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Report to Planning Committee 

Application Number: 2014/0214 

Location: Bestwood Business Park, Park Road, Bestwood, 
Nottinghamshire. 

Proposal: Outline planning application for residential development of up to 
220 dwellings, open space, landscaping, attenuation areas, 
access roads, associated works and demolition of the existing 
buildings. Detailed approval is sought for access arrangements 
from High Main Drive, with all other matters to be reserved 

Applicant: St Modwen Developments 

Agent: RPS Planning And Development 
 

Site Description 
 
 The site is irregular in shape and covers an area of approximately 6.2 hectares, 
accessed off High Main Drive.  It is a previously developed colliery and ironworks 
site within Bestwood Village, currently known as Bestwood Business Park.  To the 
north of the site are playing fields and a sports club.  The eastern part of the site is 
bounded by recent residential development off High Main Drive, to the south is Forge 
Farm and to the west is a disused railway line.  
 
Overall the site is relatively level, although it does slope slightly down towards its 
northern boundary.  Beyond the sites western boundary is a steep embankment 
which rises approximately 3 to 4 metres up to the disused railway line, which is now 
part of the Sustrans National Cycle Route.  
 
There is a row of Leylandii trees that are approximately 20 metres high along the 
northern boundary of the site with the playing field.   A number of trees along the 
north-west boundary with The Sycamores are protected by a Tree Preservation 
Order.  To the south of the site, there is a belt of dense vegetation and large trees, 
consisting of hawthorn, dog rose, willow, sycamore, oak and bramble.  The western 
boundary of the site is also tree lined.  
 
The Business Park is currently in use for employment purposes and is located within 
a protected employment site (“Bestwood Business Park”) which is identified as an 
area of employment retention in the Gedling Borough Replacement Local Plan 
(Certain Policies Saved 2008) under Policy E3.   
 
The nearby War Memorial on Park Road is a Grade II Listed Building, whilst the  
Bestwood Colliery Winding House and Headstocks, located some 500 metres east of 
the application site, is a Grade II* Listed Building and a Scheduled Ancient 



Monument.  Some 200 metres to the west of the site on Mill Lane, is the Grade II 
Listed Forge Mill.  The site also includes a very small part of the Bestwood Village 
Conservation Area to the east of Moor Road.  In addition, the nearby former British 
Coal Offices, Bestwood Hotel and Park Road Terraces are all included in the 
Borough Council’s List of Buildings of Local Interest. 
 
Proposed Development 
 
Outline planning permission is sought for the change of use and redevelopment of 
Bestwood Business Park for residential use.  All matters, apart from access, are 
reserved for subsequent approval. 
 
The proposal consists of 220 dwellings, associated car parking and infrastructure, 
10% of the site would be open space, in three separate locations and to include 
children’s play provision.  In addition, vehicular access to the development would be 
provided via the existing access from High Main Drive, a carriageway built to 
facilitate the adjacent Taylor Wimpey development and the current use of the 
proposed site.  
 
The application is supported by the following drawings and documents:  
 
� Air Quality Assessment 
� Desk-Based Heritage Assessment 
� Design & Access Statement 
� Employment Land & Marketing Report 
� Transport Statement 
� Extended Phase I Habitat Survey 
� Geo-Environmental Dest Study Report 
� Planning Statement 
� Report on Existing Noise Climate 
� Statement of Community Involvement 
 
The following revised plans and additional information have been submitted during 
processing of the application: 
 
� Design & Access Statement Addendum 
� Illustrative Layout (Phase 1 & 2) 
� Framework Travel Plan 
� Flood Risk Assessment (Parts 1-4) 
� Tree Survey & Plan 
� Appropriate Assessment Screening Report 
� Biological Records Centre Statement 
� Hucknall Road Junction Capacity Assessment 
� Proposed Highway Works 
 
The applicant’s agents have made the following comments in response to the most 
recent comments from the County Council as Local Education Authority: 
 
1. In response to these points, the applicant has reiterated its view that it has sought 

to assist the Local Education Authority in its statutory role of planning for 



sufficient school places to meet all reasonable and foreseeable requirements.  
Whilst this is not the role of the applicant, it has put a number of options forward 
that it felt had not been looked at all or in sufficient detail.  

 
2. These options included utilising land opposite the school (CISWO land) and has 

provided contact information to explore that further, it has also pointed out that 
land exists in the County’s ownership adjoining the village and has put forward 
deliverable options for expansion of the existing school site, and the conversion 
of grassed areas to all-weather surfaces to provide additional capacity, which it 
considers have not been adequately considered. 

 
3. The development is forecast to yield 46.2 children of primary school age.  

Bestwood Village school provision is in part of the Hucknall School cluster of 11 
schools.  The County Council is adding capacity to the cluster of schools to meet 
organic growth and other pressures.  Bestwood Hawthorne Primary School 
routinely admits over its existing capacity of 175 places.  The County Council is 
adding capacity at Bestwood Hawthorne Primary School to take it to 210 places 
with an Admission Number of 30, though that does not appear in the published 
data for admissions 2014/15.  

 
4. It does not appear in the School Capacity return to the DfE.  For 2014/15, 

capacity remains at 175 and the school over-enrols.  The applicant is undertaking 
to provide the funding to provide the necessary additional school places, all in 
accordance with the County Council’s policies and formulae.  

 
5. Whilst the applicant has indicated genuine deliverable options on how and where 

capacity can be delivered locally, it has not sought to fetter the County Council in 
its discretion as to where or which school(s) those places might be provided.   

 
Consultations 
 
Unless indicated otherwise, the following comments were made prior to receipt of the 
Inspector’s report on the Aligned Core Strategy. 
 
Local Residents & Businesses - have been notified by letter, site notices have been 
posted and the application has been publicised in the local press.   
 
I have received 5 letters and emails of representation from local residents, which 
raise objections, concerns or issues on various grounds to the proposed 
development in response to consultation on the proposals as originally submitted. 
 
Infrastructure Issues 
 
The biggest concern is for the primary school.  It already struggles to accommodate 
all the local children, class sizes having nearly tripled in the last 10 years, and 
building work undertaken annually to keep pace. Any development needs to consider 
how the school capacity can be increased and to ensure this happens at the 
beginning of the development, rather than having families move in and there being 
no places at the school.  As public transport here is poor, it is hard for families to 
take children to school outside the village. 



 
Transport is another area of concern.  We have a subsidised bus service, which will 
soon stop running in the evenings and weekends.  Pavements are narrow and only 
in one direction on a road which at times can be very busy and fast.  The road is 
sufficiently narrow that at times it has to be completely closed for roadworks.  The 
footpath leading to the tram stop is overgrown and frequently impassable due to 
flooding.  With few facilities in the village, transport to access shopping, medical 
services and leisure is important. 
 
Health provision is currently being considered using S106 monies from previous 
developments.  Some initiatives are being developed, which could be supported to 
continue by further funds.  These initiatives are important, where transport to access 
facilities outside the village is poor, and currently no services are offered in the 
village. 
 
The bus service is inadequate and there are problems with the schools and the road 
drainage, following the last development. 
 
Whilst the number of new homes proposed in these plans would certainly have an 
impact for village residents on things such as health care provision, school places 
and public transport, St Modwen have made time available to residents to discuss 
this.  Moreover, they have consulted effectively with village residents and groups 
(including the school and Parish Council) to ensure we are working together to 
address these need. 
  
Highway Issues 
 
Access into the site is via one road, High Main Drive.  This road is heavily populated 
with school children in the mornings and afternoons.  The excess site traffic is a real 
concern for the safety of the school children at these times. Looking more long term, 
the additional traffic that the new estate would create again makes this not just a 
problem whilst the construction phase is taking place. 
 
Concern is expressed about the parking and traffic already on High Main Drive, 
without the proposed extra housing causing further increases in traffic and parking 
issues.  Despite having traffic calming measures, High Main Drive still experiences 
speeding vehicles.  As the main access to the proposed development would be via 
High Main Drive, consideration must be given to the number of extra vehicles and 
the consequent impact this would have on traffic on Park Road and High Main Drive.  
 
Concern is expressed about further houses being built in this area.  The amount of 
heavy traffic that passes through the village daily has increased since the last 
residential development, particularly on Moor Road and Park Road, and the increase 
in cars makes parking difficult. 
 
Drainage Issues 
 
Bestwood Village has suffered with flooding in the very recent past.  The flooding 
caused one half of the main access route into the Village to close for several days at 
a time.  This is a real problem for emergency access into the Village and also caused 



a real headache for the residents.  Adding more houses to an area that already has 
an over capacity drainage system could cause real problems in the future. 
 
It is difficult to get out of the village after rain and, on occasions, the village has been 
cut off due to flooding. 
Amenity Issues 
 
Having lived on the adjacent new build estate during its construction, residents do 
not want to put up with all the problems that this can lead to for another 5 or so 
years, such as noise, air pollution, dirty streets, dirty cars, excess heavy site traffic 
etc.  As there is a shared boundary and only one access route into the proposed site, 
this would again become a problem. 
 
The privacy of their homes would be invaded not just while the building is taking 
place, but once the houses are built. 
 
Ecology Issues 
 
The village is what it should be, a village, with its treasured wildlife and woodland 
areas. 
 
Other Issues 
 
The community understands the need to build houses, and that development is 
inevitable.  This site is at least one likely to be improved by development, since it is 
currently brownfield land used for industrial purposes and somewhat unattractive.  
It’s location in the village is more central, and local transport links, such as they are, 
are more accessible.  It would be adjacent to other new houses, and there is 
provision in the plans for open space next to this development.  It is considered that 
residential traffic would be better than the industrial traffic that currently struggles to 
get through the village. 
 
According to the initial plans, an access is indicated to the Country Park and the 
footbridge which leads to the tram stop.  This would attract anti-social behaviour and 
increase crime rates in the area. 
 
The proposed development would affect the value of their property, both in the short 
term and long term. By constructing a housing development, it is a proven fact that 
the surrounding house prices suffer because of this.  
 
Certain businesses have been refused planning permission because of health and 
safety, but this no longer seems important.  Unoccupied homes around the country 
should be demolished or renovated instead. 
 
Local residents have been re-consulted on revised plans and additional information 
submitted. Any additional comments received will be reported verbally. 
 
Langridge Homes – I have received a letter of representation on behalf of Langridge 
Homes, objecting to this proposal on the following grounds: 
 



� Contrary to national and local planning and economic development policies. 
 
� Premature pending the preparation and adoption of the Allocations and 

Development Management DPD, and the bringing forward of alternative 
employment sites in the Borough as set out in the Aligned Core Strategy. 

The development plan comprises the Gedling Borough Replacement Local Plan 
(Adopted July 2005).  Policy E3 ‘Retention of Employment’ states that this site is to 
be retained for its specified employment use, and that the expansion, conversion or 
redevelopment of land and premises for employment uses will be permitted provided 
that the development would not cause traffic, amenity or conservation problems.   
 
In the supporting text to Policy E3, Para 4.12 adds: ‘Land off Park Road has been 
included within this village envelope to consolidate the existing employment use of 
the former British Coal Workshops.  It is not new land for employment use, which is 
why it is not included in Policy E1.  However, this site has to compete with more 
attractive industrial locations  closer to the M1 Motorway that have purpose built 
industrial accommodation and site layouts, and operations less constrained by 
residential property.  It is therefore proposed that the former British Coal Workshops 
site be split to provide employment use at the west of the site and residential use at 
the east.  This will help to ensure an employment land availability in tune with the 
needs of the market whilst providing a residential land allocation that contributes to 
the need to allocate a range and choice of residential sites.’   
 
In his Report on the Public Inquiry into the Replacement Local Plan the Inspector 
stated that the redevelopment of this site for (more) housing would be to the 
detriment of the village’s character and sustainability, and can and should make a 
valuable contribution to the local economy.   
 
Part b of Policy 3 specifically addresses redevelopment or use of the retained sites 
for other purposes.  It states: 
 
‘b.  Planning permission will not be granted to redevelop or use sites or premises as 
listed above and in Policy E1 for other purposes unless: 
 
(i) The retention of the site or premises for its specified employment use has  
           been fully explored by extensive marketing  and advertising without success:   
           and  
(ii) The proposed use would cause no traffic, amenity or conservation problems. 
 
It is noted that the application is supported by an Employment Land and Marketing 
Report, which aims to address the above requirements to justify a change of use.  
Whilst this report notes that the site is underutilised, provides poor quality 
accommodation, and represents a tertiary location, the report does not, in the 
opinion of Langridge Homes, conclusively demonstrate that the site should be 
redeveloped for other uses.  In particular: 
 
� The report fails to recognise that as the country emerges from one of the 

steepest recessions in our recent history that manufacturing industry is once 
again a key component of growth in the economy, nationally and regionally, and 
in particular across the Midlands region; 



 
� The report appears not to fully understand that regeneration is a fundamental aim 

of the Borough Council, and that as a Key Settlement for growth (ref: ACS, Policy 
2 Spatial Policy), then there is a unique opportunity to develop a regeneration 
strategy for Bestwood to bring about environmental improvements, new and 
improved community and neighbourhood facilities, improvements to existing 
housing conditions, as well as retaining and providing new local employment 
opportunities.  The Bestwood Business Park now represents the only remaining 
employment site in Bestwood – as part of a regeneration strategy for Bestwood, it 
is strongly believed that this site should be retained for employment uses and a 
pro-active approach adopted.  A Masterplan should be prepared to guide long 
term investment in the site (supported by public sector funding where necessary) 
to provide new, modern premises together with environmental improvements.  
Indeed, the site represents an opportunity for the Local Enterprise Partnership 
(LEP) which is responsible for local economic growth to get involved by bringing 
together relevant stakeholders including the County and Borough Councils, 
Parish Council, the landowner/developer and current occupiers to create the 
conditions to encourage investment in order to create modern premises and 
contribute towards creating a sustainable settlement close to the edge of the 
main built up area of Nottingham; 

� Whilst the report notes that the site is currently 61% occupied and provides 60 
jobs, the report does not provide any indication of what will happen to the current 
occupiers and to existing employees. 

With regards to the ACS, which has reached the Public Examination stage with 
further Proposed Changes (March 2014) now subject to a 6 week public consultation 
period, it is acknowledged that the policies of the ACS now carry increasing weight.  
In the policies of the Aligned Core Strategies (Publication Version) Bestwood is 
identified as a Key Settlement for Growth, where there is also an emphasis on 
regeneration (refer Policy 2 Spatial Strategy).  If this site were to be redeveloped for 
housing then Bestwood would be left without any employment sites and a key ACS 
objective of regeneration and economic development, would not be met in the case 
of Bestwood.   
 
Policy 4 Employment Provision and Economic Development part h states: 
 
‘h)  appropriately managing existing employment sites and allocations to cater for the   
     full range of employment uses by: 
      

i. ensuring the allocations most attractive to the employment market remain   
available for employment uses;  

ii. retaining good quality existing employment sites (including strategic 
employment areas) that are an important source of jobs, and sites that 
support less-skilled jobs in and near deprived areas, or have the potential 
to provide start up or grow-on space; and  

iii. considering the release of sites that do not meet criteria (i) and (ii). 
 

It is considered that the Bestwood Business Park meet Parts (i) and (ii) of this policy, 
and in particular the final section of (ii) in so far as the Bestwood Business Park is an 



existing employment site which supports less-skilled jobs in and near deprived areas 
or has the potential to provide start up  or grow – on space.   As such, it is a locally 
valuable site which is required to meet the identified regeneration aims of Bestwood.   
 
With regards to Gedling’s Economic Development Strategy, it is noted that the loss 
of this site to residential development would be contrary to this strategy, the aim of 
which is to contribute to a vibrant and prosperous Greater Nottingham, ensuring that 
the Borough has access to services, jobs and opportunities.  It identifies five main 
priority areas of work: 
 
� Reducing unemployment and worklessness; 
� Raising local skills levels to meet the needs of employers;  
� Regenerating town and neighbourhood shopping centres;  
� Improving access to jobs and training through Infrastructure  
� developments;  
� Stimulating enterprise and the right conditions for business. 
� The loss of this site for employment uses would be contrary to the achievement 

of these objectives. 
 
Section 1 ‘Building a Strong, Competitive Economy' of the NPPF is also relevant to 
the consideration of this site.  Para 19 states that the government is committed to 
ensuring that the planning system does everything it can to support sustainable 
economic growth.  It specifically identifies as a key requirement of Local Plans to 
identify priority areas for regeneration, infrastructure provision and environmental 
enhancement.  Bestwood is clearly a priority settlement in Gedling in need of 
regeneration and this is confirmed in the ACS which identifies it as a Key Settlement 
for growth.   
 
Para 22 states that planning policies should avoid the long term protection of sites 
allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect  of the site 
being used for that purpose.  Given the strong focus on regeneration at Bestwood, 
the loss of over half the employment land to housing in the Replacement Local Plan, 
and the lack of any alternatives, then it is clear that this site should be retained in 
employment use, and a more pro-active approach adopted to marketing and 
investing in the infrastructure, premises and environment of the site. 
 
The potential loss of this site for employment purposes also needs to be considered 
in the light of Gedling’s overall employment land requirements.  With the recent 
decision to grant planning permission for 830 houses at Teal Close in the south of 
the Borough, this has led to a loss of 10 ha of allocated employment land (from 17 
ha  to 10 ha).  At the same time, the employment land allocation (6 ha) at Gedling 
Colliery is unlikely to come forward until towards the end of the plan period at the 
earliest.  Similarly the employment allocation at Top Wighay (10 ha) is also unlikely 
to materialise until well into the second half of the plan period.  As such it is 
imperative that existing sites under Policy E4 of the Replacement Local Plan, 
including the Bestwood Business Park are safeguarded and retained in employment 
use.   
 
Pending the bringing forward of these employment sites, then the loss of this site for 
employment use would be premature. It would also be premature pending any 



consideration of changes to Policy E3 through the Allocations and Development 
Management DPD.  
 
 
Conclusions 
 
In conclusion, as part of the regeneration strategy for Bestwood there is a need to 
ensure a balanced approach to its economic, social and physical regeneration.  Part 
of this strategy must be to support and retain existing employment land.  As such the 
Bestwood Business Park should be retained for employment purposes.   The 
Bestwood Business Park is well located at the southern end of the village with good 
access to the strategic road network without heavy goods traffic having to pass 
through the village.  It represents a good, sustainable existing location for 
employment uses.  A more pro-active approach is required, potentially involving the 
LEP to facilitate long term investment in this site to create modern premises and also 
to bring about environmental improvements.  Further, any consideration  to bring 
about a change of this site  should be undertaken  as part of the process for the 
preparation of the  Allocations and Development Management DPD, and having 
regard to the timescales for bringing forward  other key employment sites in the 
Borough. 
 
Village Vision - the following comments are made on behalf of Village Vision, which  
is a properly constituted community group made up of residents of Bestwood Village.  
It is considered that these comments reflect those of a considerable proportion of 
village residents, obtained following lengthy consultation on a number of issues, one 
of which was further housing development in the village: 
 
1. The proposed land is brownfield and currently contains a number of business 

premises where, it is understood, relocation has been discussed with the 
developer.  Development here is preferable to a greenfield site. 

 
2. The position of the proposed development is in a relatively central position in the 

village, close to existing amenities and adjacent to an existing development. 
 
3. Whilst the number of units proposed (220) would impact on the community’s 

resources and facilities, in particular the school where there are currently  no 
spare places for village children, St Modwen have sought to consult with the 
community as to how these issues can be addressed through S106 agreements 
and this is to their credit. 

 
I have also received additional comments from Village Vision regarding potential 
S106 agreements: 
 
� Primary Education  
 

The village school is oversubscribed currently and even without further housing, 
there are school projections of particularly large class sizes for future years.  One 
additional classroom has already been built following previous development and 
a further one is in the course of construction for September this year.  Even with 
these additions, the capacity of the school going forward will be under serious 



pressure, particularly as room for extension is severely limited.  Village Vision 
would be looking to maximise payments under this heading, as this issue is 
perhaps the priority challenge when considering any further housing 
development.   

 
� Health 

 
Bestwood Village is currently a community without any health facility, though due 
to extensive campaigning with NHS England and the local CCG, a weekly 
children's clinic is due to start in September.  Village Vision would be looking for 
services through this development to be enhanced in the future. 

 
� Open Space Provision 
 

Facilities for secondary school ages is poor, and Village Vision would wish this to 
be given consideration, with a view to providing a suitable outside ball 
park/exercise facility.   

 
 
� Transport.  
 

Bestwood Village currently has a very poor bus service and attempts to improve 
this have so far failed to materialise.  From the traffic point of view, peak times in 
the day sees serious congestion on Moor Road, which is not improved by the 14 
'road humps' there as cars pass through the village between the City and 
Papplewick.  Alternative traffic calming measures would provide a smoother flow 
here.  

 
Bestwood St Albans Parish Council – no objections, subject to any comments that 
might be received from local residents. 
 
These comments have been re-iterated, following re-consultation. 
 
Ashfield District Council (as adjoining Authority) – Ashfield District Council raises 
concerns in relation to the proposed development on the following grounds: 
 
Uncertainty in relation to allocations in the Gedling Emerging Core Strategy and that 
the application appears premature given the ambiguity around site allocation.  The 
cumulative impact of the proposed development, together with other applications in 
the area, such as Westhouse Farm, would be detrimental to the residents of Ashfield 
in amenity terms and, as such, Ashfield District Council would object. 
 
Should this application be viewed as fulfilling housing requirement in isolation, 
Ashfield District Council could be more supportive.  The proposal would still however 
impact upon Ashfield’s infrastructure, including schools, community facilities and 
public transport. 
 
However, it is recognised that the site is brownfield and would represent an 
appropriate site for residential development, given the surrounding uses. 
 



Gedling is advised that affordable housing provision should reflect Hucknall’s local 
need for two and three bedroom houses and two bedroom apartments, given the 
development’s proximity to Hucknall.  For a development of this size, affordable 
housing provision would be expected to be 15% of the proposed number of 
dwellings, equating to 33 dwellings to reflect the local need for two and three 
bedroom houses and two bedroom apartments.  Ashfield District Council expects to 
be involved in any Section 106 negotiations as per the emerging protocol [approved 
by cabinet on 19th June, 2014] between the two authorities, should the proposal be 
approved.  Ashfield District Council would seek nomination rights to a proportion of 
affordable housing.  Provision would also be required in relation to the public realm, 
health provision, education and highway improvements (specifically in relation to 
junction improvements for Moorbridge).  Intensification of the use of the Moorbridge 
junction would have a significant impact upon both Hucknall itself and residents 
travelling into Nottingham.   Ashfield should be involved in Section 106 negotiations 
prior to determination of the application. 
 
Given the amended housing requirement within the Aligned Core Strategy 
modifications for 260 dwellings within Bestwood, due to the size of the village and its 
limited services and facilities, only one of the two current applications for housing in 
this area should be permitted.  
 
Nottinghamshire County Council (Strategic Planning) – the County Council makes 
the following comments: 
 
National Planning Policy Context 
 
The County Council notes that one of the core principles of the National Planning 
Policy Framework (NPPF) is to support and deliver economic growth to ensure that 
the housing, business and other development needs of an area are met.  The NPPF 
looks to boost significantly the supply of housing.  The principles and policies 
contained in the NPPF also recognise the value of and the need to protect and 
enhance the natural, built and historic environment, biodiversity and also include the 
need to adapt to climate change. 
 
A key aspect of the NPPF is that it includes a presumption in favour of sustainable 
development, which means that, for decision-taking, local planning authorities should 
approve development proposals that accord with the development plan without delay 
or where a development plan is absent, silent or out of date, grant permission unless 
any adverse impacts of the proposal outweigh the benefits, or specific policies in the 
NPPF indicate that development should be restricted. 
 
The NPPF also discusses the weight that can be given in planning determinations to 
policies emerging as the local authority’s development plan is being brought forward. 
The weight given to these policies will be very dependent on; their stage of 
preparation, the extent to which there are unresolved objections and the degree of 
consistency with the NPPF. 
 
The Government is committed to securing economic growth, with the planning 
system encouraging sustainable growth, as set out in paragraphs 18 and 19 of the 
NPPF. 



 
Paragraphs 29-41 of the NPPF address the issue of sustainable transport.  The 
NPPF requires all major planning applications to be supported by an appropriate 
Transport Assessment (TA) and concludes that new development proposals should 
only be refused on transport grounds where the residual cumulative impacts would 
be severe. 
 
Local Planning Context 
 
The Aligned Core Strategy has recently undergone Examination and consultation on 
Main Modification. 
 
Policy 2: The Spatial Strategy of the Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategy 
proposes a strategy of urban concentration with regeneration, with most 
development to be located in or adjoining the main built up area of Nottingham, with 
development adjacent to the Sub Regional Centre of Hucknall aimed at regeneration 
and supporting its role and significant growth at identified Key Settlements.  Through 
the January 2014 Further Proposed Changes, Bestwood Village is identified as a 
Key Settlement where housing growth should be concentrated. 
 
It is considered that the proposed development is in accordance with emerging 
Policy 2 in that the site is located within the existing development boundary of the 
Key Settlement of Bestwood Village and is sequentially preferable to other sites on 
safeguarded land, or in Green Belt. 
 
Developer Contributions 
 
Should the application proceed, the County Council will seek developer contributions 
relating to the County Council’s responsibilities in line with the Council’s adopted 
Planning Contributions Strategy and the Developer Contributions Team will work 
with the applicant and Gedling Borough Council to ensure all requirements are met. 
 
Nottinghamshire County Council (Education Authority) – comments that the County 
Council is only able to access funds to provide additional school places from two 
sources: 
  
1. DfE/Education Funding Agency (EFA) basic need allocations, which are 

calculated and designed to meet the demands on school places created by the 
existing population. 

 
2. Education contributions sought from land owners and developers, via the local 

planning authority, used to mitigate the impact of new housing on the local 
infrastructure 

  
It is important to note that DfE/EFA do not regard the demand arising from new 
housing developments to constitute ‘basic need’ and expressly require the County 
Council as LEA to report via its annual School Capacity Return, how many places 
are provided using the two different sources of funding.  If places are required as a 
result of new housing, DfE/EFA expects that these places are provided through 
Section 106 agreements. 



  
The County Council calculates the required mitigation by examining the capacity of 
schools likely to serve the new housing development.  If additional places are 
required, they can be provided in two ways: as an extension to an existing school, to 
which a per pupil cost multiplier is applied; or through building a new school to serve 
the development, in which case, the use of a cost multiplier ins not appropriate, 
given the need to provide a complete school in order to mitigate the impact of the 
housing. 
Bestwood Hawthorne Primary School serves a distinct village community.  It is 
distributed over two sites, separated by church and churchyard, with one site being 
the original, Victorian village school and the other, an extension built in the 1950/6’s. 
This latter site has more recently had a single classroom extension built onto it as a 
result of earlier housing developments which attracted Section 106 education 
contributions. 
  
As the village population grew, the school capacity to cope with the demand became 
compromised and plans were put in place to extend the school further to meet this 
‘basic need’ for places.  
  
When asked to comment on the Borough Council’s plans for the district, in the 
Autumn of 2013, the County Council then, and have subsequently and consistently 
confirmed, that any further housing in the Bestwood village area would require the 
site for, and building of, a new school, either as a replacement to the existing school, 
or as a completely new school, depending on the eventual number of houses 
required in the area.  In particular, the County Council’s comments made it very clear 
that the existing site of the village school would be unable to sustain any further 
development without the provision of additional land. 
  
During several meetings with St Modwen’s, the developers of the Bestwood 
Business Park, the County Council has been keen to provide support to the process 
of moving towards their submission of a planning application.  Discussions have 
centred around the fact that the existing school did not have the capacity to be 
expanded further to accommodate the additional children who would need places as 
a result of the development.  St Modwen’s have made use of the County Council’s 
planning strategy documents to calculate the cost of providing additional primary and 
secondary school places. 
  
When assessing the potential for expanding the school for basic need purposes, the 
County Council came to the conclusion that the maximum the site could 
accommodate is a 210 place primary school. The design and planning for how this 
should be achieved have been completed and building work will provide the 
additional places needed by September 2014.  Restrictions on the further 
development of the existing school site include a need to comply with Section 77  of 
the School Standards and Framework Act 1998, with additional due regard to the 
historical interest placed on both existing sites of the school – original 
Victorian/Edwardian village school and the 1950s/60s addition which is an example 
of a ‘Spooner’ building.  As well as being sited on two distinct areas, the school site 
suffers from being on multiple levels, with steep access to some of these. 
 After further meetings, at least one on-site, St Modwen’s presented a plan to extend 
the school by building a second floor on top an existing building by using a system of 



stilts.  The County Council’s experienced design and property team believe this to be 
completely unworkable and this response was submitted to Gedling Borough Council 
in June, 2014. 
  
During discussions, the County Council discovered that land opposite the school was 
available for purchase but, as this would require additional funding, the County 
Council would not be able to make that purchase, in order to potentially build an 
annexe of additional classrooms.  In the County Council’s continuing efforts to assist 
with the planning process, it would like to suggest a variation on the straight cash 
contribution option.  Due to timing issues and the absence of County Council funds 
with which to purchase the land it is suggested that St Modwen’s purchase this land 
on the County Council’s behalf and clear it of contamination and, as a result, the 
County Council would reduce the total Section 106 cash by half of the final purchase 
price of the land opposite the school, the land would then be transferred to the 
County Council at the appropriate time.  On this basis it is assumed that the Section 
106 contribution sought would be in the region of £955,580, depending on the 
purchase price of the land opposite.  The Section 106 contribution would also include 
contributions for secondary school places.  
 
The County Council’s conclusion is that, unless suitable land is made available on 
which to build additional classroom provision, it would not be able to provide a 
sufficiency of pupil places to accommodate the primary school aged children 
generated by the Bestwood Business Park housing development and would find it 
necessary, therefore, to object to the application. 
 
The County Council has made additional comments, following receipt of the 
Inspector’s report on the Aligned Core Strategy. 
 
The County Council have been working closely with Gedling Borough Council in 
relation to the future education requirements to mitigate the proposed growth 
identified within the Aligned Core Strategy.  A series of options were identified by 
Gedling Borough Council for the potential for growth at Bestwood, with options 
ranging from approximately 200 to 500 new dwellings in this area.  During these 
discussions, the County Council identified the education requirements for each 
option to mitigate the education impacts of the new development.   
 
It was made clear at the time of these discussions that the local primary school, 
Bestwood Hawthorn, was at capacity with commitments already made to expand it to 
the site’s capacity to meet the needs of the existing community and as such a new 
primary school would be required for all scenarios identified. 
 
Following the Independent Examination of Gedling Borough Council’s Aligned Core 
Strategy, Main Modifications were published for public consultation which identified 
Bestwood Village as having the potential for 260 new dwellings. The Inspectors 
Report has now been published (July 2014) which recommends that this figure is 
amended to ‘up to 500’ new dwellings plus existing commitments. 
 
To put these changes in context, 260 new houses would generate approximately 55 
primary pupils and 42 secondary pupils.  Developments culminating in 500 new 
dwellings would generate approximately 105 primary pupils and 80 secondary pupils. 



 
In light of the ongoing discussions regarding the County Council’s education 
requirements in terms of the increased requirement to provide up to 500 new 
dwellings in Bestwood, the County Council would like to set out our education 
requirement for the Bestwood Village area as follows: 
 
1. The provision of a 105 place primary school located on 1.1 hectares of land; 
2. A financial contribution of £1,380,800 towards the provision of an additional 80 

secondary school places (80 x £17,260). 
 
To provide context/clarity to the above requirement: 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is clear in that Sustainable 
Development is about changes for the better.  Two of the three roles (economic, 
social and environmental) identified by the Government relate to infrastructure and 
local services: 
 
� Economic Role: Qcoordinating development requirements, including 

infrastructure” 
� Social Role: Q creating a high quality built environment with accessible local 

servicesQ” 
 
Paragraph 72 of the NPPF states that: 
 
“The Government attaches great importance to ensuring that a sufficient choice of 
school places is available to meet the needs of existing and new communities. Local 
planning authorities should take a proactive, positive and collaborative approach to 
meeting this requirement, and to development that will widen choice in education. 
They should: 
 
� Give great weight to the need to create, expand or alter school; and 
� Work with schools promoters to identify and resolve key planning issues before 

applications are submitted” 
 
The County Council’s requirements for education provision are set out in the 
Planning 
Obligations Strategy, which was reviewed in 2013 and adopted by the County 
Council in April 2014. 
 
Primary School Provision 
 
The County Council plan in areas to enable maximum flexibility in providing places, 
each of the planning areas consist of a group of schools who have historically seen 
pupil/preference movement between their respective catchment areas.  There is no 
surplus capacity within the area to accommodate the primary age pupils generated 
from the proposed 500 new dwellings in Bestwood, which will yield 105 primary age 
children in total.  
 
Secondary School Provision 
 



The secondary catchment school for Bestwood is Holgate Academy which became 
an Academy in 2013, however the County Council remain responsible to financially 
support the provision of any additional accommodation needed to meet the demand 
for places resulting from basic need (existing communities) or new housing 
developments.  Holgate Academy is currently progressing with plans to extend the 
school to ensure sufficient places are available to accommodate the existing 
population.  The likely developments in Bestwood consisting of up to 500 new 
dwellings is anticipated to generate 80 secondary school age children and as such a 
financial contribution is required to ensure the needs of the future population are met 
in this regard. 
 
Education requirements in relation to the current planning application on land at 
Bestwood Business Park (2014/0214) 
 
Planning application 2014/0214 would yield a requirement for 46 primary school 
places and 35 secondary school places.  To mitigate the impacts that the 
development would have on secondary school provision, the County Council 
requests a contribution of £604,100 (35x £17,260). 
 
As stated previously, there is no capacity to accommodate the primary age children 
arising from this development alone and as such a primary school is required to be 
delivered at the early stages of any development which takes place in the Bestwood 
area. 
 
This proposed development alone would yield a requirement for 3 primary 
classrooms and associated facilities/infrastructure (hall, kitchen etc.) which would 
equate to a half-form entry primary school. 
 
As part of recent discussions with the applicant and Gedling Borough Council, the 
availability of a small area of land was identified as having the potential to 
accommodate an annexe to the existing Bestwood Hawthorne primary school, 
however, the applicant has not been forthcoming in relation to the potential 
acquisition of this land for the provision of the annexe. 
 
The County Council have considered pursuing the option of purchasing this 
particular piece of land to provide the required annexe, however, in light of the 
Inspectors Report recommending the provision of up to 500 dwellings in this area 
and the submitted planning application for 101 dwellings to the north of Bestwood 
Village, the parcel of land would not be of an adequate size to mitigate the impacts of 
the developments as a whole and as such would not provide the most strategic and 
sustainable option for the future primary education provision in the Bestwood area. 
 
Due to the significant issues surrounding the future primary education provision in 
Bestwood, as highlighted above, this planning application cannot be considered in 
isolation, especially in light of the current planning application on land to the north of 
Bestwood and the recent Inspector’s Report.  As such, to ensure that future primary 
school provision is delivered in the most cost effective and timely manner, it is 
essential that a strategic approach is pursued.  It is suggested that that the 
developers/landowners for the Bestwood area enter into discussions regarding this 
matter with the aim to formalising an agreement which identifies a suitable area of 



land to accommodate a new primary school and the timings for the delivery of the 
number of classrooms required to mitigate the impacts of the individual development. 
 
The County Council would like to reiterate that the requirement is placed on the 
applicant to mitigate the impact of their housing development on the local 
infrastructure and whilst a financial contribution is welcomed to assist in mitigating 
the impacts that the development will have on the areas primary provision it would 
not provide sufficient funding to fully mitigate the impacts of the proposed 
development at Bestwood Business Park and until an acceptable solution is reached 
the County Council objects to the planning application in terms of primary education 
provision. 
 
Nottinghamshire County Council (Highway Authority) – made the following interim 
comments on the application as originally submitted: 
 
Travel Plan 
 
The Highway Authority requested that the sections on targets, travel plan 
management and monitoring needed updating to reflect the latest NCC Travel Plan 
Guidance. 
 
Transport Assessment (TA) 
 
The Highway Authority advised that the proposed development is acceptable in 
principle, as there would be no adverse impact on the County’s roads.  However, 
some minor alterations to the proposed site access from High Main Road were 
requested, as the original layout was considered to be substandard for providing 
access to 220 dwellings from a single point of access.   
 
The Highway Authority would normally only permit more than 150 dwellings from a 
single point of access, even with an emergency access.  However, following 
discussions with the applicant’s highway consultants, the Highway Authority advised 
that it may be in a position to accept the proposed development from a single point 
of access if the carriageway leading to the site can be widened to 7.3 metres and the 
southern side footway to 3 metres or more to accommodate the emergency vehicles 
in the event of an emergency (High Main Road already has wider footways to 
address this issue). 
 
The impact of the proposed development on the Hucknall Road/Moor Road junction 
should also be assessed by the City Council. 
 
Revised plans & Additional Information 
 
The Highway Authority has made the following comments in respect of the revised 
plans and additional information submitted: 
 
Travel Plan 
 
The developers have submitted a revised Travel Plan (Revision D). 
 



There are a number of outstanding points in the revised travel plan: 
 
� As requested, the targets have been amended to trip generations from the TA. 

However, trip generation-based targets in TA’s are normally based on a TRICS 
sample of sites where there is no Travel Plan.  As such, the Highway Authority 
would expect a site with a Travel Plan to improve on such trip generations – with 
those from the TA set out as the maximum from the site. 

 
� The appointment of the Travel Plan Co-ordinator (TPC) should match the 

monitoring period. This is not clear from the existing document.  The Highway 
Authority also asked for interim contact details for the TPC role which has not 
been included.  This is important to ensure that NCC can liaise with the site, as it 
develops ahead of first occupation. 

 
� There is reference to a traffic survey (Section 5), but this does not appear to tie 

up with Section 8 (in terms of when these would occur, how they would be 
reported etc). 

 
� The element on fall-back measures would most appropriately be an extension of 

the Travel Plan and monitoring period for a further five years, if targets are not 
met. 

 
If a revised Travel Plan taking into account the above comments is not submitted, 
then the Highway Authority recommends that appropriate conditions [specific details 
of which have been provided] be added to any planning permission for the site to 
ensure an appropriate Travel Plan can be secured.  
 
The Travel Plan will contain a requirement for the TPC to produce monitoring reports 
that the Highway Authority suggests should be produced annually for five years after 
implementation.  The Travel Plan will need to include for extending the monitoring 
period (and period of employment of the TPC) in the event that either the build-out 
rate takes longer than anticipated or the target is not reached, whichever is the 
longer.  This would need to be reflected in the monitoring fee, otherwise the Council 
risks having to undertake monitoring at its own expense.  The Travel Plan as it 
stands does not provide information on the anticipated build- out rate and makes no 
reference to extending the monitoring period if necessary. 
  
This being the case, the monitoring fee would be either of the following: 
 
1. Undertake a review of annual monitoring reports, engage in dialogue regarding 

the monitoring report, targets and triggers with the TPC, carry out general liaison 
with the site wide TPC and collate and issue information regarding initiatives 
within Nottinghamshire relevant to the site in conjunction with the TPC: £1,280 
per annum. 

 
2. As above, plus undertake and analyse annual household travel surveys: £1,440 

per annum. 
  
The minimum total cost will therefore be either £7,040 (option 1) or £7,920 (option 2), 
based on the minimum 5-year monitoring period.  As noted above, this charge will 



rise by the appropriate amount per annum for each subsequent year in which 
monitoring is required.  This will need to be secured as part of the S106 agreement 
for the site. 
 
Public Transport Infrastructure 
 
In accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework, plans and decisions 
should take account of whether the opportunities for sustainable transport modes 
have been taken up to reduce the need for major transport infrastructure and 
whether improvements can be undertaken within the transport network that cost 
effectively limit the significant impacts of the development.  To achieve this, 
sustainable transport measures must be introduced to reduce existing journeys that 
are dependent on the car and promote other travel modes such as walking, cycling, 
or improved public transport provision.  
 
The Highway Authority has consulted with the County Council’s Transport Strategy 
and Public Transport departments, with regards to identifying potential integrated 
transport measures.  The possible improvements to public transport facilities 
assessed come to a total of £50,500. 
 
The Highway Authority considers the requirement to enhance these public transport 
facilities to be reasonable and necessary to make the development acceptable in 
planning terms.  This requirement is directly related to the development, and 
practical in relation to type and scale of the development.  As appropriate works 
have been identified, it is recommended that a condition to provide appropriate 
public transport infrastructure improvements is attached to any approval [specific 
details of which have been provided]. 
 
Pedestrian/Cycle Links 
 
The proposal indicates improved pedestrian and cycle links for the site.  The 
submitted information proposes a link to the Sustrans route to the west, and a link to 
Bestwood Country Park to the south.  The Highway Authority considers that these 
links are appropriate measures, but also recommends that the pedestrian link across 
the Moor Road/Park Road junction from the site to the school to the north is also 
improved.  It is considered that these new/improved links can be provided as part of 
a sustainable transport improvement scheme via an appropriate condition [specific 
details of which have been provided]. 
 
Development Proposal 
 
With regards to the junction of Park Road with High Main Drive, and the junction of 
Moor Road with Park Road, the County Council’s Traffic Systems Network Manager 
(South), is satisfied that these would operate within capacity.  Also, it is considered 
that the proposal would not have a detrimental impact on the County Council’s 
highway network in the vicinity of the site. 
 
The Highway Authority is in receipt of a plan (Revision C) indicating the proposed 
layout of the vehicle/pedestrian link from the development site onto the existing 
highway network.  There is proposed to be a revised priority junction onto High Main 



Drive.  The Highway Authority considers that the proposed plan indicates that a 
satisfactory new junction onto High Main Drive can be provided to serve the 
development. 
 
Taking into account the above, and in addition to the conditions/conditions previously 
stated, the Highway Authority considers that a residential development is acceptable 
from a highway point of view as a satisfactory junction onto High Main Drive can be 
provided to serve the site, and as mitigation measures have been identified to limit 
the impacts that the proposal would have on the highway network in the vicinity of 
the development.   
 
A number of appropriate conditions are recommended [specific details of which have 
been provided], regarding 
 
� Parking and turning facilities, access widths, gradients, surfacing, street lighting, 

structures, visibility splays, and drainage. 
 
� All drives and parking areas to be surfaced in a bound material (not loose gravel). 
 
� No part of the development to be brought into use until the access driveways and 

parking areas are constructed with provision to prevent the unregulated 
discharge of surface water from the driveways and parking areas to the public 
highway.  

 
� No development hereby permitted shall commence until wheel washing facilities 

have been installed on the site.  
 
There are also a number of notes for the applicant [specific details of which have 
been provided]. 
 
Nottingham City Council (Highways) – The site proposals have been discussed with 
the consultants acting on behalf of the applicant.  Insofar as the proposal impacts on 
the city highways network and junction, the City Council is satisfied with the 
submission details and any associated works required as a result on Nottingham City 
highways. 
 
Public Protection (Ground Conditions & Contamination) – make the following 
comments: 
 
Contaminated Land 
 
Public Protection has reviewed the Geo-Environmental Desk Study Report and is 
satisfied with the findings and conclusions. 
 
Further on-site assessment is required to characterise the site and refine the 
Conceptual Site Model.  It is recommended that the scale and scope of these works 
is agreed with the Council before they begin.  Therefore, to ensure that the site is 
suitably assessed, remediated and verified, the imposition of appropriate conditions 
is recommended. 
 



Air Quality 
 
Public Protection has reviewed the Air Quality Assessment Report and is generally 
satisfied with the findings and conclusions; that the development itself would not 
have a significant effect on the local air quality. 
 
That said, Public Protection would consider it appropriate to ensure that during 
development issues relating to construction dust are managed as per Section 6.5 of 
the Air Quality Assessment Report and recommend the imposition of an appropriate 
condition. 
 
Public Protection is currently working on a planning guidance document that tries to 
define what sustainable development means in the context of air quality, and how 
this might help decrease pollution levels, by incorporating mitigation measures into 
scheme design as standard. 
 
Having reviewed the Travel Plan, Public Protection considers that most of the 
proposals included in the plan would help to mitigate and thus make the 
development sustainable, from an air quality point of view. 
 
It is also requested that the developer considers including into the plan the 
commitment to incorporate provision for residential dwellings (with dedicated 
parking) to have dedicated outside electric power points; to allow residents to charge 
electric/hybrid vehicles into the future. 
 
Housing Strategy - confirm that following detailed appraisal of the site, and advice 
taken by the Council from an independent expert, Housing Strategy concur with the 
applicants that 7.5% affordable housing should be required on this site. 
 
If the other contributions increase, then affordable housing should be decreased to 
compensate.  If the other contributions decrease, then the opposite should apply and 
the level of affordable housing should be increased.  In either case, the residual land 
value in the appraisal should remain constant. 
 
Housing Strategy is happy with the proposed tenure split in the affordable housing of 
70% social rent or Affordable Rent, and 30% low cost home ownership. 
Housing Strategy reserve judgement on the type and size of affordable housing to be 
provided, and will seek to agree this at reserved matters stage.  Housing Strategy 
does not regard the indicative unit mix in the appraisal as being final. 
 
Parks & Street Care – comment that no off-site contribution is required if the full 10% 
open space is provided on site, as presented in the development plan, which will 
include equipped children’s play provision.  Details of the 10 year maintenance 
contribution have also been provided [which would be secured via a S106 
agreement]. 
 
Nottinghamshire County Council (Landscape & Visual Impact) – the County Council 
has no major comments to make at this stage, but would reiterate the comments 
made by the Countryside Management Team, that the spread of the mature trees to 
be retained on the site boundaries needs to be clearly shown on the Tree survey 



so that these trees can be properly accommodated in the development proposals 
and they can be adequately protected during the course of the works to BS 
5837:2012. 
It is recommended that the applicants Design and Access statement makes 
reference to the high quality Public Open Space and landscaping within the site, 
mature tree planting is also shown on the visualisations of the site and the illustrative 
layout.  
 
Additional information is required in the Design and Access Statement about how the 
proposed Green Infrastructure will be maintained and how the cost of this will be 
met. This Green Infrastructure is essential to the success of the scheme and to 
mitigate the landscape and visual impacts of the proposal. 
 
The applicant’s landscape strategy and Paragraph 3.12 of the planning statement 
make reference to an aim ‘to introduce species representative of the local landscape 
which provides opportunities for biodiversity’.  To this end the species list is attached 
for the Sherwood Landscape Character Area in which the site is located. 
 
Revised Plans & Additional Information 
 
The County Council has no additional comments to make concerning landscape and 
visual impact issues.  Extra information has been added to the Design and Access 
Statement Addendum, concerning how the proposed green infrastructure will be 
maintained, and more detail has been provided concerning the landscape proposals 
for the site. 
 
Nottinghamshire County Council (Countryside) – makes the following comments in 
relation to the County Council’s interest in Bestwood Country Park: 
 
1. Access 
 

The developers have proposed two pedestrian/cycle connections, one to the 
Country Park through the south western boundary and one to the east to the 
SUSTRANs Route 6, which is also managed by the Park in this area.  The 
County Council welcomes these proposals, which will link the housing estate to 
the Park and the wider access network.  The County Council has had satisfactory 
on-site discussions about the position of the links and the basis of the design 
and, subject to approval of the details, do not foresee any particular problems.  
The links would be built on County Council land at the developer’s expense (from 
the transport allocation, it is understood), so would need to be to an adoptable 
standard and incorporate anti-motorcycle provision whilst accommodating DDA 
compatible access.  The County Council cannot afford to construct the access 
points itself, so without a full developer contribution the boundaries would 
unfortunately have to stay closed.  

2. Drainage 
 

The Design and Access Statement (DAS) mentions a strip being left undeveloped 
to protect a brick drainage culvert.  The County Council welcomes this as it takes, 
inter alia, the drainage from the southern part of the Country Park to an outfall 



ditch on County Council land on the other side of Moor Road.  The County 
Council has concerns about the capacity of this ditch to take additional water 
from the development without causing a problem.  Accordingly, the County 
Council would advise that a comprehensive surface water drainage strategy is a 
condition of any permission to ensure drainage can be accommodated. 

In addition, the DAS does not mention the connecting culvert from the Country 
Park that runs under the site.  A similar sterile strip to that proposed for the brick 
culvert is required to protect it and allow future maintenance.  The County Council 
has made the developers aware of this drainage easement, but it still needs to be 
recognised in the layout and drainage strategy. 

3. Trees 
 

The tree survey plots the position of boundary trees on adjacent land.  Many of 
these are currently quite young, but there are some significant old oaks whose 
branches overhang the boundary by a considerable extent in G33-34.  The 
indicative layout shows these close to housing and were it to be implemented this 
would inevitably give rise to complaints of shading (particularly as they are on the 
southern aspect) and safety.  This has happened further up with houses on the 
High Main estate where the County Council has had to expend considerable 
sums felling trees due to householder complaints.  The tree survey does not 
accurately plot the crown spread of the trees – this is vital information to advise 
on a housing layout that does not compromise the retention of significant 
boundary trees.  There will also be a similar issue with trees on the railway 
embankment to the east, so again housing would need to stand off from the 
boundary to prevent future complaints.  The County Council would be happy to 
advise further on this aspect. 

4. Boundary treatment 
 

This is a detail, but nonetheless important for the eventual setting of the 
development and the park.  The industrial fencing that surrounds the site (much 
of it not on the legal boundary) should be removed as the development 
progresses and be replaced by something more suitable for a Country Park 
setting.  Often this is forgotten and an unsightly mess of old fencing in various 
stages of dilapidation is left in situ with an overgrown no-mans-land between it 
and the new back garden fences.  As well as being unsightly, this oversight again 
engenders complaints about weeds and vermin and control is usually 
complicated due to a mismatch in ownership boundaries. 
 

Nottinghamshire County Council (Nature Conservation) – makes the following 
detailed ecology comments on the application as originally submitted: 
 
The proposed development will not affect any statutorily designated nature 
conservation sites; the nearest such site, Sellers Wood SSSI, is located around 
2.8km to the south-west.  In addition, no locally designated sites would be directly 
affected by the proposals, although one Local Wildlife Site (LWS), Hucknall Disused 
Railway (2/156) forms part of the western boundary of the site.   
 



A desktop study has been carried out as part of the site surveys, although it should 
be noted that this did not include consultation with the Nottinghamshire Biological 
and Geological Records Centre (NBGRC) at Wollaton Hall); as a result, the 
presence of the LWS was not identified.  There is also a risk that protected species 
records from the locality have also been missed. 
 
An Extended Phase 1 Habitat Survey has been out at the site (during August 2013). 
In summary, this found the site to be of low nature conservation value, and no 
evidence of, or potential for protected species was identified.  More specifically, none 
of the buildings on site or trees forming the site boundary were considered to have 
potential to support roosting bats. 
Overall, no significant ecological impacts are likely to occur, provided that the 
following mitigation measures are secured through appropriate conditions: 
 
� A small section of scrub requires removal to facilitate the development, so 

vegetation clearance should take place outside the bird nesting season (which 
runs from March to August), unless otherwise authorised following a survey by an 
ecologist. 
� Measures should be put in place to ensure that retained vegetation around the 

site boundary is protected, to include appropriate root protection zones. 
� Artificial lighting should avoid light spill onto site boundaries and retained 

vegetation, so a detailed lighting scheme should be produced. 
 
The development offers the potential to provide local enhancements for biodiversity. 
To this end, the following details should be secured through appropriate conditions: 
 
� The production of a detailed landscaping scheme; this should make use of native 

species of trees and shrubs appropriate to the local area, especially around the 
site boundary and in areas of public open space.  In addition, the attenuation 
basins and other open areas should include areas of wildflower meadow (using 
seed mixes of native genetic origin), and opportunities for the inclusion of ponds, 
or permanent standing water within the attenuation basins, should be explored. 
 
� The production of a scheme for the incorporation of integrated bird and bat boxes 

within the fabric of a proportion of the houses; bird boxes should target species 
such as house sparrow, starling and swift. 

 
Revised Plans & Additional Information 
 
Following re-consultation on the additional information provided, the County Council 
is satisfied that data search with the NBGRC has not thrown up any additional issues 
and that the Habitats Regulations Assessment (Appropriate Assessment Screening)  
does not identify any likely significant effects in relation to the ‘prospective’ 
Sherwood SPA.  
Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust (NWT) – the NWT has reviewed the Extended Phase 
1 Habitat Survey and whilst having no objections in principle, makes the following 
comments on the application as originally submitted: 
 
Desk Study 
 



NWT notes that the Nottinghamshire Biological and Geological Records Centre 
(NGBRC) was not consulted as part of the desk study informing the conclusions of 
the report.  This organisation holds detailed and up to date information regarding 
species records and sites of interest for nature conservation and NWT is of the 
opinion that this data is important and should be considered within the report. 
 
In particular, the NBGRC would be able to give details of the Local Wildlife Sites 
(LWS) present within the study area – a quick count has shown that there are at 
least seven of these sites within 500m of the proposed development site, including 
Hucknall Disused Railway which is located immediately adjacent to the proposed 
development.  LWS’s are afforded protection due to their substantive nature 
conservation value.  Their selection takes into consideration the most important, 
distinctive and threatened species and habitats within a national, regional and local 
context, making them some of our most valuable urban and rural wildlife areas.  As a 
minimum, measures should be put in place to ensure protection of these sites during 
construction works, with a condition put in place that building materials and 
machinery are kept as far away as possible from Hucknall Disused Railway LWS at 
any time prior to or during works. 
 
It is also possible that NGBRC may hold important data regarding species records 
for protected species in addition to those identified through NBN Gateway and 
discussed within the report.  Should this be the case, the potential impact of the 
development on these species will need to be considered. 
 
Possible Sherwood potential Special Protection Area (SPA) 
 
This site lies within the 5km buffer zone identified in Natural England’s Indicative 
core area and the RSPB’s IBA boundary for those parts of Sherwood Forest which 
meet the primary criterion for designation as an SPA, by virtue of the population of 
nightjar and woodlark exceeding 1% of the national total.  Notwithstanding the issue 
of whether Gedling Borough Council considers that the area qualifies as an SPA or 
not, it is essential that the Council must pay due attention to potential adverse effects 
on birds protected under Annexe 1 of the Birds’ Directive and undertake a “risk-
based” assessment of any development, as advised by NE in their guidance note 
dated 11 July 2011.  However, these considerations have not been addressed within 
the ecological report. 
 
Best Practice 
 
NWT suggests that adoption of best practice for the following species during 
construction: 
 
� Bats 
 

Should any bats be found during demolition, work must stop immediately.  If the 
bats do not voluntarily fly out, the aperture is to be carefully covered over to 
provide protection from the elements whilst leaving a small gap for the bat to 
escape should it so desire.  The Bat Conservation Trust should be contacted 
immediately for further advice.  Failure to comply is an offence under the Wildlife 
and Countryside Act 1981 and the Conservation of Habitats and Species 



Regulations 2010 which makes it an offence to kill, injure or disturb a bat or to 
destroy any place used for rest or shelter by a bat (even if bats are not in 
residence at the time). The Countryside and Rights of Way Act 2000 strengthens 
the protection afforded to bats by covering ‘reckless’ damage or disturbance to a 
bat roost.  

 
Lighting for the site should be directed to where it is most needed to avoid light 
spillage which could impact on bat species foraging along boundary features. 

 
� Badger 

 
Trenches should be covered at the end of each working day or include a means 
of escape for any animals. Any open pipes should be temporarily capped at the 
end of each working day to prevent any animals gaining access. 

 
� Reptiles 

 
Whilst the report did not identify any areas suitable for reptiles at the time of the 
survey, the development area is a brownfield site with scrub present and adjacent 
to a disused railway line.  There is therefore a possibility that reptiles could 
migrate onto the site and as such we would suggest that an ecologist should be 
present to supervise careful removal of any areas of vegetation or piles of rubble. 

 
� Birds 

 
In order to avoid impacts to nesting birds, NWT request that all vegetation 
clearance and demolition work be undertaken outside of the bird-breeding 
season (March-September inclusive).  If works are to be carried out during this 
time, then a suitably qualified ecologist should be on site to survey for nesting 
birds.  All birds, their nests and eggs (except pest species) are protected by the 
Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as amended).  

 
Site enhancements 
 
NWT would ask that consideration be given to enhancing the built environment for 
wildlife.  Bird boxes could be incorporated into the new building to provide nesting 
opportunities for species including house sparrows and swifts. 
NWT also suggests that access for bats could be incorporated into the new 
development.  A range of bat tubes and access panels are now available that will 
provide roosting opportunities for those species of bat that inhabit buildings.   
 
NWT would welcome and expect to see the inclusion of areas within the open space 
provision which would enhance the value of the site for nature conservation.  These 
could include areas of species-rich grassland, new native hedgerows and 
permanently wet areas which would provide a variety of habitats for many different 
species. 
 
These enhancements would be examples of an opportunity to incorporate 
biodiversity in the development which is encouraged in paragraph 118 of the 
National Planning Policy Framework. 



 
Revised Plans & Additional Information 
 
The NWT has made the following comments in respect of the revised plans and 
additional information submitted: 
 
As requested, the NGBRC has been consulted and the likely impact on LWS and 
protected species has been assessed.  It is concluded by the applicant’s ecological 
consultant that none of the LWS’s would be affected by the proposed scheme, as the 
former coal workshop site is already developed, and the new development will be 
contained wholly within this land.  NWT agrees that the development is unlikely to 
directly impact on LWS’s due to barriers to dispersal and lack of immediately 
connected suitable habitat on the development site.  However, NWT reiterates its 
recommendation that measures should be put in place to ensure protection of the 
Hucknall Disused Railway LWS during construction works, with a condition put in 
place that building materials and machinery are kept as far away as possible at any 
time prior to or during works. 
 
The consultant also states that the only reptile records in the NGBRC data were 
common lizard (Zootoca vulgaris), both observed on or next to the disused railway 
line in 1991 and 1992 respectively.  The closest record was 400m to the south, with 
the other 600m away.  NWT agrees that as these records are over 20 years old, 
there is a possibility that common lizards may no longer be present.  However, NWT 
has had 2 more recent anecdotal records of common lizard from 2013 and 2014 
occurring on Bulwell Forest Golf Course LWS, less than 1km to the south of the site.  
With this in mind, NWT is still of the opinion that there is a possibility that reptiles 
could migrate onto the site and, as such, would suggest a condition be included 
which requires that an ecologist should be present to supervise careful removal of 
any areas of vegetation or piles of rubble, in particular when working close to the 
boundary fence adjacent to the disused railway line. 
 
NWT agrees that the development will not impact on the additional protected species 
identified in records provided by the NGBRC for water vole, white clawed crayfish 
and brook lamprey, as there is no suitable habitat present on site. 
 
In response to NWT’s request, the consultant has carried out a Habitats Regulations 
Appropriate Assessment Screening Report to assess the potential impacts of the 
proposed residential development on the potential Sherwood Forest Special 
Protection Area (pSPA).  Both potential direct and indirect impacts have been 
examined and NWT agrees with the findings that it is unlikely that there will be any 
significant effect on the pSPA as a result of the proposed development. 
 
NWT’s additional recommendations regarding best practice measures with respect 
to birds, bats and badgers, as well as biodiversity enhancements remain unchanged 
from its original response. 
 
Environment Agency – advises that the proposed development would be acceptable, 
subject to the imposition of planning conditions requiring the following details: 
  
� A surface water drainage scheme for the site, based on sustainable drainage 



principles and an assessment of the hydrological and hydrogeological context of 
the development (specific details of what the scheme should demonstrate have 
been provided). 

 
� A remediation strategy that includes components to deal with the risks associated 

with contamination of the site (specific details of the required components have 
been provided and additional advice). 

 
� Measures to deal with any contamination not previously identified, which is found 

during development. 
 
These conditions are required in order to prevent the increased risk of flooding; to 
improve and protect water quality; to improve habitat and amenity; to ensure the 
future maintenance of the sustainable drainage structures; and to protect controlled 
waters. 
 
Severn Trent Water should be consulted and requested to demonstrate that the 
sewerage and sewage disposal systems serving the development have sufficient 
capacity to accommodate the additional flows, generated as a result of the 
development, without causing pollution. 
 
Severn Trent Water – no objection to the proposal, so long as the development is not 
commenced until drainage plans for the disposal of surface water and foul sewage 
have been submitted to and approved by the local planning authority.  The scheme 
shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details before the 
development is first brought into use. 
  
English Heritage – does not wish to offer any comments on this occasion and 
recommends that the application should be determined in accordance with national 
and local policy guidance, and on the basis of the Council’s specialist conservation 
advice. 
 
Nottinghamshire County Council (Archaeological Advice) – no observations or 
recommendations to make. 
 
NHS Nottinghamshire County – any comments received will be reported verbally. 
 
Nottinghamshire Police (Force Architectural Liaison Officer) – any comments 
received will be reported verbally. 
 
Planning Considerations 
 
The key planning issues in relation to the consideration of this application are: 
 
� Whether the proposal is premature to the Local Plan (comprising the ACSSD 

and  the Local Planning Document now in preparation);  
� Housing land supply; 
� Whether the Bestwood Business Park should be retained in employment use; 
� Whether the development is Sustainable;  

 



The proposal also raises other planning issues in relation to proposed density, 
highway matters, landscape and countryside, pollution and contamination, impact on 
amenity, impact on heritage and ecological considerations, these aspects are also 
considered below under the relevant headings. 
 
 
Relevant Policies and Background Information 
 
National Planning Policies  
 
The following core planning principles of the National Planning Policy Framework are 
relevant to this proposal:- 
 
� Presumption in favour of sustainable development (paragraphs 11 – 16) 
� Building a strong, competitive economy (paragraphs 18 – 22) 
� Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes (paragraphs 47-55) 
� Requiring good design (paragraphs 56-68) 
� Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding and coastal change 

(paragraphs 93 – 108) 
� Conserving and enhancing the natural environment (paragraphs 109 – 125) 

 
The following saved policies of the Gedling Borough Replacement Local Plan (2005) 
(Saved Policies 2008) are relevant to this proposal:- 
 
� RLP Policy ENV1: Development Criteria 
� RLP Policy ENV 42 Aquifer Protection 
� RLP Policy H7: Residential Development on Unidentified Sites within the 

Urban Area and the Defined Village Envelopes 
� RLP Policy H8: Residential Density 
� RLP Policy H16: Design of Residential Development 
� RLP Policy T10: Highway Design and Parking Guidelines 
� RLP Policy E3: Retention of Employment 
� RLP Policy R3: Provision of Open Space with New Residential Development 
� RLP Policy C2: Community Facilities For New Development 

 
In accordance with paragraphs 14 and 215 of the NPPF, significant weight should be 
given to RLP Policies: ENV1, H7, H8, H16, E3, ENV42, R3, T10 and C2 as these are 
up to date and consistent with the NPPF.   
Additionally, the following Supplementary Planning Documents are relevant: 
 
� Affordable Housing SPD (2009); and 
� Parking Provision SPD (2012). 

 
Aligned Core Strategy Submission Document  
 
The Gedling Borough Aligned Core Strategy Submission Documents were submitted 

for examination on 7th June 2013 (hereafter referred to as the ACSSD).  Following 

the Hearing Sessions, Main Modifications have been proposed and consultation 

upon them closed in April 2014.   



The Inspector conducting the examination has now issued her report on the 

examination of the Gedling Borough Aligned Core Strategy.  In conclusion the 

Inspector states that with the recommended Main Modifications the Aligned Core 

Strategy meets the criteria for soundness in the NPPF.   

Consequently, the Borough Council, in determining planning applications, may 

attach significant weight to the policies contained in the ACSSD (together with the 

recommended Main Modifications) in comparison to previous stages, as the 

emerging plan is at a very advanced stage of preparation and given that outstanding 

objections have been resolved to the satisfaction of the Planning Inspector.  The 

following policies are relevant: 

� ACSSD Policy A (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development); 
� ACSSD Policy 1 (Climate Change); 
� ACSSD Policy 2 (The Spatial Strategy); 
� ACSSD Policy 3 (The Green Belt); 
� ACSSD Policy 4 (Employment Provision and Economic Development) 
� ACSSD Policy 8 (Housing Size, Mix and Choice); 
� ACSSD Policy 10 (Design and Enhancing Local Identity);  
� ACSSD Policy 14: (Managing Travel Demand); 
� ACSSD Policy 16 (Green Infrastructure, Parks & Open Space); 
� ACSSD Policy 17 (Biodiversity) 
� ACSSD Policy 18 (Infrastructure); and 
� ACSSD Policy 19 (Developer Contributions). 

 
Relevant proposed modifications to the ACSSD (which were published for 
consultation until 30th April) include: 
 
� MM1 – Insertion of Policy A: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable 

development 
� MM2 – Changes to Policy 1 Climate Change which seek to ensure all new 

developments manage surface water drainage in a sustainable manner 
� MM14 - relating to Policy 2 setting out a reduced strategic housing allocation 

at Bestwood of up to 261 dwellings (reduced from up to 500 plus 
commitments of 79) 
� MM18 relating to Policy 3 which now includes a sequential approach to 

selecting sites at key villages with a preference for sites within the village 
followed by other non-Green Belt sites and lastly Green Belt sites. 
� MM19 relating to ACS Policy 4 and consequential changes to text which 

clarify that in relation to the protection of employment land the Policy should 
clearly apply to retaining existing good quality employment sites. 

 
In recommending the main modifications, the Inspector accepted all of the proposed 

modifications put forward by the Council’s with one exception which is directly 

relevant to this proposal, as the Inspector has not accepted the proposed reduction 

to the housing provision at Bestwood Village (MM14 set out above).  The Inspector 

considers that the housing provision for Bestwood should not be reduced and 

recommends it remains at up to 500 plus existing commitments as in the ACSSD 



submission draft.  Consequently, Policy 2 as proposed to be changed by MM14 

should not be given significant weight, but rather weight may be given to the ACSSD 

policy 2 as originally submitted (for 500 dwellings at Bestwood plus existing housing 

commitments). 

The ACSSD provides an overall planning strategy for Gedling Borough and in so 
doing provides a housing figure of 7,250 dwellings to be provided for in Gedling 
Borough between 2011 and 2028.  As well as identifying strategic sites, the ACSSD 
identifies the Key Settlements of Bestwood, Calverton and Ravenshead as broad 
locations for housing growth. 
 
Local Planning Document and Master Planning  
 
The Local Planning Document for Gedling Borough is being prepared within the 
planning strategy context of the ACSSD and will identify smaller non-strategic 
housing sites including at the Key Settlements.  The Local Planning Document is at a 
very early stage of preparation having been subject to public consultation on an 
Issues and Options document in October/November 2013. Together the ACSSD 
(anticipated for adoption in the autumn of 2014) and the Local Planning Document 
for Gedling Borough (likely to be adopted in late 2015) will comprise the Local Plan 
for Gedling Borough.  In order to support the preparation of the Local Planning 
Document for Gedling Borough the consultants URS were commissioned to 
undertake master planning work in the Key Settlements.  The Final Report Bestwood 
Village was published in April 2014.  This master planning study is a material 
planning consideration but carries little weight in policy terms. 
 
Employment land Study and Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment  
 
The site assessment part of the Nottingham City Region Employment Land Study 
(NCRELS 2007) has identified Bestwood Business Park as being of average market 
appeal with many buildings showing their age but may offer cheaper alternatives to 
modern premises by offering larger yards and circulation areas.  The NCRELS 2007 
Study recommends that the Bestwood Business Park is retained.   
 
The Bestwood Business Park site has been assessed through the Strategic Housing 
Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) process which assesses the site as not being 
suitable because it is a protected employment site under the adopted RLP Policy E3. 
 
Prematurity 
 
The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) identifies that the circumstances 
when planning applications may be refused due to prematurity will be limited.  The 
guidance identifies that prematurity may be an issue when:  
 
� The application is so substantial or its cumulative impact would be so 

significant that it would predetermine decisions about the scale, location or 
phasing of new development that are central to an emerging Local Plan; and 
� The Local Plan is at an advanced stage but has not yet been adopted.   

 
The NPPG adds that Local Planning Authorities would need to indicate clearly why 



the proposed development would prejudice the outcome of the Plan making process. 
 
It should be noted that both criterion in the NPPG listed above need to be satisfied to 
meet the prematurity test.   
 
In terms of plan preparation, consideration needs to be given to both the ACSSD and 
the Local Planning Document which together comprise the emerging Local Plan for 
Gedling Borough.  The ACSSD is at an advanced stage of preparation and with the 
receipt of the Inspector’s report the examination is now closed.  The Inspector has 
found the ACS sound subject to the recommended main modifications being made 
and therefore outstanding objections have been addressed.  
 
While the ACSSD has been found sound by the Inspector, this site is of a size which 
is not addressed by the ACSSD.  The allocation of sites of this size will come through 
the Local Planning Document.  Consultation on the Issues and Options version of the 
Local Planning Document was undertaken in October - November 2013.  This Issues 
and Options document identified potential housing sites that were considered 
suitable in the SHLAA but did not identify Bestwood Business Park as the SHLAA 
assessment was based on the site being not suitable as it is a protected employment 
site.  To conclude therefore, the NPPG criteria relating to the stage the plan has 
reached is not relevant to the ACSSD as the identification of such sites like the 
Bestwood Business Park are within the remit of the Local Planning Document.  
Whilst the Local Planning Document has been subject to early consultation in the 
form of an Issues and Options document, it is at a very early stage of its preparation 
and cannot said to be at an advanced stage and therefore has no material weight in 
policy terms.  Therefore the Local Plan is not at an advanced stage.  
 
The key question is whether the proposal is so significant that it would be prejudicial 
to the outcome of the Local Plan.  The NPPG refers to both scale and location of 
development in this regard and whether this would be sufficient to predetermine the 
location of development in the Local Plan. 
 
This proposal for 220 homes together with the addition of existing commitments 
would go some way to meeting the Inspector’s recommended housing provision of 
500 additional houses (plus commitments).  In terms of location, the proposal at 
Bestwood Business Park would be in accordance with the ACS locational strategy as 
Bestwood Village has been identified as a Key Settlement for growth in ACSSD 
Policy 2.   
 
The Inspector has endorsed the main modifications to ACSSD Policy 3, which gives 
guidance on Green Belt review and sets out a preferred sequence that gives priority 
to sites within settlements followed by non-Green Belt options and lastly by sites in 
Green Belt.  The proposal is located on a previously developed site within the 
settlement of Bestwood and would fall within the most preferred category for locating 
development within Key Settlements and is therefore consistent with the locational 
strategy in the ACSSD and also with RLP Policy H7 which permits residential 
development within the urban area subject to it not being contrary to other polices in 
the Plan including RLP E3 dealt with below.   
 
Turning to the question of scale, to be considered premature the site would have to 



be of a substantial scale and the Local Planning Document at an advanced stage of 
preparation.  In my view the proposal is not so substantial and given that the Local 
Planning Document is not at an advanced stage of preparation then neither of the 
criteria set in the NPPG (as set out above) can be satisfied.  
 
The site has been previously considered through the SHLAA process but was not 
considered suitable as it is a protected employment site under RLP Policy E3.  
However, the proposed site has been considered during the recent master planning 
exercise (URS Final Report Bestwood Village April 2014) which is intended to 
provide supporting evidence to the Local Planning Document and to inform site 
selection.  The URS Final report Bestwood Village recommends that the 
redevelopment of the Bestwood Business Park is their preferred location for housing 
development.   
 
The proposal is consistent with the locational strategy in ACSSD Policy 2, which 
identifies Bestwood as a Key Settlement for growth and significant weight can be 
given to the Inspector’s recommendation that it should accommodate up to 500 
homes plus commitments.   
 
To conclude, I consider that neither criterion in the NPPG for refusing this application 
on prematurity grounds are met for both the ACSSD and the Local Planning 
Document and therefore the proposal cannot be refused on these grounds. 
 
Housing Land supply  
 
The Five Year Housing Land Supply Assessment (March 2013) identifies that there 
is only just over 3 years supply of deliverable housing sites within the Borough.  
Paragraph 49 of the NPPF sets out that where local planning authorities cannot 
demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites relevant policies for the 
supply of housing should be considered out-of-date.  Recent appeals (notably the 
Binfield decision ref 2179560) have indicated that this would include policies which 
restrict or direct residential development.  
 
Where policies are out of date, applications for residential development should be 
considered in the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable development 
contained in paragraph 14 of the NPPF.  The presumption in favour of sustainable 
development requires that, where the development plan is out of date, permission is 
granted unless: 
 
� Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably 

outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF as a 
whole; or 
� Specific policies in the NPPF indicate development should be restricted. 

 
Accordingly in considering the proposal for redeveloping the Bestwood Business 
Park significant weight needs to be given to the NPPF (paragraph 14) and ACSSD 
Policy 1A in terms of the presumption in favour of development and to the need to 
have a 5 year supply of housing. 
 
Need for Employment Land  



 
In terms of the overall supply of employment land for Gedling Borough, the ACSSD 
Policy 4 requires as a minimum that 10 hectares of new industrial and warehousing 
land is identified in Gedling Borough.  Taking into account the reduction in the supply 
as a result of the planning permission at Teal Close (minus 10 ha) and the proposed 
modification to include Gedling Colliery as a strategic location for a minimum of 2 ha 
of employment land the net resultant employment land supply is about 19 hectares.  
The Inspector supports MM9 to allocate a strategic site for housing and employment 
at Teal Close.  The Inspector also considered the thrust of ACSSD Policy 4 and its 
employment provisions sound.   
 
The Employment Background Paper (June 2012) supporting the ACSSD calculates 
that future demand for industrial land in Gedling is negative or in other words less 
industrial land will be required in future than is provided by the current stock even 
taking into account planned losses (for example at Rolleston Drive, Arnold).  This is 
because the manufacturing sector is expected to continue to decline in terms of 
employment albeit at a slower rate than in the past.  Since the publication of the 
Employment Background Paper June 2012 a further proposal resulting in the 
redevelopment of employment land for other purposes needs taking into account 
involving about 6 hectares of industrial land at the Colwick Industrial Estate (due to 
the planning permission for the food superstore granted in 2013; application no: 
2013/0500).  This redevelopment at Colwick Industrial Estate amounting to 6 
hectares cumulatively together with this proposal at the Bestwood Business Park (6 
hectares) would result in a reduction to the stock of industrial land of about 12 
hectares.  As stated above, the forecast net requirement for industrial sites and 
premises in Gedling Borough is negative (it is forecast that overall some 12 ha less 
land is required as compared to the existing stock).  The cumulative loss from this 
proposal together with the Colwick permission (12 ha) is broadly in balance with the 
forecast decline in the existing stock (12.1 ha). 
 
However, the Employment Land Background Paper (June 2012) looks across the 
whole of Greater Nottingham where it is calculated that net demand between 2011 -
2028 for industrial and warehousing land will be about 80 hectares.  Allowing for 
industrial land that has been taken up (33.5 hectares) the net demand across 
Greater Nottingham is 47 hectares.  To this 47 hectares an allowance is added to 
maintain a continuous supply of industrial land (about 33 ha) to give a net 
requirement of about 80 hectares across Greater Nottingham.  When considered 
against the total supply of employment land across Greater Nottingham (220 
hectares) then the supply is far greater than the net requirement (80 hectares).  On 
this basis the Employment Background Paper (June 2012) calculates that a 
minimum of about 80 hectares of employment land should be made available across 
Greater Nottingham between 2011 and 2028.  Based on its share of the total supply 
of industrial and warehousing land in Greater Nottingham, Gedling Borough’s 
contribution is set at a minimum figure of 10 hectares as set out in ACSSD Policy 4.   
 
As stated above, the supply of industrial/employment land in Gedling Borough is 19 
ha.  This is more than the requirement but it is anticipated that some of this 19 ha is 
suitable for office type development for which ACSSD Policy 4 sets out a separate 
requirement of 22,300 sq. m of floor space for Gedling Borough (crudely estimated to 
require around 5.75 ha of land).  The Employment Land Background Paper June 



2012 at paragraph 132 states that: 
 
“The supply of employment land in Gedling will be critically reviewed as part of its 
ongoing local plan preparations, and it is anticipated that some existing employment 
sites are likely to be redeveloped for housing.” 
 
Having taken into account the potential removal of the Bestwood Business Park from 
the current stock of industrial land, and even when this “loss” is considered 
cumulatively with other recent and anticipated losses of employment land, it is 
considered that the remaining allocations and existing stock of employment sites in 
Gedling Borough is sufficient to meet the demand for employment land needs over 
the ACSSD plan period (for both industrial and office) and also contribute to 
maintaining a “frictional” margin.   
 
Loss of Bestwood Business Park for Employment  
 
Policy E3 of the Local Plan and Policy 4 of the emerging ACSSD (as amended by 
MM19) also need to be considered in relation to the proposed change of use of the 
Bestwood Business Park. 
 
Part b of RLP Policy E3 of the Replacement Local Plan states:- 
 

b. Planning permission will not be granted to redevelop or use sites or 
premises.., for other purposes unless:- 
 
i. the retention of the site or premises for its specified employment use 

has been fully explored by extensive marketing and advertising without 
success; and 

ii. the proposed use would cause no traffic, amenity or conservation 
problems. 

 
Policy 4 h) of the ACSSD provides criteria for managing existing employment sites 
so as to cater for the full range of employment uses by: 
 

i) ensuring the allocations most attractive to the employment market 
remain available for employment uses; 

ii) retaining good quality existing employment sites that are an important 
source of jobs; and sites that support less-skilled jobs in and near 
deprived areas or have the potential to provide start up or grow on 
space; 

iii) considering the release of sites that do not meet criteria i) and ii) 
 
RLP Policy E3 requires that proposals for reusing existing employment sites must 
demonstrate first that their retention for employment has been fully explored by 
extensive marketing and advertising without success.  The NPPF at paragraph 22 
advises that planning policies should avoid the long term protection of employment 
land where there is no reasonable prospect that the site being taken up for that 
purpose.  In the context of paragraph 49 of the NPPF, it is not considered that RLP 
Policy E3 is a “blanket” protection policy as it gives flexibility to reuse employment 
sites for other purposes subject to evidence the site has been marketed without 



success.  Consequently it is considered that RLP Policy E3 is in accord with the 
NPPF and should be given due weight. 
 
The applicant has provided supporting evidence that the premises have been 
actively marketed constantly and consistently over a long period but the site has 
never achieved an occupancy rate greater than 85% and typically occupancy rates 
have been between 60% and 85%.  Currently occupancy is just under 61%.  The 
applicant considers that this is well below the average occupancy rate over the wider 
Nottingham area which they estimate at 94%. 
 
The applicants also point out that the site has a relatively low density of development 
with large storage areas and that only about 60 people are employed on this 6 
hectare site reflecting the low level of activities on site and that the site is not 
significant locally or in the wider context of Greater Nottingham. 
 
The applicant’s case also rests on the condition of the site in that the site and 
premises are no longer capable of meeting the modern needs of business.  ACSSD 
Policy 4 h) is more flexible towards releasing sites than RLP Policy E3 as it seeks to 
retain only good quality employment sites in accessible locations and sites that 
support less skilled jobs in and near deprived areas.  In this context, the supporting 
information contained within the Employment Marketing report submitted by the 
applicant makes a number of points on the site’s characteristics as follows: 
 
� the site is in a tertiary location constrained in terms of access to the strategic 

road network; 
� there is poor road access along the B683; 
� the site is not well related to other established industrial areas; 
� site configuration is poor; and 
� the condition of premises is poor and buildings will be reaching their design 

life over the next 10 years. 
 
It is noted that the NCRELS report, which dates from 2007, does concur with many 
of these points particularly on location and access, but recommended retention and 
in so doing provided commentary to the effect that the second hand buildings built 
around the 1970s were showing their age but offer cheap alternatives to modern 
premises.  The relatively low employment density on the site is also noted and this is 
backed up by views of the local community during the recent master planning 
exercise in that the consensus was that relatively few local people were employed on 
the site (URS Final Report Bestwood April 2014).  The URS Report also 
recommends against the re-provision of employment land at Bestwood should the 
Bestwood Business Park be redeveloped for housing. 
 
I have considered the proposal against the criteria in ACSSD Policy 4 (as amended 
by MM19) and note the contents of the last sentence in supporting paragraph 3.4.19 
of the ACSSD and proposed changes to this paragraph provide guidance on 
interpretation of ACSSD Policy 4 criteria in the following terms: 
 
Local Plans will protect existing employment land and premises which: 
 
� safeguard well-located land that continues to meet the needs of modern 



businesses, (for instance by having good access to the transport network and 
labour markets and being premises capable of economic reuse) especially 
larger sites that may be considered strategically important; 
 
� safeguards locally valuable sites that are required to meet identified 

regeneration aims. 

 
As well as commenting on the poor location and access characteristics of the site, 
the submitted Employment Marketing report provides a detailed buildings condition 
survey.  This makes a number of observations about the unsatisfactory condition of 
buildings on the site which the report notes date from the 1960s and which are now 
reaching the end of their design life.  The report considers that the condition of the 
site is poor and it no longer meets the needs of modern businesses.  It is also 
considered in the same report that there is no prospect of future redevelopment for 
employment uses which is not considered economically viable.  Given this evidence, 
I would accept that the site is not well-located, not of a good quality or capable of 
economic reuse and therefore does not meet the relevant criterion in ACSSD Policy 
4 (as amended by MM19).   
 
In terms of the criterion in ACSSD 4 relating to supporting less skilled jobs close to 
deprived areas, the evidence suggests that the current site does not support many 
jobs (about 60) which is collaborated by the views of local people as reported 
through the URS master planning work (i.e. that few local people were employed on 
this site).  Furthermore the URS master plan report does not recommend 
replacement of the Bestwood Business Park if it is redeveloped for housing.  It is 
concluded that the Bestwood Business Park site is not an important source of local 
jobs and therefore is suitable for release under the criterion in Policy ACSSD 4 (as 
amended by MM19).   
 
RLP Policy E3 requires sites to be extensively marketed without success before they 
can be released.  The Employment Marketing report accompanying the planning 
application concludes that the site has been marketed constantly and consistently 
over a long period but despite these efforts it has never been fully occupied and not 
more than 85% full.  Currently the site has an occupancy level of 61% with only 
around 60 employees on site.  The Employment Marketing report refers to 
prospective new tenants being offered favourable terms including lower rents and 
shorter terms of notice but despite this the site has remained under occupied and 
lower rents have led to diminishing returns over time making investment more 
difficult to sustain.  The NCRELS 2007 recommendation to retain was based at least 
in part on their view that the aged buildings could offer cheap accommodation.  
However, the recent marketing exercise and experience since 2007 would suggest 
otherwise.  In this context it is worth noting the applicant’s view that there is a 
considerable range and choice of second hand employment premises across the 
wider Greater Nottingham area providing effective competition.   
 
It is acknowledged that according to the applicant about 61% of the site remains 
occupied.  However, in relative terms when compared to other sites in the wider area 
the evidence provided by the applicant suggests that the site is relatively under 
occupied in comparison with others.  In this context, and on the basis of a recent site 
visit, I would concur that the Bestwood Business Park is under occupied despite the 



active marketing of the site.  Given this, I am reasonably satisfied that despite 
evidence of active marketing it has not been successful and therefore the proposal 
meets the criterion for release under RLP Policy E3. 
 
In conclusion, significant weight should be given to ACSSD Policy 4 which is much 
more recent than RLP Policy 3.  In my view it no longer meets the requirements of 
modern business, is of a low quality and is not significant regionally or locally in 
terms of employment.  I am satisfied therefore that the site meets  the criteria for 
releasing it for other non-employment purposes set out in ACSSD Policy 4 as 
proposed to be modified and in RLP Policy E3.  Furthermore in terms of future needs 
for employment land there is sufficient employment land supply to meet the ACSSD 
Policy 4 requirements to 2028.   
 
Sustainability Issues 
 
Key to the sustainability of the development is to ensure that measures are in place 
to encourage sustainable modes of travel to and from the site and that the 
development is sustainable in environmental terms and resilient to climate change.  
The development will need to be acceptable in terms of any impacts on services, 
resources and facilities in the locality and provide mitigation measures if necessary 
as well as to contribute to necessary services and facilities required in order to 
support it.  Relevant policies include C2 and R3 of the RLP, Policies 2, 14, 16, 18 
and 19 of the ACSSD (with main modifications) and paragraphs 203-206 of the 
NPPF. 
 
The URS master planning work (Final Report Bestwood Village April 2014) provides 
information on likely infrastructure requirements and the following key elements are 
identified (they are listed in no particular order): 
 
� A new primary school should be developed on land to the north of the village 
� Prioritise sewer infrastructure improvements; 
� Incorporate sustainable urban drainage systems in new development as 

standard; 
� Provide a mix of housing by type and tenure – a specific need to provide 

housing suitable for elderly people; 
� Adhere to the minimum standard provision of providing 10% open space 

within new developments; 
� Seek contributions to existing bus services; and 
� Development should seek to provide cycle and pedestrian links to the wider 

area 
 
Ashfield District Council considers that the application is premature to the emerging 
ACSSD and has also raised concerns about cumulative impact from this 
development and other applications in the area on the services and facilities in 
Ashfield District.  However, Ashfield District comment that should this application be 
viewed as fulfilling the housing requirement in isolation then it could be more 
supportive but the proposal would still impact on Ashfield’s infrastructure including 
schools, community facilities and public transport.  Ashfield District considers that 
provision should be made towards the public realm, health, education and highway 
improvements. 



 
Ashfield District also requests that they be involved in any section 106 agreements in 
accordance with the Gedling Protocol (Gedling Protocol for Addressing Cross 
Boundary Impacts of Development approved by Cabinet on 19th June). 
 
The issue of prematurity to the emerging ACSSD has been dealt with above.  In 
terms of cumulative impact the Inspector has considered the cumulative impact of 
proposed growth on Hucknall through the ACSSD examination process and 
concluded that there was unlikely to be an adverse impact on the wellbeing of 
Hucknall.  The impact of this proposal on specific services and facilities and the 
necessary contributions to education, health, highway improvements and the public 
realm are dealt with below.   
 
The Gedling Protocol does commit Gedling to working with Ashfield in terms of 
identifying necessary improvements to services and facilities, through for example 
sharing the Heads of Terms of any Section 106 agreement.   
 
 
 
 
Accessibility 
 
The site is located within Bestwood Village. Bestwood Village is identified as a key 
settlement for growth. This Key settlement is considered a sustainable location for 
growth (for up to 500 homes, plus existing commitments as per the ACSSD) and is 
accessible to a range of services, facilities and employment opportunities.  This Key 
Settlement has regular bus services linking to Nottingham and to Hucknall.  Bus 
stops are located within 400 m of the site on Park Road, Bestwood. The NCT NET 
service stop at Moor Bridge is also 1.7 km away and accessible along existing 
pedestrian routes and also by bus.  The Transport Assessment states that 
pedestrian connections will be provided to the existing pedestrian routes and that the 
location is well served by regular bus services that go to a range of destinations 
including, Hucknall, Nottingham and Bulwell. 
 
Sustrans National Cycle Route 6 runs along the western part of the site connecting 
Hucknall and Nottingham via Bestwood Village.  The Transport Assessment 
indicates that there is an opportunity to provide cycle connections to the NCR 6 
Route and to Bestwood Country Park.  The Highways Authority considers that cycle 
links to the Country Park and NCR 6 are necessary together with a pedestrian link to 
Moor Road/Park Road junction from the site to the school to the north and 
recommends an appropriate condition is attached.  The Highways Authority also 
seeks contributions of £50,500 be secured towards improved public transport 
infrastructure including real time poles, shelters, raised kerbs and enforceable 
clearways at various stops.  
 
The Highways Authority also comment that the submitted travel plan in support of 
the application needs improvement but are satisfied that a suitable travel plan can be 
secured through suitable conditions. 
 
I am satisfied therefore that the location is accessible to a wide range of services and 



facilities in Hucknall and also in Nottingham in accordance with ACSSD Policies 2 
and 14.  Necessary improvements to public transport infrastructure have been 
identified and can be secured in accordance with ACSSD Policies 18 and 19. 
 
Education 
 
I note the comments from the County Council and also the findings of the URS 
Master Planning work in relation to the current capacity of the village primary school   
(Hawthorne Primary School), that there is no scope to expand within the existing 
school site.  Whilst there is a clear difference of opinion on this matter between the 
County Council and the applicant, funding has been offered through a Section 106 
Agreement in accordance with the County Council’s obligations strategy. 
 
The ability to provide the necessary primary school places within the village is in my 
view a significant factor to granting planning permission for this development.  In my 
opinion, not appropriately catering for the required primary school places within the 
village would be against the principle of sustainable development, as it would involve 
children from the development having to travel outside of the village to attend a 
school where places are available at that moment in time.  Not providing the places 
within the village would be out of kilter with the purposes of planning to achieve 
sustainable development.  Paragraph 7 of the National Planning Policy Framework 
highlights that the social role that the planning system should perform is: 
 
‘supporting strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of 
housing required to meet the needs of present and future generations; and by 
creating a high quality built environment, with accessible local facilities that reflect 
the community’s needs and support its health, social and cultural well being’ 
 
The most recent correspondence from the County Council refers to the changing 
circumstances caused by the recommendation of the Inspector not to accept the 
modification to reduce the housing provision for Bestwood, but to maintain it at 500 
houses plus existing commitments as in the ACSSD.  
 
Whilst welcoming the applicant’s proposed contributions to both secondary and 
primary school places, the County Council are of the view that this application cannot 
be considered in isolation, especially in the light of the current planning application to 
the north of Bestwood Village.  In this context, it should be noted that earlier 
negotiations with the applicant’s and the County Council were based on the lower 
housing requirement and provision of an annex facility which the County Council now 
confirm is no longer an option if the higher housing target is to be met.   
 
It is accepted that there has been a very recent change of circumstance and, as a 
consequence of the Inspector’s recommendation, it is necessary for the parties to 
continue to negotiate the options for meeting the required level of primary school 
places arising from this development together with those primary school places that 
would arise from the higher strategic level of housing growth so as to come to an 
acceptable solution.   
 
Notwithstanding the comments of the County Council as Local Education Authority, 
in my view it is important to consider all the merits of this particular planning 



proposal.  I am mindful of the recent appeal decision at Park Road, Malmesbury (ref: 
APP/Y3920/A/11/2159115), where the Inspector considered similar issues.  In that 
case the Inspector concluded that: 
 
“However, that is not to say I share the Council’s view that the current absence of 
any solution to the existing primary school capacity problem is reason enough to 
refuse planning permission for the development now proposed.  The implications of 
that approach would be that all new residential development of any significance 
could be prevented by the consequential demand for places at local schools, 
irrespective of how desperate the need for more housing may be. 
 
The Council has a duty to provide sufficient quantities of housing, and a duty to 
provide the population of its area with sufficient school places.  I understand and 
applaud its attempts to ensure that both are delivered in a timely and integrated 
manner, but the planning system recognises that due assessment of a wide range of 
(often conflicting) considerations needs to be made in respect of each proposal for 
development.” 
 
On that basis, given that the ACS Inspector has accepted that development at 
Bestwood is both suitable and required in order to meet the Borough’s housing 
needs, and that this proposal would regenerate a brownfield site and contribute to 
the delivery of a 5 year housing supply, in my opinion it is not reasonable to expect 
the redevelopment of this site to be required to seek the approval and agreement of 
third parties with regards to land which is currently not allocated for development and 
is partly within the Green Belt.  On that basis, and recognising the other 
considerations in respect of this proposal, I do not recommend that planning 
permission be solely refused on this ground. 
 
If Members resolve to support the recommendation and the Education issue cannot 
be resolved through the Section 106 process, then the application would need to be 
re-presented to Planning Committee. 
 
Healthcare  
 
Whilst the formal comments of NHS England have not been received, the applicant 
has indicated in the Planning Statement a willingness to contribute towards off-site 
healthcare enhancements, subject to need and justification.  Any such requirements 
will be clarified during the S106 agreement process.  
 
Affordable Housing 
 
The site is located within the Bestwood St Albans Viability Sub Market where the 
Affordable Housing Supplementary Planning Document policy requires 30% 
affordable housing.  However, the Affordable Housing SPD does allow for 
consideration of the affordable housing contribution in light of the overall viability of 
the scheme.  The level of affordable housing and other developer contributions are 
subject to negotiation as part of the section 106 planning obligations process. 
 
Ashfield District Council comments that affordable housing provision should reflect 
Hucknall’s local need for two and three bedroom apartments, given the 



development’s proximity to Hucknall.  Affordable housing provision would be 
expected to be around 15% of the proposed number of dwellings and Ashfield 
District would wish to be involved in any section 106 negotiations as per the 
emerging Gedling Protocol mentioned above.  Ashfield also state that they would 
wish to seek nomination rights to a proportion of the affordable housing. 
 
At the pre-application stage the applicant indicated that they would provide for 20% 
affordable housing subject to viability testing.  The applicant has provided a viability 
appraisal of the scheme which indicates that the scheme is unable to provide the full 
affordable housing requirement.  Subsequently following careful consideration of the 
applicant’s viability evidence the Council Housing Strategy Manager has agreed that 
the scheme could support 7.5% affordable housing units together with the S106 
requirements to other services and facilities, although this figure will be dependent 
upon the final education contribution that is sought, which in line with our Affordable 
Housing SPD could reduce the amount of affordable housing to be provided, as 
affordable housing is considered through the assessment of viability.   
 
In relation to Ashfield securing nomination rights for a proportion of the affordable 
housing on site I do not consider this request by Ashfield District to be appropriate or 
feasible as such affordable housing needs must be related to Gedling Borough’s 
housing needs.  The exact mix, tenure and type of housing will be addressed at the 
reserved matters stage. 
 
 
 
 
Public Open Space  
 
Policy R3 of the RLP requires that residential development on 0.4 of a hectare and 
above should include a minimum of 10% local open space which would equate to 
around 0.62 hectares.  The proposed open space to be provided is in excess of this 
requirement and therefore I consider that the proposal accords with RLP Policy R3 
and ACSSD Policy 16. 
 
Sewerage 
 
According to the Flood Risk Assessment, Severn Trent Water Ltd. has confirmed in 
principle that a foul water connection from the development can be made via the 
connection on the existing site to the main sewer along Moor Road.  Whilst concerns 
were raised about the sewerage capacity in the area in the URS master planning 
report, these were to alert planners to potential issues for further consideration.  The 
response from the statutory provider addresses these concerns. 
 
Fluvial Flooding 
 
According to the Environment Agency’s Flood Map the site is located within Flood 
Zone 1 and is considered to have a low risk of fluvial flooding.  The River Leen and 
Daybrook Strategic Flood Risk assessment flood outline models indicate that the site 
is safe even in the event of a 1:1000 annual chance flood event.  However this 
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment notes that the River Leen is susceptible to flood 



risk further downstream due to water runoff.  The application is supported by a Flood 
Risk Assessment that concludes that the development is in a low risk area for fluvial 
flooding.  I would agree that the proposal is in an area of low probability of flooding 
and accords with the sequential test for locating development in low risk flood zones 
as set out in the NPPF and ACSSD Policy 1 (as amended by MM2). 
 
Surface water flooding 
 
The Environment Agency’s flood map for surface water flooding indicates that there 
are areas of the site that are at risk of surface water flooding during the 1:30 and 
1:200 year event flood risk events.  The Flood Risk Assessment accompanying the 
application proposes the incorporation of drainage systems and gullies that will 
intercept over land flows from outside the site area to prevent ingress to the site.  
Within the site, surface water drainage systems will be designed to cope with surface 
water run off to standards acceptable to the Environment Agency.  The surface water 
drainage system proposed includes attenuation ponds which will be designed to limit 
water runoff to greenfield rates in the event of a storm event.  This is consistent with 
the Environment Agency’s requirement for water runoff.  It is worth noting that the 
restriction of water runoff to the equivalent of a greenfield runoff rate would represent 
a considerable improvement on the existing arrangement.  Managing surface water 
runoff in this sustainable way would accord with ACSSD Policy 1 (as amended by 
MM2). 
 
The Environment Agency considers that for the proposed development to be 
acceptable a condition should be imposed that prevents development from starting 
until a surface water drainage scheme based on sustainable drainage principles is 
submitted and agreed.  The Environment Agency confirms that surface water run-off 
should be limited to greenfield rates and that capacity to accommodate surface water 
though the proposed attenuation ponds should be able to cope with the 1 in 100 year 
event plus an appropriate allowance for climate change. 
 
The Highways Authority also requests a condition that all driveways and parking 
areas are constructed with provision to prevent the unregulated discharge of surface 
waters and necessary attenuation measures. 
 
In relation to groundwater flooding, the applicant considers that there is no risk to the 
development from groundwater flooding.  The site is located on a principal aquifer 
regarded as a Source Protection Zone 3.  Any potential risk to the principal aquifer 
will need to be assessed at the detail design stage which will address the policy 
intent of RLP Policy ENV 42.  In this context the Flood Risk Assessment notes that 
there is a considerable opportunity to decrease the risk of groundwater pollution to 
the aquifer by the removal of existing and historic industrial buildings.   
 
The Environment Agency confirms that the site is located within a Source Protection 
Zone 3 for public water supply and overlies a principal aquifer.  The Environment 
Agency also notes that the submitted GEO-Environmental Desk Study (Atkins) 
identifies several potentially contaminating historic uses.  Accordingly, the 
Environment Agency requires a condition requiring a remediation strategy to be 
prepared and which amongst other things will include a preliminary risk assessment 
taking into account previous uses of the site and potential contaminants.  Based on 



results, the strategy will need to provide an options appraisal and detail necessary 
remediation measures.  A further condition is requested, requiring that during 
development any contamination not previously identified becomes evident, then no 
further development shall be carried out until a remediation strategy is agreed in 
order to protect groundwater quality. 
 
A culvert transects the development site and provides the conduit for surface 
drainage from the residential areas to the east.  The culvert to the east was 
reinforced with new pipes as part of the Taylor Wimpey development. It is therefore 
recommended that further detailed investigation of the culvert within the 
development site takes place at the detailed design stage.   
 
In response to the comments of the County Council’s Countryside Manager, the 
addendum to the Design and Access Statement also includes comments as to the 
proposed treatment of the main culvert from the east to west and the culvert from the 
Country Park.  The drainage/culvert arrangements are all addressed in the revised 
Flood Risk Assessment.  
 
In summary, with the conditions suggested by the Environment Agency and the 
Highways Agency in relation to surface water drainage and groundwater protection, I 
am satisfied that the proposal accords with ACSSD Policy 1 (as amended by MM2) 
and RLP ENV 42. 
 
Density 
 
Policy H8 of the RLP sets out the Borough Councils requirements for residential 
density.  In this location the minimum density requirement is 30 dwellings per 
hectare.  The applicant indicates that the gross density of the site is around 36 
dwellings per hectare.  The density should be calculated by excluding only the 
following: 
 
� Major distributor roads; 
� Primary schools; 
� Open spaces serving a wider area; and 
� Significant landscape buffer strips. 

 
The URS masterplanning work indicates that taking into account local 
characteristics, the semi-rural village location and need for sensitive landscaping and 
open space, a site wide density of around 25 dwellings per hectare is most 
appropriate in Bestwood.  On this basis, the proposed density of 36 dwellings per 
hectare is significantly higher than that recommended by the consultants.  It is noted 
that the location is within the settlement of Bestwood where densities range from 34–
77 dwellings per hectare with recent developments such as the Taylor Wimpey 
residential development to the east being towards the higher end of the range.  
 
The URS masterplan report for Bestwood Village is a material consideration 
although it carries relatively limited weight in policy terms.  Density considerations 
must be must be balanced against other considerations including site viability, 
design considerations and local characteristics of the area.  The NPPF emphasises 
the need to take into account the local characteristics of an area in considering 



issues such as density.  The Gedling Borough Urban Design Officer is generally 
satisfied with the design and density of the proposal.  On balance I consider that the 
density of 36 dwellings per hectare is appropriate on this site which is consistent with 
RLP Policy H8 that seeks to achieve densities of not less than 30 dwellings per 
hectare.   
 
Highway Considerations 
 
The relevant planning policies that need to be considered in relation to highway 
matters are set out in Policies ENV1 and T10 of the RLP.   
 
Policy ENV1 of the RLP states, amongst other things, that planning permission will 
be granted for development if it would not have a significant adverse effect on the 
amenities of adjoining occupiers or the locality in general, by reason of the level of 
activities on the site or the level of traffic generated.  Development proposals should 
include adequate provisions for the safe and convenient access and circulation of 
pedestrians and vehicles and that, in this regard, particular attention will be paid to 
the needs of disabled people, cyclists, pedestrians and people with young children. 
 
Policy T10 of the RLP refers to highway design and parking guidelines and states, 
amongst other things, that developers will not be required to provide more parking 
spaces than they consider necessary unless failure to provide enough off-street 
parking would harm road safety or prejudice the flow and management of traffic on 
nearby streets.  In addition, Policy T10 requires that special attention will be paid to 
providing parking spaces reserved for disabled people in all non-residential 
development. 
 
Detailed approval is sought as part of this application to establish the design of the 
vehicular access into the site.  This has been assessed by the Highway Authority 
which, following the submission of additional information, considers that a 
satisfactory junction onto High Main Drive, with a single point of access, can be 
provided to serve the site.  
 
The imposition of appropriate conditions is recommended to secure mitigation 
measures to limit the impacts that the proposal would have on the highway network 
in the vicinity of the development; to provide appropriate public transport 
infrastructure improvements; and to ensure an appropriate Travel Plan can be 
secured.  
Provisions for the safe and convenient access and circulation of pedestrians and 
vehicles would be assessed at the reserved matters stage. 
 
Detailed parking arrangements would also be considered at the reserved matters 
stage, but would be required to comply with the requirements of the Borough 
Council’s Parking Provision for Residential Development SPD (May 2012).  
 
I note the comments of Ashfield District Council regarding the need for junction 
improvements at Moor Bridge as a consequence of intensification of use.  However, 
this has been the subject of a Junction Capacity Assessment which concludes that 
the Bestwood Road/A611 Moor Bridge/A611 Hucknall Road signal junction currently 
operates with spare capacity during the am and pm peak periods and that the impact 



of the development traffic on the capacity of the junction is negligible and, therefore, 
no mitigation is considered necessary.  Nottingham City Council Highways has 
confirmed that it is satisfied with the Assessment. 
 
It is considered, therefore, that the proposed development would provide access, 
parking and turning arrangements in accordance with Policies ENV1 and T10 of the 
RLP and the Parking Provision for Residential Development SPD. 
 
Landscape & Countryside Considerations 
 
The relevant planning policies which need to be considered in relation to the 
protected trees within the site are set out in Policies ENV2 of the RLP. 
 
Policy ENV2 of the RLP states, amongst other things, that where landscaping is 
required as part of new development it should complement the facilities on the site, 
retain and enhance established features and reflect the character of the surrounding 
townscape. 
 
In my opinion, the new landscaping which would be provided within the site as part 
of the proposed development can only enhance the existing situation, bearing in 
mind that apart from a small group of trees which extend into the south-eastern part 
of the site from the boundary, the site consists of buildings, concrete and tarmac.  
Although this particular group of trees would need to be removed as part of any 
development, I am satisfied that their loss would be negligible in relation to the 
overall contribution the trees make to the wider landscape and would be more than 
mitigated by the additional tree planting proposed. 
 
The main issue, therefore, is to ensure that the existing trees around the boundaries 
of the site, particularly to the Country Park, many of which overhang the site, are 
adequately safeguarded.  In this respect, I note that the revised illustrative layout 
demonstrates that the site can be developed without impinging on the Root 
Protection Areas of these trees and the potential impact of shading issues on new 
dwellings can be addressed at the reserved matters stage. 
 
I consider, therefore, that the proposed development would accord with Policies 
ENV2 of the RLP. 
 
Pollution & Land Contamination Considerations 
 
The relevant planning policies that need to be considered in relation to pollution are 
set out in Policies ENV3 and ENV11 of the RLP and Sections 4 and 11 of the NPPF.  
 
Policy ENV3 of the RLP states that development will not be permitted on 
contaminated land or land where there is a risk of contamination unless practicable 
and effective measures are taken to treat, contain or control any contamination so as 
not to expose the occupiers of the development and neighbouring land users to any 
unacceptable risk or threaten the structural integrity of any building built, on or 
adjoining the site.  The Policy goes on to state that the Borough Council will impose 
conditions relating to required remedial measures or monitoring processes where 
appropriate. 



 
Policy ENV11 of the RLP states, amongst other things, that planning permission will 
not be granted for pollution generating development which would result in 
unacceptable risk to the health and safety of residents or users of nearby properties; 
unacceptable nuisance to users or residents of nearby properties or the 
surroundings in general by reason of smoke, fumes, gases; or harm to the natural 
environment or the landscape. 
 
Paragraph 35 of the NPPF states, amongst other things, that plans should protect 
and exploit opportunities for the use of sustainable transport modes for the 
movement of goods or people.  Therefore, developments should be located and 
designed where practical to incorporate facilities for charging plug-in and other ultra-
low emission vehicles.  
 
Paragraph 39 of the NPPF goes on to states, amongst other things, that if setting 
local parking standards for residential and non-residential development, local 
planning authorities should take into account an overall need to reduce the use of 
high-emission vehicles. 
 
Paragraph 109 of the NPPF states, amongst other things, that the planning system 
should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by preventing 
new development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk from, or 
being adversely affected by, unacceptable levels of soil, air, water or noise pollution.  
Paragraph 120 of the NPPF states that in order to prevent unacceptable risks from 
pollution, planning policies and decisions should ensure that new development is 
appropriate for its location.  The effects (including cumulative effects) of pollution on 
health, the natural environment or general amenity, and the potential sensitivity of 
the area or proposed development to adverse effects from pollution, should be taken 
into account.  
 
Paragraph 121 of the NPPF states that planning decisions should ensure that the 
site is suitable for its new use, taking account of ground conditions, including 
pollution arising from previous uses, and any proposals for mitigation including land 
remediation. 
 
 
Ground Conditions & Contamination 
 
I note that Public Protection is satisfied with the findings and conclusions of the Geo-
Environmental Desk Study Report, but that further on-site assessment is required to 
characterise the site and refine the Conceptual Site Model.  To ensure this, Public 
Protection recommends that the scale and scope of these works is agreed with the 
Council before they begin.  Therefore, to ensure that the site is suitably assessed, 
remediated and verified, the imposition of appropriate conditions is recommended. 
 
As such, I would concur with the recommendations of the Public Protection section 
that specific conditions are imposed on any planning permission to ensure that 
issues relating to land contamination are fully assessed in the future. 
 
Air Quality 



 
An Air Quality Assessment Report has been submitted as part of the application, and 
I note that Public Protection has confirmed that it is generally satisfied with the 
findings and conclusions, subject to the imposition of a condition requiring the 
submission of a Dust Management Plan to control potential air pollution. 
 
I also note that Public Protection considers that most of the proposals included in the 
Travel Plan would help to mitigate and thus make the development sustainable, from 
an air quality point of view. 
 
It is considered, therefore, that the proposed development would accord with Policies 
ENV3 and ENV11 of the RLP and Sections 4 and 11 of the NPPF. 
 
Amenity Considerations 
 
The relevant planning policies that need to be considered in relation to residential 
amenity are set out in Policy ENV1 of the RLP, Policy 10 of the ACSSD and Section 
11 of the NPPF.  
 
Policy ENV1 of the RLP states, amongst other things, that planning permission will 
be granted for development provided that it would not have a significant adverse 
effect on the amenities of adjoining occupiers or the locality in general, by reason of 
the level of activities on the site or the level of traffic generated.  This is reflected 
more broadly in Policy 10 of the ACSSD (as modified by MM25).   
 
Policy 10 of the ACSSD states, amongst other things, that development will be 
assessed in terms of its treatment of the impact on the amenity of nearby residents 
and occupiers. 
 
Paragraph 123 of the NPPF states, amongst other things, that planning decisions 
should aim to avoid any adverse noise impacts as a result of new development 
 
Whilst there is likely to be an increased amount of traffic activity, both during the 
construction period and afterwards, in relation to that generated by the site at the 
present time, I am satisfied that the proposed development would not have any 
significant adverse impact on nearby properties due to the level of activities on the 
site or the level of traffic generated.   
  
I note that Public Protection has requested the imposition of a Dust Management 
Plan to control potential air pollution and I am satisfied that any adverse noise issues 
which may arise can be controlled under Environmental Health legislation. 
 
I do not consider that there would be any adverse loss of amenity to the nearest 
residential properties on High Main Drive, Wren Drive or Hopkinson Court in terms of 
overlooking, overshadowing or overbearing issues, based on the details shown in 
the illustrative layout which was submitted with the application.  The potential impact 
on adjacent residential properties would be addressed in detail at the reserved 
matters stage. 
 
In my opinion, the proposed development would not have an unduly detrimental 



impact on the amenity of nearby residents in accordance with the aims of Policy 
ENV1 of the RLP, Policy 10 of the ACSSD (as modified by MM25) and Section 11 of 
the NPPF. 
 
Heritage Considerations 
 
The relevant planning policies that need to be considered are set out in Policy 11 of 
the ACSSD and Section 12 of the NPPF.  
 
Policy 11 of the ACSSD (as modified by MM26) states, amongst other things, that 
proposals and initiatives will be supported where the historic environment and 
heritage assets and their settings are conserved and/or enhanced in line with their 
interest and significance. 
 
Paragraph 126 of the NPPF states, amongst other things, that local planning 
authorities should recognise that heritage assets are an irreplaceable resource and 
conserve them in a manner appropriate to their significance. 
 
Archaeology and cultural heritage issues have been assessed within the Desk-
Based Heritage Assessment.  
 
I am satisfied that the proposed development would not have any undue impact on 
the setting or significance of the closest nationally designated assets to the 
application site or to any of the locally designated assets, as specified in the Site 
Description.  I also note that no archaeological assets would be affected. 
 
Whilst a small part of the application site lies within the Bestwood Village 
Conservation Area, I note that this is indicated as open space on the Illustrative 
Layout and am satisfied that there would be no effect on the Conservation Area or its 
setting.  
 
I note that the County Council makes no observations on archaeological grounds 
and share the view expressed in the Heritage Assessment that the potential for any 
below ground archaeological remains that may be affected by the proposed 
development is low. 
 
I am satisfied, therefore, that the proposed development would accord with the aims 
of Policy 11 of the ACSSD (as modified by MM26) and Section 12 of the NPPF. 
 
 
Ecological Considerations 
 
The relevant planning policies that need to be considered in relation to ecological 
matters are set out in Policy ENV36 of the RLP, Policy 17 of the ACSSD and Section 
11 of the NPPF. 
 
Policy ENV36 states, amongst other things, that in evaluating proposals which may 
have an adverse effect upon a Local Nature Reserve (LNR), consideration will be 
given to the impact on the long-term ecological viability of the habitat; measures 
taken to minimise damage and disturbance to the habitat and wildlife; and the 



nature, layout and density of the development proposed.  Where development is 
permitted, a balance will be struck between the needs of the development and the 
ecological interest of the site.  Any damage to the ecological interest of the site will, 
as far as possible, be kept to a minimum.  Where appropriate this will require the 
provision of mitigation and/or compensatory measures which may be secured by 
conditions and/or planning obligations. 
 
Policy 17 of the ACSSD seeks, amongst other things, to ensure that biodiversity will 
be increased over the Core Strategies period by: 
 
a) Protecting, restoring, expanding and enhancing existing areas of biodiversity 

interest, including areas and networks of habitats and species listed in the UK 
and Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Action Plans; 

 
b) Ensuring that fragmentation of the Green Infrastructure network is avoided 

wherever possible and improvements to the network benefit biodiversity, 
including at a landscape scale, through the incorporation of existing habitats and 
the creation of new habitats.  

 
c) Seeking to ensure that new development provides new biodiversity features, and 

improves existing biodiversity features wherever appropriate; 
 
d) Supporting the need for the appropriate management and maintenance of 

existing and created habitats through the use of planning conditions, planning 
obligations and management agreements; and 

 
e) Ensuring that where harm to biodiversity is unavoidable, and it has been 

demonstrated that no alternative sites or scheme designs are suitable, 
development should as a minimum firstly mitigate and if not possible, 
compensate at a level equivalent to the biodiversity value of the habitat lost. 

 
Policy 17 of the ACSSD goes on to state that development on or affecting non-
designated sites or wildlife corridors with biodiversity value will only be permitted 
where it can be demonstrated that there is an overriding need for the development 
and that adequate mitigation measures are put in place. 
 
Paragraph 118 of the NPPF advises that when determining planning applications, 
local planning authorities should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity by 
applying a number of principles, including the encouragement of opportunities to 
incorporate biodiversity in and around developments.  If significant harm resulting 
from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an alternative site with 
less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort, compensated for, 
then planning permission should be refused. 
 
I note that additional information has been provided in response to the comments of 
the County Council’s Conservation Team and the Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust and 
that no objections are raised to the proposed development in principle, subject to the 
imposition of appropriate conditions to enhance or minimise any potential impacts on 
biodiversity. 
 



I also note that both the County Council and Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust agree 
with the findings of the Habitats Regulations Appropriate Screening Report that it is 
unlikely that there would be any significant effect on the potential Sherwood Forest 
Special Protection Area as a result of the proposed development. 
 
I am satisfied, therefore, that the proposed development would: 
 
� Protect and expand existing areas of biodiversity interest. 
 
� Provide new biodiversity features 
 
� Support the management and maintenance of created habitat through the use of 

planning conditions 
 
As such, I consider that the proposed development would accord with the aims of 
Policy ENV36 of the RLP, Policy 17 of the ACSSD and Section 11 of the NPPF. 
 
Planning Obligations 
 
The relevant planning policies that need to be considered in relation to S106 
planning obligations are set out in Policy C2 of the RLP, Policies 18 and 19 and 
paragraphs 203-205 of NPPF in relation to decision- taking. 
 
Policy C2 of the RLP states that in considering applications for new development, 
the Borough Council will have regard to the need for the provision of community 
facilities arising from the proposal.  Planning obligations will be sought in order to 
secure appropriate community facilities or financial contributions thereto, reasonably 
related to the scale and kind of development proposed.   
 
Similarly, Policy 18 of the ACSSD requires new development to be supported by the 
required infrastructure (including any necessary community facilities) and that 
contributions will be sought from developers for infrastructure needed to support the 
development.  This is in line with the planning obligations tests set out in paragraph 
204 of the NPPF. 
 
Policy 19 of the ACSSD states that all development will be expected to: 
 
� Meet the reasonable cost of new infrastructure required as a consequence of the 

proposal; 
 
� Where appropriate, contribute to the delivery of necessary infrastructure to 

enable the cumulative impacts of developments to be managed, including 
identified transport infrastructure requirements; and  

 
� Provide for the future maintenance of facilities provided as a result of the 

development. 
 
Paragraph 173 of the NPPF states that to ensure viability, the costs of any 
requirements likely to be applied to development, such as requirements for 
affordable housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements 



should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and mitigation, 
provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and willing developer to enable 
the development to be deliverable. 
 
Paragraph 204 of the NPPF states that planning obligations should only be sought 
where they meet all of the following tests: 
 
� Necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms; 
 
� Directly related to the development; and 
 
� Fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development. 
 
The current position in relation to the Heads of Terms for the Section 106 Agreement 
between the applicant and the Borough Council is for financial contributions towards 
the following: 
 
� Health Care Facilities 
� On-site Open Space Maintenance 
� Integrated Transport Measures 
� Primary Education Contribution 
� Secondary Education Contribution 
 
With regard to the provision of affordable housing, and following a detailed appraisal 
of the site, I note that Housing Strategy concur with the applicants that 7.5% 
affordable housing should be required on this site. 
 
If the other contributions increase, then affordable housing should be decreased to 
compensate.  If the other contributions decrease, then the opposite should apply and 
the level of affordable housing should be increased.  In either case, the residual land 
value in the appraisal should remain constant. 
 
Other Issues 
 
One of the core planning principles in the NPPF is that planning should encourage 
the effective use of land by reusing land that has been previously developed, such 
as the current application site (brownfield land).  
 
Whilst I note the concerns about possible anti-social behaviour and increased crime 
rates as a consequence of the pedestrian access arrangements, these must be 
balanced against the actual recreational and sustainability benefits of providing 
connectivity from the proposed development to the Country Park and local transport 
routes. 
 
The potential devaluation of existing properties is not a material planning 
consideration. 
 
Secretary of State Referral 
 
I am satisfied that the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government 



does not need to be consulted under the provisions of the Town and Country 
Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction 2009. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In conclusion, this proposal cannot be considered premature to the emerging 
ACSSD.  The Inspector considers that Bestwood Village is a sustainable key 
settlement for up to 500 dwellings plus existing commitments.  This proposal for 220 
homes would be well within the housing limit recommended by the Inspector.  
Gedling Borough does not currently have a five year supply of housing and 
significant weight should be given to policies in the NPPF and ACSSD Policy A in 
terms of the presumption in favour of development and the need to have a five year 
supply of land for housing.  This proposal would be expected to commence within 5 
years and contribute to the 5 year housing supply. 
 
The site is located on previously developed land within the settlement of Bestwood 
and accords with the provisions of MM18 recommended by the Inspector which 
requires a sequential approach to be taken to the selection of sites when reviewing 
Green Belt and gives priority to sites within settlements before Green Belt is 
released. 
 
The proposal would result in the loss of employment land, but it is considered that 
the site no longer meets the requirements of modern business, is of a low quality and 
is not significant regionally or locally in terms of employment.  The site meets the 
criteria for release set out in ACSSD 4 and there is sufficient employment land 
supply within Gedling Borough to meet future requirements set out in the ACSSD 
Policy 4. 
 
The application generally accords with relevant national and local policies regarding 
highways, landscape, countryside, pollution, land contamination, amenity, heritage, 
and ecology. 
 
As outlined above, I am satisfied that the Secretary of State for Communities and 
Local Government does not need to be consulted under the provisions of the Town 
and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) Direction 2009,  if Members are 
minded to accept the recommendation. 
 
 

Recommendation: 
 
That the Borough Council GRANTS OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION, subject 
to the applicant entering into a Section 106 Agreement with the Borough 
Council as local planning authority and with the County Council as local 
highway and education authority for the provision of, or financial contributions 
towards Public Transport, Travel Plan Monitoring, Educational Facilities, 
Health Facilities, Affordable Housing, Open Space; and subject to the 
following conditions:     
 
Conditions 



 
1. Application for the Approval of the first phase Reserved Matters shall be made 

to the Borough Council not later than three years from the date of this 
permission. Details of Appearance, Landscaping, Layout and Scale 
(hereinafter called the Reserved Matters) for each phase of development shall 
be submitted to and approved in writing by the Borough Council before any 
development within that phase begins and the development shall be carried 
out as approved. The development hereby permitted shall commence no later 
than two years from the date of approval of the last Reserved Matters to be 
approved. 

 
2. The vehicular access hereby permitted shall be constructed in accordance 

with the Proposed Highway Works drawing (1144-01 Rev C), deposited on 
4th July 2014. 

 
3. Unless otherwise agreed by the Borough Council, development on any phase 

must not commence until details for that phase relating to the following have 
been complied with:Site Characterisation An assessment of the nature and 
extent of any potential contamination has been submitted to and approved in 
writing by the Borough Council.  This assessment must be undertaken by a 
competent person, and shall assess any contamination on the site, whether or 
not it originates on the site.  Moreover, it must include; a survey of the extent, 
scale and nature of contamination and; an assessment of the potential risks 
to: human health, property, adjoining land, controlled waters, ecological 
systems, archaeological sites and ancient monuments. Submission of 
Remediation Scheme Where required, a detailed remediation scheme (to 
bring the site to a condition suitable for the intended use by removing 
unacceptable risks to critical receptors) should be submitted to and approved 
in writing by the Borough Council. The scheme must include all works to be 
undertaken, proposed remediation objectives and remediation criteria, an 
appraisal of remedial options, and proposal of the preferred option(s), and a 
timetable of works and site management procedures.  The scheme shall be 
implemented in accordance with the approved details. 

 
4. In the event that remediation is required to render the development suitable 

for use in any phase, the agreed remediation scheme shall be implemented 
for that phase in accordance with the approved timetable of works under 
condition 3 above.  Prior to occupation of any building(s) a Verification Report 
(that demonstrates the effectiveness of the remediation carried out) must be 
submitted and approved in writing by the Borough Council. 

 
5. In the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out the 

approved development that was not previously identified it must be reported in 
writing immediately to the Borough Council and once the Borough Council has 
identified the part of the site affected by the unexpected contamination 
development must be halted on that part of the site.  An assessment must be 
undertaken in accordance with the requirements above and, where 
remediation is necessary, a remediation scheme, together with a timetable for 
its implementation and verification reporting, must be submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Borough Council.  The Remediation Scheme shall 



be implemented as approved. 
 
6. Before development is commenced on any phase, including site clearance 

and demolition works, there shall be submitted to and approved in writing by 
the Borough Council a Dust Management Plan for that phase.  The Plan shall 
be produced and carried out in accordance with 'The Control of Dust and 
Emissions from Construction and Demolition' (Best Practice Guidance). 

 
7. Prior to the commencement of each phase of development hereby approved a 

Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) for that phase of 
development shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority.  Each CEMP shall include the following details: (1) the 
hedgerow and tree protection measures that shall be implemented for all 
retained woodland, trees and hedgerows approved as part of the landscaping 
details to be submitted as part of the reserved matters pursuant to this 
application.  A statement shall also be provided which details how the 
protection measures shall be implemented so as to minimise damage and 
disturbance to habitats within the vicinity and the species they support.  The 
protection measures shall accord with current British Standards in relation to 
design, demolition and construction (BS5837:2012 or any subsequent 
revision); (2) the measures that shall be implemented during the construction 
of that particular phase of the development so as to minimise water runoff and 
works pollution entering watercourses; and (3) the measures that shall be 
implemented so as to avoid any disturbance to nesting birds during that 
particular phase of construction.(4) details of traffic routes for Heavy Good 
Vehicular movements during the construction of that phase of development. 
(5) details of wheel washing facilities to be used by vehicles entering and 
leaving site during the construction of that phase of development ; and (6) 
details of how the principle of Best Practicable Means shall be applied in 
relation to minimising impact on the surrounding area during the construction 
of that particular phase of development in relation to noise and vibration and 
safeguarding air quality.  The approved CEMP(s) and all details therein shall 
be implemented in accordance with the approved details throughout the 
construction period of that phase(s) of development. 

 
8. No phase of development shall commence until a Phasing Schedule has been 

submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The 
development hereby approved shall be carried out in phases in accordance 
with the approved Phasing Schedule unless otherwise agreed in writing by the 
Local Planning Authority prior to the commencement of a particular phase. 

 
9. Before development is commenced on any phase there shall be submitted to 

and approved in writing by the Borough Council details of the parking and 
turning facilities, access widths, gradients, surfacing, street lighting, 
structures, visibility splays, and drainage (hereinafter referred to as reserved 
matters) for that phase.  All details submitted to the Borough Council for 
approval shall comply with the County Council's Highway Design and Parking 
Guides which are current at the time the details are submitted.  The 
development shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details, 
which shall be retained for the lifetime of the development, unless otherwise 



prior agreed in writing by the Borough Council. 
 
10. Prior to the commencement of any phase of development hereby approved 

there shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Borough Council a 
site level survey plan for that phase of development showing existing and 
proposed site levels. The development shall be implemented in accordance 
with the approved details, unless otherwise prior agreed in writing by the 
Borough Council. 

 
11. Before development is commenced on any phase there shall be submitted to 

and approved in writing by the Borough Council, details of a surface water 
drainage scheme for that phase of the site, based on sustainable drainage 
principles and an assessment of the hydrological and hydrogeological context 
of the development.  The scheme shall subsequently be implemented in 
accordance with the approved details before the development is completed 
and shall be retained for the lifetime of the development, unless otherwise 
prior agreed in writing by the Borough Council.  The scheme to be submitted 
shall demonstrate: (1) The utilisation of holding sustainable drainage 
techniques which incorporate at least two differing forms of SuDS treatment in 
accordance with Table 3.3 of CIRIA C697 'The SuDS Manual' prior to 
discharging from the site; (2) The limitation of surface water run-off to the 
equivalent Greenfield runoff rate; (3) The ability to accommodate surface 
water run-off on-site up to the critical 1 in 100 year event plus an appropriate 
allowance for climate change, based upon the submission of drainage 
calculations; and (4)Responsibility for the future maintenance of drainage 
features.  

 
12. Before development is commenced on any phase there shall be submitted to 

and approved in writing by the Borough Council drainage plans for the 
proposed means of disposal of foul sewage for that phase. The scheme shall 
be implemented in accordance with the approved details before the 
development is first brought into use and shall be retained for the lifetime of 
the development, unless otherwise prior agreed in writing by the Borough 
Council. 

 
13. Before development is commenced there shall be submitted to and approved 

in writing by the Borough Council details of a scheme to improve public 
transport infrastructure in the vicinity of the site.  The scheme shall be 
implemented in accordance with the approved details, which shall be retained 
for the lifetime of the development, unless otherwise prior agreed in writing by 
the Borough Council. 

 
14. Before development is commenced on any phase there shall be submitted to 

and approved in writing by the Borough Council details of all external lighting, 
including levels of illumination, to be provided adjacent to the site boundaries 
and retained vegetation for that phase.  The external lighting shall be provided 
in accordance with the approved details before the development is first 
brought into use and shall be retained for the lifetime of the development, 
unless otherwise prior agreed in writing by the Borough Council. 

 



15. Before development is commenced on any phase there shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Borough Council details of a scheme for the 
incorporation of integrated bird and bat boxes within the fabric of a proportion 
of the houses for that phase; bird boxes should target species such as house 
sparrow, starling and swift.  The scheme shall be implemented in accordance 
with the approved details before the development is first brought into use on 
that phase and shall be retained for the lifetime of the development, unless 
otherwise prior agreed in writing by the Borough Council. 

 
16. No vegetation clearance or ground works shall take place on site during the 

bird nesting season (1st March to 31st August inclusive in any given year), 
unless pre-commencement checks for nesting birds have been undertaken by 
an appropriately qualified ecologist and the outcome reported to the Borough 
Council.  If any nesting birds are found to be present, details of any proposed 
mitigation measures shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the 
Borough Council before the development commences. The mitigation 
measures shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details 
before development commences, unless otherwise prior agreed in writing by 
the Borough Council. 

 
17. No vegetation clearance or ground works shall be undertaken until the site 

has been walked by an ecologist, and any refugia which could be used by 
reptiles have been subject to hand searches. If any reptiles are found to be 
present, details of any proposed mitigation measures shall be submitted to 
and approved in writing by the Borough Council. The mitigation measures 
shall be implemented in accordance with the approved details before 
development commences.                   

 
18. Prior to the commencement of each phase of development hereby approved 

details of a local labour agreement to cover the construction of that phase of 
development shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Borough 
Council. The local labour agreement shall be implemented in accordance with 
the approved details, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Borough 
Council. 

 
19. The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied or brought into use 

until the owner or the occupier of the site has appointed and thereafter 
continue to employ or engage a Travel Plan Coordinator who shall be 
responsible for the implementation, delivery, monitoring and promotion of the 
sustainable transport initiatives set out in the Travel Plan to be approved and 
whose details shall be provided and continue to be provided thereafter to the 
Borough Council for a period of 5 years, commencing with the date of final 
occupation. 

 
20. The Travel Plan Coordinator shall submit reports to and update the TRICS 

database in accordance with the Standard Assessment Methodology (SAM) 
or similar to be approved and to the Borough Council in accordance with the 
Travel Plan monitoring periods to be agreed.  The monitoring reports 
submitted to the Borough Council shall summarise the data collected over the 
monitoring period that shall have categorised trip types into new trips, pass-



by-trips, linked trips, diverted trips, and transferred trips, and propose revised 
initiatives and measures where travel plan targets are not being met, including 
implementation dates to be approved in writing by the Borough Council. 

 
21. The Travel Plan Coordinator shall within 3 months of first occupation produce 

or procure a full travel plan that sets out final targets with respect the number 
of vehicles using the site and the adoption of measures to reduce single 
occupancy car travel to be approved by the Borough Council.  The Travel 
Plan shall be implemented in accordance with the approved timetable and be 
updated consistently throughout the monitoring period with future travel 
initiatives, including implementation dates to the satisfaction of the Borough 
Council. 

 
22. No part of any phase of the development hereby permitted shall be brought 

into use until all drives and parking areas for that phase are surfaced in a 
bound material (not loose gravel). The surfaced drives and parking areas shall 
then be maintained in such bound material for the lifetime of the development, 
unless otherwise prior agreed in writing by the Borough Council. 

 
23. No part of any phase of the development hereby permitted shall be brought 

into use until the access driveways and parking areas for that phase are 
constructed with provision to prevent the unregulated discharge of surface 
water from the driveways and parking areas to the public highway.  The 
provision to prevent the unregulated discharge of surface water to the public 
highway shall then be retained for the lifetime of the development, unless 
otherwise prior agreed in writing by the Borough Council. 

 
24. The wheel washing facilities required by condition 7 above shall be 

maintained in working order at all times during the construction period for 
each phase of development and shall be used by every vehicle carrying mud, 
dirt or other debris on its wheels before leaving the site so that no mud, dirt or 
other debris is discharged or carried on to a public road. 

 
25. The detailed plans and particulars to be submitted as reserved matters in 

relation to appearance shall include details of the materials to be used in the 
external elevations and roofs of the proposed buildings.  The development 
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details, which shall be 
retained for the lifetime of the development, unless otherwise prior agreed in 
writing by the Borough Council. 

 
26. The detailed plans and particulars to be submitted as reserved matters in 

relation to landscaping shall include: (a) details of the size, species, positions 
and density of all trees and shrubs to be planted; (b) details of the boundary 
treatments, including those to individual plot boundaries; (c) the proposed 
means of surfacing access roads, car parking areas, roadways and the 
frontages of properties such as driveways and footpaths to front doors and (d) 
a programme of implementation. The development shall be implemented in 
accordance with the approved details, which shall be retained for the lifetime 
of the development, unless otherwise prior agreed in writing by the Borough 
Council. 



 
27. If within a period of five years beginning with the date of the planting of any 

tree or shrub, approved as reserved matters in relation to landscaping, that 
tree or shrub, or any tree or shrub that is planted in replacement of it, is 
removed, uprooted or destroyed or dies, or becomes in the opinion of the 
Borough Council seriously damaged or defective, another tree or shrub of the 
same species and size as that originally planted shall be planted at the same 
place, unless otherwise prior agreed in writing by the Borough Council. 

 
28. Should any bats be found during demolition, work must stop immediately.  If 

the bats do not voluntarily fly out, the aperture shall be carefully covered over 
to provide protection from the elements whilst leaving a small gap for the bat 
to escape should it so desire.  The Bat Conservation Trust should be 
contacted immediately for further advice and any advice must be followed 
before any further demolition work takes place. 

 
29. During the construction phase, if any trenches are left open overnight, they 

should be left with a sloping end or ramp to allow badgers or other animals 
that may fall into the excavation to escape, and any pipes over 200 mm in 
diameter should be capped off at night to prevent animals from entering them. 

 
Reasons 
 
1. In order to comply with Section 51 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase 

Act 2004 and Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. 
 
2. For the avoidance of doubt. 
 
3. To ensure that practicable and effective measures are taken to treat, contain 

or control any contamination and to protect controlled waters in accordance 
with the aims of Policies ENV1 and ENV3 of the Gedling Borough 
Replacement Local Plan (Certain Policies Saved 2008). 

 
4. To ensure that practicable and effective measures are taken to treat, contain 

or control any contamination and to protect controlled waters in accordance 
with the aims of Policies ENV1 and ENV3 of the Gedling Borough 
Replacement Local Plan (Certain Policies Saved 2008). 

 
5. To ensure that practicable and effective measures are taken to treat, contain 

or control any contamination and to protect controlled waters in accordance 
with the aims of Policies ENV1 and ENV3 of the Gedling Borough 
Replacement Local Plan (Certain Policies Saved 2008). 

 
6. To protect the residential amenity of the area in accordance with the aims of 

Section 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework. 
 
7. To ensure a satisfactory development in accordance with the aims of Sections 

10 and 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Policy 1 of the 
Aligned Core Strategy Submitted Documents. 

 



8. To provide a degree of flexibility to assist the delivery of the site, that also 
enables the Local Authority to monitor and manage the supply of housing 
land. 

 
9. To ensure that the roads of the proposed development are designed to an 

adoptable standard in order to accord with Policy ENV1 of the Gedling 
Borough Replacement Local Plan (Certain Policies Saved 2008). 

 
10. To ensure a satisfactory development in accordance with the aims of Policy 

ENV1 of the Gedling Borough Replacement Local Plan (Certain Policies 
Saved 2008). 

 
11. To prevent the increased risk of flooding; to improve and protect water quality; 

to improve habitat and amenity; and to ensure the future maintenance of the 
sustainable drainage structures, in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework and  Policies 1 and 17 of the Aligned Core Strategy 
Submission Documents. 

 
12. To ensure the development is provided with a satisfactory means of drainage 

and to reduce the risk of creating or exacerbating a flooding problem and to 
minimise the risk of pollution, in accordance with the National Planning Policy 
Framework and Policy 1 of the Gedling Borough Aligned Core Strategy 
Submission Documents. 

 
13. To promote sustainable travel, in accordance with the National Planning 

Policy Framework and Policy 14 of the Aligned Core Strategy Submission 
Documents. 

 
14. To minimise any potential impacts on biodiversity in accordance with the 

National Planning Policy Framework and Policy 17 of the Gedling Borough 
Aligned Core Strategy Submitted Documents. 

 
15. To enhance biodiversity in accordance with the National Planning Policy 

Framework and Policy 17 of the Gedling Borough Aligned Core Strategy 
Submitted Documents. 

 
16. To minimise any potential impacts on biodiversity in accordance with the 

National Planning Policy Framework and Policy 17 of the Gedling Borough 
Aligned Core Strategy Submitted Documents. 

 
17. To minimise any potential impacts on biodiversity in accordance with the 

National Planning Policy Framework and Policy 17 of the Gedling Borough 
Aligned Core Strategy Submitted Documents. 

 
18. To seek to ensure that the construction of the site employs wherever possible 

local people and assists economic growth in the area. 
 
19. To promote sustainable travel, in accordance with the National Planning 

Policy Framework and Policy 14 of the Aligned Core Strategy Submission 
Documents. 



 
20. To promote sustainable travel, in accordance with the National Planning 

Policy Framework and Policy 14 of the Aligned Core Strategy Submission 
Documents. 

 
21. To promote sustainable travel, in accordance with the National Planning 

Policy Framework and Policy 14 of the Aligned Core Strategy Submission 
Documents. 

 
22. To reduce the possibility of deleterious material being deposited on the public 

highway (loose stones etc), in the interests of highway safety in accordance 
with Policy ENV1 of the Gedling Borough Replacement Local Plan (Certain 
Policies Saved 2008). 

 
23. To ensure surface water from the site is not deposited on the public highway 

causing dangers to road users, in the interests of highway safety in 
accordance with Policy ENV1 of the Gedling Borough Replacement Local 
Plan (Certain Policies Saved 2008). 

 
24. In the interests of highway safety in accordance with Policy ENV1 of the 

Gedling Borough Replacement Local Plan (Certain Policies Saved 2008). 
 
25. To ensure a satisfactory development in accordance with Policy ENV1 of the 

Gedling Borough Replacement Local Plan (Certain Policies Saved 2008). 
 
26. To ensure a satisfactory development and that the landscaping of the 

development as proposed at reserved matters stage accords with Policy 
ENV1 and ENV2 of the Gedling Borough Replacement Local Plan (Certain 
Policies Saved 2008). 

 
27. To ensure a satisfactory development, in accordance with Policy ENV2 of the 

Gedling Borough Replacement Local Plan (Certain Policies Saved 2008). 
 
28. To minimise any potential impacts on biodiversity in accordance with the 

National Planning Policy Framework and Policy 17 of the Gedling Borough 
Aligned Core Strategy Submitted Documents. 

 
29. To minimise any potential impacts on biodiversity in accordance with the 

National Planning Policy Framework and Policy 17 of the Gedling Borough 
Aligned Core Strategy Submitted Documents. 

 
Reasons for Decision 
 
The development has been considered in accordance with the National Planning 
Policy Framework, the adopted Local Plan and emerging Aligned Core Strategy, 
where appropriate.  In the opinion of the Borough Council, the proposed 
development largely accords with the relevant policies of these frameworks and 
plans.  Where the development conflicts with the Local Plan, it is the opinion of the 
Borough Council that other material considerations indicate that permission should 
be granted.  The benefits of granting the proposal outweigh any adverse impact of 



departing from the Local Plan. 
 
Notes to Applicant 
 
Your attention is drawn to the attached correspondence from Nottinghamshire 
County Council, the Environment Agency, Severn Trent Water, Nottinghamshire 
Wildlife Trust and the Borough Council's Public Protection Section. 
 
The proposed development lies within a coal mining area which may contain 
unrecorded coal mining related hazards. If any coal mining feature is encountered 
during development, this should be reported immediately to The Coal Authority on 
0845 762   6848. Further information is also available on The Coal Authority website 
at www.coal.decc.gov.uk.Property specific summary information on past, current and 
future coal mining activity can be obtained from The Coal Authority's Property 
Search Service on 0845 762 6848 or at www.groundstability.com. 
 
The Borough Council has worked positively and proactively with the applicant, in 
accordance with paragraphs 186 and 187 of the National Planning Policy 
Framework, based on seeking solutions to problems arising in relation to dealing 
with the planning application. This has been achieved by meeting the applicant and 
agent to discuss consultation responses; providing details of issues raised in 
consultation responses; requesting clarification, additional information or drawings in 
response to issues raised and providing updates on the application's progress. 
 


