

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


Answer

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

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

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

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





No

Yes

Yes

Yes

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

I implore the Borough Council to remove RUD01 as a suitable housing location
because of its landscape and visual impact; flood risk; coalescence issue; historic
Sellors' space; nature conservation/ biodiversity; and unsuitable access on to a
minor road. Recreational ground Sellors Playing Field on RUD01 is covenanted
in perpetuity to the village and thus it must not be built upon. As you know, the
Playing Field is listed as an Asset of Community Value - the proposal to build over
what has become part of the heritage of our village is not an option. Moreover to
suggest finding another recreational space, when land is already limited, is a nonstarter. Ruddington Parish Council (RPC) is a custodian of this playing field and
should accept its responsibility to protect the covenant rather than trying to sell off
Sellors Field. I reiterate Sellors Recreation Ground must , once and for all, be
taken out of any proposed planning for the village. RUD01 has a natural biodiversity
with the brook, farmland and open space making up the nature conservation. In fact,
in addition to all the flora and other fauna, 42 different bird species were recorded for
the RSPB. Flood risk on RUD01 makes it obviously unsuitable for houses to be
built on
don t ignore this serious weakness to this area. Access is unsuitable
and would be directly on to Wilford Road, already a busy route, which is only a B
road that has the national speed limit. Increased traffic towards the south would have
to pass through the village and traffic heading north would go through Wilford or
Compton Acres. RUD01 is a main village gateway . It has a positive open space
with significant hedgerows and a wide view across the site and the village gateway
should be preserved. Housing development would block all rural views from the full
length of Wilford Road. Any building development would push the village boundary
further north
and would set a precedent for further building - unacceptably closer
to the Nottingham conurbation. Given these important factors about RUD01, p lease
remove it from the housing development list and widen the scope of options to
include other areas with lesser impact on what is a village. I agree RUD05
Flawforth Lane where the Eco houses are would be a suitable location and houses
are already dotted around that area. Along Loughborough Road, both ends, again
houses and a petrol station already exist with traffic not running directly through the
village centre. Please note: the conservation area on Loughborough Road is not in
the centre of the village. This site on the main Loughborough Road does not live up
to the "character of Ruddington s Conservation Area" and would, in my opinion, be
a suitable area for development. Please add back to the list of housing sites RUD06
because it will accommodate 30 houses and is not part of the sensitive conservation
area. Furthermore it will be adjacent to RUD13 in any case. Loughborough Road has
access to main arterial routes. Furthermore, in my opinion, RUD13 would be an
option as traffic would not go through the village. Also RUD07 could accommodate
development with the access issue easily overcome with an access route/road via
Mere Way . Add back to the list RUD07 - it is not a gateway to the village, there
would be no coalescence issue and has low flood risk (unlike RUD01). It is unclear
why the council has still included RUD01 and yet RUD07 has been taken off the
latest list for development. The closeness of the Parish Council with a housing
developer to build on RUD01 during the start of the consultation process is a
concern - the historic relationship between RPC and Bloor Homes should be
examined for its legality. It is only recently that RPC voted against housing on



RUD01 - but hopefully their decision to reject RUD01 for housing is not too little to
late. As stated by Ruddington Parish Council it is reasonable in a village to have a
smaller volume of houses (e.g. RUD11) on a larger number of sites rather than
having large-scale developments. All the sites for Ruddington should have been
considered at the same time in the consultation/s to achieve a more fair and
equitable process.

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.
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ƉƵƌƉŽƐĞ͘
^ŝƚĞZϬϱʹz^ďƵƚĂŐĂŝŶƚŚŝƐǁŝůůŝŵƉĂĐƚŽŶƚŚĞϱϮŵĂŬŝŶŐŝƚĞǀĞŶŵŽƌĞĐŽŶŐĞƐƚĞĚ
ƚŚĂŶŝƚŝƐĂůƌĞĂĚǇ͘
^ŝƚĞZϬϲͲz^ͲŶŽŝƐƐƵĞŚĞƌĞ
^ŝƚĞZϬϭϯͲz^ͲŶŽŝƐƐƵĞ
hŶĚĞƌKd,Z/^^h^͕ďĞĨŽƌĞƚŚĞĨŝŶĂůĚĞĐŝƐŝŽŶŝƐŵĂĚĞ͕ĐĂŶǁĞŚĂǀĞƚŚĞŽƌŽƵŐŚ
WůĂŶŶŝŶŐĞƉĂƌƚŵĞŶƚ͛ƐƌĞƐƉŽŶƐĞƚŽƚŚĞĚĞůŝĐĂƚĞƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶŽĨŚŽǁƚŚĞǇďĞůŝĞǀĞƚŚĞĐĞŶƚƌĞ
ŽĨZĂĚĐůŝĨĨĞŽŶdƌĞŶƚĐĂŶĐŽƉĞǁŝƚŚĂŶǇŵĂũŽƌŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐŝŶƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ͘dŚĞŽďǀŝŽƵƐĂŶƐǁĞƌŝƐ
ƚŽŵĂŬĞZϬϯĞŶƚƌĂŶĐĞĂŶĚĞǆŝƚŽŶƚŽƚŚĞϱϮďǇďƌŝĚŐŝŶŐƚŚĞƌĂŝůǁĂǇ͘/ŶĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶƚŽ
ƚŚŝƐƚŚĞƌĞĂƌĞĐƵƌƌĞŶƚůǇŵĂũŽƌƉĂƌŬŝŶŐƉƌŽďůĞŵƐŝŶZĂĚĐůŝĨĨĞǁŚŝĐŚ͕ŝĨŶŽƚƌĞƐŽůǀĞĚƉƌŝŽƌ
ƚŽĂŶǇĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ͕ŵĂǇǁĞůůƐĞĞĂĨƵƌƚŚĞƌĚĞĐůŝŶĞŝŶƚŚĞůŽĐĂůƐŚŽƉƐƐĞƌǀŝŶŐƚŚĞ
ĂƌĞĂ͘;tĞĂůƌĞĂĚǇŚĂǀĞƚŽĐŽƉĞǁŝƚŚĂĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂďůĞŶƵŵďĞƌŽĨǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐƉĂƌŬĞĚĂůůĚĂǇŽŶ
ŽƵƌƐƚƌĞĞƚƐďĞůŽŶŐŝŶŐƚŽƉĞŽƉůĞĨƌŽŵŽƵƚƐŝĚĞZĂĚĐůŝĨĨĞ͕ǁŚŽƵƐĞZĂĚĐůŝĨĨĞĂƐĂĐĂƌƉĂƌŬ
ĂŶĚĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞƚŚĞŝƌũŽƵƌŶĞǇƚŽƚŚĞŝƚǇďǇƚƌĂŝŶŽƌďƵƐͿ͘ƌĞƚŚĞƌĞĂŶǇƉůĂŶƐƚŽƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ
ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂůƉĂƌŬŝŶŐƐƉĂĐĞƐ͍
tĞĚŽŶŽƚƌĞĐŽůůĞĐƚƐĞĞŝŶŐĂŶǇƌĞĨĞƌĞŶĐĞƚŽĨƵƚƵƌĞƚƌĂĨĨŝĐƉƌŽďůĞŵƐǁŝƚŚŝŶZĂĚĐůŝĨĨĞŝŶĂŶǇ
ŽĨǇŽƵƌĚŽĐƵŵĞŶƚĂƚŝŽŶ͘
tĞŚĂǀĞƚŽƌĞŵĞŵďĞƌͲĞǀĞůŽƉĞƌƐĂƌĞŝŶƚŚŝƐĨŽƌWƌŽĨŝƚ͘ƚƚŚĞĞŶĚŽĨƚŚĞĚĂǇƚŚĞǇǁŝůů
ǁĂůŬĂǁĂǇƌĞŐĂƌĚůĞƐƐŽĨĂŶǇĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶŽƌŝŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞƉƌŽďůĞŵƐƚŚĞǇůĞĂǀĞďĞŚŝŶĚ͘

dŚŽƐĞŽĨƵƐǁŚŽůŝǀĞŝŶZĂĚĐůŝĨĨĞǁŝůůƋƵĞƐƚŝŽŶǁŚǇƐƵĐŚƚŚŝŶŐƐǁĞƌĞŶŽƚƚĂŬĞŶŝŶƚŽ
ĐŽŶƐŝĚĞƌĂƚŝŽŶďĞĨŽƌĞĂůůŽǁŝŶŐǀŽůƵŵĞƐŽĨĞǆƚƌĂƚƌĂĨĨŝĐƚŽĐůŽŐƚŚĞƐǇƐƚĞŵ͘
DƌΘDƌƐtƌŽƵŐŚƚŽŶ
ϭϲůŝĨĨƌŝǀĞ
ZĂĚĐůŝĨĨĞŽŶdƌĞŶƚ
E'ϭϮϭy

