Parish Council Agenda Item 5b
Topic: Green Belt Proposals 30/07/2013

Purpose

To consider the proposals for the Green Belt for the areas bordering Ruddington.

Background

Extracts from the Rushcliffe Green Belt Review (June 2013) for the areas bordering
Ruddington - Broad locations 3 and 4 (in particular Zones 4.9 and 4.10) - are set
out below.

The full documents can be viewed and downloaded at
www.rushcliffe.gov.uk/planningpolicy There is one printed copy available for
inspection at the Parish Council Office.




Extract from Tribal Study

Pages 46 - 48

Settlement
Ruddington

Current Status
Inset from theGreen Belt

Tribal Study recommendations (where appropriate)
Potential direction for growth to the south although constrained by Country Park.
Some limited opportunities to south (south of Musters Road) for infill

Avoid west, north west, north and north east due to risk of coalescence with West
Bridgford and Clifton

Expanding east would break defensible boundary of A60

Scores highly for current accessibility to services and access to employment. Area
considered able to accommodate growth, including on transport criteria.

Overall medium to high suitability for growth

If the settlement is washed over, what is the character of the settlement

(NPPF para 86)
N/A

Conclusions and Recommendations

Given that the Tribal Sustainable Location for Growth study highlights that
Ruddington has a medium to high suitability for growth, and that there are potential
directions for growth, it is considered to be a key settlement and is a suitable location
to accommodate further growth based on sustainability considerations.

It is therefore recommended that a Full review of the extent of the inset boundary
is undertaken for the settlement through part 2 (b) of the Green Belt review. Any
alterations to the Green Belt inset boundary should be informed by the Green Belt
review and be made through the Land and Planning Policies Development Plan
Document.



Overall Conclusions of Stage 1(a) Assessment

4.12 The results of Stage 1(a) of the assessment indicate that, out of the 6 broad
locations adjacent to Principal Urban Area within Rushcliffe, the following
zones should be ruled out on Green Belt or other planning grounds:

Broad Location 1: North of New A453 Alignment and River Trent Corridor
Area —

4.13 Whilst the assessment identifies that the area is of medium importance to the
purposes of the Green Belt, this area contains steep topographical features
and a substantial area at risk of flooding. The area is not contiguous with the
built up area to the north and would be cut off from Area 2 by the route of the
proposed A453. As a result of these constraints the area should not be carried
forward for further review. :

Broad Location 3: East of Clifton and North and West of Ruddington

4.14 Broad Location 3 scores Medium-High against the purposes of the Green
Belt. This area should not be carried forward primarily due to risk of
coalescence. However, this conclusion should not rule out part 2 b of the
assessment from identifying potentially suitable opportunities in Green Belt
terms on the edge of Ruddington village itself.

Broad Location 6; River Trent Corridor

4.15 Whilst the broad location performs well against most Green Belt criteria,
scoring low-medium, the broad location predominantly consists of functional
floodplain. Therefore it should not be carried through to part 2 (a) of the
assessment
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The following broad Ibcation should be carried through for more
detailed assessment:
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Broad Location 2: The Area to the South of Clifton and North of Gotham

P P

4.16 Broad Location 2 generated a low-medium score when assessed against
Green Belt criteria. While area is very open between Clifton and Gotham, no i
national designations affect this location. Household projections and 1
objectively assessed need, including needs from Nottingham, necessitates
that this area should be carried forward to part 2 of the assessment.
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Broad Location 4: South of West Bridgford and East of Ruddington

4.17 Broad Location 4 generated a low-medium score when measured against
Green Belt criteria. Part of the area within the A52 presently washed over by
Green Belt was granted planning permission for residential development on
appeal and it is considered that the rest of this broad location, especially that
part which lies within the A52, should be carried forward into part 2 of the
assessment.

Broad Location 5: The Area to the East of Gamegton and North of Tollerton

4.18 Broad Location 5 generated a medium score against Green Belt criteria and
development in this location would vai* the existing strong defensible
boundary of the A52. Whilst the bre ucation is of medium Green Belt
importance, household projectior.  .«d objectively assessed need, including
unmet needs from Nottingham nece.  ‘*tates that the area is has to be subject
to further consideration. The avoidanc. of coalescence between Nottingham
with Tollerton and Bassi. ‘1 will be a key consideration when looking at this
broad location in more de. ‘.

Figure 4: Results of Assessment ot ‘oad A sas around the Principal Urban Area
within Rushcliffe* '

v ot ry wap wath
Pl ot Majont /n Datoney Ofteo
¥ G

i
) LI ; i 05 Lsehs W T000BAID

SR e - P el

*Green areas are those carried forward to the 1(b) assessment.
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Conclusion

Zones 4.1 to 4.8 all score either Low or Low-Medium against the purposes of
the Green Belt and are all located within the strong future defensible boundary
that is the A52. Zones 4.1 and 4.6-4.8 are not being promoted for
development as they are in open space or cemetery use (4.1 and 4.6), or will
provide for Green Infrastructure and form a prominent high point within this
broad location (4.7). It is recommended that all of these zones could be
removed from the Green Belt without compromising the purposes of including
land within the Green Belt. However, it may be appropriate to offer
‘safeguarded’ status to those zones that perform/will perform an open space

function, and to those zones that are not actively being promoted for
development.

Zones 4.9 and 4.10, which lie beyond the A52 perform a strong role in Green
Belt purpose terms and should not be removed from the Green Belt. Zone
4.11 has a medium score against the purposes of the Green Belt. However it
is beyond the defensible boundary of the A52 and it would be difficult to
integrate with the Nottingham built up area. It is therefore recommended that
this Zone should therefore remain within the Green Belt.
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Table 6 below identifies wh, - fea.

< have been used to define each zone,

In addition, commentary is pr. ‘ded as > whether each zone is currently

being promoted for developme:

Land Availability Assessment (St *

Table 6. Feature used for defining zonex

AREA 1

isine wformation from the Strategic Housing

Zone 2.1

Existing urban edge at Clifton and Nottingham
Road. Weaker feature of power lines used to split
from zone 2.2 as features on the ground in this
broad area are weaker than in other locations

Yes, Part of site 352 in
the SHLAA covers the
whole zone

Zone 2.2

Power lines to the north (see zone 2.1)
Nottingham Road to the west, Fairham Brook to
the East and field boundary and farm track to the
south.

In part. Most of site
nearest the power lines
covered by site 352 in the
SHLAA, but promoted as
area for Green
Infrastructure.

Zone 2.3

Existing urban edge to the north, Nottingham
Road to the East, Barton Lane to the south and
the new alignment of the A453 to the west.

Yes, Part of site 352 in
the SHLAA covers the
whole zone
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