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Report to Planning Committee 

Application Number: 2014/0915 

Location: A612 Burton Road/B684 Mapperley Plains Gedling Arnold 
Nottingham 
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Road and B684 Mapperley Plains Road (Gedling Access 
Road). 

Applicant: Homes & Communities Agency 

Agent: Mr David Alderson 

Case Officer: Bev Pearson and Nick Morley 

 
Site Description 
 
This application relates to the proposed Gedling Access Road (GAR), which would 
link the A612 Burton Road to the south with the B684 Mapperley Plains Road.  The 
road would have a linear length of approximately 3.8 kilometres and covers a total 
area of approximately 37 hectares. 
 
The proposed road would follow a southern route from a new junction with the B684 
created at Mapperley Plains, running parallel with the A6211 Arnold Lane, through 
the centre of the former Gedling Colliery site, to the east of which is the Gedling 
Country Park.  From the former colliery site, the GAR would cross a number of 
arable and pastoral fields, Glebe Farm and a section of the walled garden at Gedling 
House, which is a Grade II Listed Building, and a small section of the Carlton-le-
Willows Academy grounds.  The route would terminate at a new junction created 
with the A612 Burton Road, Burton Joyce.  
 
The southern part of the route of the GAR is designated as Green Belt. 
 
With the exception of the school grounds and to the south-east of the former colliery 
site, part of the route of the road falls within a Mature Landscape Area, as identified 
on the Gedling Borough Replacement Local Plan (Certain Policies Saved 2014) 
Proposals Map.  
 
Gedling House Wood adjoins the site and is designated as a Local Nature Reserve, 
whilst the Gedling Colliery and Dismantled Railway is a Local Wildlife Site (a local, 
non-statutory designation). 
 
The proposed route of the GAR cuts across Carlton Footpath No.2, which runs north 
from Almond Walk, Gedling to Spring Lane, Lambley. 



 
The application site generally follows the route of the GAR as indicated on the 
Replacement Local Plan Proposals Map. 
 
Relevant Planning History 
 
In August 2008, an application for the construction of a 3.8 kilometre single 
carriageway road, linking the A612 and B684 Mapperley Plains, was submitted 
by the East Midlands Development Agency (EMDA) under application no: 
2008/0459.  This application has not proceeded to determination, following the 
abolition of EMDA in March 2012. 

 
Proposed Development 
 
The proposed GAR would be constructed to link the B684 Mapperley Plains Road 
with the A612 Burton Road also providing access to the former Gedling colliery site. 
It would comprise a new 7.8 metres wide single carriageway road, 3.8 kilometres in 
length with combined cycle and footway and lighting along its length and would be 
designed to have a maximum speed of 40 mph.  

The construction of the GAR would be carried out in two phases: 

Phase 1 

The construction of a new 5 arm roundabout onto the A6211 Arnold Lane.  This 
would be expected to commence early 2015 and would facilitate development of an 
initial stage of residential development on the former Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm 
site and would provide a by-pass route to ease traffic congestion through Gedling 
Village. 

Phase 2 

Completion of the GAR between the B684 Mapperley Plains Road to the north-west 
and the A612 Burton Road enabling the complete redevelopment of the Gedling 
Colliery/Chase Farm site. 

At the north-western end, a new signal-controlled ‘T’ Junction would be created onto 
the B684 Plains Road.  The new junction would include a signal-controlled 
pedestrian crossing on the eastern Plains Road and GAR and a central pedestrian 
refuge.  The operation of the signal control at this new junction would be linked to the 
operation of the existing junctions, with both junctions effectively operating together 
as one large junction.  The right turn from Plains Road into Arnold Lane would be 
prohibited and the lanes on this approach to the existing signal junction would be 
reallocated to provide one left-turn lane into Gedling Road and two ahead lanes on 
Plains Road eastbound.  The prohibited right turn would be catered for at the new 
GAR junction onto Mapperley Plains Road.  
 
At the south-eastern end of the GAR, a new signal-controlled junction onto the A612 
Trent Valley Way at the location of the existing junction between Burton Road and 
the A612 Trent Valley Way would be created which would tie into Burton Road and 
Whitworth Drive, and incorporate signal-controlled pedestrian crossing facilities on 
the GAR and Burton Road arms of the junction.  



 
Two new priority ‘Ghost-Island’ T-junctions would be constructed, providing links with 
the northern and southern sections of Lambley Lane.  

 
A new 3-arm mini-roundabout would connect the southern section of Lambley Lane 
to the GAR, with the option of a fourth arm to serve potential development land 
immediately to the east of Lambley Lane.  
 
A new private access with a simple priority junction onto the GAR would be 
constructed to allow future maintenance access to balancing ponds to the north of 
the GAR. 

 
A new simple priority private access junction would be created onto the GAR to 
serve Gedling Wood Farm. 

 
An existing footpath crossing the GAR would be diverted to cross it at an 
uncontrolled crossing point with a pedestrian refuge provided in the carriageway.  
 
Pedestrian crossing facilities would be provided at the GAR junctions with the B684 
Mapperley Plains Road and the A612 Trent Valley Way.  A signal-controlled crossing 
would also be provided at the south-eastern arm of the new 4-arm roundabout to 
serve the future development on the Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm site.  
 
Safe uncontrolled pedestrian crossing points would also be provided on the northern 
arm of the new 4-arm roundabout provided to serve future development on the 
Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm site, on the eastern GAR arm of the new 5-arm 
roundabout with the A6211 Arnold Lane; on the Lambley Lane arm of the ‘Ghost-
Island’ junction with Lambley Lane south; on the GAR at the point where the diverted 
footpath crosses it; and between the 5-arm roundabout and the junction with the 
B684 Mapperley Plains Road.  
 
From its southern junction with the A612, the GAR would climb on a shallow 
embankment, heading north-westwards, roughly parallel to Whitworth Drive and 
passing through land which is currently part of the grounds and playing fields of 
Carlton-le-Willows Academy, and land which forms part of the grounds of Gedling 
House, including a walled garden, designated as a Grade II Listed Building.  The 
gradient of the road would rise steeply and been designed to include measures to 
permit overtaking on the incline. 
 
The proposed route would cut through the south-eastern tip of the Gedling House 
Wood Nature Reserve through a cutting of approximately 2.0 metres depth and 
running immediately to the south of Gedling Wood Farm, before continuing north-
west across open farm land.  Immediately to the south of Lambley Lane, the 
alignment of the road would bend to the west through Glebe Farm, a building of 
Local Interest, which would be demolished, before bending back to the north-west, 
and passing through the former Gedling Colliery site and continuing on to join the 
B684 Mapperley Plains Road at its northern end. 
 
The GAR would be constructed in several cuttings along its length.  Cuttings will vary 
in depth from approximately 2.0 metres to 14.5 metres.  In addition to the cuttings 



along the course of the road, there would also be an embankment at the northern 
end measuring up to 14 metres in height, the highest part of which passes close to 
Chase Farm and residential properties on Clementine Drive.  At its nearest, the foot 
of the embankment at this point would be approximately 44 metres from the side and 
rear boundaries of residential properties on Clementine Drive, with the nearest 
metalled section of the road being some 50 metres away. 
 
The scheme has been designed to achieve an earthwork ‘cut/fill’ balance across the 
whole of the road construction, with the earth removal required to create the cuttings 
on the southern section being reused to create the embankments required for the 
northern section.  This would minimise the need to import/export large quantities of 
material, thereby achieving cost effective construction and helping to minimise 
construction traffic impacts. 
 
The application is accompanied by an Environmental Statement, together with 
indicative landscape drawings, a Design and Access Statement, Planning 
Statement, Statement of Community Engagement, Flood Risk Assessment and 
Drainage Strategy, Transport Statement and Assessment, Noise Survey and 
Assessment, Air Quality Assessment, Tree Survey and Topographical Survey.  
 
Additional Details & Information 
 
The following additional details and information have been submitted during 
processing of the application, some of which relate to specific issues of a technical 
nature: 
 
� Chapter 9 of the Environmental Statement, relating to Ecology, together with a 

Phase 1 Habitat Survey and Protected Species Surveys. 
 
� A ‘Very Special Circumstances’ Statement.  
 
� Cross-sections through the GAR and their locations. 

 
� An amended Air Quality Assessment & Chapter 6 Air Quality of the 

Environmental Statement. 
 

� Response to issues raised by residents following public consultation (see below). 
 
� Response to issues raised by the County Council’s Built Historic Environment, 

Landscape and Nature Conservation sections (see below). 
 

� Draft Arboricultural Report 
 
� Draft Tree Constraints Plan 

 
Comments from the Agent 
 
The applicant’s agent has made the following observations in response to the 
comments made by Richard Max and Co, on behalf of Carlton-le-Willows Academy: 
 



The GAR came about in its present from the emerging GBRLP for a major 
redevelopment scheme involving the former Gedling Colliery and adjoining land. 
Several roads were identified as being near capacity and the additional traffic 
generated by the redevelopment would have resulted in congestion and an 
increased likelihood of accidents. These proposals have been carried forward into 
the recently adopted NACS. Carlton Le Willows Academy (previously Carlton Le 
Willows School and Technology College) has been aware of the proposals prior to its 
allocation in the RLP 2005, making representations against its construction as part of 
the examination of the Local plan in 2003 and to the previous application in 2008. As 
part of these representations, the school raised similar concerns relating to road 
safety, noise, and air pollution and loss of land/playing fields. The Inspector in 2004 
provided an overarching response, which covered the issues raised by the school 
and confirmed that the road system in this part of the Borough had reached and 
exceeded its safe capacity and that there was no evidence to prove that the GAR 
would cause a significant worsening in local traffic conditions.  
 
The objections prepared by Richard Max and Co on behalf of the Academy states 
that the applicant has never approached them to discuss the proposals or the 
impacts on the school. 
 
Although there is no statutory requirement for applicants to undertake pre application 
consultations, a letter was sent to the Academy dated 11th February 2014 advising of 
the intention to refresh the previous 2008 application for submission in July 2014 and 
informing them of a public consultation exercise to be undertaken in April/May 2104. 
The applicant was never contacted by the Academy. 
 
An extensive leaflet distribution exercise was undertaken in the NG4 area advertising 
the public exhibitions in the area. If the Academy did not directly receive one then in 
all probability parents, pupils or governors living in the area would have. 
 
The statutory planning notice was served on the Academy which was acknowledged 
in the Academy’s objection letter. A meeting has also been arranged with the 
Academy and their solicitors to address the objections in more detail and agree a 
way forward in addressing these issues.   
 
Loss of Sports Pitches 
 
The applicant is liaising with the Borough Council and Sport England to explore 
options for reconfiguration of the existing playing fields to avoid any losses of the 
sports pitch to overcome the main concerns. 
 
Traffic and pedestrian Safety 
 
The applicants Transport Engineers have coordinated a response to these concerns 
which have been discussed and agreed with the County Council. 
 
Academy Student Travel Patterns 
 
The Transport Assessment (TA) submitted with the application demonstrates that the 
provision of GAR is forecast to reduce traffic flows on the A6112 corridor (including 



Shearing Hill).  In addition the operation of existing junctions on the A6112 corridor 
would also benefit from the general reduction in traffic with fewer delays and queues 
experienced in peak hours. 
  
Traffic Pedestrian Safety 
 
The TA included an analysis of the accident history for a 5 year timetable up to 
September 2013. There are a number of locations where small clusters of accidents 
have occurred but no common factors have been identified.  The main area of 
concern surrounds the number of young school age children involved in accidents 
soon after the end of the school day.  
 
However, when the GAR is constructed traffic flows are forecast to reduce on the 
existing A6112, equating to a reduction of approximately 5-7 vehicles per minute as 
through traffic makes use of the new road.  It is therefore considered that the GAR 
should have a beneficial effect on road safety in the vicinity of the Academy which 
would include pedestrians finding it easier to cross the road with fewer potential 
conflicts, cyclists benefiting from the reduced traffic flows making shared use of the 
carriageway generally safer, reduced conflict from right turning movements to and 
from the A6112 and improved junction performance, with reduced potential for 
delays and queues. 
 
In addition the existing A6211 would be reclassified as a C road.  A package of 
complimentary measures would be developed to integrate the road scheme and 
redevelopment proposals into the existing transport network and encourage the use 
of the GAR.  These would include road safety initiatives where appropriate.  This 
would allow existing roads to better be able to perform a local access function. 
 
Overtaking on the GAR as it passes the Academy.  
 
The additional lane is to prevent slower moving vehicles delaying traffic as they 
ascend the gradient on the southern section of the GAR.  Overtaking lanes are 
routinely provided on positive gradients in such instances.  The proposed layout has 
been designed in accordance with Design Manual for Roads and Bridges and the 
entire length of the GAR would have a 40mph speed limit, including the overtaking 
lane.  Direct pedestrian access between the Academy and the GAR would be 
prevented by boundary fencing.  

Inadequate pedestrian Crossing Facilities outside or near the Academy 
 
The GAR is forecast to reduce traffic flows and is expected to have a beneficial 
effect on road safety as outlined above.  The junction of the GAR with the A612 has 
been designed as a signal controlled junction incorporating signal controlled 
pedestrian crossings on Gedling road and Burton Road, replacing the existing 
junction.  This would provide a safe crossing facility for students walking from the 
north and northeast.  Whitworth Drive would remain priority controlled. 
  
No provision for Safety for Users of the Academy Playing Fields. 
 
As outlined above there would be no direct pedestrian access between the Academy 



and the GAR and appropriate fencing would be provided along the GAR.  Safety of 
the users of the playing fields will be no different to the current situation. 
 
Safety during Construction 
 
It would be a conditional requirement of any planning permission that detailed 
construction traffic management proposal shall be provided and agreed with County 
Council prior to works starting. 
  
Other issues 
 
Representations of highway or transport consultants would be reviewed and taken 
into consideration by the Council when the application is determined.  
 
Noise impact 
 
The noise assessment demonstrates that the school buildings are generally 
predicted to experience a negligible increase or decrease in noise levels.  Although 
noise levels from the GAR are predicted to increase at some locations, the change in 
noise levels would be imperceptible at most locations.  At locations experiencing the 
greatest increase, the predicted levels would be within the relevant BB93 criteria and 
are not expected to have an adverse impact on the teaching environment.   
Construction noise was assessed at a number of receptors close to the GAR and 
predicted noise levels are within the thresholds of relevant guidance. 
 
Air Quality 
 
The Air Quality Assessment includes a number of receptors close to the Academy 
site and results are well below the mean Air Quality objectives for vehicle related 
emissions.  The increase in the concentrations of nitrogen dioxide and particular 
matter in the area surrounding the GAR is determined to be negligible.  It is therefore 
concluded that the Academy and its pupils would not be adversely affected in air 
quality terms. 
 
Flood risk 
  
The Flood Risk assessment deposited with the application clearly demonstrates that 
the GAR would not exacerbate existing flooding issues following the provision of the 
proposed drainage system. 
 
It is concluded that the technical work undertaken as part of the application is robust 
and accurate and demonstrates that the proposed GAR would not have any harmful 
impacts or health implications upon any of the surrounding population, including the 
Academy.  
 
 
The applicant’s agent has made the following observations in response to the 
comments made by Nottinghamshire County Council with regards to the following:  
 
Built Historic Environment 



 
With regards to the comment raised that there is a lack of appreciation and 
assessment of the impact of the road cutting and junction with Burton Road and the 
landscape setting of Gedling House, it is noted that the listed status of the building 
gives it a high value.  Nevertheless, the fragmentary nature of the parkland providing 
the setting should be taken into account.  It is not of Major Sensitivity due to previous 
impacts and it is not included on the Register of Historic Parks and Gardens.  
 
Seen from the Colwick Loop Road, there is a definite issue with views towards the 
house which sits on the hilltop, framed by trees and which dominates the landscape 
as it falls away to the north.  There is also the potential for lighting and signage to 
create a cluster of tall elements around the junction which would be visible during the 
day and illuminated at night.   
 
During construction, the effects on the setting would be moderate negative, as it 
would have a substantial effect on the listed building and adversely affect its context.  
The unmitigated significance of effect will be major adverse.  However, the nature of 
the effect will be indirect and temporary during the construction phase.  Effects can 
be mitigated by control of dust and noise by restrictions on the hours of working. 
 
In the operational phase the effects, without mitigation, of the magnitude of impact 
would be substantial negative. The unmitigated significance of the effect will 
therefore be major adverse and will be direct and permanent.  
 
From the more distant flood embankment, Gedling House is a much less prominent 
element within the landscape, although it can still be identified with the surrounding 
woodland. There is no obvious sense extant parkland setting for the house [sic]. 
Nevertheless the high value of the house and the potential for visual intrusion, 
particularly at night, means the magnitude of the impact will be substantial negative. 
The unmitigated significance of defect will therefore be intermediate adverse. The 
nature of the effect will be direct and permanent. 
 
Mitigation of Effect 
 
At both sites, mitigation of effects on the setting of Gedling House during the 
construction phase can be achieved by control of noise, dust and by restrictions on 
hours of working. 
 
During the operational phase, the visual effects of the junction may be mitigated by 
design.  This may be achieved by planting to disrupt the mass of signage and 
upwards thrust of lighting poles when viewed from the house and its surrounds.  This 
would reduce the impact of effect during daylight to Moderate.  Planting also has the 
potential to reduce the effect of illuminated signs and lighting at night.  In addition, 
the type and design of lighting has the potential to limit overspill, reducing effect 
again to Moderate.  Mitigation of this sort would serve to reduce the magnitude of 
impact from Substantial Negative to Intermediate effect. 
 
Landscape 
 
The concerns of the County Council relating to the impact of the GAR upon 



landscape character and the view from the top of the Country Park looking east, 
which is a key attraction of the park, are noted.  The ‘proposed paths and fencing 
phase 1 works’ plan has been used during the LVIA process to select a 
representative viewpoint within the Park and a viewpoint which was not interrupted 
by vegetation.  It is understood that beyond the top footpath a solar park is being 
constructed on the summit of a former spoil heap and therefore there is no public 
access to this summit of the former pit.  As stated in the LVIA, the GAR would be 
seen on the lower ground on the southern edge of the Park.  
 
Woodland planting to the eastern side of the spoil heap is establishing well and the 
top footpath runs immediately adjacent to this woodland.  This was considered 
during analysis of the views and a judgement made that the woodland planting would 
provide some screening of views from the Country Park to the east, in the direction 
of the proposed road cutting, with the most direct views available from the park in a 
general southerly direction.  It is accepted that where there is a break in the 
woodland planting on the eastern side of the park, the GAR would be visible where it 
runs towards Gedling Wood Farm and the change in topography associated with the 
cutting to the east of Lambley Lane would be noticeable.  This change would be 
softened over time by the proposed planting along the GAR.   
 
The photograph taken from viewpoint 15 (the Country Park) shows the existing view 
to the south-east.  The properties on the lower ground by Lambley Lane and 
Jessop’s Lane are visible.  The view further east is obscured where the woodland 
planting starts on the eastern side of the former spoil tip and by Glebe Farm.  The 
second photograph shows the extent of woodland planting on the eastern side of the 
former spoil tip within the Country Park.  
 
Regarding comments in relation to planting proposals, the landscaping scheme 
submitted were part of the previous application submitted in 2008 and are therefore 
purely indicative for the purposes of the latest application.  These would be updated 
and approved during the discharge of condition process and would therefore be fully 
considered at a later stage in consultation with both the County Council and Borough 
Council.  
 
Nature Conservation 
 
Impact on the Gedling Colliery & Dismantled Railway LWS 
 
A detailed schedule regarding the siting and method of translocation of pioneer 
communities associated with Open Mosaic Habitat on Previously Developed land 
(OMH) has been requested to support the application.   
 
The donor site for the pioneer community would include land around the proposed 
new SUDS, which would be created to the east and west of the two existing former 
colliery lagoons.  Consultation would take place with stakeholders to agree 
appropriate integration and maintenance of the OMH within the site and on adjacent 
land outside the development.  Its integration with other habitat, such as scrub and 
bare ground, and wider habitat connectivity will be essential to maintain its ecological 
value. 
 



It should also be noted that in the absence of disturbance/management, OMH that 
may support notable species are highly susceptible to vegetative succession leading 
to the loss of habitat suitability and associated species over time. 
 
The timing and methods of translocation, orientation/character of resulting habitats 
and specific measures relating to notable species would be the subject of a detailed 
Ecological Management Plan (EMP).  This could be secured through condition. 
 
It is noted that this habitat also exists within the footprint of the proposed Anaerobic 
Digester (AD), which is immediately adjacent to the site.  At this stage, the proposed 
anaerobic digester remains under consideration and is yet to receive planning 
permission.  However, it is acknowledged that if approved, the GAR and AD would 
have a combined impact upon the OMH on Previously Developed Land.  The 
applicant would be happy to work with stakeholders to agree an integrated approach 
to the translocation and creation of new OMH within the Country Park. 
 
Consultation regarding the translocation and continued favourable management of 
the OHM, to an appropriate location within Gedling Country Park, is ongoing with the 
Borough Council, and could be secured through a Grampian condition. 
 
Impact on Amphibians 
 
A plan showing the proposed location of amphibian exclusion fencing and the 
location and design of hibernacula has been requested.   
 
These can be provided as part of a detailed Ecological Management Plan.  Mitigation 
measures such as amphibian tunnels and fencing would be included as part of the 
road design.  As highlighted in the response, there is also, the timing of the 
mitigation to be agreed within the EMP, which would need to be included within the 
phasing plan for Phase 2. This could be secured through condition. 
 
Badgers 
 
A plan showing the exact location of an artificial sett proposed as mitigation has 
been requested.   
 
No main setts would be lost to the development footprint and badgers are highly 
mobile animals, with their use of other sett types (e.g. outlier, subsidiary and annex) 
varying considerably over time.  The intention is to install the artificial sett within 
around 150 metres of the existing sett, subject to the necessary agreements.  
Update 
surveys would be conducted prior to construction to inform the EMP, licensing and 
specific details around artificial sett creation relevant to conditions at that time.  This 
could be secured through condition. 
 
Further information was requested as to whether badger fencing will be erected 
along the section east of Lambley Lane or whether additional badger tunnels would 
be required between the two roundabouts and at each badger path that crosses the 
road. 
 



There is considered to be little benefit in adding further tunnels near the 
roundabouts, given that housing is proposed on the majority of the land to the south.  
However, it can be confirmed that badger proof fencing would be established to 
deter badgers from crossing over the road, except by safe use of badger tunnels.  
This can be secured through condition. 
 
Bats 
 
Further detail has been requested on the reinforcement of Mapperley Tunnel to 
support the GAR which will pass over it; however, mitigation measures have been 
provided to enable bats to continue to roost within the tunnel in relevant potential 
development scenarios. 
 
It is also suggested that a bat barn could be created as an alternative to the bat 
boxes proposed, as mitigation for the loss of the bat roost at Glebe farm and the 8 
trees with bat roost potential.  It is considered that bat boxes are appropriate and 
sufficient in this context and it is noted that Natural England advises against over-
mitigation.  As suggested, further opportunity to install bat boxes within Gedling 
Country Park and Gedling House Wood LNR would be sought prior to the 
commencement of Phase 2 of the development. 
 
Additional information has also been requested relating to the location of trees with 
bat roost potential.  This is provided within the Phase 1 Habitat Report in the 
Environmental Statement (ES).  It is noted that none of the trees fall within the 
footprint of the Phase 1 development stage (the western most roundabout).  Tree 
roosts are often highly transient in nature and potential impacts upon these trees 
would not likely occur within the appropriate shelf-life of any surveys conducted to 
inform this application.  A suite of activity surveys have been conducted to identify 
bat activity across the site and further surveys would be conducted to provide 
updated 
survey information at an appropriate scale to inform more detailed 
development/mitigation planning at a later stage, as appropriate.  More detail 
regarding the appropriate location of bat boxes may also be more appropriately 
confirmed at that point. 
 
Whilst it has been recommended that a Reasoned Statement is provided, it is 
considered that this information has already been sufficiently provided through the 
ES and bat reports to demonstrate why the road is required, how unsatisfactory 
alternatives have been investigated (e.g. design/layout) and that appropriate 
mitigation measures have been proposed to ensure that a favourable conservation 
status of bats would be maintained in the area [specific details of these have been 
provided, which it is considered could be secured through planning conditions]. 
 
Breeding birds 
 
Assurance has been sought that the erection of barn owl boxes in the area is 
deliverable and that appropriate mitigation would need to be included within the EMP 
for both breeding birds and barn owls. 
 
Appropriate principles for the delivery of the above have been included within the ES 



and the realisation of these could be secured through planning conditions.  
 
Dingy Skipper 
 
Further details have been requested around the translocation measures, although it 
has been noted that a detailed methodology would need to be produced at a later 
stage, for inclusion within the EMP. 
 
Where practically possible as much birdfoot-trefoil with eggs or larval tents would be 
translocated to the donor site along with the sowing of collected seed to optimise the 
establishment of their main larval food plant. 
 
As outlined in Section 2, the timing and methods of translocation, 
orientation/character of resulting habitats and specific measures relating to notable 
species would be the subject of a detailed EMP. This could be secured through 
condition. 
 
It is also noted that in the absence of disturbance/management, OMH that may 
support notable species (such as dingy skipper) are highly susceptible to vegetative 
succession leading to the loss of habitat suitability and associated species over time. 
 
Landscaping 
 
A number of suggestions have been made for review in relation to the landscaping 
plan. 
 
The indicative landscape proposals would be reviewed and developed in accordance 
with detailed development planning and the creation of the EMP documents.  These 
comments would be considered as part of that process in consultation with the 
County Council and Borough Council in order to agree a species mix within the 
CEMP. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The above information seeks to clarify further the findings of the ES that appropriate 
avoidance, mitigation and compensation measures could be delivered to ensure that 
the proposed development would not result in significant harm to biodiversity and 
further provides opportunities for ecological enhancement, where possible and 
appropriate. 
 
Letter from Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust (NWT) 
 
Overall the main objection raised by the NWT relates to cumulative effects including 
those associated with the proposed aerobic digestive plant, which was not within the 
planning process for consideration at the time of this application. 
 
The applicant’s agent requested copies of residents letters. These were provided  
through an Environmetal Information Regulations but personal information was 
redacted. The applicants agent has made the following observations in response to 
the comments made by residents with regards to the following:  



 
Improvement/widening of Arnold Lane 
 
The GAR would provide a ‘bypass’ around Gedling to help ease traffic congestion on 
local roads.  The A6211 Arnold Lane is to be reclassified as a ‘C’ road.  The GAR 
would become the strategic route designation ‘A’ road.  Complimentary measures 
would be developed to effectively integrate the road scheme and development 
proposals into the existing transport network and to encourage use of the GAR for 
through movements, thereby helping to relieve local roads.  By re-classifying the 
A6211 and encouraging through traffic to use the GAR in this manner, existing roads 
would be better able to perform a local access function.  These benefits would not be 
realised if all traffic continued to use the existing Arnold Lane and it would not be 
possible to widen/improve the existing road through Gedling, due to the urban 
physical constraints. 
  
Requirement to run the GAR parallel with Arnold Lane 
 
Options to improve the existing B684 Mapperley Plains Road have been considered, 
but due to physical constraints at the junction it would not be possible to deliver an 
improved junction layout capable of accommodating forecast traffic flows.  For this 
reason, two junctions are proposed onto Mapperley Plains Road: an improved 
Arnold Lane/Mapperley Plains Road junction and the new GAR/Mapperley Plains 
Road junction.  
 
The operation of the signal control at the new junction would be linked to the 
operation of the existing B684 Mapperley Plains/A6211 Arnold Lane/Gedling Road 
junction, with both junctions effectively operating together as one large junction.  The 
right turn from Mapperley Plains Road into Arnold Lane would be banned and the 
lanes on this approach to the existing signal junction would be reallocated to provide 
one left-turn lane into Gedling Road and two ahead lanes on Mapperley Plains Road 
eastbound.  The banned right turn would be catered for at the new GAR junction 
onto Mapperley Plains Road. 
 
Splitting the traffic flows and turning movements in this manner means the forecast 
flows can be satisfactorily accommodated.  This junction arrangement necessitates 
the parallel section of highway at the northern end of the scheme. 
 
Additional queuing, congestion and road safety impacts along Mapperley Plains 
 
The Transport Assessment (TA) submitted in support of the application identifies that 
the GAR is forecast to reduce traffic flows on local roads, in particular on the A6211 
corridor as traffic re-assigns to make use of the new route.  However, it is clear that 
there would be some adverse traffic impacts which would need to be monitored and 
reported and there would need to be some complimentary traffic management 
measures to ensure that traffic is directed onto the new road in preference to less 
suitable routes through Gedling village and other residential areas.   
 
As a result, the County Council has requested that a condition be imposed, requiring 
the applicant to be responsible for the monitoring of traffic conditions post-
implementation.  The results of this monitoring would help to identify a range of 



complementary traffic management measures to effectively integrate the road 
scheme and redevelopment proposals into the exiting transport network. 
 
With regard to traffic impacts on the B684 Mapperley Plains Road, evidence 
summited in the TA forecasts showed reduced daily traffic flows, as some traffic is 
forecast to reroute to take advantage of improved travel times by using the GAR.  
NCC have requested a condition being imposed to secure the monitoring and 
reporting process. 
 
Increased traffic through Burton Joyce 
 
The TA identifies that provision of the GAR is forecast to reduce traffic flows on local 
roads, in particular on the A6211 corridor as traffic reassigns to make use of the new 
route.  However, it is evident that there would be some adverse traffic impacts that 
would need to be monitored and reported and there would need to be some 
complementary measures to ensure that traffic is directed into using the new road in 
preference to less suitable routes through Gedling village and other residential 
areas. 
 
As a result, the County Council has requested that a condition be imposed, requiring 
the applicant to be responsible for the monitoring of traffic conditions post-
implementation.  The results of this monitoring would help to identify a range of 
complementary traffic management measures to effectively integrate the road 
scheme and redevelopment proposals into the exiting transport network. 
 
With regard to traffic impacts on the A612 through Burton Joyce, the forecast 
impacts show a minor reduction in daily traffic flows at 2019 (effectively no change) 
and a minor increase at 2034 due to the proposed scheme. 
 
Positioning of bus stops along Mapperley Plains Road 
 
The final locations of these bus stops would be reviewed and determined as part of 
the detailed highway design process in consultation with the County Council and 
local bus operators.  
 
Visual Impact Landscape Impact/Increase of ground level by up to 14 metres 
 
A development of this scale would inevitably have significant impacts upon the 
landscape character and visual appearance of the surrounding area.  Chapter 7 of 
the Environmental Statement (ES) contains a comprehensive landscape and visual 
impact assessment for the proposals, and models the zone of theoretical visibility 
around the proposed GAR.  Overall, the model demonstrates that there is only one 
very small area where 50-75% of the GAR would be visible.  Less than 25% of the 
road would be visible to the majority of the surrounding area.  
 
Regarding the impact on the visual amenity of residents of Clementine Drive, the 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment identifies that a large magnitude of 
change will occur at viewpoint 10, having a major adverse impact.  
 
From viewpoint 10, the northern stretch of the access road would be viewed in the 



foreground as it travels south from Mapperley Plains and past Chase Farm.  It is 
then likely that the road would be screened from view, as it passes behind the 
woodland on the southern boundary of the former colliery site.  The visible stretch of 
the proposed road would be built up (by up to 14 metres) with embankments on the 
sloping lower ground adjacent to Clementine Drive. 
 
Proposed mitigation measures have been carefully considered in some detail in this 
location to soften the appearance of the new road and minimize the visual impact 
upon residential properties in this area.  This would be in the form of dense tree and 
shrub planting on the road embankments, where the GAR runs adjacent to the 
properties on Clementine Drive.  As the planting matures, it would provide filtering or 
screening of views of the road.  A noise fence is also proposed along a stretch of this 
section of the road, which would provide screening of direct views onto the 
carriageway.  The screening benefit of the planting would be incremental, improving 
as the planting matures.  More mature planting could be considered to accelerate the 
positive effects of this mitigation. 
 
Photomontage 2 in the ES, shows views from the Chase Farm access by 
Clementine Drive and illustrates how the proposed road would be viewed on 
completion of road construction and at year 15, when the woodland planting is 
maturing and the access road would barely be visible. 
 
3rd Woodthorpe (St Marks) Scout Group 
 
Discussions have been ongoing between HCA, the County Council and the Scout 
Group since the early stages in the preparation of the application.  A land exchange 
has been agreed to replace that which is taken as a result of the GAR alignment with 
land along Arnold Lane. 
   
The Scout Group has requested that hedges and trees removed along the lower part 
of their site be replaced.  The indicative landscaping plan shows that the landscaping 
for the Scout Groups site includes dense tree and shrub planting and grass seed. 
However, these plans are only indicative and would be updated and approved during 
the process of discharging conditions of a planning permission.  It is also proposed 
to replace the camp fire circle following the grant of a planning permission for the 
GAR. 
 
Inaccurate/outdated plans  
 
Drawing numbers GAR02 and GAR02-1 submitted with the planning application 
clearly show Clementine Drive.  Drawing number GAR16 does not show Clementine 
Drive, as it is a copy of the Borough Councils’ Replacement Local Plan Proposals 
Map, formulated in 2005, prior to Clementine Drive being built.  It is considered that 
the residents of Clementine Drive have not been disadvantaged, as they have 
received the statutory notification of the planning application from the Borough 
Council and have had the opportunity to make their representations known. 
 
Pre-application Consultation Exercise  
 
A Statement of Community Involvement was submitted with the application detailing 



measures to engage the local community and other interested parties with the 
proposal and the planning process and to provide them with an opportunity to view 
and comment on the proposals.  Three public exhibitions were held and extensive 
leaflet distribution organised, targeting some 10,000 households in the area. The 
events were also advertised in the Nottingham Post.  Every effort has been made to 
ensure that as many people as possible were made aware of the Public Consultation 
exhibitions.  The applicant has not sought to conceal its proposals and has actively 
encouraged discussion and involvement from the public throughout the process. 
 
The applicant’s agent has deposited further information with regards to the 
comments of County Council Landscape:- 
 
Chase Farm 
 
Landscape character 
 
The LIVA concurs with NCCs comments in relation to Chase Farm and recognises 
the sensitivity of this character area and the degree of change mainly associated 
with the proposed road embankments. In mitigation the proposed embankments are 
to be landscaped with woodland planting which when established will help integrate 
the new landform at the northern end of the site. The mature landscaping at the 
adjacent Mapperley Tunnel is cited as an example. 

 
Visual Amenity 
 
With regards to the visual amenity of the residents on Clementine Drive directly 
overlooking the site, attention is drawn to Table 7-11 and paragraphs 7.6.26 of the 
LIVA. 
 
Gedling House 
 
Landscape Character 
 
Concerns are noted with regards to the area by Gedling house and the adjacent 
locally designated ridge line. Assessment of these areas is included within then 
Dumbles Rolling Farmland Policy Zone (para.7.5.51). The high sensitivity of the 
ridgeline, Gedling House, Gedling House Wood and Gedling House Meadow Local 
Nature reserves is acknowledged as is the transition nature of the landscape 
adjoining this policy zone. The LIVA acknowledges the adverse change to the 
landscape in this transitional area. In mitigation, landscaping adjacent to the 
carriageway would reduce the extent of the channel created by the GAR, although it 
is acknowledged that a gap would be created in the woodland along the ridgeline 
and lighting would be a noticeable feature. Woodland planting is also proposed to 
the road by Gedling House which would contribute to softening the interface between 
the GAR, the listed building and the walled garden. 
 
Visual amenity 
 
The visual effects of the Gar on Gedling house is considered in para. 7.6.27 of the 
LIVA. Regarding the comment in relation to the views from the users of Gedling 



House Woods and adjoining Gedling House Meadow Local Nature Reserves, it was 
noted that a number of footpaths run through the area including a path situated 
towards the northern end of the Woods and close to the GAR. This information is 
included in para. 7.6.20 of the LIVA. 
 
The applicant’s agent has also deposited further information with regards to the 
comments of County Council Ecology:- 
 
Impact On Gedling Colliery And Dismantled Railway 
 
The habitat is relative easy to translocate/recreate. It is proposed to translocate the 
habitat onto adjacent land within the Country Park, the amount of which will depend 
on the amount of land that can be secured within the Country Park which is subject 
to negotiations with the Borough Council as part of the Landscaped Management 
Plan for the Park. Ideally the translocation would produce a net neutral impact. As an 
agreement would be required with a third party landowner, it is suggested that this 
could be dealt with by a Grampian condition. 
 
Impact on Amphibians 
 
It is not possible to provide more information on the design and location of amphibian 
exclusion fencing as this would be approved as part of the detailed design of the 
road. 
 
Badgers 
 
It is likely that an agreement can be secured with a landowner adjacent to the GAR 
as none of the landowners are farmers and would not therefore have any objection 
to badgers on their land. 
 
This could also be dealt with by way of a Grampian condition. 
 
Bats 
 
It is not possible to provide additional detail relation to trees with bat roost potential. 
Further assessment will be undertaken as part of the discharge of conditions, as 
confirmed within the NCC Forestry Managers comments. Once completed the result 
of the survey can be incorporated into the CEMP/EMP.  
With regards to the impact of lighting on bat activity, NCC has confirmed that 
discussions will continue as the detailed design progresses. It is hoped that with 
careful design and account taken of NCCs recommendations a scheme can be 
agreed which is more favourable to the bats and foraging routes.   
 
Barn Owls 
 
The provision of replacement roosting/nest boxes will require an agreement with a 
third party land owner. This could also be dealt with by a Grampian condition. 
 
In conclusion, a large quantity of technical work has been carried out but it is not 
possible to provide the level of detail requested at this stage and a large number of 



conditions will therefore be required. It is considered that appropriate mechanisms 
are available which can be put in place to resolve the concerns and requirements of 
the NCC through further negotiation, the detailed design process and the preparation 
of the CEMP/EMP. These would be underpinned by conditions and Grampian 
conditions.  
 
A Technical Briefing by the applicant and agents was held for members of the 
Planning Committee on 14th November 2014. 
 
 
Consultations 
 
Local Residents, Landowners & Businesses - have been notified by letter, site 
notices have been posted and the application has been publicised in the local press.  
 
I have received 106 emails and letters of representation, which raise objections, 
concerns or issues on various grounds to the proposed development in response to 
consultation on the proposals.  These representations have been made direct or via 
Members of the Borough Council and are summarised as follows:- 
 
Landscaping & Visual Impacts 
 
� The proposed road would result in loss of green fields and farm land have a 

detrimental visual impact on the area; 
 
� The proposal would result in loss of visual amenity in the area; 
 
� The increase in the height of the ground would result in the road being clearly 

visible. Sinking the road would reduce the visual impact; 
 
� The proposed road would have a detrimental impact on the character of the  

Green Belt; 
 
� The planting of young specimens along the embankment will provide insufficient 

short term screening. It is suggested that the planting on the slopes should be of 
mature specimens to soften the visual impact of the development; 
 
� It is noted that the Nottinghamshire County Landscape Architect has stated in an 

email to a local resident that the proposal raises serious concerns about the 
impact on new properties on Clementine Drive; 

 
Highway Issues 
 
� It is considered that the proposed relief road is not required; 
 
� The proposed road does not warrant the disruption it would cause in the area and 

the logic of and justification for a road parallel to the existing Arnold Lane is 
questioned; 
 
� The widening of the existing Arnold Lane and junction should be considered;  



 
� There is no evidence provided that the Council has researched the suitability of 

the proposed road as a solution to traffic flow problems and there are no details 
of how the increased traffic would be managed or dissipated when it reaches 
Mapperley Plains; 

 
� The proposed two sets of traffic lights in close proximity to each other would 

affect traffic flow and there is no evidence submitted with the application that 
these would reduce congestion.  

 
� The proposal would lead to additional congestion on Mapperley Plains which is 

inadequate for the current volume of traffic and will have an adverse impact on 
this existing poorly maintained highway [photographs have been submitted in 
respect of these points]; 

 
� There are existing access issues with regards to the access to properties 

bordering Mapperley Plains which the proposal would further exacerbate 
resulting in increased accidents and highway safety issues for both vehicles and 
pedestrians; 

 
� The proposal merely eases traffic problems in Gedling but will cause greater 

problems on Mapperley Plains; 
 
� The increased traffic will impact on pedestrian safety, encouraging school 

journeys by car, which will further exacerbate volumes of traffic and congestion; 
 
� The extra traffic generated will adversely impact on the local schools and will 

raise highway safety issues for local residents accessing local facilities; 
 
� The cars parking on Mapperley Plains to drop off the users of the Scouts facility 

would further impact on congestion along this highway; 
 
� The proposed road will not relieve but will increase traffic volumes on surrounding 

residential streets 
 
� The traffic models deposited with the application are out of date being taken 

before the Sainsbury’s and Lime Tree Avenue developments off Mapperley 
Plains were carried out; 

 
� Issues are raised with the repositioning of bus stops on Mapperley Plains; 

 
� Issues are raised with regards to the lack of traffic management signs and the 

potential speed of vehicles  
 
� Access to the Country Park over the relief road raises highway safety issues; 

 
� The impact of the proposed road needs to be assessed for its entire length; 

 
� Questions are raised with regards to measures to prevent vehicles continuing to 

use Arnold Lane through Gedling and how the new road would relieve the level of 



HGVs serving local shops; 
 
� Given the level of development at Gedling Colliery site, the proposed road may 

need to be replaced by a newer relief road in the future; 
 
� HGV traffic servicing the new recycling plant should be routed out to Burton 

Joyce away from the heavy residential properties and the busy Mapperley Plains; 
 
Environmental Issues 
 
� The levels of and types of traffic generated would lead to noise and air pollution. 
 
� The proposal would result in light pollution by virtue of vehicle lights and lighting; 
 
� The levels of pollution need to be assessed at peak traffic times; 
 
� The increased levels of traffic and the stopping and starting of cars at the 

additional road junctions would result in a detrimental environmental impact on 
the area; 
� The proposed relief road would result in a detrimental impact on the amenity of 

Burton Joyce village. 
 
Residential Amenity 
 
� The proximity of the road to residential properties would have a significantly 

detrimental impact on the residential amenity and quality of life for local residents 
in terms of loss of privacy, outlook and light and would result in the loss of 
amenity in private gardens; 

 
� The proposal would have a detrimental impact on health of local residents;  
 
� The proposal would lead to unacceptable noise and vibration levels; 

 
� Noise assessments deposited with the application are not considered reliable 

given that they were carried at night;  
 
� Further noise attenuation measures for nearby properties should be considered; 
 
� Noise protection measures should be considered for residents along Plains 

Road;  
� Some properties have been purchased with gardens overlooking green fields and 

wildlife without the knowledge of the proposed relief road. This would have a 
detrimental impact on outlook and views; 
 
� The increased road level on the embankment will result in the road and vehicles 

being in line with the first and second floor levels of properties on Clementine 
Drive;  

 
� Minimal effort has been made to mitigate the effect of the northern section of the 

road on nearby residents given that the acoustic fencing proposed to the northern 



section does not extend beyond Chase Farm; 
 
� It is suggested that alternative routes or the widening of the existing road should 

be considered and would minimise the impact on the amenity of local residents; 
 
� Any proposed road signage could be detrimental to local residents amenity; 
 
� The proposed road would result in the loss of views. 
 
Infrastructure Issues 
 
� The existing infrastructure struggles with current traffic levels. The proposed road 

and the future Gedling Colliery development will further exacerbate this; 
 
� The proposed road is required because of the extra traffic generated as a result 

of additional 900 houses but there are insufficient secondary school places to 
serve the new residential development. 
 

Ecological Issues 
 
� The proposal would have a significantly adverse and negative impact on local 

wildlife and ecology; 
 
� It is suggested that alternative routes or the widening of the existing road should 

be considered and would minimise the impact on wildlife; 
 
Consultation Issues 
 
� There has been a lack of consultation on the application. Residents on 

Clementine Drive were not consulted prior to the application being made and due 
processes have not been followed. Only a few letters have been received by 
residents on Clementine Drive and there have been no posters on lampposts; 
 
� The lack of pre application consultation has prevented local residents having an 

opportunity to work with applicant and influence the design and route of the 
proposed road; 

 
� Consultation letters were not personally addressed to residents and the 

consultation deadlines pressurised residents for a response. Insufficient 
consultation time has been allowed for residents who wish to commission the 
services of a consultant to allow an independent assessment of the proposal;  
 
� The notification in the local press was small and inconspicuous and contained no 

detail; 
 
� No representatives from the Council have visited the local residents as requested 

and issues have been experienced with assistance at the Council offices when 
viewing the application; 

 
Land Severance 



 
� Langridge Homes own part of the land affected by the road and have raised 

concerns with the applicant’s agent regarding access to their retained farmland to 
the north of Gedling.  

 
� The proposed new junction of Lambley Lane and the GAR to the north will sever 

two fields and leave two areas of land with no means of access for the 
landowner.  An alternative arrangement is proposed, which would reduce the 
land take and reduce the cutting into the field and so reduce the land 
compensation payable.  It may also be possible to amend the design of the 
proposed junction with the southern part of Lambley Lane and the GAR. 

 
Other Issues 
 
� The plans deposited with the application are out of date and do not show 

Clementine Drive properties; 
 
� It is understood that there is an alternative plan for the widening of the existing 

Gedling Road/ Arnold Lane. Alternative and less disruptive routes should be 
considered;  

 
� The proposal would lead to the devaluation of local properties; 
 
� The previous proposals deposited in 2008 would not result in such an impact; 
 
� It is questioned as to why the piece of land across the road from the new junction 

with Mapperley Plains is not included in the proposal. 
 
� The proposal is for the sole intention of meeting the Gedling housing quota; 
 
� The need for the number of new homes on the Gedling Colliery site is 

questioned; 
 
� The proposed road would have an impact on the local economy; 
 
� The road will have a significant adverse impact on Gedling Country Park and will 

discourage visitors to the Park; 
 
� Issues are raised with timing of the supporting documents and surveys that have 

been undertaken and deposited with the application; 
 
� Priority appears to have been given to the Scout Facility over the impact on local 

residents. The Scout facility could be relocated if the proposed road was 
rerouted; 

 
� It is unclear where the slip road shown close to the Mapperley Plains junction is 

intended to go; 
 
� The proposal would have a detrimental impact on the Listed Building and walled 

garden; 



 
Additionally it has been requested that: 
 
� Council representatives and members visit Clementine Drive to assess the 

impact of the proposal on the residents;  
 
� The route of the road should be marked out in the field adjacent to Clementine 

Drive to assess the impact of the proposal; 
 
� If permission is granted, then road markings should be provided at the junction 

with Plains Road and Chartwell Grove. 
 
� An extension of time should be granted to allow further comments to be made. 

 
It has also been noted that: 
 
� At the residents meeting held with the developer, the principle of relocating the 

proposed road further away from properties on Whitworth Drive/Nottingham Road 
and retaining bushes and trees along Whitworth Drive was discussed. 
 

Carlton-le-Willows Academy - Richard Max and Co, on behalf of Carlton-le-Willows 
Academy has commented, in summary, as follows: 
 
Consultation 
 
� The developer has not approached the Academy with regards to the proposal, 

land acquisition of land and the impact of the proposal on the Academy prior to 
the receipt of the landowners notice in August 2014. This lack of consultation by 
the applicant has not allowed the impacts to have been understood and 
addressed in the application and the Academy has now had to discern the 
impacts from inadequate application materials and draw these to the attention of 
the Council;  

 
Loss of part of the Academy’s Site 
 
� The proposal would result in the loss of one full sized pitch, the change of use of 

a significant portion of the Academy’s playing field and the relocation of the 
remaining sports pitches which is a significant planning impact ignored by the 
applicant. ; 

 
� It is assumed that the application is a precursor to an attempt to compulsorily 

acquire the Academy’s land but this has not been discussed with the Academy; 
 
� No clear plan has been provided to the Academy showing the extent of the land 

which lies within the application site;  
 
� The GAR would have a detrimental impact on the operation of the Academy its 

students and other users of the playing fields which are not addressed in the 
application;  

 



� The loss of the pitch would adversely impact on the ability of the Academy to 
provide for the recreational needs of the students and local residents particularly 
during school hours and after school and weekends; 

 
� The loss of the land and potential space for additional built development is an 

issue given the expected increase in student numbers and capacity issues; 
 
Policy & Statutory Restrictions 
 
� The proposal is against both national and local planning policy in terms of 

protection of open space/playing fields and Green Belt and does not accord with 
Sport England’s Planning Policy Statement. 

 
� There are no exceptional circumstances demonstrated that would justify the loss 

of the playing fields in accordance with the requirements of these policies; 
� The proposal is considered to impact on the open character of the Green Belt 

and therefore is inappropriate development and should therefore be refused. 
 
� The proposal fails to accord with the statutory restrictions set out in DoE’s ‘Advice 

on Protection of School Playing Fields and Public Land’. Any proposal to dispose 
of or build on school playing fields would require the consent of the Secretary of 
State. 

 
Traffic & Pedestrian Safety 
 
� The GAR would have a detrimental impact on students walking to school. 
 
� The proposal would give access to the anaerobic digester facility on the former 

Gedling colliery site and would result in increased traffic; 
 
� The application makes no mention of the ongoing safety of students; 
 
The proposal raises issues with: 
 
� overtaking on the GAR as it passes the Academy;  

 
� the lack of pedestrian crossing facilities at or near the Academy.  Adequate 

crossings should be provided and fully detailed by the applicant in order to fully 
assess their suitability;  

 
� the introduction of a new major junction at the A612 and the impact on students 

walking from the south and east;  
 

� there is no indication as to how students would access the academy on foot from 
the south and east following the construction of the GAR; 

 
� the proximity of the GAR to the playing fields and screening to prevent access 

onto the road; 
 

� safety of students during construction has not been addressed by the applicant; 



and 
 

� the lack of consideration to pedestrian safety is against local plan policy. 
 

Noise Pollution 
 
� The GAR would result in significantly increased noise levels impacting and the 

potential disruption of the learning environment; 
 
� Noise impact on the Academy has not been addressed by the applicant; 
 
� It is noted that acoustic fencing is proposed to protect the residents directly 

across the GAR from the Academy.  This should be also be provided along the 
boundary with the Academy; and 
� The unmitigated adverse noise impact means the application is not in accordance 

with local or national policy in relation to quality of life and amenity. 
 
Other Impacts 
 
� The GAR would adversely affect the Academy by the impact on air quality by 

virtue of increased dust and air pollution – the Air Quality Assessment does not 
assess the impact on the Academy. 

 
� Although the Flood Risk assessment indicates that there would be no flood risk 

issues, the land to the east of the Academy site is prone to surface flooding. The 
applicant should specifically consider whether the proposal would exacerbate 
this. 
 
� The impact on the Academy in visual and landscape terms has not been 

addressed in the application. 
 
It is concluded that the proposal would have a serious impact on the Academy, its 
students and local community in terms of loss of substantial area of playing fields, 
increase in highway dangers to students walking to and from the Academy and 
increase in noise pollution.  No consideration has been given to the impact upon the 
Academy.  It is requested that application, if not refused under delegated powers, is 
considered by the Planning Committee. 
 
Further to the above concerns regarding the impact on the safety of school children, 
the Academy has commissioned a review of the application by Cannon Consulting 
Engineers (CCE), as it contains no consideration or assessment on the impacts 
which the road would have on accessibility to the school.  As a consequence, it is 
considered that the application materials do not address all the key transport impacts 
of the proposed road.  The conclusions of this review on the potential impact of the 
GAR on the Acadamy can be summarised as follows: 
 
1. At its junction with the A612, the GAR effectively replaces the Burton Road/A612 

junction and is provided in the form of traffic signal control as is currently the 
case. 

 



2. Burton Road is provided with a new junction with the GAR that forms a staggered 
layout with the A612/GAR junction. 

 
3. It is noted that a connecting footway/cycleway is provided for the full length of the 

GAR on the eastern side of the road. 
 
4. The transport scoping assessment identified that severance issues in relation to 

existing walking and cycling routes would be considered.  Whilst this is dealt with 
in relation to the physical severance and provision of alternative arrangements, 
there is no comment on the actual impact on movement as a result of the 
severance.  There is no identification of the demands and subsequent impact.  
This is particularly evident in respect of the movement of pupils in the vicinity of 
the GAR and beyond. 

 
5. The route taken by Academy pupils on Burton Road to/from Burton Joyce is 

severed by the GAR.  This amounts to some 14% of the current intake, of which 
some 72% are identified as walking to/from the Academy.  This amounts to some 
144 pupils, whose current route is unencumbered by the need to cross any major 
highway, it being provided entirely on the north side of Burton Road within a wide 
footway/cycleway.  The high pedestrian flow to/from the school reflects the 
perceived safety of the current route.  If such a route was not considered safe in 
the future, it could lead to parents seeking to escort their children to school and 
most likely by car with the undesirable effect this brings in the form of more 
vehicular movements to/from the school.  This presents road safety issues in its 
own right. 

 
6. Pedestrian movement across the GAR is provided by signal controlled pedestrian 

crossings incorporated within the new Burton Road/GAR/A612 junction.  On the 
route taken by pupils from east to west, this would require 3 distinct stages to 
cross the road separated by pedestrian refuge islands, as follows: 

 
a) Crossing the southbound carriageway of 3 lanes 
b) Crossing the northbound carriageway of 2 lanes 
c) Crossing the Burton Road/GAR northbound connector of 1 lane 

 
7. The provision of a 3 stage crossing of the GAR and junction with Burton Road will 

require pupils to adhere to the form of control.  The staging within the junction 
has not been considered in detail in this review (and is not readily explained in 
the application materials).  However, such a convoluted arrangement is likely to 
lead to some frustration on the part of pupils and this could encourage unwanted 
behaviour such as not waiting for lights to change, or movements continuing after 
the lights have changed.  There is a danger that pupils would not do this and may 
be encouraged to cross the GAR and seek direct entry to the school, via the 
playing fields. 

 
8. The demand flows are not assessed in relation to observed pupil numbers and 

movement and it is not apparent that the risks have been considered in any 
documentation within the submission.  It is unclear whether a Road Safety Audit 
has been carried out to support the junction arrangements and CCE would 
request confirmation if that has been the case and a copy of the document 



including the designer’s response.  Similarly, there is no evidence an NMU audit 
or Safer Routes to School Audit that would be expected to accompany such a 
proposal in consideration of the direct impact of the scheme on travel to/from the 
school. 

 
9. It is noted that the A612/GAR junction also incorporates pedestrian crossing 

facilities to connect with the footway/cycleway that is adjacent to the northern 
side of the A612.  It is unclear from the documents if there is significant demand 
for this route.  It is noted that school children travelling east to west could 
conceivably be encouraged to use this crossing of the GAR as well.  This would 
allow them to cross the GAR in 2 stages, but leave them on the south side of 
Burton Road.  In order to reach the north side they would then need to tackle a 
further 3 stage crossing of Burton Road. Alternatively, they continue their journey 
on the south side of Burton Road, taking the opportunity to cross when closer to 
the school entrance.  This would be at one of two existing uncontrolled crossings. 

 
10. From the description of how pupils could cross the GAR, it can only be concluded 

that little consideration has been given to providing as direct and simple a route 
as possible.  It is not clear within the documentation whether such pedestrian 
demand is informed by actual surveys.  A review of the modelling of the junction 
arrangement would assist in this regard and would be undertaken when that 
information can be provided by the applicant. 

 
11. It is equally unclear within the current planning application documents whether 

any consideration was given to alternative forms of crossing that would reduce 
delay and provide a more direct means of access from east to west.  In relation to 
the sensitivity of such demand being focused on children of school age as the 
principal users of this route with a high degree of vulnerability, it is surprising that 
complete segregation of movement was not a consideration within the 
application.  It is not apparent from the 2008 application that this was a 
consideration at that time also.  In the view of CCE, complete segregation should 
be considered as the most effective means of ensuring safe access for pupils 
walking to and from the Academy. 

 
12. The overall conclusion is that the arrangement of crossings, whilst acknowledged 

as a safe means of crossing a busy highway, is one of significant delay in 
comparison with their previous uninterrupted journey on the north side of Burton 
Road.  This in turn is likely to lead to pupils seeking out alternative, less safe 
means of access to and from the Academy.  It is surprising that a simplification of 
the junction arrangement was not considered to enable a more legible and 
appropriate crossing to be incorporated in the design.  Alternatively, there is no 
apparent assessment of a segregated arrangement to deal with the pedestrian 
demands at this point.  Given the proximity of the school to the GAR, the 
severance of an important pupil access route and the desire for that to be dealt 
with as safely as possible it is a surprising omission. 

 
13. On wider traffic aspects related to the GAR, CCE has noted the claimed overall 

reduction in traffic flows and intention to “lock in” those benefits through the 
provision of enhancements on the highway network that is relieved.  CCE would 
like to understand and know what specific measures are intended in the vicinity of 



the school and particularly the Burton Road frontage.  There are existing 
pedestrian refuges and uncontrolled crossing points which could be upgraded.  
The analysis indicates a general reduction in traffic except for the PM peak period 
which is of course critical in relation to pupils leaving the school on dark winter 
evenings.  Whilst the timing of pupil departure is in the main earlier than the 
assessed PM peak period, after school activity would still lead to a number of 
pupil movements.  Again, such consideration of the effects and implementation of 
measures to secure benefit for school pupils would be welcomed, for instance 
CCE is not aware as to whether [or] not a reduction in speed such as a “20’s 
Plenty” campaign would be something considered by the Council in this area. 

 
Having reviewed the materials submitted with the planning application, CCE 
considers that the failure to directly address the impact the GAR would have on 
accessibility to the Academy – and the subsequent failure to provide the safest 
possible arrangements for continued pedestrian access to the Academy – is a 
significant shortcoming in the application.  CCE considers that the Council should not 
grant the application for planning permission unless and until these issues are 
addressed. 
 
 
3rd Woodthorpe (St. Marks) Scout Group  

The comments received from the Scout Group can be summarised as follows: 

The Scout Group wishes to remain at the site. It is assumed that the GAR will go 
ahead and the comments relate only to the part of the scheme affecting the Scout 
site; 

� Reference is made to previous comments received in relation to the 2008 
application for the proposed relief road which are summarised as follows:-The 
proposal would result in the loss of natural features and bio diversity, loss of land 
used for Scout activities and land for community and recreational use, the loss of 
the camp fire circle. The proposal would also jeopardise a second Cub Scout 
pack and would be contradictory to the Borough Councils policies and visions. 

 
� The proposal will result in the loss of between one quarter and one third of the 

site which should be replaced to mitigate this loss. Land adjacent to the site has 
been identified; 

� Features on the proposed replacement land (electricity substation and overhead 
cables) should be removed or relocated to ensure the safety of users; 

� The section of the GAR adjacent to the Scout site would be on a high 
embankment which raises safety and privacy issues. Consideration should be 
given to eliminate or reduce these risks;  

� Resources are requested to reallocate and reconstruct the existing fire circle on 
the Scout site; 

� The embankment for the GAR will destroy trees and hedges on the lower part of 
the Scout site. It is requested that replacement trees are provided;  



� The proposed GAR would impact on the ecology and wildlife in the area; and 

� The increased traffic flow would make access into and out of the Scout site more 
difficult. It is requested that the access to the Scouts is widened and 
improvements made to the car park. It is also suggested that a pedestrian 
crossing be installed. 

 

Supporting Comments  
 
I have received 3 representations is support of the proposal, which make the 
following comments:  
 
� The implementation of shared cycle/footway is welcomed; and 
 
� The reduction of heavy traffic through Gedling is urgently required. 

 
 

 
Revised Plans & Additional Information 
 
In addition to re-iterating some of the above comments, further representations have 
been made in response to re-consultation on the revised plans and additional 
information which has been submitted and which have raised a number of other 
points, which can be summarised as follows: 
 
� Additional information has been deposited after the stated consultation deadline 

which is considered to demonstrate a lack of fairness and the application is 
considered to lack integrity and quality; 

 
� It appears that alterations to the existing Arnold Lane are considered a viable 

option in all aspects other than in terms of cost.  It is assumed that these costs 
would include the relocation of the scout facility.  A request is made for 
comparative costs to be made available in relation to the construction of the 
proposed spur from the 5 arm roundabout to Mapperley Plains and to the 
widening of the existing highway; 

 
� It is suggested that the existing road be widened and regraded as a viable and 

cost effective option which would have less ecological impact and reduce 
pollution; 

 
� The relocation of the scout facility would allow the rerouting of the road which will 

alleviate the impact on residents at the northern end of the proposed scheme; 
 
� Concerns are raised with regards to the potential level of pressure put on the 

Borough Council to approve the proposed road.  It is requested that the decision 
be delayed to allow other options to be explored;  

 
� The widening of Spring Lane may also have been an option, but the granting of 

permission for housing developments on Spring Lane has removed this option; 



 
� The creation of 3 junctions along the road will result in traffic build up; 
 
� The approval of new homes proposed in Gedling to be served by the proposed 

road is questioned when there are other areas in the County that have better 
existing infra-structure; 

 
� If approved the proposed road could set a precedent for future development on 

the surrounding Green Belt and farm land; 
 
� The justification in terms of impact on the Green Belt is weak and insufficiently 

robust to comply with local or national policy requirements; 
 
� The proposal would adversely impact on Gedling Wood; 

 
� The planning documents do not make a full justification in relation to the impact of 

the GAR on the Mature Landscape Area and underestimate the environmental 
impact of the proposed road; 
 
� Presumptions for the need for the road are out of date in terms of what 

constitutes ‘sustainable development’; 
 
� Short term traffic relief may be provided by the road, but long term it will create 

more traffic and in turn become busy and congested; and 
 
� It is also considered that it is the northern spur of the proposed GAR and its 

proposed route from the roundabout up to Mapperley Plains that will result in 
greater issues and potential legal action.  It is suggested that the northern section 
of the GAR be treated as a separate application, so that the rest of the GAR can 
commence, together with the new housing and that S106 monies could contribute 
to the Country Park.  In turn, the applicant could work with local residents to 
negotiate an alternative route for the northern spur. 
 
� The comment in paragraph 2.15 of the Very Special Circumstances Statement 

that the use of cuttings is considered adequate to mitigate environmental damage 
is a meaningless statement being made by the scheme proposer.  Anyone who 
actually knows the area realises that the original cutting depths were 
recommended for a purpose, which was to minimise visual pollution and the 
gradient required for heavy goods vehicles.  The depth of the cuttings has been 
reduced to save costs and not to benefit the scheme and, as such, these latest 
comments are not reason to justify using green belt land. 
 
� The references to traffic concerns in the applicant’s response to issues raised by 

residents still do not deal with the main points raised by residents, in that the two 
roads being linked by the proposed new road already suffer almost "gridlock" 
twice daily and there are no plans by any public body to deal with these problems 
before any new volumes of traffic are introduced to the area.  Locally, everyone 
knows that once traffic from any new road realises this, it will divert back to local 
roads.  The new road was planned when this area was predominately rural to 
relieve pressure on the urban area, but in the intervening time the urban area has 



moved further out and the road is no longer in the right location; in fact it is 
intended to run through the very centre of a main residential area!  That it is still 
being proposed in the same location is simply a reflection of the fact it is being 
built for development purposes and not traffic easing measures, as was originally 
intended.   

 
� The latest response from the proposer delivers nothing new and does not 

adequately respond to residents’ concerns and therefore the scheme should be 
rejected. 

 
 

� There is no pedestrian crossing facility outside or near to the Academy to serve 
students arriving from the east. 

 
� The proposed crossing over the A612 is inadequate. 
 
� The proposal isolates the school within a road network. 
 
� Issues have been raised with regards to the procedure for speaking at planning 

committee. 
� The new stretch of road designed to allow overtaking will encourage anti-social 

and dangerous driving behaviour. 
 
� The proposal will allow the industrialisation of the Country Park and financial 

benefit to the Council. 
 
� The application makes no reference is made to the 9 Poplar trees along the 

Lambley Lane boundary. 
 

�  There has been a failure to attempt to justify the use Green Belt land. 
 

� The issues raised by residents in relation to traffic concerns, including 
congestion, have not been addressed by the applicant, even before new volumes 
of traffic are brought into the area. 

 
� The applicant has failed to address the question of cost of widening and 

improving the existing Arnold Lane and clarification has been given with regards 
to discrepancy between the cost of the new road and the widening of the Arnold 
Lane. 

 
� The applicant argues that the purpose of the new road is to remove through 

traffic from Gedling but no explanation is made as to the constraints of 
widening/improvement of the existing road. If these constraints are in relation to 
Pepperpots, then this would override the needs and rights of local residents. 

 
� Although meetings have been held between the applicant, the NCC and the 

scouts groups, none have been held with the residents of Clementine Drive. 
 

� The applicant has not clarified as to why the widening/improvement of the 
existing road has been rejected and has not addressed the legitimate objections 



of the residents of Clementine Drive given the proximity of the GAR to their 
properties. 

 
� The road was originally proposed to relieve pressure on the urban area but the 

urban area has moved further out since this time and the proposed GAR is no 
longer in the correct location, running through the centre of a residential area. 

 
� Trees have already been removed along the Arnold Lane boundary. It is not clear 

if this is part of the application. 
 

� The lack of early consultation by the applicants has resulted in the residents 
being unable to to commission their own assessments or to challenge the reports 
deposited with the application. 

 
� No monitoring station was provided at Clementine Drive in relation to the AQA 

deposited with the application; 
 

� It is stated that the route of the GAR has been shown for many years. If that is 
the case, then should planning consent not have been given for the homes on 
Clementine Drive, given their proximity to the proposed route of the road? 

 
One further email of support has been received, which considers that the proposed 
relief road would be a positive improvement to Gedling and the surrounding area.  
 
Burton Joyce Parish Council (BJPC) – objects on the following two grounds: 
 
1. Failure to make adequate provision to safeguard school children 
 
The planned crossing at the southern base of the GAR intersecting the A612 
Nottingham Road is a six lane junction at the bottom of a hill. 
 
At the end of a school day roughly 400 pupils currently exit the south-western gate 
within 2 minutes towards Burton Joyce, parent’s cars collecting or Lindum Grove or 
Beaumaris Drive estate. 
 
Within the design plans, BJPC find brief reference to a Toucan Crossing only.  BJPC 
can find no mention or planning of such a large volume of vulnerable schoolchildren 
in such a short period crossing a six lane large volume highway. 
 
Specifically there is: 
 
� Failure to plan at end of school day for high volume peak pupil pedestrian traffic 

of 400 plus children exiting the school in 2/3 minutes cross 6 lanes of traffic from 
the south-eastern gate. 

 
� Failure to plan for high risk likelihood of children failing to use Toucan when in 

hurry or distracted across six lanes (jaywalking). 
 
� Failure to plan to reduce traffic speed at peak times from downhill stretch of 

junction crossing approach. 



 
� Failure to plan pupil pedestrian flows at school start of day. 
 
� Failure to anticipate amber/red light downhill traffic jumpers interacting with 

enthused end of day school children crossing early. 
 
Scaling of limited drawing seems to show a small pavement area, with no indication 
of barriers or planned through flows.  There is always a risk of shoving from the back 
or pushing to get through as Toucan finishes its green light period.  In instances like 
this, it is unlikely any injuries would be single, but multiple [a plan has been 
submitted in respect of this point]. 
 
There is simply no evidence in this application to deal with safeguarding school 
children.  In such a case, our Risk Assessment of likely injury/death within the 
crossing is very high/virtually certain within peak flow times within 12months. 
 
The lack of plan of any detail, such as significant central refuge or underpass or 
bridge, for such an obvious daily occurrence is of very serious concern.  The junction 
that the children will have to cross seems to be set specifically for traffic and as 
onerous as possible for pedestrians with 3 separate sections to cross.  Any plan 
must include the high risk that school children (possibly late for school) would not 
wait for the Toucan Crossing to change and run across 6 lanes of traffic. 
 
BJPC cannot support such a high risk and obvious absence of child safeguarding or 
mitigation procedures, regardless of the benefits of the scheme. 
 
2. Compulsory removal of 2 no. 11 v 11 Football Pitches (Playing Fields) contrary to 

national Playing Field Strategies for Sport England & Secretary of State 
guidelines for Protection of Playing Fields. Direct Violation of National Planning 
Policy Framework Paragraph 74 with no special circumstances or mitigation 
systems submitted 

 
In conjunction with Sport England, BJPC notes: 
 
� BJPC object to the compulsory removal of 2 number playing field pitches from the 

Carlton le Willows Academy (CLWA) and the immediate loss of 37% of playing 
surface.  With a further single pitch project loss due to compulsory extension to 
cater for Teal Close development (54% total loss of playing field in 5 years). 

 
� The failure to provide any impact assessment on the CLWA and its ability to 

continue to deliver sport to National Curriculum and Guideline standards. 
 
� The failure to provide evidence of due procedural process of prior negotiation 

with CLWA, the Secretary of State or Sport England. 
 
� The failure to enter into correct dialogue framework for Compulsory Purchase 

Order of negotiated settlement. 
 
� Extensive application paperwork confirms CLW Governing Body statement, that 

no dialogue has been received by CLW from HCA, their Agent or GBC or 



meeting arranged to this date. 
 
On site field analysis confirms southern end of the GAR passes through the middle 
of pitch 1 (far easterly pitch) and cut outs half of pitch 2, leaving an unsustainable 
balance for football/rugby use. 
 
Within the boundaries of CLWA there a 5 full size football or rugby pitches and a 9 v 
9 size (5½ pitches total).  This proposal removes one whole pitch by the roadway 
passing through the centre of the pitch and the second the lower half (with no 
expansion room) removing two whole pitches, leaving 3 ½ pitches [as highlighted on 
aerial photographs submitted in respect of this point]. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework, paragraph 74 states: 
 
‘Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including playing 
fields, should not be built on unless: 
 
� an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, 

buildings or land to be surplus to requirements; or 
 
� the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by 

equivalent or better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable 
location; or 

 
� the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the needs for 

which clearly outweigh the loss. 
 
BJPC consider that all the above have not been done or not proven in this 
application documentation. 
 
Department for Education advice on the protection of school playing fields and public 
land states that the Secretary of State has a general presumption against the need 
to change the current pattern of school playing field provision by disposal or change 
of use. 
 
The Secretary of State expects prospective applicants to consult fully on their 
proposals prior to applying for consent under Section 77 [of the School Standards 
and Framework Act 1998], and to be open about their proposals. 
 
The Secretary of State would expect a consultation period of no less than 6 weeks, 
at least 4 of which must be in term-time, this should be performed within a year of 
applying for consent so as to reflect an up to date view. 
 
The Secretary of State expects that prospective applicants will consult, in particular: 
 
� the head teacher, governing body and parents of pupils attending the school 
 
� any group or organisation with permission to use the playing field 
 
� the local community generally 



 
� any minor authority in whose area the playing field is situated 
 
� the local authority, where the proposal is being made by a governing body or 

foundation body or trustees 
 
� the local authority in whose area the playing field is situated, if that is different 

from the local authority intending to dispose, or to change the use, of the playing 
field 

 
It appears from feedback from the Academy/parents or pupils, local football teams 
and using the pitch, that none of these stakeholders have been approached for 
dialogue over such a sensitive matter.  Nor do they appear in the statement of 
community involvement. 
 
Additional Pitch Loss with Teal Close 
 
As part of outline approved plans the CLWA will be required in the next 5 years to 
plan for and build classroom for additional 400 pupils, requiring at least 12 classroom 
or two further blocks.  The planned resource for this can only be playing field space. 
 
As a result of the GAR application and Teal Close, CLWA is projected to lose 3 of its 
5½ grass playing field pitches (over 50%).  This is unacceptable to BJPC and CLWA 
at a time of serious concern over child obesity and lack of outdoor sports and at a 
time where the BJPC is actively promoting additional sport in differing age groups 
and sex within a framework agreement with the Football Association and Sports 
England. 
 
Local sports strategy in context 
 
The local Burton Joyce Primary School has been over developed on playing 
surfaces by a previous head teacher, who was subsequently dismissed.  The school 
now has one of the lowest green field spaces nationally with one cambered 5-a-side 
pitch.  This application in its current form will relegate a second local school to below 
the Secretary of State’s minimum levels of fields space per pupil. 
 
Summary 
 
BJPC objects to this loss and apparent wholesale lack of consideration of 
schoolchildren and their well-being in this application, which is underpinned by 
national strategy.  It does not appear that even the rudimentary basics of 
Compulsory Purchase Orders have been adhered to in this case. 
 
BJPC makes no comment on the efficacy of the whole scheme, but documentary 
evidence supports a serious lack of detail or consideration in phase 2 and BJPC 
would welcome a separation of the two decisions until suitable mitigation can be 
agreed between the key parties to prevent the cost of a public inquiry, at a time when 
GBC has had some notable public costly failures. 
 
Lambley Parish Council – no objections. 



 
Stoke Bardolph Parish Council - any comments received will be reported verbally. 
 
Highways Agency – offers no objection. 
 
Nottinghamshire County Council (Highway Authority) – the highway department has 
co-ordinated with other departments within the County Council and has made the 
following comprehensive comments:  
 
1. Highways and Transportation 
 
The County Council has worked closely with the applicant and their transport 
consultants WYG.  The Transport Assessment (TA) follows an agreed scope of 
traffic modelling and link and junction appraisal.  The TA is informed by the outputs 
from the Greater Nottingham Multi Modal Transport Model (GNMMTM) which has 
been locally validated and recalibrated by Systra to allow the model to be used as a 
traffic and transport forecasting tool.  The outputs from the GNMMTM have been 
used to inform decisions on the link and junction standards required for the Gedling 
Access Road (GAR).  A number of sensitivity tests have been used to establish how 
the GAR junctions might perform should different patterns of traffic movement arise.  
These sensitivity tests are not detailed in the TA. 
 
The GAR is being provided as supporting infrastructure for the neighbouring mixed 
use residential and employment development on the Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm 
site, which will be the subject of a separate planning application(s). The delivery of 
GAR is directly linked to the redevelopment proposals.  The GAR is supported by the 
County Council and the authority is actively co promoting and part financing the 
proposed road project.  It is further expected that the County Council will prepare the 
detailed design of the road scheme, undertake the CPO of land required to build it, 
attend to all necessary statutory procedures and work to deliver the project.  In which 
case, the County Council will probably be required to deliver any subsequent 
planning permission and attend to the planning conditions and any other legal 
requirements attached thereto.  
 
The TA identifies the likely redistribution and development traffic impacts across a 
wide study area and it is evident that there will be some adverse traffic impacts that 
will need to be monitored and reported and there will need to be some 
complementary measures to ensure that traffic is directed into using the GAR in 
preference to less suitable routes through Gedling village and other residential 
areas.  To this end, the County Council would request that a planning condition is 
imposed that requires the applicant to be responsible for the monitoring of traffic 
conditions post implementation, including the cost of the installation of traffic 
counters, details to be submitted to and agreed with the LPA in consultation with the 
highway authority. 
 
A Traffic Regulation Order will be required to alter the speed limit on the A6211 
Arnold Lane i.e. to reduce the speed limit from 60 mph and 40 mph to 30 mph south 
of the proposed GAR/Arnold Lane roundabout.  This is a separate legal procedure to 
the planning process and the applicant is advised to contact the County Council at 
an early stage to discuss this proposal.  



 
A Section 38 Agreement (Highways Act 1980) will be required to allow for the GAR 
to be adopted by the Highways Authority.  The new roads and any highway drainage 
will be required to comply with the Nottinghamshire County Council’s current 
highway design guidance and specification for road works. 
 
A Section 278 Agreement (Highways Act 1980) will be required in order for the 
applicant to be able to carry out the off-site works, particularly at the junction of 
Arnold Lane and Mapperley Plains Road junction. 
 
The proposed phasing of construction identifies 2 phases, the first of which includes 
the construction of a roundabout on Arnold Lane with the remainder of the GAR 
being constructed as a later phase.  The phasing plan suggests phase 1 would be 
constructed in 2015 and the remainder by 2019.  
 
The roundabout at Arnold Lane/GAR will operate differently during Phase 1 and a 
smaller roundabout junction would be deemed more appropriate as an interim 
measure for the first phase.   
 
A planning condition is recommended which seeks compliance with this programme 
and in the event of a proposed deviation from this strategy that further phasing 
details, including any necessary supporting Transport Assessment are submitted to 
and approved in writing by the LPA in consultation with the local highway authority. 
 
A planning condition will also be required to cover the movement of construction 
traffic and associated environmental impacts during the construction period. 
 
2. Road Safety 
 
The County Council’s Road Safety team has been consulted on the application and 
having compared the details of the current application with the documents that were 
produced for the application in 2008, for the full Stage 2 Road Safety Audit, they 
conclude that the design has not fundamentally changed, so most of the points in the 
2008 audit are still relevant. 
 
The general arrangement drawing A085361-GAR17, appears acceptable in principle, 
however the location of the outbound bus stop needs further consideration.  
 
Traffic levels on Arnold Lane should reduce due to traffic being attracted to the GAR 
and as a result accident problems are likely to reduce also.  However, a reduction in 
traffic often leads to an increase in vehicle speeds and data gathered from post 
opening traffic counters can be used to inform the consideration and subsequent 
complimentary measures in Gedling Village and further afield as determined 
necessary. 
 
Footway/Cycleway links (refer to “GAR TA Appendices - 1 to 3.pdf”.  It might be 
beneficial to include links back to Arnold Lane from the 5-arm roundabout.  
Consideration should also be given to include foot/cycle links between the new road 
from the stopped-up Lambley Lane (particularly on the west side to access the 
existing residential area). 



 
3. Minerals and Waste 
 
The adopted Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Waste Core Strategy (adopted 10 
December 2013) and the saved, non-replaced policies of the Nottinghamshire and 
Nottingham Waste Local Plan (adopted 2002), along with the Nottinghamshire 
Minerals Local Plan (adopted 2005) (and emerging replacement plan) form part of 
the development plan for the area.  As such relevant policies in these plans need to 
be considered. 
 
Minerals 
 
The site lies at the southern tip of a Minerals Safeguarding and Consultation Area for 
Brick Clay.  In line with the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), the 
Minerals Local Plan Preferred Approach sets out a policy (DM13) concerning these 
zones.  Although not yet adopted, its provisions can be given some weight as a 
material consideration (in line with the NPPF) as the plan is at a fairly advanced 
stage.   
 
As stated in the supporting text to the policy, the main risks to mineral sterilisation 
arise from proposals to extend built up areas and new development in the open 
countryside.  The proposal has a varied history in terms of its 
identification/safeguarding in planning and infrastructure plans.  It has been 
associated with the enablement of other strategic development in Gedling.  In this 
way the County Council would consider that it takes a similar form to a district 
allocation.  Such allocations are excluded from the provisions of Policy DM13, 
provided that the allocation process took account of minerals sterilisation.  
 
Waste 
 
Attention is drawn to Policy WCS2 of the Waste Core Strategy, which seeks the 
design, construction and implementation of development in a manner which 
minimises the creation of waste.  This applies to all development and due to the 
scale of the proposal, should be a significant consideration.  
 
4. Built Historic Environment 
 
The application is complete in so far as the information it supplies regarding the 
impacts of the proposals on the built cultural heritage of the proposals.  As such, the 
County Council is content that the application is in accordance with the NPPF and 
that no further information is required to enable it to comment on the potential impact 
of the proposals. 
 
The assessment of the impacts of the proposals covers the built heritage assets 
likely to be affected and follows appropriate methodology for assessing impacts, 
including reference to the appropriate English Heritage guidance.   
 
Regarding the conclusions of the assessments of impacts on the individual heritage 
assets, the County Council is content that these are mostly accurate with the 
exception of the assessment of the impacts on the setting of Gedling House, a grade 



II listed building.  The impact of the partial demolition of the garden wall and the 
mitigation and overall impacts are correct, however, there is a lack of appreciation 
and assessment of the impact of the road cutting and junction with the Burton Road 
on the landscape setting of the house.  This is best illustrated in figure 7.10 of the 
supplied ‘Assessment Views’.  In this view, it is easy to appreciate that the road 
cutting and accompanying highway paraphernalia will be an obvious detractor in the 
views of the main setting of Gedling House when viewed from the south.   
 
The Gedling Borough Council policy Policy ENV 21: Setting of Listed Buildings and 
the National Planning Policy Framework paragraphs 132 and 133 are clear in their 
guidance that harm to the setting of a listed building is considered a reason for 
refusal of planning permission.  Further, we would draw your attention to the primary  
Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Area) Act 1990 that requires all local 
authorities to “have special regard” to preserving listed buildings and their settings 
and to pay “special attention” to preserving or enhancing conservation areas. 
Preserving means doing no harm.  Having “special regard” to the desirability of 
preserving the setting of a listed building, and paying “special attention” to the 
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of a 
conservation area, involves more than merely giving weight to those matters as 
material considerations in the planning balance.  If there is harm, then that harm 
must be given considerable importance and weight.  
 
It is clear that there needs to be an acknowledgment of the potential impact of the 
road cutting and junction creation in view of the setting of Gedling House and a 
clearly demonstrable mitigation strategy to help resolve this.  Through detailed 
design, careful planting and design of vertical elements such as signage and lighting 
can be undertaken to help minimise impact on the landscape setting of Gedling 
House. 
 
Regarding the impact on the non-designated heritage asset of Glebe Farm, no 
mitigation strategy is referred to and the County Council has no record of a proper 
historic building recording having already been undertaken.  In the absence of a 
recording, one should be required to acceptable standards, no less than a level 3 
record (Understanding Historic Buildings 2006), and submitted to the NCC Historic 
Environment Record prior to demolition.  
 
Regarding the listed building consent for the partial demolition and rebuilding of the 
garden wall, the information provided is insufficient to ensure that this will be carried 
out in an appropriately sensitive manner.  At the very least, a full recording of the 
existing wall along with a specification and method statement for the demolition and 
erection of the new wall should be required prior to demolition.  This should be 
submitted for the agreement of a suitably qualified historic buildings conservation 
officer.  The scope of mitigation must include a comprehensive scheme of repair of 
the garden wall in addition to the basic re-building of the demolished east wall. 
 
With regard to the applicant’s response to the above points on the built historic 
environment, the County Council notes that it has been acknowledged that there 
would be negative impacts on the setting of Gedling House grade II listed building. 
 
Those effects arising during the construction phase of the road scheme that are 



required for that phase only would be temporary and are of no long-term 
consequence.  As such, in accordance with the NPPF, it is fair to consider these 
harmful effects to be balanced by the public benefits of the scheme.   
  
The permanent harmful effects to the setting of the house have also been 
acknowledged.  
  
From the perspective of the NPPF paragraph 133, it is likely that some mitigation for 
the permanent effects could be achieved through detailed design and that this could 
provide a level of balance for the harmful impacts.  The County Council would not 
agree that a planting scheme alone would be sufficient, rather it would be essential 
that the extent and form of lighting, signage and road markings is considered with 
the aim of minimising impact on the setting of Gedling House in mind.  This may be 
achievable post planning permission, subject to a very robust condition and the 
enforcement of that, but this issue would most likely only be fully dealt with 
effectively if it were addressed prior to a planning decision.   
 
5. Noise Assessment 
 
There has been further housing development locally introducing new receptor 
positions that may not have been previously considered in the 2008 application. 
These are Clementine Drive (off Chartwell Grove) and also on Spring Lane.  
 
The procedure for noise assessment of new roads was revised in 2011 and includes 
updated advice on calculating night time noise levels, determining the extent of the 
study area and selecting appropriate traffic speed data.  
 
The noise data is already 6 years old and therefore the County Council has concerns 
as to the accuracy of this data going forward, for assessing eligibility for noise 
insulation and future Part 1 claims.  The key point is that night time noise impact has 
been excluded from the assessment, but latest guidelines recommend that this 
should form part of any Noise Impact Assessment for new roads.  
 
The proposed phasing of construction identifies 2 phases, the first of which includes 
the construction of a roundabout on Arnold Lane with the remainder of GAR being 
constructed at a later phase.  It is considered that the noise assessment is reviewed 
so that the latest information is available to consider future claims as each phase 
progresses.  The phasing plan suggests phase 1 is constructed in 2015 and the 
remainder by 2019.  
 
There have been slight adjustments to the design resulting in changes to the 
horizontal and vertical alignment, which may alter receptor noise levels.  These 
changes can be considered as part of the noise assessment review proposed to tie 
in with the relevant construction phases. 
 
6. Landscape 
 
For a large proportion of its length, the road and associated earthworks sit within 
existing topography and/or in areas where adverse impact can be absorbed by the 
existing landscape character or mitigated by the proposed planting scheme.   



 
However, there are localised areas of moderate/significant adverse impact, for which 
there is not (whether due to the additional impact of maturing planting or the 
proximity of recreational facilities) obvious mitigation.  
 
It is also considered that the planting proposals use species which are not 
representative of the locality and the detailed design would look to rectify this. 
 
The following comments have been made on the Landscape and Visual Impact 
Assessment, based on Chapter 7 of the ES:   
 
Impact on Landscape Character  
 
The route follows a broad sweep to the north and east of Gedling, linking the Colwick 
Loop Road to Mapperley Plains via the former Gedling Colliery yard and agricultural 
land.  Generally the route follows an existing valley and lower lying ground, and for 
the greater part of its length follows local topography and/or is contained within 
cuttings.   
 
� Chase Farm 
 

The exception to this is the western section where the road rises above existing 
ground level to meet Mapperley Plains, and east of Gedling tip in the vicinity of 
Chase Farm and nearby housing.  From Mapperley Top, land falls away south of 
the ridgeline and at one point the proposed road is some 14 metres higher than 
existing ground levels in the valley area.  

 
The County Council considers that the top section of the road would have a 
moderate adverse impact in the long term, with loss of outlook and long views 
that are currently characteristic of the area.  The impact on landscape character 
would be exacerbated by the proposed woodland planting as it matures. 

 
� Gedling House 
 

Between Gedling House and Gedling Woods, the route lies in a Mature 
Landscape Area, a designation still recognised by Gedling Borough Council; the 
attributes of the MLA are also recognised in the Greater Nottinghamshire 
Landscape Character Assessment (GNLCA) which accords this policy zone 
(MN45) the status of 'Conserve', the highest ranking in the authority.  
Recommendations contained within the GNLCA are also supported by the 
Nottingham Aligned Core Strategy.  In this section, the road footprint is 
reasonably contained, and accommodation through cuttings and/or 
embankments restricted.  However, the policy actions for this area do refer to 
conservation of valley profiles and protection of mature woodland; there is 
concern that the setting of Gedling House and its associated land and nature 
reserve is compromised by the development and the impact in this area is 
considered moderate adverse, even in the longer term. 

 
� Gedling Country Park 
 



The road alignment offers the potential and should maintain the future option of a 
car park within the south of the Country Park, accessed off the northern spur of 
the roundabout adjacent to the existing colliery yard.  This would replace the 
current southern car park providing access to the south of the country park off 
Lambley lane, which will be separated from the Country Park once the road is 
build.  

 
The permeability of the road to allow connectivity between existing and future 
residential areas to the south of the road and the Country Park to the north 
should be maximised.  The road has the potential to isolate residents living to the 
south of the alignment from a major recreation site.  This can be avoided by the 
installation of crossing points across the road to offer safe accessible access 
between housing areas and the country park.  The location and design of these 
will need to be determined by the anticipated traffic flows and speed and the 
access layouts within the park and layout of proposed as well as existing 
residential development to the south.  

 
Although the park is not affected directly by the development, the view from the 
top of the Country Park looking east has not been included in the viewpoint 
analysis, yet this is one of the key attractions of the new park.  The road cutting is 
at its widest at this point and represents a significant change in topography and 
landscape character; depending on the exact location of the path around the 
summit relative to the new planting, this may be readily visible from above. 

 
Impact on Visual Amenity 
 
The photographs and photomontages generally demonstrate that the proposed 
planting will mitigate the impact of the road and that the sections most visible from 
housing in Gedling village and Carlton are also set in cuttings 
 
From some particular viewpoints it would be difficult to screen the road from 
receptors, some of whom would be recreational and of high-medium sensitivity and 
thus the long term impact will be moderate adverse in those areas. 
 
Planting proposals 
 
The text refers to "landscape integration of the road with the character of the 
surrounding landscape; protection, management and enhancement of the nature 
conservation value of the road corridor". 
 
Species selected for woodland, shrub, hedge and specimen tree mix would 
consequently be expected to be characteristic of the locality (characteristic species 
are listed in the GNLCA by landscape type).  This proposal demonstrates a heavy 
reliance on Lime, which is not characteristic of any of the landscape character areas 
within which the road sits.  Similarly Birch, Ash, Wild Cherry, and Field Rose are 
uncharacteristic of one or all character areas.   
 
The County Council considers that there is a missed opportunity for more 
ornamental/statement specimen tree planting at either end of the road, where the 
junctions fall within built-up areas and there is already ornamental and distinctive 



mature planting.  The junction with Colwick Loop Road and the bottom section of the 
road, where houses currently have views over the Carlton Le Willows playing fields, 
would for example, be an opportunity for more diverse and interesting planting 
design especially in the context of the existing species mix behind Gedling House.  
Although the residents of Whitworth Drive may not wish to see the road, filtered 
views may be more acceptable to them than a dense block of mixed woodland, 
especially given the south-west aspect.  It should be noted that the setting of Gedling 
House, where the road will encroach into the existing woodland, is a key element of 
the setting of the estate. 
 
In the moist shrub mix it is unclear whether the rationale is nature 
conservation/biodiversity, or use of semi-ornamental species.  Where this is 
specified it is suggested more native/marginal species are used.  Overall, if native 
species are being used, provenance for all species (including grass) should be 
agreed with NCC's Ecologist.  
 
Explanatory notes have been provided to support the above Assessment. 
 
With regard to the applicant’s response to the above points on landscape, the 
County Council notes that these only refer to the Country Park, but that there are two 
other areas of concern in respect of impact on Landscape Character - Chase Farm 
and Gedling House. 
 
The view from the Country Park was of least concern, as it was recognised that the 
woodland planting would provide a screen in the longer term, if not now.  However, it 
is pointed out that, despite the agent’s statement to the contrary, there is public 
access to the summit, as there is a path around the edge of the solar farm and this is 
shown on the site masterplan.  
  
7. Countryside Access 
 
Public Footpath (Carlton FP2) is affected by the proposal.  The path is a busy and 
useful link between the conurbation and the rural rights of way network to the north 
and east.  It is envisaged that the number of users on this path will also increase with 
the development of Gedling Country Park.  The provision of routes in the Country 
Park, together with the existing Rights of Way network would enable users to 
undertake a ‘traffic-free’ circuit from Carlton. 
 
It is noted from the plans that the intention is to divert the footpath at grade to a 
location between the cutting and the embankment, to an uncontrolled crossing where 
a pedestrian refuge will be provided.  During detailed design, consideration should 
be given to a light controlled crossing providing not only a safe crossing but also 
giving confidence to users to use and continue to use this important link to the wider 
network.  
 
8. Transport and Travel Services  
 
Travel and Transport Services (TTS) recognises that the GAR and proposed 
residential and business development will require significant sustainable transport 
provision to maximise the potential of the development and mitigate against the 



anticipated increase in traffic. 
 
Where possible TTS would expect bus priority measures to be introduced with the 
installation at signalled junctions within the area.  
 
9. Recommendation 
 
Nottinghamshire County Council as Highway Authority raises no objections to the 
construction of a 3.8km road linking the A612 with the B684, subject to the 
imposition of a number of appropriate conditions [specific details of which have been 
provided], regarding: 
 
� A public transport strategy to ensure that a bus service and corresponding bus 

stops are available, whether temporary or permanent, within 400m of any building 
prior to it becoming occupied or being brought into use. 

 
� Approved means of access and routeing for construction traffic. 
 
� Details of wheel-washing facilities to be provided and maintained during the 

period of construction.  
 
� Any security lighting/floodlighting to be installed, shall be designed, located and 

installed so as not to cause a nuisance to users of the highway.   
 
� A Design Code for the site in its entirety.  
 
� No development shall commence on the construction of the Gedling Access 

Road unless or until a suitable roundabout junction has been provided on Arnold 
Lane. 

 
� The construction of the roundabout on Arnold Lane shall be completed by 

December 2015, unless alternative phasing details are agreed.   
 
� The provision of off-site traffic management works, comprising of a traffic 

regulation order reducing the speed limit on Arnold Lane from 60mph and 40mph 
to 30mph south of the proposed GAR/Arnold Lane roundabout. 
� The applicant to be responsible for the monitoring of traffic conditions post 

implementation, including the cost of the installation of traffic counters.  
 
� The development will require the diversion of a public right of way and no part of 

that development hereby permitted or any temporary works or structures shall 
obstruct the public right of way until approval has been secured and the diversion 
has been constructed in accordance with a detailed design and specification. 

 
� Prior to the demolition of the non-designated heritage asset of Glebe Farm, a 

historic building recording shall take place. 
 
� Prior to the partial demolition of  the Gedling House walled garden, a full 

recording of the existing wall along with a specification and method statement for 
its demolition,  including a comprehensive scheme of repair and basic re-building 



of the demolished east wall 
 
� Prior to the construction of each phase of the development the applicant will 

undertake a noise assessment review. 
 
� Travel Plan conditions. 
 
There are also a number of notes for the applicant in conjunction with above 
conditions [specific details of which have been provided]. 
 
The Highway Authority has made the following observations in response to the 
comments received from Cannon Consulting Engineers (CCE) with regards to their 
review of the impact of the GAR on pupils attending Carlton-le-Willows Academy: 
 
� CCE make some very valid points and the Highway Authority would seek to 

reassure them that road safety is a primary consideration for the County Council.  
The Highway Authority also wants to ensure that if the new GAR is constructed 
that the design is as safe as possible for all road users.  

� The CCE review seeks to concentrate on the likely severance impacts that the 
proposed GAR and its’ junction with the A612 and Burton Road will have on 
school children walking to and from Burton Joyce and beyond.  This amounts to 
some 14% of the current intake in the CCE figures, of which 72% (or some 144 
pupils) walk to and from the Academy.  Not wishing to dismiss this fact, it should 
be acknowledged that there would be considerable benefits for the majority of 
pupils walking from within Gedling village, where traffic volumes are set to fall 
considerably. 

� The proposed A612/Burton Road/GAR junction is designed in the form of a 
staggered traffic signal controlled layout and incorporates multi-stage traffic 
signal controlled pedestrian crossings with near side aspects and on crossing 
detection.  The principal desire line for school children would be along the 
footway on the northern side of Burton Road.  This will mean that pupils will need 
to cross in 3 stages.  Similar arrangements with multi-stage pedestrian crossings 
are common place in Nottingham and there are a number of examples near 
schools - the Colwick Loop Road/Burton Road junction just to the west of the 
Academy is almost identical to the GAR proposal. 

 
� The County Council’ s traffic signal engineers and road safety specialists have 

rechecked the proposed junction arrangements, particularly from a pedestrian 
viewpoint, and are content with the proposed preliminary design.  The splitter 
islands where pedestrians would have to wait are large, which would allow school 
children to wait comfortably in groups when the red man signal shows, and the 
crossings are staggered correctly to point pedestrians to face oncoming traffic.  
The traffic signal sequence will give ample time for pedestrians to cross without 
undue delay.  The final details of signal staging, crossing widths, traffic island 
shapes and signal pole layouts are all things that the County Council would 
review during the detailed design process i.e. with a view to improving conditions 
for school children accessing the Academy on foot. 



� The CCE review seeks complete segregation of movement for children of school 
age seeking to cross GAR from the east; this would involve the construction of 
either an underpass or footbridge.  The County Council’s experience of these 
types of crossing has met with mixed success and there is a real danger that if 
provided some school children would still attempt to cross at grade which would 
be extremely dangerous if no signal crossings are provided.  In view of the 
observations above, a grade separated crossing is not considered appropriate or 
necessary and the proposed GAR traffic signal controlled junction with Burton 
Road would be designed to be as safe as possible for school children to continue 
to walk to and from the Academy from Burton Joyce. 

Nottinghamshire County Council (Archaeological Advice) – any comments received 
will be reported verbally. 
 
Natural England (NE) – initially commented that NE does not consider that this 
application poses any likely or significant risk to those features of the natural 
environment for which NE would otherwise provide a more detailed consultation 
response and so does not wish to make specific comment on the details of this 
application. 
 
This should not be interpreted as a statement that there are no impacts on the 
natural environment.  Other bodies and individuals may make comments that assist 
the Borough Council to fully take account of the environmental value of this site in 
the decision making process. 
 
In particular, NE would expect the Borough Council to assess and consider the 
possible impacts resulting from this proposal on the following when determining this 
application: 
 
Protected Species 
 
Where there is a reasonable likelihood of a protected species being present and 
affected by the proposed development, the Borough Council should request survey 
information from the applicant before determining the application. 
 
NE draws attention to its Standing Advice on protected species, which is to help local 
planning authorities to better understand the impact of particular developments on 
protected or BAP species, should they be identified as an issue. 
 
Local Wildlife Sites 
 
If the site is adjacent to a local wildlife site, the Borough Council should ensure that it 
has sufficient information to understand the impact of the proposal on the local 
wildlife site. 
 
Soils & Land Quality 
 
NE draws the Borough Councils attention to the following land quality and soil 
considerations: 
 
The proposed development comprises approximately 37.1 ha of land, comprising 



mostly agricultural land and restored land on the former Gedling Colliery site. 
The application does not include the results of an Agricultural Land Classification 
survey and therefore it is not clear if any land permanently lost as a result of the 
proposal is classified as ‘best and most versatile’.  However, the ES confirms that 
soils were scoped out of the ES, as it was not considered the proposal would lead to 
significant effects and the use of appropriate mitigation measures would help to 
minimise any impacts on soils. 
 
The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) states that local planning 
authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best and 
most versatile agricultural land.  Where significant development of agricultural land is 
demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of 
poorer quality land in preference to that of higher quality. 
 
In order to safeguard soil resources as part of the overall sustainability of the 
development, it is important that the soil is able to retain as many of its many 
important functions and services as possible, through careful soil management. 
 
Consequently, NE advises that if the development proceeds, the developer uses an 
appropriately experienced soil specialist to advise on and supervise soil handling, 
including identifying when soils are dry enough to be handled and how to make best 
use of the different soils on site.  NE advises that appropriate soil management 
measures are included within the Construction Environmental Management Plan 
(CEMP) to ensure to ensure appropriate site working practices are adopted to help 
safeguard soils resources.  
 
Biodiversity Enhancements 
 
This application may provide opportunities to incorporate features into the design 
which are beneficial to wildlife.  Transport corridors can form an important part of the 
green infrastructure network, providing wildlife habitats and ecological connectivity.  
The use of native species within the landscape planting schemes of road corridors, 
especially those that contribute to local priorities identified in the Local Biodiversity 
Action Plan, can help to further increase biodiversity.  The Borough Council should 
consider securing measures to enhance the biodiversity of the site, if it minded to 
grant permission, in accordance with the NPPF. 
 
Attention is also drawn to the Natural Environment and Rural Communities Act 
(2006), which states that every public authority must have regard to the purpose of 
conserving biodiversity.  This includes, in relation to a living organism or type of 
habitat, restoring or enhancing a population or habitat. 
 
Landscape Enhancements 
 
This application may provide opportunities to enhance the character and local 
distinctiveness of the surrounding natural and built environment; use natural 
resources more sustainably; and bring benefits for the local community, for example 
through green space provision and access to and contact with nature. 
 
NE is pleased that the scheme design and Landscape Plan has been informed by 



the Nottinghamshire Landscape Guidelines in order to try and integrate the scheme 
into the surrounding rural landscape in sympathetic manner and positively contribute 
to the character of the area. 
 
Following re-consultation on the Ecology Chapter of the ES, NE re-iterated its 
previous comments and confirmed that no objection was made to the original 
proposal. 
 
Nottinghamshire County Council (Nature Conservation Unit) – the Nature 
Conservation Unit (NCU) observes that the route of the GAR passes through areas 
of farmland and land associated with the former Gedling Colliery, and affects a 
number of designated sites, protected species, and other notable habitats and 
species. 
 
It should be noted that the proposals appear very unlikely to directly or indirectly 
affect any Special Areas of Conservation (SAC) or Sites of Special Scientific Interest 
(SSSIs).  The nearest SAC, Birklands and Bilhaugh, lies around 23.4 kilometres to 
the north, whilst the nearest SSSI, Colwick Cutting (which is a geological SSSI) lies 
around 3.6 kilometres south-west of the proposed route, at its nearest point; 
moreover, the GAR does not lie within the Impact Risk Zone of any SSSI, for this 
type of development (infrastructure).   
 
The following comments consider the 13 key issues arising from the scheme, made 
with reference to Chapter 9 of the ES and associated appendices and figures. 
 
1. Survey Data 
 
The application is supported by a desktop study and a range of up-to-date survey 
work, which has been gathered through appropriate methodology during the 2014 
survey season.  As such, the ecological data supporting the application is up-to-date. 
However, there are a small number of specific issues associated with some of the 
surveys, which are discussed in more detail below. 
 
2. Impact on the Gedling Colliery & Dismantled Railway LWS (5/211) 
 
Local Wildlife Sites (LWS’s) are a local, non-statutory designation, and such sites are 
deemed to be of at least county-level importance for their wildlife.  The Gedling 
Colliery and Dismantled Railway LWS extends to 35 hectares, and is described as ‘a 
former colliery site with a notable plant assemblage’, containing a range of habitats. 
The proposals would result in the permanent loss of approximately 9 hectares (i.e. 
around 25%) of the LWS. 
 
Perhaps most notable is the presence of Open Mosaic Habitat on Previously 
Developed Land, which is a Section 41 Habitat of Principal Importance for 
Conservation in England (meaning that it is a national conservation priority), 
extending to around 3.1 hectares in size.  Whilst to the untrained eye, this may look 
like ‘wasteland’, the diversity of substrates, topography and hydrology of these 
pioneer habitats means that it provides opportunities for a wide range of species, 
some of which are scarce (see below); such opportunities are increasingly absent in 
the Nottinghamshire countryside due to intensive agriculture, urbanisation and other 



development.  The ES considers that of all the habitats within the LWS, these 
pioneer communities are the most significant in botanical value due to the diversity of 
herb species, and that they are also of considerable value in supporting an 
invertebrate assemblage.  It appears that the proposals would result in the total loss 
of this habitat, as well as 2.8 hectares of woodland and scrub and 1 hectare of 
neutral grassland, and would also cause the fragmentation of retained areas of 
habitat (breaking the site up into smaller, separated sections).  It should, however, 
be noted that the scheme design has been altered to ensure the retention of two 
adjacent water bodies (colliery lagoons), which is welcomed. 
 
In the case of woodland/scrub and grassland, mitigation is proposed in the form of 
replacement habitat delivered as part of the site landscaping, with a proposed 7.6 
hectares of woodland and 5.9 hectares of neutral grassland, and the impact on these 
habitats is assessed as being Not Significant/Significant Beneficial (probable); further 
comment on this is provided under the Landscaping heading, below.  However, in 
the case of the Open Mosaic Habitat on Previously Developed Land, the proposals 
would result in the total loss of this habitat; the assessed impact of this is unclear in 
the ES.  The ES indicates that the translocation of pioneer habitat will take place, but 
there are no details indicating the amount of habitat that would be translocated, how 
the translocation would take place, nor where it would be translocated to (other than 
generally within Gedling Country Park).  Without this information, it is not possible to 
conclude, as it has been in Table 9.10 of the ES, that effects on this habitat are Not 
Significant (probable).  Habitat translocation is an inherently uncertain process, and 
should only be attempted as a last resort.  Given that Gedling Country Park (the 
proposed receptor site) already supports important areas of habitat, and that the 
success of any translocation would rely heavily on methodology and the 
characteristics of the receptor area, further details of the proposed translocation are 
essential, to given assurances that the translocation is actually feasible, and so that 
it can be secured through the planning permission.  Without this information, it is not 
possible, in the view of the NCU, to come to the conclusion that has been reached in 
the impact assessment.  
 
In addition, a brief assessment of cumulative impacts has been carried out in the ES. 
This gives consideration to two developments in the area, but the Anaerobic Digester 
(proposed for the former colliery yard and currently pending a decision) is not one of 
these.  Given that the AD plant would be located within another area of Open Mosaic 
Habitat on Previously Developed Land within the LWS, and that together with the 
GAR, would appear to give rise to the loss of almost all Open Mosaic Habitat on 
Previously Developed Land within the LWS, it is therefore necessary to give this 
matter consideration.   
 
Further comments on the impacts of the GAR on species using the LWS and the 
habitats that it supports are provided below. 
 
3. Impact on Gedling House Wood LNR 
 
The scheme passes along the northern edge of this LNR, encroaching within 10 
metres of the woodland.  It is stated in the ES that works may require the removal of 
a small number of trees along a 40 metres length of the boundary.  Given this 
apparently minimal loss of woodland, impacts on this site are assessed as being Not 



Significant (certain/near certain).  This assessment appears to be valid. 
 
4. Impact on other habitats outside the Gedling Colliery & Dismantled Railway LWS 
 
Along its eastern and far-western stretches, the proposed GAR runs through 
farmland, comprising arable fields and grassland of generally low nature 
conservation value.  A small section of species-rich hedgerow would be lost (western 
end), along with sections of species poor hedgerows, whilst a small section of 
woodland would also be affected (eastern end).  With the implementation of 
mitigation delivered through the site landscaping (see below), these impacts are 
assessed as being Significant Beneficial (certain/near certain and probable). 
 
5. Impact on Amphibians 
 
Whilst a ‘medium’ sized meta-population of great crested newts was identified to the 
north of the scheme, associated with three ponds, these are some way removed 
from the route of the road (300-550 metres), and impacts are assessed in the ES as 
being Not Significant (probable), assuming that appropriate mitigation is put in place 
through the proposed Construction Environmental Management Plan (CEMP - see 
below).   
 
Of more concern, is the potential impact of the scheme on a large population of 
common toads (either ‘good’ or ‘exceptional’, depending on the year of survey and 
the ponds considered) associated particularly with the two former colliery lagoons 
referred to above, along with lesser numbers of smooth newts and common frogs. 
Common toads are a Section 41 Species of Principal Importance for Conservation in 
England (and thus are a national conservation priority), and the ES notes that the 
former Gedling Colliery site meets the relevant criteria for designation as a Local 
Wildlife Site on the grounds of amphibians, and hence assessing it as being of 
County value for this group. 
 
Whilst the scheme has been amended to ensure retention of their two main breeding 
water bodies, which is welcomed, the new road would result in the loss of terrestrial 
habitat, the potential killing of toads during construction, and would also affect the 
migration route of toads which would be likely to result in mass mortalities of toads 
attempting to cross the road in the absence of mitigation.  To address these impacts 
a range of mitigation measures are proposed: 
 
� An amphibian trapping programme (to avoid killing/injury), to be addressed in the 

CEMP. 
� The construction of five underpasses/amphibian tunnels beneath the GAR, the 

locations of which are illustrated in the ES. 
� The creation of new hibernation sites within 100 metres of existing breeding 

ponds/new water bodies 
� The installation of permanent amphibian fencing to prevent access to the 

carriageway. 
� Monitoring and maintenance to ensure continued functioning of tunnels and 

fencing 
� In addition, new SUDS are intended to be permanent water bodies and will offset 

the loss of two small ponds currently used by small numbers of amphibians. 



 
With the implementation of these measures, impacts are assessed as being Not 
Significant (probable).  However, to ensure this is the case it will be necessary for 
elements, such as replacement hibernation sites, to be created in advance of 
trapping and vegetation clearance taking place (i.e. to ensure that there is 
somewhere for the trapped amphibians to go).  Information is therefore requested 
regarding the locations of these hibernation sites, along with confirmation that they 
will be of a sufficient quantity and quality to mitigate for the loss of areas of 
established scrub and woodland which would appear to provide optimal terrestrial 
habitat.  In addition, a plan is requested showing the proposed location of amphibian 
fencing (during operation).  Confirmation is also sought that amphibian tunnels and 
fencing wouldl indeed form part of the road design, as they are not mentioned in 
Chapter 3 (which describes the proposed development). 
 
Regarding the CEMP, it is essential that the timing of vegetation clearance works 
and amphibian trapping is built into the construction timetable, and that the proposed 
tunnels and fencing are implemented (and subsequently monitored and maintained). 
Without this, works can be expected to have a major detrimental impact on common 
toads, and mass mortalities of migrating toads would be expected each spring once 
the road had been constructed.  This issue is considered further below. 
 
6. Badgers 
 
Surveys have confirmed the presence of several badger setts within, or close to, the 
route of the GAR, along with routes used regularly by badgers; overall this is 
described as ‘considerable badger activity’.  The GAR would result in the loss of, or 
likely disturbance to 6 setts (although none of these is a main sett), and the 
severance of routes used regularly by foraging badgers.  The closure of the setts will 
require a licence from Natural England. 
 
It is stated that the provision of an artificial sett to mitigate for the loss of subsidiary 
sett 10a/10b is anticipated, and that this would need to be located within 150 metres 
of the original sett location, to the north of the GAR, and in an area of suitable 
habitat. Given that such a location would presumably lie outside the red line 
boundary, and that no further details have been provided, the feasibility of delivering 
this is therefore queried, and further details area requested. 
 
To mitigate against the impacts of habitat fragmentation caused by the GAR and to 
reduce the risk of injury/death to badgers attempting to cross the GAR, a total of nine 
badger tunnels are proposed, the locations of which are illustrated in the ES.  This 
equates to one tunnel around every 420 metres on average, although there is a 
considerable stretch of road, between the two roundabouts, where no tunnel is 
proposed.  It is also proposed that badger-proof fencing would extend 100 metres in 
either direction from the tunnel mouths, to guide badgers towards them.  With this 
mitigation, the impacts on badgers are assessed as Not Significant (probable). 
 
However, given that badger tunnels are not proposed at every location where badger 
paths currently cross the route of the GAR, and that it can therefore be expected that 
badger mortalities will occur at these, and probably other, locations (for example in 
proximity to Sett 11, which is a main sett with 20 active entrances and which will be 



located just 60 metres from the GAR), it is questionable whether this impact 
assessment is correct, and whether the entire route on the eastern half of the 
scheme (i.e. the section east of Lambley Lane) should be fenced, or more badger 
tunnels should be constructed.  Further comment on this matter is therefore sought, 
along with a plan showing the proposed extent of badger fencing.  Confirmation is 
also sought that badger tunnels and fencing will indeed form part of the road design, 
as they are not mentioned in Chapter 3 (which describes the proposed 
development). 
 
It should be noted that the need to carry out updated badger surveys prior to 
development commencing is identified, and should be secured through the CEMP 
(see below). 
 
7. Bats 
 
a) Roosts 
 
Surveys have identified a total of five bat roosts within, or immediately adjacent to, 
the GAR route: 
 
� Mapperley Tunnel (confirmed to be used by three species) 
� Pepper Pots (tunnel ventilation shafts 
� Glebe Farm 
� Chase Farm 
� Gedling Wood Farm 
 
Mapperley Tunnel has been show to consistently support hibernating and roosting 
bats (i.e. it is used throughout the year), albeit in relatively low numbers, and is 
considered to be of District value.  The other roosts support low numbers of common 
species, and are considered to be of Local value. 

Whilst the Pepper Pots are not directly impacted, the GAR will pass immediately to 
the north-east of the eastern Pepper Pot (with a reinforced earth retaining wall used), 
which would in theory allow continued access by bats, although works in this area 
would need to be carefully controlled to ensure that the entrance to the roost is not 
affected.  However, reinforcement of Mapperley Tunnel appears to be required, 
although no decision appears to have been made on the likely methodology.  Further 
information on this matter is therefore required, as it has a significant bearing on the 
likely impacts to bats utilising the tunnel, although it is noted that a range of 
mitigation measures are outlined in the ES. 
 
Roost(s) at Glebe Farm will be lost to the development, whilst those at Chase Farm 
and Gedling Wood Farm are outside the development footprint (and the ES predicts 
no disturbance to these roosts).  In addition, it is noted that a total of 8 trees within 
the scheme footprint have been identified as having bat roost potential.  Whilst the 
impact of the loss of these trees has been assessed, the NCU is concerned that no 
surveys have actually been carried out; and indeed, it is not clear which 8 of the 31 
trees identified as having the potential to support roosting bats actually occur within 
the scheme footprint.  Further details are therefore requested. 
 



Proposed mitigation for the loss of a confirmed roost site (and an unknown number 
of tree roosts), takes the form of 24 artificial bat boxes, seemingly all to be located 
immediate adjacent to the GAR (and in some cases, in habitat that will be lost under 
the footprint of the GAR).  Whilst it is stated that the precise detail of this mitigation 
would be agreed through an Ecological Management Plan, the NCU is concerned 
that the nature of the mitigation (i.e. the fact that they are bat boxes, which tend to 
have a finite life span; and their location) means that the mitigation as proposed is 
not adequate.  Instead, consideration should be given to the provision of a more 
permanent bat barn, perhaps located within woodland at the south-western end of 
the Country Park, supplemented with bat boxes at more appropriate locations (.e.g 
within the Country Park and Gedling House Woods LNR).  This matter therefore 
requires further consideration.  It should also be noted that updated surveys of 
Mapperley Tunnel and Glebe Farm will be required if construction/demolition works 
have not commenced by April 2016, and that any works to the interior of Mapperley 
Tunnel itself will require mitigation, based on the details provided in the ES and 
incorporated within the CEMP. 
 
All bats are European Protected Species, by virtue of the Conservation of Habitats 
and Species Regulations 2010 (the ‘Habitats Regulations), which implement Council 
Directive 92/43/EEC on the Conservation of Natural Habitats and of Wild Fauna and 
Flora (the ‘Habitats Directive’).  Under the Habitats Regulations, activities which 
would otherwise contravene the strict protection regime offered to European 
Protected Species (which includes the destruction of roost sites) can only be 
permitted where it has been shown that certain tests have been met.  Within the 
context of a planning application, these are that: 
 
� The activity is for the purpose of preserving public health or safety or for other 

imperative reasons of overriding public interest (“IROPI”). 
� There is no satisfactory alternative. 
� The favourable conservation status of the species in question is be maintained. 
 
Works affecting roost(s) will therefore require a European Protected Species licence 
to be obtained from Natural England.  Furthermore, under the Habitats Regulations, 
local planning authorities, in the exercise of their functions, have a statutory duty to 
have regard to the requirements of the Habitats Directive, so far as they may be 
affected by the exercise of those functions.  What this means is that consideration 
must be given (during the planning determination process) to whether or not the 
three tests outlined above can been met.  Therefore, it is recommended that the 
applicant is asked to submit a reasoned statement demonstrating how the three tests 
would be met, with the planning report documenting this and identifying clearly how 
the above duty has been addressed.  Further guidance on this matter can be found 
in the Natural England publication entitled ‘European protected Species and the 
Planning Process’. 
 
b) Activity 
 
At least six species of bats were identified commuting and foraging across the site 
during transect and static monitoring surveys.  These indicate that woodland at the 
western end of the scheme, adjacent to Mapperley Tunnel, is particularly important 
for bats (with static detectors recording twice as much activity here as at any other 



static recording locations, although noting that static recording only took place at 
seven discrete locations).  Overall, the site is considered to be of County value for 
foraging and commuting bats, making the area very significant. 
 
The proposals will, unavoidably, result in the severance of a number of bat 
commuting/foraging routes, including the area near Mapperley Tunnel referred to 
above.  The ES appears to conclude that the proposals will actually have Significant 
Beneficial (probable) impact on bats due to the incorporated mitigation (i.e. new 
landscaping).  However, the NCU is extremely concerned that, based on current 
evidence, this cannot be concluded, because the severance of commuting routes 
cannot be mitigated for in the short to medium term through new landscaping, as this 
vegetation will take several years to mature and become functional and will be of a 
far lesser extent than the foraging habitat to which access will no longer be possible.  
 
In addition, the ES also states that (in the absence of mitigation), a poorly designed 
lighting strategy would have a Significant Adverse (certain/near certain) impact on 
foraging bats.  Whilst it is stated that all lighting would be designed and installed so 
that the brightness and extent of any light spill is minimised wherever possible, and 
that lit sections of the road should be minimised with dark sections or reduced 
lighting times, it is stated elsewhere that the entire route will be lit; the NCU is unable 
to find any further details within the submission relating to lighting, nor a justification 
for this approach.  Given that this directly contradicts the recommendations made in 
the Ecology Chapter, this clearly constitutes a ‘poorly designed lighting strategy’.  It 
should be noted that impacts from lighting are also highlighted with respect to wider 
impacts on the LWS, invertebrates and amphibians, further underlining the need for 
a sensitive lighting strategy. 
 
It is therefore the view of the NCU that the GAR, as currently proposed, would 
actually have a Significant Adverse impact on local bat populations (noting that these 
have been assessed to be of County value), as bats will effectively be prevented 
from foraging across large areas that they have previously had access to, due to 
physical severance of foraging/commuting, and due to artificial lighting.  It is 
therefore essential that amendments to the scheme are made and that further 
mitigation is provided for impacts on foraging and commuting bats.  This is likely to 
include (but not necessarily be limited to): 
 
� A commitment that the route will not be lit, or that unlit stretches (corresponding 

with current bat flight lines) would be provided; and that where lighting is 
considered necessary, timers are used such that the road is unlit for periods 
during the night. 
� That features are provided to assist bats to cross the road, such as hop-overs 

(formed by vegetation), crossing structures or underpasses/culverts. This is 
considered particularly pertinent at the western end of the scheme, where the 
road is on an embankment. 

 
8. Breeding Birds, including barn owl 
 
Parts of the site support a range of farmland birds (of conservation significance), 
although overall, impacts on breeding birds appear to be relatively minor, provided 
that appropriate mitigation is put in place to protect nesting birds through the CEMP 



(see below), with generally low numbers of territories affected, and landscaping 
providing replacement habitat. 
 
Evidence of barn owls was found in barns at Gedling Wood Farm and Chase Farm, 
although this species was not considered to be breeding (but may do so in the 
future).  The roost site in the barn at Gedling Wood Farm will be lost, whilst that at 
Glebe Farm will be within 10 metres of the GAR.  Mitigation is proposed in the form 
of replacement roosting/nest boxes to be provided within 200 metres of the GAR, 
and 150 metres of the two relevant farm buildings, at least 30 days prior to 
construction commencing.  Again, as these areas are presumably outside the red 
line boundary, assurances are sought that this as actually deliverable, along with 
further details.  In any event, details of mitigation will need to be provided in the 
CEMP (to ensure that disturbance to nesting barn owls is avoided during 
construction) (see below). 
 
9. Dingy Skipper (butterfly) 
 
Targeted surveys confirmed the presence of dingy skippers (or rather, a single 
individual) within the development footprint, with suitable habitat located in a number 
of places within the former Gedling Colliery site and which would be affected by the 
GAR.  Dingy skippers are a Section 41 Species of Principal Importance for 
Conservation in England, and hence are a national conservation priority, and as far 
as the NCU is aware have not previously been recorded at this site.  Presence of 
dingy skippers would qualify the site as a Local Wildlife Site for this species, and 
consequently the site is assessed as being of County value.   
 
The proposals would  result in the loss of the location from which the dingy skipper 
was recorded, and other areas of potentially suitable habitat.  Mitigation is proposed, 
and the impact on this species is predicted to be Not Significant (probable).  
However, mitigation for this species (and invertebrates more generally) is linked to 
mitigation for impacts on the LWS, in that part of it relates to the translocation of an 
undefined area of Open Mosaic Habitat on Previously Development Land to an 
unspecified location within the Gedling Country Park (see above).  Another element 
of the mitigation is the translocation of individual bird’s-foot trefoil plants (the larval 
food plant of dingy skipper); however, no further details are provided, e.g. whether 
egg searching would take place to try and ensure that plants bearing eggs are 
translocated.  If dingy skippers are only found in the area of the site affected by the 
works (which is not known), then this is essential when trying to ensure that dingy 
skippers persist at the site, which should be the objective).  Therefore, further 
information relating to mitigating impacts on dingy skippers, and their habitat, is 
required, to ensure that it is deliverable and so that it can be secured through the 
planning permission.  In any event, a detailed methodology would need to be 
produced at a later stage, for inclusion within the CEMP (see below). 
 
10. Invertebrates (excluding dingy skipper) 
 
Surveys for invertebrates were carried out in 2004 and 2007, within the former 
Gedling Colliery site, but have not been updated.  Given that seven years have 
elapsed since the last survey, the results of these should be interpreted with caution 
as they are now out of date and it is more than possible that additional species, 



potentially including species of conservation importance, may have colonised the 
site. In any event, the site is considered to be of District value of invertebrates. 
 
It is stated that the proposed landscaping scheme will be of overall benefit for 
invertebrates; however, the generic landscaping as proposed is unlikely to be of 
value for habitat specialists, especially those associated with the Open Mosaic 
Habitat on Previously Developed Land.  For comments on mitigation, refer to those 
relating to dingy skipper, above. 
 
11. Invasive Species 
 
Two invasive species have been confirmed within the survey area; New Zealand 
pygmyweed and Japanese knotweed.  Whilst the pygmyweed appears to be 
confined (currently) to areas that would not be affected by the proposals, Japanese 
knotweed does occur within construction areas.  Therefore, the CEMP will need to 
include details requiring resurvey for these species prior to construction 
commencing, with the preparation of containment/management plans (certainly 
required for Japanese knotweed). 
 
12. Securing Mitigation, Monitoring & Maintenance 
 
Those mitigation measures outlined in the Ecology Chapter would need to be 
secured; whilst ordinarily the NCU  would request conditions relating to each relevant 
issue, it is clear that it would be more appropriate for those mitigation measures 
required during construction to go into the Construction Environmental Management 
Plan (CEMP).  The NCU is, however, concerned that due to the complexity of the 
project, it would be easy for elements of the mitigation to be missed, so the NCU 
therefore requests the production of a document which summaries the mitigation that 
is required for inclusion in the CEMP, which itself should be secured through a 
planning condition.  Specifically, this should include: 
 
� The ‘good working practice’ measures listed in 9.5.5 of the ES. 
� All other mitigation measures provided in section 9.6 and 9.7 of the ES. 
 
Post construction (i.e. during operation), a range of monitoring and management 
activities are recommended in the ES (including the management of created 
habitats); these too will need to be secured, through an Ecological Management Plan 
(EMP) or equivalent document; a planning condition should be used to secure the 
production of this document, to include, but not necessarily be limited to: 
 
� The management of created and retained habitats, including any translocated 

habitats. 
� Monitoring of populations of key species affected by the scheme for a period of 

no less than five years, to include common toads, badgers, bats, and dingy 
skipper, and of translocated habitats. 
� The maintenance of mitigation features to include badger and amphibian tunnels 

and fencing and bat/bird roosting/nesting boxes. 
� Any remedial works that may be necessary. 
 
13. Landscaping 



 
Landscaping of the GAR provides a key element of ecological mitigation for the 
scheme, and it is therefore essential that it is of high quality, appropriate to local 
circumstances, and beneficial to the species affected by the scheme. 
 
It is stated in the ES that 5.9 hectares of neutral grassland would be created as part 
of the proposals.  Given that the landscaping plans indicate that the vast majority of 
new grassland will be created as narrow strips to the rear of tree/shrub planting 
areas, the value of this grassland is therefore questioned.  In addition, there appears 
to be an opportunity to create a much more significant area of species-rich grassland 
in the large cutting (as shown on the Indicative Landscaping Proposals Sheet 5 of 7). 
Currently this area is earmarked for woodland and shrub planting, but it would 
appear that grassland creation on low nutrient substrate (i.e. reinstated subsoil or 
exposed substrate) would be much more beneficial at this location, especially on the 
southfacing slope, perhaps with shrub planting limited to the top of the slope.  It is 
therefore requested that this suggestion is given consideration.  The overall 
landscaping proposals should also be reassessed in response to the comments 
above relating to bats (for example by using planting to create ‘hop-overs’ to assist 
bats in crossing the GAR at certain locations). 
 
In terms of species mixes, whilst the proposed mixes are largely welcomed and 
supported, as they generally employ native species which are appropriate to the 
local area, there are a number of specific issues [details of which have been listed] 
which need to be addressed. 
 
Therefore, it is requested that updated landscaping plans are produced addressing 
these matters, or that the applicant commits to producing updated plans addressing 
the changes listed above, post-determination, which would require a suitable 
planning condition. 
 
Conclusion 
 
Having reviewed the ES Ecology Chapter and other associated information, the NCU 
is concerned that the measures proposed to mitigate against ecological impacts 
arising from the proposed GAR fall short of what is actually required.  This is 
especially in relation to bats and Open Mosaic Habitat on Previously Developed 
Land within the Gedling Colliery and Dismantled Railway LWS, but also with regards 
to common toads, badger, dingy skipper and the proposed landscaping.  In this 
respect, the NCU draws attention to paragraph 118 of the NPPF, which states that “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”. 
 
It is the opinion of the NCU that these issues need to be resolved, prior to the 
granting of planning permission, to ensure that all impacts have been properly 
assessed and that appropriate mitigation can be secured (and is deliverable). 
 
With regard to the applicant’s response to the above points on nature conservation, 
the NCU makes the following comments, in summary, on the issues which it 
considers have not been addressed: 



 
Issue 2 - Impact on the Gedling Colliery & Dismantled Railway LWS (5/211) 
 
The NCU remains rather concerned that the precise nature of the OMH mitigation is 
unclear, putting in doubt its effectiveness and deliverability and the soundness of the 
impact assessment. 
 
It also remains the case that the cumulative impact on the OMH within the LWS of 
the proposed GAR and Anaerobic Digester has not been assessed. 
 
Issue 5 - Impact on Amphibians 
 
The NCU is concerned that whilst the principles of the mitigation have been outlined, 
it is still unclear exactly what would be provided, such as the number of hibernacula 
to be delivered. 
 
Issue 6 – Badgers 
 
The NCU is not confident that the proposed mitigation for badgers via the provision 
of an artificial sett is actually achievable, as it is not clear what happens if the 
necessary agreements cannot be secured. 
 
The assurance that badger proof fencing would be established to deter badgers from 
crossing over the road, except by safe use of badger tunnels, is welcomed.  
However, the NCU would like explicit confirmation of this, as the wording in the 
response is a little ambiguous. 
 
Issue 7 - Bats 
 
a) Roosts 
 
Whilst further information on the reinforcement works to Mapperley Tunnel were 
requested, it is accepted that mitigation measures have been outlined for each 
scenario, so the NCU is satisfied that this matter does not require further comment. 
 
However, it is still not clear exactly which trees within the scheme footprint have 
been identified as having bat roost potential.  If this information cannot be provided 
at this stage, in the form of a plan, then it is essential that it is incorporated into the 
CEMP/EMP, although the NCU remains concerned that no surveys of these trees 
have been carried out to determine whether or not they actually support roosting 
bats. 
 
b) Activity 
 
The precise nature of the mitigation of impacts of the proposals on bat foraging and 
commuting routes is unclear, putting in doubt its effectiveness and deliverability and 
the soundness of the impact assessment. 
 
Reference is again made to a sympathetic lighting scheme, but as there are no 
details of the lighting scheme in the ES, other than a statement that the entire route 



would be lit, the NCU is unable to agree that such a scheme would be sympathetic.  
 
It is understood that the entire route would be lit on road safety grounds, although 
the precise design of the lighting would be considered further as part of the detailed 
design, and that timers would be incorporated such that the intensity of the 
illumination along the links (but not the junctions) would be cut by 50% between the 
hours of 1900 and 0700.  This does not go as far as previous requests of the NCU 
and whilst it may go some way to mitigating against impacts, if coupled with the other 
features mentioned, the NCU remains very concerned that a permanently lit road 
would have a significant detrimental impact on local bat populations. 
However, reference has been made to a Bat Conservation Trust publication 
containing recommendations to help minimise the impact artificial lighting and it is 
stated that a lighting scheme would be designed in accordance with this 
document.  Given that this publication states that “Studies have shown that 
continuous lighting along roads creates barriers which some bat species cannot 
cross”, this would be essential, and in the event that planning permission is granted, 
should be secured through a condition, along with a requirement to design the 
lighting scheme with input from a suitably experienced ecologist. 
 
However, explicit confirmation is requested that: 
 
� No artificial lighting would fall on any bat roost entry/exit point, during either 

construction or operation. 
� Temporary close-boarded fencing would be used where necessary, until 

vegetation matures to shield sensitive areas from lighting 
 
Issue 8 - Barn Owl 
 
The NCU is not clear what happens if the necessary agreements for installing 
roosting/nest boxes on third party land cannot be secured. 
 
Issue 9 - Dingy Skipper 
 
The NCU refers to comments made under Issue 2 above, as the issue is essentially 
the same.   
 
However, confirmation that bird’s-foot trefoil with eggs or larval tents would be 
translocated to the donor site, along with the sowing of collected seed to optimise the 
establishment of their main larval food plant, is welcomed. 
 
Issue 12 - Securing Mitigation, Monitoring & Maintenance 
 
The NCU previously stated that it was concerned that due to the complexity of the 
project, it would be easy for elements of the mitigation to be missed.  Therefore, the 
NCU requests the production of a document which summarises the mitigation 
monitoring and maintenance that is required for inclusion in the CEMP and/or EMP. 
 
The response appears to state that such a summary document would be supplied, 
although the wording is slightly unclear.  The NCU remains of the opinion that such a 
summary, in tabular form, should be produced, which can then be referred to in the 



relevant planning condition(s). 
 
Issue 13 – Landscaping 
 
The NCU is content that the approach stated for landscaping can be conditioned. 
 
Conclusion 
 
The NCU remains concerned that the details of much of the proposed (essential) 
mitigation has been left for the post-determination stage, meaning that in a number 
of cases it is unclear exactly what mitigation can be expected.  This not only puts in 
doubt the effectiveness and deliverability of the mitigation and the soundness of the 
impact assessment, but would also lead to problems at the condition discharge 
stage, which may result in a reduced level of mitigation and a failure for this to match 
up with what is required to meet the impact level predicted in the ES. 
 
Ultimately, it is for Gedling Borough Council to decide whether this approach is 
acceptable or not. 
 
Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust (NWT) – welcome the provision of an updated 
Environmental Statement (ES).  The NWT notes that many of the ecological surveys 
have been updated, with the field work having been carried out in 2014 in most 
cases.  The NWT is therefore reasonably content that the majority of the survey work 
is up-to-date.  
 
The NWT wishes to make the following comments on the proposal: 
 
1. Impact on the Nature Conservation Value of the Site 
 
Due to the scale of the proposal, the NWT wishes to draw attention to the large scale 
impacts on wildlife, many of which are irreversible and unavoidable to implement a 
road construction project of this scale.  The ES correctly identifies the following types 
of impacts (9.6.3): 
  
� Habitat loss through land take 
� Direct harm (including mortality) to species  
� Severance and fragmentation between habitats and species 
� Disturbance and habitat degradation caused by increase in noise, road lighting 

and pollution.  
 
a) Habitats 
 
It is clear that the construction of the Gedling Access Road (GAR) would impact on 
grassland (including type classified as ‘semi-improved’), hedgerows, open mosaic 
habitat on previously developed land (previously referred to as ‘Brownfield Sites’), 
scrub, woodland and two water bodies referred to as ‘fire ponds’/pond.  
 
With regard to Gedling House Woods Local Nature Reserve (LNR), a statutory 
designated site, the ES notes that the boundary of the GAR abuts the LNR, with the 
carriageway of the GAR ‘encroaching to within 10m of the woodland’.  Siding up of 



trees along a 40m section of the woodlands is also proposed.  Even if direct losses 
of woodland are minimal, the NWT considers that the woodland would be adversely 
affected by the road post-construction due to noise and lighting. Although such 
impacts can be minimised though good design, the NWT still thinks there would be 
an adverse effect on the woodland, which could in turn adversely affect breeding 
birds, bats and badgers. 

The proposed road will adversely impact Gedling Colliery Site and Dismantled 
Railway Local Wildlife Site (LWS), a site designated for its range of habitats within a 
post-industrial setting.  This habitat type is classed as a priority habitat in the 
Nottinghamshire Local Biodiversity Action Plan (LBAP) and is known under the 
Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act 2006 as ‘open mosaic 
habitat on previously developed land’.  The ES states that 25% of the LWS would be 
lost to the road development.  The LWS is of particular importance for habitats and 
species it supports, e.g. amphibians, invertebrates, breeding birds and bats.  
 
The NWT also wishes to highlight that the proposed road will impact on or remove 
other areas of woodland/ scrub habitat, such as: 
 
� plantation woodland at the eastern end of the road 
� woodland adjoining Gedling House Woods LNR (south  and east of the walled 

garden), which the NWT understands supports native bluebells. 
 
In addition, the GAR would result in the fragmentation of habitat links with the 
removal of hedgerows, which although assessed as generally species poor in the 
environmental statement, are likely to provide nesting and foraging habitat for birds 
and foraging/ dispersal routes for other species, especially badgers and bats.     
b) Species 
 
The construction of the road will result in the loss of amphibian breeding and 
terrestrial habitat and act as a significant hazard to migrating animals present in the 
part of the GAR near the former colliery site.  Surveys have revealed that the colliery 
site supports a large population of breeding toads, with smaller (but still important) 
numbers of frogs and smooth newts.  This assemblage exceeds the threshold for the 
site to be designated as an amphibian LWS.  As a result of declines, common toads 
are a species of principal importance under the NERC Act. 
 
At least 6 badger setts, including a subsidiary sett, are present within 30m of the 
GAR corridor; these setts will be adversely impacted or destroyed.  There will be a 
significant increase in noise and lighting in an area that was previously dark.  The 
completed road will act as a barrier to badger movements and would present a 
significant hazard that, without appropriate mitigation, would almost certainly result in 
badger fatalities.  The presence of lighting along the road and the noise generated 
by traffic would disrupt badger foraging behaviour.  The surveys have revealed that 
there are a large number of badgers, probably in several social groups, in the area 
around the route of the GAR. 
 
Five bat roosts were identified on or immediately adjacent to the GAR.  The ES 
describes an extensive range of surveys carried out to assess the status of bats at 
the site.  The surveys revealed the presence of three bat species within Mapperley 



Tunnel (Brown long-eared, Natterer’s and Common Pipistrelle) and single species 
roosts (common pipistrelle) at the following locations: The Pepper Pots, Glebe Farm, 
Chase Farm and Gedling Wood Farm buildings.  The activity and static detector 
surveys revealed at least six species of bats associated with field boundaries, 
hedgerows and woodland, some of which will be adversely impacted upon by the 
proposal. 
 
In relation to birds, 56 species were recorded during the 2014 breeding bird surveys, 
with 44 species considered to be breeding within or adjacent to the proposed GAR.  
16 notable (NERC Act or BoCC Red List) bird species were recorded in 2014, 13 of 
which are within the GAR corridor.  The bird communities present are assessed 
against the Notts LWS criteria in the ES, but it is considered the site does not meet 
any threshold for qualification as LWS for bird assemblages. 
 
The 2004 and 2007 invertebrate surveys concentrated survey effort within the 
proposed Country Park/LWS, but the 2007 survey did include a walkover of the GAR 
route, with sampling in woodland near the former cutting to the north-east of Arnold 
Lane and in Gedling House Wood.  The combined results table reveals a total of 
eight Nationally Rare or Nationally Scarce species and five NERC Act 2006 species 
from the site.  The majority of records are from the proposed Country Park.  Sixteen 
species of butterfly were recorded by the 2014 surveys, with dingy skipper (NERC 
Act 2006 species) present within the GAR corridor.  The NWT does note, however, 
that the baseline invertebrate surveys are out of date (the only survey of this type 
carried out in 2014 was for butterflies) and strongly recommend that a full suite of 
invertebrate survey, concentrating on the LWS area, should be carried out. 
 
2. Ecological Mitigation    
 
Some of the mitigation is included in the application detail (e.g. elements of the 
compensatory habitat provision is shown on the landscape plan).  However, as they 
are likely to take a considerable amount of time to mature, certain types of 
compensatory habitats within the planting scheme cannot adequately replace the 
loss of mature habitats such as existing hedgerows and woodland.  
 
The NWT suggests that the Borough Council should draw up conditions to ensure 
the recommendations in the ES Ecology Chapter are implemented.  The NWT 
considers it will be a challenge to draw up sufficiently robust conditions to implement 
all of the mitigation put forward in the ES, due to scale and complexity of ecological 
mitigation/ compensation measures described in the report.  The NWT attempts to 
summarise some of the most important measures below:  
 
a) Construction mitigation  
 
The NWT recommends a condition is drawn up to implement the specific 
recommendations in the ES.  The NWT agrees with the suggested mechanism to 
ensure implementation of these measures, which is via the preparation and 
implementation of a Construction Environmental Management Plan. 
 
b) Gedling House Wood LNR 
 



The NWT expects to see the measures to protect the LNR during construction as set 
out in the ES fully implemented.  These include a 2-3m buffer to the canopy edge, 
avoidance of vehicle movement or soil storage on the LNR, plus measures to avoid/ 
minimise pollution, such as dust, noise etc.  
 
c) Gedling Colliery and Dismantled Railway 
 
The ecological mitigation/compensation scheme for Gedling Colliery Site and 
Dismantled Railway LWS and its supporting species (Amphibians, Dingy Skippers) 
should be fully implemented.  The NWT also thinks monitoring and a mechanism for 
remedial measures is an important component and wish to see conditions used to 
secure this.  
 
d) Notable habitats 
 
To comply with the ES, the protection of retained hedges by means of construction 
fencing is required.  The NWT also recommends this is extended to mature trees 
and any other habitats. 
 
e) Amphibians 

To implement the advice of the ES, an ecological clerk of works is required to 
oversee strimming of vegetation and to check refugia in areas of suitable habitat to 
displace amphibians and small mammals from the working area.  
 
The NWT would like to see compliance with the recommendation for creation of the 
new balancing ponds 6 months prior to removal of the 2 fire ponds.  It would also like 
to see the new ponds planted with native species, because the ponds are needed as 
receptor sites for any animals captured as per the recommended trapping and 
exclusion programme in the ES.  
 
Five underpasses/amphibian tunnels are proposed in the ES, the locations of which 
are shown.  The NWT would wish to see these included in the road design, together 
with permanent amphibian fencing, as detailed in the ES.  Monitoring and 
maintaining of tunnels is particularly important.  The NWT has seen toad tunnels fail 
in other parts of the county (e.g. Awsorth Bypass) due to lack of maintenance.  
 
f) Badgers 
 
The NWT recommends planning conditions are used to protect badgers during 
construction as outlined in the ES.  The suggested wording is based on BSI 
42020:2013 and is as follows: 
 
‘No works which include the creation of trenches or culverts or the presence of pipes 
shall commence until measures to protect badgers from being trapped in open 
excavations and/or pipe and culverts are submitted to and approved in writing by the 
local planning authority.  The measures may include: 
 
� creation of sloping escape ramps for badgers, which may be achieved by edge 

profiling of trenches/excavations or by using planks placed into them at the end of 



each working day; and 
� open pipework greater than 150 mm outside diameter being blanked off at the 

end of each working day.’ 
 
The NWT also recommends a condition is used which states no construction 
activities commence until a licence has been issued by Natural England under the 
Protection of Badgers Act 1992.  Also, if any artificial setts are to be created these 
will need to be constructed (and evidence submitted to prove they are used) ahead 
of closing any setts.  
 
The NWT considers that it is especially important that further update surveys are 
carried out prior to commencement of development, as indicated in the ES. 
 
The NWT supports the proposed incorporation of badger tunnels as detailed in the 
ES and would like these measures to be incorporated into the road design, together 
with a commitment being made to badger monitoring and maintenance of the 
tunnels.  
 
It would be helpful if the survey boundary were shown on the plans, as the presence 
of further badger setts could impact on the design of the mitigation scheme.  
 
g) Bats 
 
The NWT wish to highlight that a European Protected Species Licence is required for 
works affecting roosts which are in known roost areas, such as Glebe Farm and 
Mapperley Tunnel, as indicated in the ES.  Updated bat surveys will be required after 
two years, if the construction phase has not commenced.  The NWT recommends 
the use of conditions to secure this.  
Whilst the exact proposals regarding reinforcement of the Mapperley Tunnel are not  
known, the NWT would be concerned if the option involving spraying the interior of 
Mapperley Tunnnel with concrete is to take place and strongly agree with the 
recommendation in the ES that it would be preferable if alternative solutions to 
reinforce the tunnel were given priority.  
 
Compensatory roosts would need to be provided prior to any removal of roosts and 
trees identified by the phase 1 survey require detailed survey.  The NWT 
recommends that these trees should be subject to emergence survey at an 
appropriate time of year, as well as physical inspection.  Monitoring and 
maintenance of bat boxes would also be required and it is recommended in the ES 
that this should be for a 5 year period post-construction.  The NWT would also like to 
see the post-construction monitoring in terms of walked transects and static 
monitoring being carried out and supports the recommendation for sensitive lighting 
design, which should be incorporated into the scheme design. 
 
h) Breeding birds  
 
A pre-development check is recommended for barn owl within a farm building at 
Gedling Wood Farm and it is noted that a barn owl nest box is recommended in the 
ES, which the NWT recommends should be placed at least 1km from the new road. 
The NWT would wish to see the proposed barn owl monitoring surveys being 



secured. 
 
The NWT recommends a standard condition is used to avoid clearance works during 
the bird nesting season and is pleased to see the incorporation of a nest box 
scheme, as detailed in the ES.  The NWT also welcomes the proposed monitoring 
and maintenance of boxes. 
 
i) Invertebrates  
 
The NWT supports the plans for the translocation of topsoil (from the LWS) to a 
completed section of GAR and to seed the butterfly’s food plant, Bird’s-foot trefoil 
and to identify opportunities for habitat translocation within the Country Park.  Again, 
the NWT would wish to see these habitat creation works being delivered.  
 
j) Long term monitoring & maintenance 
 
An environmental management plan is proposed in the ES to enhance the ecological 
value of newly created water bodies, translocated habitats and other new habitats. 
This should be secured via a planning condition.  
 
3. Comments on Planting Proposals  
 
It appears that much consideration has been given to the landscaping along the 
route of the new road. However, the NWT would recommend the following 
amendments: 
 
� Shrub mix (moist) on indicative planting proposals (located around ponds).  The 

NWT recommends the removal of commercial cultivars from the proposals.  
Ideally, areas adjacent to ponds should comprise predominantly an open aspect 
with tussocky grassland and occasional shrub species such as goat willow Salix 
caprea.  

 
� Seeding under woodland mix.  The majority of the grass species proposed are 

commercial cultivars and inappropriate for a scheme where the primary focus 
should be to compensate for the loss of existing native woodland.  Plant stock 
used should be of guaranteed native genetic origin and ideally of local 
provenance, in order to maximise the nature conservation benefits of the 
proposal.   

 
4. Cumulative impacts  
 
The ES has considered cumulative impacts of the GAR and the adjacent ‘DA 
Development’.  
 
The NWT considers the cumulative impact of the GAR and DA is likely to be 
significant and could result in a net loss of important biodiversity in the area as 
follows: 
 
� From viewing the submitted document entitled ‘Proposed Development 

Framework’, it is apparent that most of the LWS will ultimately be destroyed as it 



falls within the footprint of the proposed employment land, bus depot, relocated 
household waste centre to the north of the GAR.  This will adversely impact 
important Brownfield habitats (recongised under the NERC Act 2006 as a habitat 
of ‘principle importance’), and associated species (amphibians, invertebrates, 
breeding bird communities etc.), again which receive policy protection under the 
NERC Act (under the Act, public authorities must show regard for conserving 
biodiversity in all their actions). 

 
� Once the pasture at Chase Farm (area within the footprint of the housing shown 

on the development framework plan) comes forward for development, there 
would be cumulative impacts for badgers, as identified in the ES. Furthermore, 
one sett would lose the majority of its foraging habitat and the remaining area 
would be subject to a substantial increase in usage.  The NWT would be 
surprised if the built development could provide a strong enough and undisturbed 
northward corridor for badgers, particularly as an access road for the 0.8ha Park 
and Ride would further severe habitat linkages.  This clan would also only have a 
single tunnel to enable them to access foraging habitat to the north.  The NWT 
has seen problems in other parts of the city, where developments have isolated 
badger setts and future householders have come into conflict with badgers 
digging in their gardens. 

 
� In relation to the cumulative impact assessment for bats, although it does depend 

on the detailed design, lighting and width of habitat corridor, the NWT considers it 
would be very difficult to maintain commuting and foraging corridors for bats 
within the newly built environment.  The NWT has no assurances that all, or the 
majority of green linkages (hedges), within this farmland would be retained. 

 
The NWT has been consulted by Nottinghamshire County Council on an application 
for an Anaerobic Digester facility on the potential business/ bus depot site north of 
the GAR, which means that the cumulative impact assessment is out of date.  
 
5. Summary 
 
The NWT considers that there would be substantial impacts on biodiversity from 
implementing the scheme and is also concerned about the cumulative impacts of the 
developments proposed around the former colliery site.  In relation to the ES, the 
NWT notes the lack of a clear survey area boundary for protected species surveys 
(particularly badgers) and the lack of an up-to-date invertebrate survey for the LWS.  
 
The NWT has assessed the proposals for ecological mitigation/compensation, which 
it considers has put forward some reasonable measures.  However, as presented in 
the ES, these measures are complex and the NWT thinks it would be difficult to 
secure them all.    
 
Due to the scale of impacts (even after ecological mitigation has been implemented), 
the NWT finds that it must object to the proposed GAR.  Should the application be 
approved, however, the NWT would expect to see a mechanism, such as planning 
agreements/conditions, used to secure mitigation and future monitoring and 
maintenance of created and retained habitats/associated species in the GAR 
scheme.  This should also include adjacent sites affected, such as Gedling House 



Wood LNR.   
  
Environment Agency – the Environment Agency has no objection to the proposed 
development, subject to the imposition of planning conditions requiring the following : 
 
� 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, has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority in consultation with the Environment Agency. The scheme 
shall subsequently be implemented in accordance with the approved details 
before the development is completed (specific technical details of what the 
scheme should demonstrate have been provided). 
� No development shall take place until a scheme that includes components to deal 

with the risks associated with contamination of the site has been submitted to and 
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority (specific technical details of 
the required components have been provided and additional advice). 

 
� No infiltration of surface water drainage into the ground, other than with the 

express written consent of the Local Planning Authority; which may be given for 
those parts of the site where it has been demonstrated that there is no resultant 
unacceptable risk to controlled waters.  The development shall be carried out in 
accordance with the approval details. 

 
� No development, including any demolition, shall take place until a Construction 

Method Statement has been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local 
Planning Authority and adhered to throughout the construction period (specific 
technical details of what the statement should provide for have been provided). 
 

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; to protect controlled 
waters and to ensure any soakaway type drainage is only into clean uncontaminated 
ground. 
 
Additional detailed advice is also provided with regard to flood risk and groundwater 
quality.  
 
Severn Trent Water (STW) – has responded direct to the agent, WYG.  Much of the 
route would have no impact for STW, but it does look likely to cross sewers in a 
couple of places.  However, with no depth details, STW is unable to say for definite, 
and has pointed out that it needs 1.2 metres clear depth between the proposed 
works and its sewers. 
 
English Heritage – has made the following comments on the concurrent application 
no: 2014/0916 for listed building consent for the partial demolition and rebuilding of 
the garden wall at Gedling House, which is required as part of the GAR proposal:  
 
English Heritage does not wish to offer any comments, but recommends that the 
application should be determined in accordance with national and local policy 
guidance, and on the basis of the Borough Council’s expert conservation advice [as 



provided by the County Council within the above highway comments]. 
 
Nottinghamshire Building Preservation Trust - observe that: 
 
1. The new link road will relieve congestion through Gedling, but may transfer this to 

Mapperley.  Is it intended to improve conditions on the east bound B684?  Will 
the signage indicate a route to Mansfield (A60) and A614? 
 

2. The Trust objects to the destruction of Glebe Farm, Gedling. 
 

3. The Trust is concerned about the proximity of the proposed road to Gedling 
House and the reduction of its open situation with screen planting.  However the 
junction is where it is, but is the road to be placed in a cutting? 

 
Parks & Street Care (P&SC) – is concerned that no provision for car parking has 
been allowed for, off the access road on the side of the new Country Park.  This will, 
in effect, force visitors to cross the access road via a road crossing with all its 
inherent danger. 
 
If the car park is built on the residential land to the south of the Gedling Access 
Road, this option would force pedestrians who want to access the Country Park 
across the Gedling Access Road, which is not the best choice. 
 
It is acknowledged that a possible car park option is proposed on the employment 
land, but it is not clear at present whether this would be feasible or not. 
As a result, it is suggested that the car park is located on what is part of the Country 
Park.  This would only require the contractors to put a right hand turn off the spur 
road, and there is enough flat land to accommodate 40 cars. 
 
With regard to the GAR development and its impact on the Carlton- le-Willows 
Academy playing field area, it is observed that the GAR development would result in 
a degree of potential playing field loss.  However, it is considered that the loss of 
what would be in effect an adult and possibly a junior pitch could be compensated for 
by re-configuring and adding two extra pitches on the existing site [this has been 
indicated diagrammatically]. 
 
Pitch B could be installed where indicated on the diagram with little disruption, but 
may involve some pitch adjustment/realignment to fit it in.  
 
Positioning of Pitch A would involve some re-sculpting of the landscape, which is 
currently a bank running down to the athletics track, but this could be achieved by 
using cut and fill techniques to create a new level playing field in the area indicated 
on the diagram. 
 
This would allow the GAR development to proceed, whilst ensuring the children 
attending the Academy had playing field areas that could be fully utilised and not 
hampered by the bank that is currently integral to the existing grounds layout where 
the construction of Pitch A is proposed. 
 
Public Protection – make the following comments: 



 
Air Quality 
 
The application has included an Air Quality Assessment (AQA) in the ES. 
 
The report makes reference in several places to ‘Mixed Use Development including 
new access road’.  The assessment, however, seems to be only looking at the 
Gedling Access Road (GAR) itself; not including any assessment for future 
development around the road.  The following comments, therefore, relate to the 
assessment provided and are assumed to be only for the GAR, not including 
development. 
 
Additionally, the AQA makes use of the Traffic Assessment (TA) submitted.  Public 
Protection note that the GAR is expected to take only approximately 4000 vehicle 
movements away from Shearing Hill/ Arnold Lane (approximately one third of the 
Annual Average Daily Traffic).  If following consultation with the Highway Authority, 
the TA is found to require amendment then the AQA will require amending using this 
revised TA. 
 
More specifically, with regard to the AQA, it is recommended that the report is 
reviewed, bearing in mind a number of specific points which have been outlined in 
detail. 
 
Generally, however, Public Protection would agree with the report findings that the 
construction of the GAR in itself would have a negligible effect on air quality, if the 
correct practices are put in place during construction. 
 
Following the submission of an amended AQA and ES Chapter 6, Public Protection 
has confirmed that it is satisfied with the details as now submitted. 
 
The report includes recommendations for the management of construction phase 
dust/particulate matter.  Public Protection recommends that this is formally submitted 
in the form of a Dust Management Plan to ensure these effects are minimized; this 
could be submitted as part of a planning condition. 
 
Land Contamination 
 
The proposed alignment crosses several areas of land that have formally been used 
for industrial purposes, including landfilling.  As such, Public Protection recommends 
that a land contamination study is carried out using the suitable guidance, including 
the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges and Site Investigations for Highways 
Works on Contaminated Land, and that appropriate conditions are imposed to 
ensure that the development takes into account any potential land contamination 
issues [specific details of which have been provided]. 
 
Noise 
 
The noise assessment submitted in support of the above application has been 
reviewed.  The noise assessment has concluded that mitigation would be necessary 
for those properties worst affected by the noise and have proposed that this can be 



achieved through the provision of noise barriers to reduce the noise levels at the 
most affected properties.  The noise assessment has also concluded that no 
properties would be eligible for mitigation measures in accordance with the criteria 
set out in the 1988 Noise Insulation Regulations 1988.   
 
The noise assessment has also suggested the construction of noise barriers to 
mitigate noise during the construction phase and the adoption of a Construction and 
Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) to ensure that noise from construction 
activities are reduced to a minimum. 
Housing Strategy - the proposed road is necessary for the development of new 
homes on the former Gedling Colliery site.  The construction of more homes of the 
right type in the right place is one of the Council’s priorities so Housing Strategy has 
no objections to this application. 
 
Economic Development – Economic Development has a commitment to drive 
economic growth and within this is working to promote new employment and skills 
opportunities for residents in the Borough.  Within the 2014/2015 Gedling Plan there 
is a commitment to ensure local people are well prepared and able to compete for 
jobs, that Gedling will create more jobs and also improve access to jobs through 
improved transport connectivity.  The proposed GAR will help to achieve these 
objectives. 
 
Where large scale development is taking place, the Borough Council wants to work 
with developers to apply local labour agreements to secure, where possible, jobs 
and training opportunities for residents living in the Borough.  
 
With regard to this application, Economic Development would like to see a condition 
put on the application relating to the applicant entering into a local employment 
agreement for employment and training targets on the construction of the GAR 
development. 
 
In doing this, both Economic Development and the applicant would work together to 
set out minimum targets for local employment opportunities, and also for the creation 
of apprenticeship opportunities, work placements and qualifications for the local 
community.  The value and scale of the development would allow targets to be 
developed from across the National Qualification Framework, providing a range of 
opportunities for local residents. 
 
The construction of the GAR would provide a key linkage between major areas of 
development (both residential and commercial) outlined in the Aligned Core Strategy 
and would help to enable the delivery of Gedling’s growth aspirations, both for 
housing and employment, but also attracting new investment into the Borough. 
 
Sport England (SE) – SE would oppose the granting of planning permission for any 
development which would lead to the loss of, or would prejudice the use of, all/part of 
a playing field, unless one of 5 exceptions applies.  These can be summarised as 
follows: 
 
� E1 – An assessment has demonstrated that there is an excess of playing fields in 

the catchment and the site has no special significance for sport. 



� E2 – The development is ancillary to the principal use of the playing field and 
does not affect the quantity/quality of pitches. 
� E3 – The development only affects land incapable of forming part of a playing 

pitch and would lead to no loss of ability to use/size of playing pitch. 
� E4 – Playing field lost would be replaced, equivalent or better in terms of quantity, 

quality and accessibility. 
� E5 – The proposed development is for an indoor/outdoor sports facility of 

sufficient benefit to sport to outweigh the detriment caused by the loss of playing 
field. 

SE is only concerned with the loss of, or impacts on, playing fields that lead to loss.  
The proposal involves loss of the playing field at Carlton-le-Willows Academy, this is 
the only element of the application which raises an issue for SE.  No information has 
been submitted which would address the loss of the playing field, having regard to 
SE playing field policy or the requirements of paragraphs 73 and 74 of the NPPF.   
Whilst the principle of the Gedling Access Road is established, it is not clear if the 
specific route is allocated. 
 
SE therefore objects to the proposal because it is not considered to accord with any 
of the exceptions in SE’s playing fields policy nor is there any evidence which 
confirms that the proposal is in accordance with paragraphs 73 and 74 of the NPPF. 
 
Should the Council be minded to grant planning permission for the development, 
then in accordance with The Town and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) 
Direction 2009, and the National Planning Policy Guidance, the application should be 
referred to the National Planning Casework Unit.   
 
National Grid (NG) – observes that it has apparatus in the vicinity of the proposed 
development which may be affected.  Advice is provided on the detailed 
requirements that must be followed when planning or undertaking the proposed 
development, to ensure that NG apparatus is not affected by any of the proposed 
works.    
 
Network Rail – has no observations to make. 
 
Estates – no objections. 
 
Nottinghamshire County Council (Forestry Manager) – initially observed that the tree 
survey and constraints plan information had been completed in accordance with BS 
5837 2012 methodology.  
 
The Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) noted within the tree survey document 
was not included with the application.  It was noted that the indicative tree 
constraints plan shows notional tree and hedge retention within the carriageway and 
its footprint, which is not feasible.  The AIA would have clarified this matter, showing 
any indicative trees to be retained and to be removed and would have reconciled 
tree removal in its context within the landscape and provide appropriate mitigation in 
terms of specific planting details.   
 
Although only part of the information deposited was considered satisfactory, it is  
clear that the removal of trees, some protected by a Tree Preservation Order, and 



hedges would be required to enable the development to take place. 
  
In conclusion, a full AIA, modified trees constraints plan and a full planting mitigation 
solution should be required as conditions of any consent.  These should reconcile 
not only the proposed development, but also all infrastructure supporting the GAR 
i.e. underground utilities, drainage proposals, street lighting, safety cameras, signage 
etc.  
 
All replacement/mitigation landscaping should be congruent with the local landscape 
character appraisal and specifically exclude Ash.  The loss of any healthy tree to 
facilitate the development should be resisted, especially if there are no technical or 
arboricultural reasons for its removal. 
 
As a consequence, it is not possible to provide a technical perspective of the impact 
of the proposed development. 
 
Following the submission of the draft AIA and Tree Constraints Plan, it is considered 
that the supplied documents are adequate to overcome the above concerns, 
although it is noted that the Tree Constraints Plan which seems to supersede the 
previously issued document, is stated as draft. 
  
However, the draft plan enables consideration as to which trees and hedges will be 
removed as part of the proposal, although the above comments still stand with 
regard to technical decision taking. 
  
It is also noted that the A085361 document states that the drainage arrangements 
for the proposal are not available.  However, the impact of the drainage scheme 
would need to be assessed after it is available for impacts on retained hedges and 
trees. 
  
On balance the information requested by previous comments has been presented as 
part of the overall application. 
 
Planning Considerations 
 
The key planning considerations regarding this proposal for the Gedling Access 
Road are how the proposal relates to current national and local planning policy, 
whether it would meet the main principles of sustainable development and its impact 
on the part of the Green Belt through which it would pass. 
 
The other main planning considerations which must be assessed are the impact of 
the proposed development on the: 
 
� Local landscape and visual amenity;  
� Highway network and road safety; 
� Loss of playing fields and open space; 
� Amenity of nearby residential properties;  
� Ecology; and  
� Built Historic Environment.  
 



The proposal also raises other planning issues in relation to flooding and drainage; 
pollution and contamination; layout & design; and its impact on arboriculture and 
public footpaths. 
 
There are also issues raised in relation to the Environmental Statement and S106 
requirements. 
 
These planning considerations are assessed below, as are other issues raised. 
 
Relevant Policies & Background Information 
 
National Planning Policies 
 
The NPPF states that the overall purpose of the planning system is to achieve 
sustainable development.  The following core planning principles of the National 
Planning Policy Framework are relevant to this proposal: 
 
1. Building a strong, competitive economy (paragraphs 18 - 22); 
4: Supporting sustainable transport (paragraphs 29 – 41); 
6. Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes (paragraphs 47-55); 
7. Requiring good design (paragraphs 56-68); 
9: Protecting Green Belt (paragraphs 79 – 92); 
10: Meeting the challenge of climate change, flooding (paragraphs 93 – 108); and 
11: Conserving and enhancing the natural and local environment (paragraphs 109 –    
     125). 
 
The following saved policies of the Gedling Borough Replacement Local Plan 
(GBRLP) (Saved Policies 2014) are relevant to this proposal: 
 
Policy ENV1: Development Criteria 
Policy ENV3: Development on Contaminated Land 
Policy ENV31 Safeguarded Land 
Policy ENV 32: Protection of Ridgelines 
Policy ENV 36 Local Nature Conservation Designations 
Policy ENV 37 Mature Landscape Areas 
Policy ENV43: Greenwood Community Forest  
Policy ENV 44 Gedling Colliery Park 
Policy R1: Protection of Open Space 
Policy T10: Highway Design and Parking Guidelines 
 
Significant weight should be given to GBRLP Policies ENV1, ENV3, ENV31, ENV32, 
ENV36 and R1 in accordance with paragraphs 14 and 215 of the NPPF as these are 
up to date and consistent with the NPPF.   
 
However, it should be noted that Policy ENV37 is not completely consistent with 
paragraph 113 of the NPPF, which refers to the use of criteria based policies against 
which proposals affecting the landscape may be judged. Consequently, Policy 
ENV37 may be of more limited weight in this particular case.  In this context, Policy 
10 of the Gedling Borough Aligned Core Strategy (GBACS) is more up to date (see 
below) in that it requires proposals to be assessed with reference to the Greater 



Nottingham Landscape Character Assessment and reflects the policy approach 
guidance in the NPPF. 
 
Gedling Borough Council at its meeting on 10th September approved the (GBACS) 
(September 2014) which is now part of the development plan for the area. It is 
considered that the following policies are relevant: 
 
GBACS Policy A (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development); 
GBACS Policy 2 (The Spatial Strategy); 
GBACS Policy 3 (The Green Belt); 
GBACS Policy 4 (Employment Provision and Economic Development) 
GBACS Policy 7 (Regeneration) 
GBACS Policy 10 (Design and Enhancing Local Identity); 
GBACS Policy 14 (Managing Travel demand); 
GBACS Policy 15 (Transport Infrastructure Priorities) 
GBACS Policy 16 (Green Infrastructure, Parks & Open Space); 
GBACS Policy 18 (Infrastructure); and 
GBACS Policy 19 (Developer Contributions). 
 
The GBACS is subject to a legal challenge under Section 113 of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 to quash certain parts of the GBACS.  The Claimant 
seeks an order quashing the GBACS so far as it relates to the quantum and 
distribution of new housing in the Council’s area and so far as it provides for the 
review of Green Belt boundaries.  The Borough Council is vigorously defending 
against this challenge.  The challenge is largely to GBACS Policy 2 (The Spatial 
Strategy, which sets out housing targets and broad locations for new housing) and 
Policy 3 (The Green Belt).  The hearing date is set for March 2015 with the outcome 
not expected until later in the spring and so, of course, the outcome of the legal 
challenge is uncertain at the present time. 
 
The Borough Council has sought Counsel's advice as to how it must consider the 
fact of this pending legal challenge, whilst determining and considering planning 
applications in the meantime.  Counsel advises that the actual fact that there is now 
a challenge to the GBACS is a material consideration and so must be taken into 
account when determining this application and considering the GBACS.   
 
So both the GBACS, and the current challenge to it, are material considerations.  
The Borough Council is entitled to give what weight it considers appropriate and 
rational to the GBACS, bearing in mind that it forms part of the development plan.  
With regard to the current legal challenge, again, the Borough Council must decide 
what weight this should be given, as it is a material consideration. 
 
In order to try to assist, in the analysis below of the relevant policies, I have pointed 
out those which I believe and suggest should be given significant weight and this 
includes highlighting those policies which I consider has a sound evidence base, 
notwithstanding the fact that there is now a challenge to part of those policies. 
 
GBACS Policy 2 sets out the strategy of urban concentration with regeneration 
together with the settlement hierarchy to accommodate growth which is distributed 
through this policy.  GBACS Policy 2 includes both strategic allocations and strategic 



locations with the Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm site identified for at least 600 homes 
identified in the latter category.  This policy is based on sound evidence as set out in 
the Strategic Housing Land Availability Study for Gedling Borough, the Appraisal of 
Sustainable Urban Extension Study (Tribal 2008) and the Sustainable Location for 
Growth Study (Tribal 2010).  In relation to the distribution of homes the Inspector 
conducting the examination into the GBACS reported at paragraph 94: 
 
“Overall, the proposed modifications envisage significant additional development 
adjoining the main built-up area at Teal Close and Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm 
sites, and would reduce the number of new dwellings adjoining or near Hucknall and 
in the key settlementsTThe revised distribution would be more consistent with the 
aim for urban concentration with regeneration in Policy 2”. 
 
GBACS Policy 3 reflects a two stage approach to reviewing Green belt boundaries in 
order to meet the amount and location of housing set out in GBACS Policy 2.  The 
strategic stage assessed broad areas around Greater Nottingham based on the 
Nottingham – Derby Green Belt Review (2006), and the aforementioned two tribal 
Studies.  The second stage of the Green Belt review will entail a site by site process 
to define detailed Green Belt boundaries through the Local Planning Document (or 
Local Plan Part 2) using criteria set out in GBACS Policy 3.  The Inspector found 
GBACS Policy 3 to be sound subject to a modification to give more direction for Part 
2 Local Plans to emphasise that non-Green Belt sites are preferred before Green 
Belt sites.  This modification was incorporated into the adopted GBACS Policy 3.  
The Inspector at paragraph 112 of her report states: 
 
“The possible need to alter Green Belt boundaries has been apparent for some time, 
and a Nottingham-Derby Green Belt review was undertaken in 2006 for regional 
planning purposes”.   
 
In conclusion GBACS Policies 2 and 3 are soundly based on robust evidence and 
subject to modifications the Inspector found them to be part of a sound plan.  
Accordingly, GBACS Policies 2 and 3 should be given significant weight in this 
particular case. 
 
As stated in the report, the GAR is needed to access the Gedling Colliery/Chase 
Farm site.  GBACS Policy 2 identifies the Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm Site as a 
broad location for a sustainable urban extension.  However, this broad location 
reflects a long standing commitment to develop this site as it was previously 
allocated for housing and employment under Policy H3 of the adopted GBRLP.  The 
principle of the GAR was considered during the GBRLP Local Plan Inquiry by the 
Inspector who concluded it is a necessary component of the GCCF development and 
subsequently the indicative route was safeguarded under Policy GBRLP Policy T3.   
GBACS Policies 2 and 4 replace GBRLP Policy H3 effectively rolling forward this 
development site albeit in this case as a strategic location for a minimum of 600 
dwellings (GBACS Policy 2) and for significant amount of economic development 
(GBACS Policy 4).  GBACS Policy 15 identifies the GAR as a highway scheme 
important to the delivery of the GBACS.  As the GCCF site includes significant levels 
of brownfield land it is also identified as a regeneration priority in GBACS Policy 7.  
In this planning policy context, GBACS policies 2, 4, 7 and 15 maintain a 
commitment rooted in the adopted GBRLP to access and develop a largely 



brownfield site for employment and housing which does not require alterations to 
Green Belt boundaries.  Accordingly in this particular case GBACS Policies 2, 4, 7 
and 15 should be given significant weight. 
 
Turning to other relevant GBACS Policies referred to in this report, GBACS Policies 
10 and 16 are based on the landscape character approach advocated in the NPPF 
and based on robust evidence contained within the Greater Nottingham Landscape 
Guidelines.   Accordingly GBACS policies 10 and 16 are considered to be 
underpinned by sound evidence on landscape character and should be given 
significant weight.   
 
GBACS Policy 15 sets out a hierarchical approach to managing travel demand and 
the strategic transport impacts of the ACS has been modelled by independent 
consultants MVA using the Greater Nottingham Transportation Model.   The result of 
the modelling demonstrate areas of pressure on the network for which mitigation 
measures will be required using the hierarchical approach set out in GBACS 15.  As 
such it is considered that GBACS Policy 15 is soundly based and should be given 
significant weight. 
 
GBACS Policy 17 (Biodiversity) seeks to protect and enhance local biodiversity in 
line with the evidence provided within the Nottinghamshire Local Biodiversity Action 
Plan and should be given significant weight. 
 
GBACS Policy 1 deals with flood risk and is supported by evidence set out in the 
Greater Nottingham Strategic Flood Risk Assessment and the Greater Nottingham 
and Ashfield Outline Water Cycle Strategy.  Consequently it is considered that this 
policy can be given significant weight. 
 
It should be noted that planning policies in the adopted GBACS replace certain 
policies in the GBRLP as set out in appendix E of the GBACS.  Those GBRLP 
policies not saved include GBRLP H3 (allocation of Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm) as 
this is now replaced by GBACS Policy 2 which identifies this site as a strategic 
location for mixed use development with a minimum of 600 homes.  However, it is 
worth stressing that GBRLP H3 allocated the Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm site for 
approximately 1,100 homes and 6 hectares of employment land and also required 
the provision of the Gedling Access Road (GAR).  GBRLP policy H3 was endorsed 
by the Planning Inspector who held the public inquiry into the GBRLP which was 
adopted in 2005.   
 
Further consideration of these policies is incorporated in the following sections of this 
report. 
 
Local Planning Document for Gedling Borough 
 
The Local Planning Document for Gedling Borough will form Part 2 of the Local Plan 
but is at a very early stage of preparation there having been an issues and options 
consultation during December 2013.  As this Local Planning Document is at a very 
early stage it carries little or no weight in planning policy terms.   
 
Principle of Development 



 
The GAR is inextricably linked to the development of the Gedling Colliery/Chase 
Farm site identified in GBACS Policy 2 as a strategic location for at least 600 
dwellings subject to the funding of the GAR.  GBACS Policy 7 emphasises the 
opportunity for redevelopment and reuse of brownfield land at the former Gedling 
Colliery and the creation of a new sustainable neighbourhood in line with GBACS 
Policy 6.  Whilst acknowledging that funding for the GAR is not fully committed, 
GBACS Policy 15 identifies this road improvement as being important to the delivery 
of the GBACS strategy and the road improvement is also identified in the 
Infrastructure Delivery Plan supporting the GBACS.  The GAR is of strategic 
importance to Greater Nottingham as, in addition to “opening up” the Gedling 
Colliery/Chase Farm site, it will provide a long awaited bypass for Gedling Village, 
relieving traffic on the A6211. 
 
Progress has been made in securing funding for the GAR through a partnership 
approach.  The GAR is to be developed in phases, the first phase of which will be 
the construction of an access to Arnold Lane and a roundabout to facilitate the 
construction of the first 300 dwellings on the Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm site.  The 
second phase of the road will be to complete the link to the A612.  As well as 
accessing the development site, the GAR will provide a bypass to relieve traffic 
congestion on existing roads including Arnold Lane and Shearing Hill. 
 
The proposal is compliant with GBACS Policies 2, 4, 6, 7 and 15.  The GAR will 
facilitate the development of a large mixed use development providing much needed 
housing and employment. 
 
Green Belt 
 
The NPPF, at paragraphs 89 and 90, sets out what is appropriate development in 
the Green Belt.  Paragraph 90 of the NPPF defines local transport infrastructure 
which can demonstrate a requirement for a Green Belt location provided it would 
preserve the openness of the Green Belt and does not conflict with the purpose of 
including land in the Green Belt.  It should be noted that, in this context, GBRLP 
Policy ENV26 (Control Over Development in the Green Belt) has not been saved 
(see appendix E of the ACS) and only the NPPF paragraphs 89 – 90 should be 
relied upon. 
 
The proposed GAR is identified as a necessary transport scheme in GBACS Policy 
15 - a substantial part of which must be located within Green Belt.  However, it would 
be classed as inappropriate development within the Green Belt unless the proposal 
would maintain the openness of the Green Belt and does not conflict with the 
purposes of maintaining land within it (NPPF Paragraph 90).  In terms of the impact 
on openness, the GAR would traverse an area of undulating countryside in the 
Green Belt and cross over secondary ridgelines.  Given this, I am of the opinion that 
it would have a significant impact on the openness of the Green Belt.  In addition, the 
NPPF requires the appropriateness of a proposal in the Green Belt to be tested 
against the purposes of Green Belt which are set out below: 
 
� To check the unrestricted sprawl of large built-up areas; 
� To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another; 



� To assist in safeguarding the countryside from encroachment; 
� To preserve the setting and special character of historic towns; and  
� To assist in urban regeneration, by encouraging the recycling of derelict and 

other urban land. 
 
Considering these purposes in turn: 
 
Urban sprawl 
 
The proposed route would result in a narrow linear road corridor located adjacent 
and close to the main urban area and would not result in urban sprawl.  The road 
would enable access to a brownfield site which is not in Green Belt but which is well 
contained by the existing urban area and topography.   
 
Coalescence 
 
The proposal would not result in coalescence between settlements.  As above, the 
proposed route would result in a narrow linear road corridor (albeit enabling access 
to a development site) and would not in itself result in coalescence with the nearest 
settlements of Lambley and Burton Joyce 
 
Encroachment 
 
The GAR would result in a modest amount of encroachment along the linear route 
including the road itself and associated lighting columns.  
 
Preserving the setting and character of historic towns 
 
Apart from the loss of part of the walled garden at Gedling House and its impact on 
the setting of Gedling House, which are local matters considered in more detail 
elsewhere, the road would not significantly harm the setting and character of an 
historic town and would not therefore conflict with this aim of Green Belt policy. 
 
Assist in urban regeneration 
 
By providing access to the former Gedling Colliery site, the proposal accords with 
this objective.  The proposal also reflects a long standing County Council scheme to 
achieve improvements in the highway network for the conurbation and thereby 
assisting urban regeneration more generally. 
 
The applicant has submitted a document - Very Special Circumstances Statement – 
which concludes that the GAR would not conflict with any of the key purposes of 
Green Belt.  Notwithstanding this, the applicant acknowledges that the GAR 
proposals would be classed as inappropriate development, but considers there are 
substantial material considerations that are beneficial and would constitute very 
special circumstances and in summary the applicant’s Very Special Circumstances 
statement includes:   
 
� The Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm site is a long term allocation contained within 

the GBRLP of which the GAR is specifically identified as an essential part of its 



delivery; 
 
� The Gedling Colliery site is also identified as an important strategic location for at 

least 600 dwellings, employment provision, and a new neighbourhood centre, 
country park and transport infrastructure within the GBACS; 

 
� The GAR will therefore unlock the redevelopment of the brownfield land at 

Gedling Colliery for sustainable development through the provision of safe and 
adequate access; 

 
� The GAR will assist in relieving traffic congestion from roads within the vicinity of 

the former Gedling Colliery which are currently approaching capacity for e.g. 
Arnold Lane; 

 
� The GAR is seen as part of a wider package of sustainable transport measures; 

and 
 
� Nottinghamshire County Council is seeking to secure funding for the GAR from 

the Local Enterprise Partnership.  As part of the procurement exercise with the 
development partner, the GAR has to be built before any further development of 
the GCCF site can take place. 

 
I would agree that the proposal should be classed as inappropriate development, 
which is by definition harmful to the openness of the Green Belt and requires very 
special circumstances to be demonstrated before permission should be granted.  In 
this context, I would concur that the applicant has identified a number of 
circumstances, as set out above, that need to be taken into account.  Furthermore, 
there are some additional points relating to the case for special circumstances that I 
would wish to raise: 
 
� The proposed GAR is a long standing allocation in the GBRLP and a route was 

safeguarded for the road as identified on the adopted GBRLP proposals map 
which the current proposal closely follows.   

 
� The Inspector holding the Local Plan Inquiry into the GBRLP concluded that the 

GAR was essential to the development of the former Gedling Colliery site and 
that the road would not be so damaging (or so ineffective) that it should be 
deleted from the Local Plan and that the alignment was preferable to that shown 
in the first deposit draft Gedling Local Plan.  

 
� The GAR is essential to the delivery of the strategies set out in the GBRLP and 

the GBACS. 
 
� The route of the GAR is determined by the need to open up the Gedling 

Colliery/Chase Farm site and to provide a bypass to the A612, necessitating the 
need to traverse the Green Belt with the route aligning very closely to that 
safeguarded in the GBRLP. 

 
� The GAR would unlock the potential of a brownfield site, meaning that less Green 

Belt land would be required elsewhere to meet the needs of the GBACS and 



would also relieve traffic congestion on the local road network.   
� The GAR is of strategic significance for Greater Nottingham as in addition to 

providing access to Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm site, the GAR would provide a 
long awaited bypass for Gedling Village and relieve traffic congestion on Arnold 
Lane and Shearing Hill. 

 
I would also tend to agree with the applicant that there is no significant conflict with 
Green Belt objectives, although in my view there would be some modest 
encroachment in the Green Belt due to the physical presence of the road and 
associated lighting structures.  This physical presence must have some impact on 
the intrinsic openness of the Green Belt, which cannot be mitigated and must 
therefore be balanced against other material considerations.    
 
Any additional harm to the Green Belt by virtue of the visual impact of the GAR is 
likely to be small, as much of the southern route is in cuttings and the proposed 
landscaping would assist in integrating the road into the landscape.  As such, I 
consider that the visual impact of the GAR would be relatively localised and modest 
in nature.   
 
I would also give some weight to paragraph 90 of the NPPF, which lists certain types 
of development which need not be inappropriate in Green Belt, including local 
transport infrastructure requiring a Green Belt location, provided it would preserve 
the openness of the Green Belt and does not conflict with the purposes of including 
land in Green Belt.  However, as the NPPF does not provide any specific definition of 
openness, or explain in what circumstances such development would preserve 
openness, I have taken the view that this could only be given limited weight.    
 
In conclusion, whilst it is not possible to mitigate any adverse impact of this proposed 
local transport infrastructure on the openness of the Green Belt, I consider that this 
harm is clearly outweighed by the very special circumstances outlined above for the 
proposed development, which requires a Green Belt location, and also, but to a 
lesser extent, by its limited visual impact on the Green Belt, which reduces to some 
degree the harm caused by the adverse effect of the proposed development.  I 
therefore consider that there are very special circumstances which would outweigh 
the harm to the Green Belt. 
 
Safeguarded Land  
 
From the proposed junction with Mapperley Plains, the route runs parallel to Arnold 
Lane along the edge of safeguarded land under GBRLP Policy ENV 31.  This 
safeguarded land is excluded from the Green Belt and should be safeguarded from 
development until a future local plan review proposes it for development.  Policy 
ENV31 goes on to state that the appropriateness for development will be established 
by considering proposals as if they were in Green Belt. 
 
The supporting text contained in the table on page 44 of the GBRLP explains that 
safeguarding land under ENV31 in this particular locality (north of Arnold Lane) is a 
planning tool to protect land that is not in Green Belt from development.  It was also 
envisaged at the time of adoption of the GBRLP that land for the GAR would be 
required within this safeguarded land, as the proposed route necessarily follows the 



indicative line of the GAR shown on the adopted GBRLP Proposals Map 2005.   
Policy ENV31 of the GBRLP states that appropriateness for development on 
safeguarded land will be established by considering proposals as if they were in 
Green Belt.  The issue of the impact of the road on the openness of the Green Belt 
has been dealt with above in the section on Green Belt and, whilst the visual impact 
of the GAR at this point would be greater due to the proposed embankment up 
measuring up to 14 metres in height, this adverse effect would also be clearly 
outweighed by the very special circumstances which have been outlined.  The 
impact of this on residential amenity is dealt with later. 
 
Landscape & Visual Impact 
 
The proposal raises significant landscape issues, particularly at the southern end of 
the route as it exits the former Gedling Colliery site and passes through arable and 
pastoral farmland which, apart from the school grounds of the Carlton-le-Willows 
Academy and fields immediately to the south-east of the former Gedling Colliery site, 
is designated as a Mature Landscape Area under Policy ENV37 in the GBRLP.  A 
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment (LVIA) produced by consultants is set out 
in the Environmental Statement supporting the planning application. 
 
GBACS Policies 10 and 16 requires a landscape character approach towards 
assessing the impact of proposals on the landscape.  Proposals should protect, 
conserve or where appropriate, enhance landscape character.  The Greater 
Nottingham Landscape Character Assessment (GNLCA) includes the application site 
mainly within the Nottinghamshire County Character Area – Mid Nottinghamshire 
Farmlands. 
 
The southern area of the route passes through the Dumbles Rolling Farmland 
(Policy Zone MN045) as identified in the GNLCA.  This landscape has a number of 
distinctive features, including undulating arable farmland rising to secondary 
ridgelines from which there are long open views.  Ridgelines are specifically 
protected under GBRLP Policy ENV32 from development which would have an 
adverse effect on the open character and visual quality of the primary and secondary 
ridgelines shown on the Proposals Map.  The Dumbles Rolling Farmland also 
includes the Lambley/Burton Joyce Mature Landscape Area, whose landscape 
characteristics are recognised in the wider Policy Zone (MN045).  Mature Landscape 
Areas are a local designation reflecting the particular value and sensitivity of the 
countryside protected under GBRLP ENV37.  The GNLCA assesses the landscape 
condition for this Policy Zone as good and the landscape character is assessed as 
strong.  The overall strategy for this Policy Zone is to conserve the landscape.   
 
At the extreme southern end of the route in the vicinity of the proposed junction with 
the A612, the GAR is located within the Trent Washlands Policy Zone 5: Stoke 
Bardolph Village Farmlands (Policy Zone 05).  The characteristic visual features 
include large flat arable landscape with medium to large fields with hedgerows that 
are largely intact, albeit fragmented in places.  The landscape is fragmented by 
roads and railways with linear planting along transport routes.  The landscape 
condition is assessed as poor.  There are few characteristic features of the 
landscape although historic woodland exists around Gedling House.   
 



At the northern end, the route passes through the Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm site, 
where it is proposed to place much of the route onto embankments up to 14 metres 
high.  This area is located within the Gedling Colliery Green Space Policy Zone 
(MN043) which is dominated by the restored former colliery tip which is the key 
feature in the landscape.  The condition of the landscape is moderate and character 
weak – the strategy should be to enhance and restore.  Along the western side of the 
colliery the area is urban fringe green space with linear farmland along the northern 
part of Arnold Lane and it will be important to ensure that the proposed road in this 
northern section can be assimilated into the landscape through appropriate planting 
and screening. 
 
The applicant has produced an LVIA.  This includes the identification of a number of 
landscape receptors including: the landscape fabric (natural features); landscape 
character; and landscape amenity which have potential to be affected by the 
proposed GAR.  The magnitude of likely change is assessed for each of the above 
receptors against the impacts of the GAR over time – during the construction phase, 
the short, medium and longer term.  The magnitude of change is expressed in terms 
of large, medium, small and negligible.  The degree of the effect is assessed by 
relating the magnitude of change to the sensitivity of the receptor, as follows:   
 
� Major – highly sensitive landscape, completely degraded or greatly changed  with 

little scope for mitigation 
 
� Moderate  - discernible change to landscape character , features or elements, 

scope for mitigation.   
 
� Minor – localised or limited adverse change to the landscape character.  

Considerable scope for mitigation; 
 
� Negligible – little or no perceived change to the landscape character. 
 
The LVIA takes a similar approach to assess the impact on views where the 
magnitude of change (large, medium or small) is assessed against the sensitivity of 
the receptor or viewer for example nearby residents.   
 
Details of the assessment are set out in chapter 7 of the Environmental Statement, 
but in summary the effects are assessed as follows: 
 
Landscape Impacts 
 
The assessment identifies a number of sensitive receptors in the landscape as 
follows: 
 
Landscape Character 
 
� Dumbles Rolling Farmland is considered to be highly sensitive given the 

undulating landform, attractive landscape, rolling topography and secondary 
ridgelines.  The assessment concludes that there would be a medium magnitude 
of change during the construction phase and in the short/medium term which 
would reduce to a small change at year 15 when the proposed tree and shrub 



planting would provide some integration of the new road. 
 
� Gedling Colliery Green Space Policy Zone - the main change would be to the 

landform of the existing sloping agricultural land at the northern end of the route 
where fill embankments are proposed.  This would be most noticeable from the 
Gedling Country Park with the likely magnitude of change being of a medium 
scale reducing from medium to small at year 15 when tree and shrub planting 
would provide some integration of the new road into the landscape resulting in a 
moderate to minor adverse effect on the landscape in the long term.  

 
� Stoke Bardolph Village farmlands Policy Zone – the main change would be the 

introduction of the GAR which would be visible from the adjacent lower land as it 
rises from its junction with the Colwick Loop Road to the higher ground by 
Gedling House Wood.  The magnitude of change is assessed as medium 
reducing to small at year 15 as the proposed landscaping matures. 

 
Landscape fabric 
 
The woodland at Gedling House Wood Local Nature Reserve is a local nature 
designation and an important landscape feature regarded as highly sensitive.  A 
small section of the existing woodland would be removed during construction 
resulting in what is assessed in the LVIA as being a small change.  At year one of 
operation replacement woodland planting using transplant sized stock would result in 
a small change which would decrease to a negligible change by year 15 as the 
planting matures. 
 
Other highly sensitive elements of the landscape fabric include tree, shrub and 
hedgerow vegetation, ridge and furrow fields and the walled garden within the 
grounds of Gedling House.  The assessment concludes that overall the changes on 
these features is regarded as moderate adverse but by year 15 the tree and shrub 
planting would be maturing and help integrate the road into its surroundings and 
tree, shrubs, woodland and hedgerows lost to the development would be replaced.  
The walled garden at Gedling House would be rebuilt from the original materials 
resulting in a smaller garden area and agricultural land (including a section of ridge 
and furrow) would be lost within the proposed development site.  In overall terms the 
assessment concludes that over time the affect would reduce to minor adverse. 
 
Landscape Amenity 
 
The LVIA assessment also notes that the public right of way from the edge of 
Gedling Village running north past Gedling Wood to Wood Farm on Lambley Lane 
crosses the GAR route and is directly affected by proposal and so is regarded as 
highly sensitive.  The footpath would be diverted to the west before crossing the 
GAR and re-joining the existing footpath further north.  The assessment concludes 
there would be a large change to the landscape and amenity in the vicinity of the 
public right of way but by year 15 this would reduce to medium as tree and shrub 
planting matures. 
 
A strip of land on the eastern boundary of the woodland at Gedling House Wood 
would be removed and then replaced by dense woodland planting which is assessed 



as having a small change in the short term reducing over time as the planting 
matures. 
 
With regard to the setting of residential areas adjoining the site – the LVIA 
assessment is that there would be a medium change to the local landscape setting in 
the short to medium term reducing to a small change by year 15 when the proposed 
planting matures. 
 
Effects on Visual Amenity 
 
An assessment of the likely effects on visual amenity is also contained within the 
LVIA.  This identifies the people or groups who are likely to be affected at specific 
viewpoints called the visual receptors.  These are assessed according to their 
susceptibility to change in views and visual amenity and the value attached to 
particular views (for example, whether a landscape feature is designated such as the 
Mature Landscape Area).  The visual receptors most susceptible to change include 
local residents, people using public rights of way and people visiting designated 
landscapes, heritage assets or other attractions where views of the surroundings are 
important.  Less susceptible are people at their place of work or travellers on 
transport routes.  The sensitivity of receptors to change is categorised as high 
medium or low according to criteria. 
 
The LVIA then considers the magnitude of change and effects on receptors from a 
number of viewpoints around the surrounding area and whilst not covering every 
single view possible it is considered a representative view from a range of receptors.   
 
The conclusions on the visual effects identify a number of viewpoints within the local 
landscape where the adverse effects would be significant in the short to medium 
term.  In general these viewpoints are located close to the site usually on rising 
ground overlooking the agricultural landscape within the site.  Receptors include: 
 
� Residents in properties on Wood Lane,  
� Residents in properties on Lambley Lane; 
� Residents adjacent to Mapperley Plains Road at the northern end of the site; and 
� Users of the Public Right of Way between the edge of Gedling running towards 

Gedling Wood which crosses the route of the GAR. 
 
In the longer term, however, the LVIA reaches the overall conclusion that in the 
longer term the effects on views would not be significant as the maturing, woodland, 
tree and hedgerow planting along the GAR would integrate the road into the 
landscape and generally provide screening and filtering of views of the road. 
 
Policy Conclusions on Landscape & Visual Impact: 
 
a) The Dumbles Rolling Farmland 
 

A critical issue is the impact on the Dumbles Rolling Farmland which also 
includes the Lambley Burton Joyce Mature Landscape Area (which forms a 
substantial part of the Dumbles Rolling farmland Policy Zone).  

 



The LVIA concludes that there would be a considerable change due to the loss of 
landscape characteristics within the Dumbles Rolling Farmland, the Mature 
Landscape Area and the secondary ridgelines during the construction operations 
and at the start of the operation of the GAR resulting in a medium change in the 
short/medium term to the Dumbles Rolling Farmland landscape character.  This 
equates to a moderate adverse impact in the short medium term to the landscape 
character with the impact reducing over time as trees and shrubs mature.  As 
explained above a moderate adverse effect would result in a discernible change 
to the landscape character in this locality but with scope for mitigation as 
opposed to a major impact which results in great change and little or no scope for 
mitigation.   

 
With specific reference to the Lambley, Burton Joyce MLA, GBRLP Policy ENV37 
states that development which would have an adverse effect on the MLA will be 
permitted only where it can be shown that the reasons for the proposal outweigh 
the need to safeguard the area’s intrinsic value and where development is 
permitted proposals will be required to mitigate the harm.  I consider that the 
need for the road would outweigh the moderate adverse impact on the MLA.  I 
also consider that with appropriate mitigation including placing much of the 
southern part of the route in cuttings and with appropriate planting of trees and 
shrubs then overtime the degree of impact will be reduced accordingly and that 
the proposal accords with ENV37.   

 
I have also had regard to ENV32 which seeks to protect the open character and 
visual quality of the secondary ridgelines located within the Dumbles Rolling 
Farmland.  The ridgelines form an important feature within the Dumbles Rolling 
Farmland where the Landscape Assessment concludes there would be a 
moderate adverse impact reducing over time.  In this context, I note that much of 
the southern end of the route is proposed within cuttings which will greatly reduce 
the potential impact on the open character of the ridgelines.  On this basis I 
consider that subject to appropriate mitigation works within the scheme including 
planting and screening then the proposal is acceptable within the terms of Policy 
ENV32. 

 
Overall I consider that the level of impact on the Dumbles rolling Farmland Policy 
Zone would not be significant in the longer term and therefore there is no 
significant conflict with GBACS Policy 10 which seeks to protect landscape 
character. 

 
b) Landscape Character of the Gedling Colliery Green Space Policy Zone 
 

There would be a medium scale change on landscape character, especially the 
change to the landform at the northern end of the site.  The change in character 
would be particularly noticeable from the country park.  This change is assessed 
as having a moderately adverse impact on landscape character in the 
short/medium term, reducing over time to a small adverse impact as the 
proposed tree and shrub planting matures.  I consider that with appropriate 
mitigation the impact on landscape character is not so significant in the longer 
term to be contrary to GBACS Policy 10 or cause significant adverse impact on 
local amenity as to conflict with GBRLP ENV1 b). 



 
c) Landscape Character of the Stoke Bardolph Village Farmlands 

 
The LVIA notes that the change to the landscape around Gedling House and 
woods which are located in the Dumbles Rolling Farmland would be moderately 
visible from this lower area (the impact on Gedling House Wood is set out below).  
Overall the LVIA assesses the level of change to this landscape as being medium 
in the short term reducing to a small change in the longer term.  This translates 
into a moderate to a minor adverse impact over the longer term.  I would agree 
with this assessment and consider that this medium change to the landscape in 
the shorter term can be reduced to a relatively small change as landscaping 
adjacent to the proposed road matures over time and therefore I am satisfied that 
the likely impact on landscape character of this Policy Zone is acceptable under 
the provisions of GBACS Policy 10.  

 
d) Gedling House Wood 

 
The County Council raise concerns about the lack of understanding and 
assessment of the impact of the road cutting and junction with the Burton Road 
on the landscape setting of the Grade II listed Gedling House.  The County 
considers that the road cutting and associated lighting structures will be an 
obvious detractor in the views of the main setting of Gedling House when viewed 
to the south.  The County go on to request that there needs to be an 
acknowledgement of the potential impact of the road cutting and junction creation 
in view of the setting of Gedling House and a clearly demonstrable mitigation 
strategy to resolve this.  
 
In response to the County Council, the applicant has submitted additional 
information on the likely impact of the proposal on the setting of Gedling House.  
The applicant acknowledges that the listed status of Gedling House gives it a 
high value but reiterates that the fragmented parkland setting should be taken 
into account and is not of major sensitivity.  However, the applicant’s 
acknowledge that there is a definite issue with views towards the house from the 
south when seen from the vicinity of the A612 Colwick Loop Road. 
The applicant accepts that within the construction phase the unmitigated effect on 
setting of Gedling House would be major adverse but indirect and temporary 
lasting only as long as the construction phase and those impacts could be 
mitigated by control of noise and dust and restrictions on hours working.  The 
applicant acknowledges that within the operational phase the unmitigated effects 
on the setting would be major adverse and the nature of the effect will be direct 
and permanent but can be mitigated. 
 
A further response from the County Council in relation to the additional 
information provided by the applicant states that it is likely that some mitigation 
for the permanent effects could be achieved through detailed design providing a 
level of balance for the harmful impacts, however, a planting scheme alone would 
be insufficient and it is essential that the extent and form of lighting, signage and 
road markings is considered to minimise the impact on the setting of Gedling 
House. 
 



The information provided by the applicant and the County Council’s Heritage 
Officer concur that the unmitigated impact on the setting of Gedling House would 
be major adverse, direct and permanent.  Paragraph 133 of the NPPF states that 
where a proposed development will lead to substantial harm to or total loss of 
significance of a designated heritage asset, local planning authorities should 
refuse consent, unless it can be demonstrated that the substantial harm or loss is 
necessary to achieve substantial public benefits that outweigh the harm.  I agree 
with the County Council that with appropriate mitigation the impact on the setting 
of Gedling House can be minimised and on balance therefore I consider that the 
public benefits of the scheme would outweigh the mitigated harm to the setting of 
Gedling House in accordance with policy in the NPPF.  It will be necessary to 
secure appropriate and effective mitigation in line with the County Council’s 
advice which can be secured through an appropriate condition.  

 
e) Setting of the residential areas close to the site 

 
The setting of residential areas including for example, Wood Lane, Lambley Lane 
and areas adjoining Mapperley Plains Road would be affected by activity 
associated with the construction and operation of the GAR resulting in a 
moderate adverse impact in the short/medium term but in the long term the effect 
on the local landscape setting is assessed in the LVIA as reducing  as dense 
planting matures effectively integrating the GAR into the landscape and 
screening and/or filtering views. 
 
However, the County Council considers that the top section of the GAR would 
have a moderate adverse impact in the long term with the loss of outlook and 
long views which are characteristics of the area.  In response, the applicant 
acknowledges that the visual impact of the proposal would lead to a large 
magnitude of change occurring at viewpoint 10 (photomontage 2 view from 
Chase Farm access by Clementine Drive) resulting in a major adverse impact.  
The applicant goes on to comment that as planting matures it would screen and 
filter views.  The applicant also proposes an acoustic fence in this locality, which 
would also screen direct views to the carriageway.  It is accepted by the applicant 
that the screening benefit of the planting would be incremental, improving over 
time, and suggests that more mature planting could be considered to accelerate 
the positive effects of mitigation.  
 
Noting the County Council’s comments about the scale of longer term impacts on 
the landscape character of the top section, I consider the applicant’s suggestion 
to incorporate more mature planting along this stretch as a means of speeding up 
the mitigation to be sensible and this can be implemented through a suitable 
condition.  
 
Accordingly, with the above caveat, I consider the proposed mitigation in the 
locality of viewpoint 10 would make the proposal acceptable under the provisions 
of Policy ENV1 (b) of the GBRLP and Policy 10 of the GBACS Policy 10. 
 

f) Impact on visual amenity 
 

The County Council considers that the photographs and photomontages 



generally demonstrate that the proposed planting will mitigate the impact of the 
GAR on visual amenity.  However, the County Council considers that from 
particular viewpoints it will be difficult to screen the road from receptors, some of 
whom will be recreational and of a high medium sensitivity and the long term 
impact will be moderate adverse. 

 
There is likely to be a significant level of impact on visual amenity from viewpoints 
generally close to and overlooking the GAR, especially at its northern end due to 
the scale and nature of the development, especially in the short term.  It is 
accepted that not all viewpoints can be completely screened from the visual 
impact of the GAR.  However, I consider that these impacts can with appropriate 
mitigation, which should screen and filter views from various representative 
viewpoints, be kept within acceptable levels and therefore it is considered that 
this proposal would not conflict with GBRLP Policy ENV1 b) in that it would not 
have a significant adverse effect on the amenities of adjoining occupiers or the 
locality in general. 

 
g) Public Footpath from Gedling Village to Gedling Wood 
 

The assessment concludes that there would be a major adverse effect to the 
landscape amenity of the public footpath (between Gedling and Gedling Wood) in 
the short term, where it approaches and crosses the line of the GAR and where 
users of the path would experience a significant change in tranquillity.  This would 
reduce over time to a moderately adverse impact as planting matures.  

 
I have already concluded above, that in overall terms the impact of the proposed 
GAR on the MLA would be acceptable under GBRLP Policy ENV37, but I am 
also mindful that Policy ENV1 has some relevance, as this particular policy 
permits development subject to criteria including b) which would prevent 
development from having a significant adverse effect on the locality in general.  It 
is inevitable that there would be a large change to the landscape amenity and 
tranquillity of those using the footpath on the approaches to the GAR resulting as 
a direct change from development along the line of this footpath.  However, the 
impact would be limited in extent to the immediate vicinity of the approaches to 
the GAR and would affect largely those using the footpath, as opposed to having 
a significant adverse effect on the locality in general.  In any case, this impact 
would moderate over time to become less than significant as the proposed dense 
planting and landscaping matures and I do not consider that it would conflict with 
ENV1 b).   

 
The LVIA also takes into account the potential for cumulative impacts on landscape 
character in conjunction with the permitted solar farm located within the former 
Gedling Colliery site.  The LVIA concludes that both in terms of landscape character 
and visual effects the GAR would not result in additional significant effects. 
 
In conclusion, I consider that the impact on landscape character has been fully 
assessed and that the adverse impact identified in the short to medium term can be 
satisfactorily mitigated to acceptable levels in the longer term.  Accordingly, the 
proposal accords with Policy 10 of the GBACS where proposals should protect, 
conserve or, where appropriate, enhance landscape character.  In this context, I note 



the applicant’s intention to comply with the species list of the Mid Nottinghamshire 
Farmlands Landscape Character Area.  The landscape proposals include: 
 
� Grassland; 
� Native planting; 
� Native species hedgerows; 
� Native trees; and 
� Wetland habitat. 
 
Notwithstanding this intention, I note a criticism from the County Council that the 
species selected is heavily reliant on lime, Birch, Ash and Wild Cherry, which are not 
considered characteristic for the these landscapes.  The landscaping planting 
scheme is a detailed matter for further consideration and this issue can be 
satisfactorily addressed through an appropriate condition.   
 
Overall, I am satisfied that the applicant has carried out an appropriate Landscape 
and Visual Assessment based on the Landscape Character approach as required by 
GBACS Policies 10 and 16.  A significant issue is the impact on the setting of 
Gedling House but on balance I have concluded that impact can be minimised 
through mitigation and any remaining harm would be outweighed by the public 
benefits of the scheme in accordance with the NPPF.  In overall terms subject to 
appropriate mitigation, any adverse impacts on landscape character and visual 
effects can be kept within acceptable levels and in general the proposal accords with 
GBACS Policies 10 and 16.  By adding to biodiversity the proposal would also meet 
the aims of GBACS Policy 17 (Biodiversity) and GBRLP Policy ENV43 (Greenwood 
Forest). 
 
Flooding & Drainage 
 
The NPPF seeks to prevent inappropriate development in areas of flooding by 
directing that development should be located away from areas at highest risk of 
flooding.  The NPPF requires that proposals not on allocated sites should be subject 
to the sequential test to ensure development is steered towards areas with the 
lowest probability of flooding.  NPPF at paragraph 103 advises that when 
determining planning applications local planning authorities should ensure flood risk 
is not increased elsewhere and applications should be accompanied by a Flood Risk 
Assessment (FRA). 
 
GBACS Policy 1 reflects the NPFF and requires development to avoid areas of flood 
risk and not to increase the risk of flooding elsewhere and where possible to reduce 
flood risk.  GBACS Policy 1 requires all new development to incorporate sustainable 
urban drainage systems (SUDs) which is particularly important for road schemes 
given the risk of surface water runoff from the highway surface and propensity of this 
floodwater to contain pollutants from motor vehicles.   
 
The applicant has submitted an addendum to the FRA assessment dated April 2008 
with the purpose being to update this previous FRA which had been prepared to 
support the previous planning application for this site submitted in 2008 but not 
determined.  The applicant has liaised with the Environment Agency, which has 
made a number of comments which have been taken into account by the applicants 



in this addendum. 
 
The GAR is located within Flood Zone 1 and is at a very low risk of flooding (low risk 
means an area with a likelihood of flooding less than 0.1% or a 1 in 1,000 year 
annual probability of flooding).  The sequential test has therefore been satisfied as 
the proposed road is entirely located in Flood Zone 1.  The addendum also refers to 
the Nottinghamshire County Council and Nottingham City Council Level 1 Strategic 
Flood Risk Assessment which indicates that the proposed development site is not at 
risk of pluvial flooding (ground water) except at the location of the British Coal 
lagoons and at the locations where the alignment crosses ditches.  The FRA 
addendum considers that with the provision of a new drainage system and culvert 
crossings the risk of flooding due to surface water would be low.  The FRA 
addendum also indicates that the site is at a low risk of flooding from other sources. 
 
Site drainage is a key issue, with the Environment Agency initially requiring a generic 
condition that the drainage scheme will limit the discharge rate by all rainfall events 
up to and including the 100 year plus 30% (allowance for climate change) from the 
site to ideally the equivalent of green field run-off rates and as a minimum not to 
exceed the run-off from the current undeveloped site.    
 
The proposed drainage strategy includes a drainage system comprising of filter 
drains, pipe carrier drains and attenuation ponds.  The addendum states that the 
proposed attenuation ponds have sufficient capacity to store flood water up to the 
1:100 year event plus 20%, which the Environment Agency has confirmed is 
acceptable for this specific development, and will also provide treatment of surface 
water discharge including a smaller settlement pond at the inlet to the ponds which 
would facilitate the removal of hydrocarbons.   The applicants refers to Environment 
Agency advice which recommends that surface water is treated prior to discharge 
with a least one type of treatment before water is discharged into the ponds.  
Accordingly the drainage system has been modified to include swales through which 
water would drain prior to entering the ponds.  In addition it is proposed to convert 
the one off line attenuation pond into an on-line pond so that surface water runoff will 
pass through the pond.    
 
I am satisfied that the proposed development is in a low risk area from flooding.  The 
applicant has liaised with the Environment Agency about flood risk and drainage and 
made appropriate amendments to the surface water drainage proposals as a result. 
The Environment Agency has no objections to the development subject to a number 
of conditions relating to surface water drainage, discharge, groundwater quality.  
With appropriate conditions I consider that the proposal therefore satisfies the NPPF 
and GBCACS Policy 1 and should not increase the risk of flooding elsewhere. 
 
Sustainable transport 
 
The NPPF at paragraph 29 stresses the role of transport policy in facilitating 
sustainable development.  Paragraph 30 of the same document gives 
encouragement to transport solutions which support reductions in greenhouse gas 
emissions and reduce congestion.  Plans and decisions should ensure that 
development generating significant movements is located where the need to travel is 
minimised (NPPF paragraph 34).   



 
A Transport Assessment (TA) has been submitted in support of the planning 
application, as required by NPPF paragraph 32.  GBACS Policy 14 seeks to reduce 
the need to travel by securing new development in accessible locations following the 
spatial strategy set out in GBACS Policy 2.  GBACS Policy 14 also requires a 
hierarchical approach to ensure the delivery of sustainable transport networks to 
serve sustainable urban extensions. 
 
The County Council has confirmed that the applicant has worked closely with it and 
and its transport consultants.  The TA has been produced to the satisfaction of the 
Highway Authority utilising the Greater Nottingham Multi Modal Transport Model.  
The Highways Authority notes that the TA identifies the likely redistribution and 
development traffic impacts over a wide area and that it is evident that there will be 
some adverse traffic impacts that will need to be monitored and reported and there 
would also be a need for complimentary measures to ensure traffic is directed to use 
the GAR.  The Highway Authority therefore recommends the imposition of a 
condition that requires the applicant to monitor traffic conditions following 
development.   
 
The Highway Authority also advises that the proposed roundabout at Arnold Lane 
would operate differently during phase 1 and that a smaller roundabout would be 
more appropriate as an interim measure.  This would need to be dealt with in a new 
application.  The Highway Authority recommends a number of conditions dealing 
with traffic, transport and access, which are included in this report.  
 
The GAR will open up the Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm site, which is considered to 
be a sustainable location on the edge of the urban area and is identified as a 
strategic location in GBACS Policy 2.  A footway/cycle way would be provided 
between the B684 Mapperley Plains Road to the new roundabout junction with 
Arnold Lane.  This cycle/footway would be connected to the new roundabout within 
the development site linking the proposed employment and residential areas.  To the 
south-east of this roundabout, the cycle/footway would continue along the northern 
side of the GAR to connect with the A612 Trent Valley Way.  Various crossing points 
for pedestrians and cyclists are also proposed at junctions.  The footpath from 
Gedling Village to Gedling Wood would be diverted 75 metres to the north-west to 
cross the GAR at an uncontrolled crossing point. 
 
The highway layout within the proposed development site would provide a route 
between the two roundabouts to enable buses to pass through the development site.  
It is anticipated that developers of the Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm site would make 
contributions for bus services to be provided and there is scope to extend existing 
bus services to serve the site. 
 
The proposal accords with the sustainable transport objectives in the NPPF open up 
the Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm site for a sustainable urban extension and relieve 
traffic congestion on the A6211 and accords with GBACS policies 2, 4, 7, 14 and 15.   
 
Loss of Playing Fields & Open Space 
 
Whilst the route follows the indicative safeguarded line on the adopted Local Plan 



Proposals Map, it would lead to the loss of part of the eastern edge of the school 
playing field at Carleton-le-Willows School Academy.  The land taken up by the GAR 
would lead to the effective loss of two playing pitches, as currently laid out, which 
would be greatly reduced in size.  The proposal is therefore contrary to Policy R1 of 
the GBRLP, which seeks to protect open space, including school playing fields, 
unless a number of specified conditions for exceptions to this policy exist, none of 
which are applicable in this instance.   
 
However, I consider that there is scope to relocate the existing playing pitches and 
replace them with a facility of equal quality through a reconfiguration of the existing 
school playing fields and to incorporate extra planting along the eastern edge of the 
playing field.  Whilst there would be a net loss of land within the existing open space, 
the adverse impact on the school playing pitches as a school facility can be 
mitigated, which in my opinion would reduce the conflict with GBRLP Policy R1 to an 
acceptable level.  
 
With regard to Burton Joyce Parish Council’s comments on the advice from the 
Department for Education and Education Funding Agency on the protection of school 
playing fields and public land, I would comment that this advice is non-statutory and 
does not influence or affect the procedures for applying for planning permission.  
Education ministers do not have any statutory powers to influence any future 
development of land; this is strictly a matter for the local planning authority. 
 
Furthermore, the prior consent of the Secretary of State for Education is not required 
under Section 77 of the School Standards and Framework Act where consent is 
required under other legislation relating to the compulsory purchase of land. 
 
Layout & Design Considerations 
 
The relevant planning policies that need to be considered in relation to layout and 
design are set out in Policy 10 of the GBACS and Section 7 of the NPPF. 
 
Section 7 of the NPPF outlines that the Government attaches great importance to 
design, and that good design should contribute positively to making places better for 
people.  It states, inter alia, that planning decisions should aim to ensure that 
developments will function well, respond to local character and history and are 
visually attractive as a result of appropriate landscaping.  It also requires that 
planning decisions should address the connections between people and places and 
the integration of new development into the natural, built and historic environment. 
 
Policy 10 of the GBACS requires all new development to be designed to a high 
standard and sets out in detail how this should be assessed.  The most relevant 
design elements in this instance include the layout and the impact on the amenity of 
nearby residents. 
 
The indicative route of the GAR has previously been established, as shown on the 
Proposals Map of the adopted GBRLP 2005, to facilitate the redevelopment of the 
former Gedling Colliery site, providing a bypass around Gedling village, linking the 
area with the wider road network and seeking to ease traffic congestion in the area.  
The alignment of the proposed GAR takes account of the route of the road as shown 



on the Proposals Map.  
 
The proposed GAR has been designed to take account of the topography and 
constraints of the site.  Should permission be granted, it is considered reasonable 
that conditions be attached requiring the submission of a Design Code to include 
within it details of landscaping, boundary treatments, types of traffic calming and 
street lighting and furniture to ensure that the design and appearance of the road is 
satisfactory, whilst achieving highway adoption standards. 
 
As such, I am satisfied that the layout and design of the proposed GAR would accord 
with the aims of Policy 10 of the GBACS and Section 7 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 GBRLP, Policy 10 of the GBACS and 
Section 11 of the NPPF.  
 
Policy ENV1 of the GBRLP 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 GBACS.   
 
Policy 10 of the GBACS 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 
 
I appreciate the concerns of local residents, especially on Clementine Drive, with 
regards to the proximity of the road to residential properties and the potential impacts 
this would have in terms of loss of privacy, outlook, amenity and light, the impact 
upon health as a result of pollution, noise and vibration nuisance, and the impact of 
road signage on visual amenity.   
 
I would attach moderate weight to these issues, as any undue visual impact on 
residential amenity would be mitigated by landscaping measures, which would 
screen and filter views of the road over time, particularly through the use of more 
mature planting to accelerate the positive effects of mitigation.  Whilst I note the 
County Council’s recent comments with regard to potential shading of properties, this 
must be balanced against the beneficial effect of the screening.  
 
With regard to the air and noise pollution concerns raised by local residents and 
Carlton-le-Willows Academy, I note that Public Protection is satisfied that the 
construction of the GAR would have a negligible effect on air quality; subject to the 
imposition of an appropriate condition to manage dust and particulate matter during 
construction, and that the provision of acoustic fencing would mitigate any noise 
impact.   



 
I note that the Air Quality Assessment includes a number of receptors close to the 
Academy site and that results are well below the mean Air Quality objectives for 
vehicle related emissions.  The increase in the concentrations of nitrogen dioxide 
and particular matter in the area surrounding the GAR has been determined to be 
negligible.  The Assessment has concluded that the Academy and its pupils would 
not be adversely affected in air quality terms. 
 
In addition, I note that whilst Public Protection has not raised any objections to the 
proposal, the Noise Assessment deposited with the application has suggested the 
construction of noise barriers during construction works to ensure that noise from 
construction activity would be reduced to a minimum.  The Highway Authority has 
also requested that a condition be attached, should permission be granted, requiring 
an appropriate noise assessment review to be undertaken during the relevant 
construction phases.  I also note that the noise assessment demonstrates that the 
school buildings are generally predicted to experience a negligible increase or 
decrease in noise levels.   
 
It is therefore considered that the proposal would not have a significant adverse 
effect on the amenities of adjoining residents, Carlton-le-Willows Academy or the 
locality in general, in accordance with the aims of Policy ENV1 of the RLP, Policy 10 
of the ACSSD and Section 11 of the NPPF. 
 
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 GBRLP.   
 
Policy ENV1 of the GBRLP 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 GBRLP states that in considering proposals for new development, 
reference will be made to the Highway Authority’s highway design guidelines. 
 
The impact of the proposed development on residential amenity has been 
considered separately above under Amenity Considerations, which concluded that 
the proposal would not have a significant adverse effect on the amenities of 
adjoining residents or the locality in general. 
 
With regard to adequate provisions for the safe and convenient access and 
circulation of pedestrians and vehicles, I appreciate the concerns raised by the 
Carlton-le-Willows Academy, Burton Joyce Parish Council and local residents with 
regard to road safety and particularly for children at the south-eastern end of the 
proposed GAR, where a new signal-controlled junction would be created onto the 



A612 Trent Valley Way. 
 
These concerns have been brought to the attention of the County Council as 
Highway Authority which has confirmed that it wants to ensure that, if the proposed 
GAR is constructed, that the design is as safe as possible for all road users.   
 
The Highway Authority states that the principal desire line for school children at the 
south-eastern end of the proposed GAR would be along the footway on the northern 
side of Burton Road, which means that pupils would need to cross in 3 stages.  The 
Highway Authority goes on to point out that similar arrangements are common place 
in Nottingham. 
 
I would also draw Members attention to the fact that the County Council’ s traffic 
signal engineers and road safety specialists have re-checked the proposed junction 
arrangements, particularly from a pedestrian viewpoint, and are content with the 
proposed preliminary design.   
 
With regard to the alternative suggestions involving the complete segregation of 
movement for children seeking to cross the proposed GAR from the east, which  
would involve the construction of either an underpass or footbridge, I note that the 
Highway Authority’s experience of these types of crossing has met with mixed 
success and that it considers that there is a real danger that, if provided, some 
school children would still attempt to cross at grade, which would be extremely 
dangerous if no signal crossings are provided.   
 
In view of the above, the Highway Authority has concluded that a grade separated 
crossing is not considered appropriate or necessary and that the proposed GAR 
traffic signal controlled junction with Burton Road would be designed to be as safe as 
possible for school children to continue to walk to and from the Academy from Burton 
Joyce. 
 
I also note that the Highway Authority considers that there would be considerable 
benefits for the majority of pupils walking from within Gedling village, where traffic 
volumes are set to fall considerably. 
 
I note that it has been confirmed that there would be no direct pedestrian access 
between the Academy and the proposed GAR, and am satisfied that the safety of 
users of the playing fields would be no different to the current situation. 
 
The management of construction traffic can be dealt with by the imposition of an 
appropriate condition, as recommended by the Highway Authority. 
 
I am satisfied, therefore, that particular attention has been paid to the needs of 
pedestrians and people with young children.   
 
With regard to congestion, the Transport Assessment identifies that the proposed 
GAR is expected to slightly reduce traffic flows on local roads, although I note that it 
is accepted that there would be some adverse traffic impacts, which the Highway 
Authority considers could be dealt with by the imposition of appropriate conditions for 
the monitoring of traffic conditions post-implementation.  I also note that the Highway 



Authority considers that traffic levels on Arnold Lane should reduce due to traffic 
being attracted to the GAR, and as a result accident problems are likely to reduce 
also. 
 
I would also concur with the comments made by the applicants agent that the 
Inspector for the GBRLP in 2004 provided an overarching response to the similar 
concerns raised about road safety at that time and saw no reason to disagree with 
the proposition that the road system in this part of the Borough had already reached 
or exceeded its safe capacity, nor with the proposition that the existing road network 
would not have to carry additional traffic. 
 
Detailed approval is sought as part of this application to establish the location and 
design of the proposed GAR, which has been assessed separately under the Layout 
and Design Considerations above.  
 
Traffic and transport impact issues and a Transport Assessment have been provided 
and considered by the Highway Authority, which has no objections, subject to the 
imposition of appropriate conditions with regard to detailed road design matters.  
These would ensure that the proposed GAR is constructed in accordance with the 
6C’s Design Guide.  Other technical highway issues would be dealt with under 
separate highway powers.   
 
It is considered, therefore, that the proposed development would be in accordance 
with Policies ENV1 and T10 of the RLP. 
 
Pollution & 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 GBRLP and Section 11 of the NPPF.  
 
Policy ENV3 of the GBRLP 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. 
 
Section 11 of the NPPF states, at paragraph 109, 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. 
 
With regard to air and noise pollution, as noted above under Amenity 
Considerations, Public Protection is satisfied that the construction of the GAR would 
have a negligible effect on air quality; subject to the imposition of an appropriate 
condition to manage dust and particulate matter during construction, and that the 
provision of acoustic fencing would mitigate any noise impact. 
 
With regard to land contamination, I note that the Environment Agency and Public 
Protection have no objections in principle to the proposed development, but 
recommend the imposition of appropriate conditions to ensure the protection of 
controlled waters and to ensure that the site is suitable for its intended use and to 
ensure that the potential for short term pollution from dust is considered and 
mitigated against. 
 
It is considered, therefore, that subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions the 
proposed development would accord with Policies ENV3 and ENV11 of the GBRLP 
and Section 11 of the NPPF. 
 
Nature Conservation Considerations 
 
The relevant planning policies that need to be considered in relation to ecological 
matters are set out in Policy ENV36 of the GBRLP, Policy 17 of the GBACS 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) or Site of Importance for 
Nature Conservation [now known as Local Wildlife Sites], 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 appropriate and improvements to the network benefit biodiversity 
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 mitigate or compensate at a level equivalent 
to the biodiversity value of the habitat lost. 

 
Policy 17 of the ACS 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. 
 
Section 11 of the NPPF advises, at paragraph 118, 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. 
 
Whilst the proposed development would not directly affect any statutory designated 
nature conservation site and would not have a significant impact on the locally 
designated Gedling House Wood Local Nature Reserve, it would directly impact 
upon the locally designated Gedling Colliery and Dismantled Railway LWS. 
 
The main concern arising in this respect is that the measures proposed to mitigate 
against ecological impacts arising from the proposed GAR fall short of what is 
actually required, particularly with regard to the presence of Open Mosaic Habitat on 
Previously Developed Land (OMH), which would be lost, and bats. 
 
It is proposed to translocate the OMH onto the adjacent Gedling Country Park, which 
is acceptable in principle, but as a last resort.  However, specific details as to the 
methodology and the characteristics of the receptor area have not been provided, so 
the assessed impact is unclear. 
 
The application is also considered to be insufficiently detailed with regard to the 



information provided in respect of common toads, badger, dingy skipper butterfly and 
the proposed landscaping. 
 
Although it would have been preferable for this detailed information to have been 
submitted with the application, to ensure the effectiveness and deliverability of the 
mitigation and the soundness of the impact assessment, I am satisfied, on balance, 
that the imposition of appropriate conditions would be acceptable, bearing in mind 
the level of detail which the NCU and NWT have identified in their comments, which 
can be used to inform the framing of such conditions. 
 
I am also satisfied that the use of a S106 to secure the translocation of the OMH and 
badgers onto adjacent land would be acceptable and deliverable in this particular 
instance, given that the Borough Council has control over the Country Park by way 
of a lease and the applicants have indicated that they are confident that an 
agreement can be secured with a landowner adjacent to the GAR. 
 
Whilst I note the comments of the NCU and NWT about including the proposed 
Anaerobic Digester in the assessment of cumulative impacts, I do consider this to be 
necessary, given that a planning application for this development is still being 
processed by the County Council as Waste Authority. 
 
I also note that the retention of two former colliery lagoons is welcomed from a 
nature conservation perspective. 
 
I am satisfied, therefore, that after taking into account the mitigation measures  
proposed, the proposed development would: 
 
� Provide new biodiversity features 
 
� Supporting the management and maintenance of existing and created habitats 

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

 
� Ensure that where harm to biodiversity is unavoidable, the proposed 

development would mitigate or compensate at a level equivalent to the 
biodiversity value of the habitat lost. 

 
As such, I consider that the proposed development would broadly accord with the 
aims of Policy ENV36 of the GBRLP, Policy 17 of the GBACS and Section 11 of the 
NPPF. 
 
Arboricultural Considerations 
 
The relevant planning policy which needs to be considered in relation to trees is set 
out in Policy 10 of the ACS. 
 
Policy 10 of the ACS states that development must have regard to the local context, 
including valued landscape characteristics. 
 
Whilst I note that the deposited Arboricultural Impact Assessment (AIA) was in draft, 



I also note the comments of the Forestry Manager in that it enables consideration of 
the trees and hedges to be removed as part of the proposal.  Notwithstanding this, I 
consider it reasonable, should permission be granted, that a condition be attached 
requiring the submission of a full AIA to include a precise details of trees to be 
removed and a precise tree constraints plan in relation to the proposed GAR and all 
supporting infra-structure together with full planting mitigation measures.  
 
It is considered, therefore, that subject to the imposition of appropriate conditions the 
proposed development would accord with Policy 10 of the ACS. 
 
Heritage Considerations 

The main heritage considerations are the potential impact of the proposed 
development on nearby Conservation Areas and Archaeology.  In this respect, 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 states, amongst other things, that proposals and initiatives 
will be supported where the historic environment and heritage assets and their 
settings are conserved and 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.  
 
Paragraph 132 of the NPPF states that when considering the impact of the proposal 
on the heritage asset, great weight should be given to the assets conservation.  The 
more important the asset the greater the weight should be.  Any harm to loss of the 
asset should require clear and convincing justification.  
 
Paragraph 133 of the NPPF adds that where a proposal would lead to substantial 
harm or total loss of a heritage asset then consent should be refused unless it can 
be demonstrated that the harm or loss is necessary to achieve substantial public 
benefits which outweigh that harm or loss.  

Whilst I note the comments of the County Councils Heritage Officer with regards to 
the level of impact of the proposed road on the Listed Gedling House, I am satisfied 
that impact on the setting could be suitably minimised through appropriate mitigation 
measures and that, on balance, the public benefits of the scheme would outweigh 
the mitigated harm to the setting of the Listed Building in line with policies in the 
NPPF.  

Notwithstanding this, I consider it reasonable that, should permission be granted, a 
condition be attached to any consent requiring the submission and written approval 
of precise details of the proposed mitigation measures to ensure that such measures 
are appropriate and effective. 

I am therefore satisfied that the proposed development would accord with the aims 
of Policy 11 of the ACSSD and Section 12 of the NPPF. 

Public Footpath Considerations 



Although there are no specific policies regarding public footpaths, the most relevant 
planning policies that need to be considered in relation to the public footpaths are set 
out in Policy ENV1 of the RLP and Policy 10 of the ACSSD. 
 
Policy ENV1 of the RLP states, amongst other things, that new development should 
have regard to the appearance of the area and does not adversely affect the area by 
reason of its layout and that development proposals include adequate provisions for 
the safe and convenient access and circulation of pedestrians.   
 
Policy 10 of the ACSSD requires, amongst other things, that all new development 
should be designed to create an attractive, safe, inclusive and healthy environment. 
 
Although Carlton Footpath No.2 would be bisected by the proposed GAR, I note that 
it would be diverted at grade to a location between the cutting and the embankment, 
to an uncontrolled crossing where a pedestrian refuge would be provided.  I also 
note the advice of the County Council’s Countryside Access section, contained 
within the observations of the County Council as Highway Authority, that during 
detailed design, consideration should be given to a light controlled crossing providing 
not only a safe crossing, but also giving confidence to users to use and continue to 
use this important link to the wider network.   
 
As such, I am satisfied that the proposed development would accord with the 
relevant aims of Policy ENV1 of the RLP and Policy 10 of the ACSSD.     
 
Environmental Impact Assessment 
 
This is an application that is subject to an environmental impact assessment, and as 
such an Environmental Statement (ES) has been submitted. The ES as written 
assumes that the Gedling Access Road, would be built in two phases (section 3.4 
construction proposals). Phase 1 would involve the construction of a new 5-arm 
roundabout onto the A6211 which would facilitate the development of the Gedling 
Colliery/Chase Farm site and Phase 2 would involve the construction of the rest of 
the GAR, from the B684 (Mapperley Plains Road) to the A612 (Trent Valley Way). It 
is assumed that construction of the GAR will commence early 2015 and that the road 
will be completed in its entirety by 2019.  
 
The ES has looked at the likely impacts that the GAR would cause (on the following 
factors: air quality, landscape, cultural heritage, ecology, noise and vibration, traffic 
and transport and socio-economic) overall and has not looked at impacts in relation 
to the fact that there are two phases. It would have been preferable for these points 
to be covered. It is also usual for an ES to consider cumulative impacts of a 
proposal. 
 
The Agents acting on behalf of the applicant have been made aware of the issues.  
With regard to the two proposed phases of development, there is a need to consider 
the likely impact of such a construction phasing in relation to impact on the traffic and 
transport, air quality, ecology, landscape, and socio-economic impacts.  
 
The Highway Authority has verbally advised that the 5-arm roundabout that would be 
built first would operate in the following manner, initially when first constructed the 



roundabout would act as a three arm roundabout. One arm of the roundabout would 
link to Arnold Lane to the west giving access to Mapperley Plains Road, one arm 
would eventually provide access to the proposed housing site and the third arm 
would link to the east to provide access onto Arnold Lane. The remaining two arms 
would be constructed to link to the west and east sides of the GAR.  
 
Once the roundabout is constructed, it is envisaged that traffic would be diverted 
onto the roundabout and a small part of Arnold Lane between the two arms would be 
closed. The Highway Authority has advised that the deviation should add no more 
than 5 minutes to journey times. The initial construction of the roundabout would not 
significantly alter traffic flows in the area, as the roundabout would not lead traffic to 
any new route. In light of this I consider that the construction of the roundabout first 
would have a neutral impact on traffic and transport in the locality. A condition could 
be imposed to require details of the precise operation of the roundabout and 
associated footways and cycle ways prior to the construction of the second phase of 
the development.  
 
With regard to air quality, Public Protection have not raised the issue of the impact 
that the two phase approach to the construction of the GAR would have on the 
surrounding area. Public Protection also agree with the findings of the Air Quality 
Assessment in that the construction of the GAR in itself would have negligible effect 
on air quality, if correct practices are put in place during construction. This 
conclusion can still be drawn if there are two phases to road construction. A 
condition requiring the submission of details to deal with dust/particulate matter 
during construction phase would in my opinion be satisfactory to deal with this issue.  
 
The area where the 5-arm round is proposed, is identified as semi-mature neutral 
grassland, some of the banking to the roundabout would abut broadleaved 
woodland. The semi-mature grassland was classified as being species poor. The bat 
survey report submitted indicates that there is bat activity in the vicinity, but that 
there were no stopping points. A static detector was positioned to the centre of the 
proposed roundabout.  
 
The only notable breeding bird species detected in the vicinity of the roundabout was 
a yellow hammer. A number of green list species such as blackbird, robin etc. were 
also noted in the vicinity of the proposed roundabout.  
 
The reptile survey submitted indicates that no reptiles of any species were recorded, 
and concludes that the proposed works would be unlikely to affect reptiles. There are 
no ponds in the vicinity of the proposed roundabout and therefore the first phase 
does not present any issue for amphibians.  
 
With regard to badgers the construction of the roundabout would have an impact on 
badger activity in the area and it is indicated that there would be a need for badger 
tunnels in the vicinity. It would be reasonable to require the provision of this 
information prior to the construction of the roundabout, together with any other 
proposed mitigation measures.  
 
Given the findings of the ecology reports in relation to this area it is not considered 
that this phase of development would have any significant adverse impacts that 



could not be controlled through condition.  
 
In terms of impact on landscape, the proposed roundabout would be located within 
the Mid Nottinghamshire Farmlands character area. This particular landscape is 
characterised by the restored colliery spoil heap, the surrounding landscape is gently 
sloping and rises sharply. The area is urban fringe and the A6211 which passes is 
already a busy road.  
 
The plans submitted with this application indicate that the roundabout would be 
constructed at a lower level from the eastern side of the junction with Arnold Lane 
and that there would be a gradient increase to the western side of the junction with 
Arnold lane. The north eastern side of the roundabout would link to land that would 
slope away.  
 
Given the nature of the urban fringe character of the area of land to be utilised for the 
roundabout and the proposed site levels of the roundabout it is not considered that 
there would be any adverse impact on the landscape.  
 
It is proposed that culverts will be created in order to deal with surface water 
drainage, and it is noted that the Environment Agency have not raised any objections 
to the proposals.  
 
With regard to socio-economic impacts of the first phase, it is not considered that 
these impacts would relate to movement of people in the area, particularly in relation 
to vehicular movements. However, given the amount of time that the short deviation 
onto the roundabout would cause initially it could not be considered to be significant.  
The impacts of Phase 1 can be adequately identified and conditions utilised to 
reduce any potential impacts (as indicated above).  
 
It is considered that the manner in which the ES is written adequately covers the 
impacts of the rest of the road construction, and that specific details for Phase 2 
could be addressed through conditions. Given the proposed construction timetable of 
the GAR in terms of commencement in 2015, the 5-arm roundabout being completed 
in December 2015 and the rest of the road being completed by 2019, it is considered 
that such a construction timetable would minimise cumulative impacts that could 
arise and that the ES sufficiently identifies impacts and suggests appropriate 
mitigation measures.  
 
In light of the above assessment of the Phase 1 and Phase 2 impacts it is 
considered that the potential impacts of the development can be predicted and can 
be adequately assessed, and that an informed decision can be made. However, it is 
considered necessary to condition the development so that it takes place in two 
phases and to the timescales set out in the ES, which would mean that the 
development would be carried out within the confines and scope of the ES.  
 
Due to the manner in which the ES has been drafted there is also a requirement to 
control the actual opening of the GAR. The 5-arm roundabout should be conditioned 
to open first, with the rest of the road being opened up in one phase. Details of how 
the following junctions will operate when they are constructed (along with other 
associated works) and how traffic flow will be managed will be required prior to the 



construction of Phase 2:- 
 
� The junction of the GAR onto Mapperley Plains Road and the other 

associated alterations; 

� The proposed roundabout on Lambley Lane and the construction of the 

northern arm of the GAR and the eastern arm of the GAR onto Lambley Lane; 

� The junction onto Trent Valley Way and Burton Road/Nottingham Road at 

Burton Joyce.  

It is considered that there would be a need to carry out consultation in relation to the 
submission of such details, as the detail of how traffic flows would be affected and 
how traffic flow would be managed is of public interest. A separate report produced 
as an addendum to this will set out the recommended conditions and indicate the 
conditions that should be subject to further consultation.  
 
Section 106 Requirements 

 
It is considered that a s106 would be required in conjunction with this application. 
The s106 would be required to cover the following items:- 
� Details of a road traffic regulation order required to alter the speed limit on the 

A6211 to reduce the speed limit from 60mph/40mph to 30mph south of the 

proposed GAR/Arnold Lane roundabout. This detail would be required prior to 

the roundabout being first brought into use; 

� Details of wheel washing facilities, proposed routeing for construction traffic, 

this information would be required to be submitted prior to the construction of 

phase 1 and the construction of phase 2 of the development; 

� The provision of alternative badger sett sites and nest boxes for Barn Owls, 

this information would be required prior to the construction of Phase 1 and 

Phase 2 of the development; 

� The translocation of Open Mosaic Habitat and badgers onto the Gedling 

Country Park 

� Details of the mitigation measures proposed to compensate for the loss of 

playing field at Carlton Le Willows, these details would need to be agreed 

prior to the construction of Phase 2 of the GAR; 

� Details of the mitigation measures proposed to compensate for loss of land 

associated with the Woodthorpe (St Marks) Scout group site, these details 

would need to be agreed prior to the construction of Phase 2 of the GAR; 

� Details of a local labour and training agreement in relation to the construction 

of the GAR, such details would need to be provided prior to the construction 

of phase 1 and phase 2 of the development.  

The above matters would relate to items that could require the involvement of third 
parties and are therefore best secured through s106 agreement. 
 
Other Considerations 
 
Lack of consultation 



 
I note the comments received with regards to the lack of consultation prior to the 
application being formally submitted, particularly with regards to residents on 
Clementine Drive and Carlton-le-Willows Academy.  The Borough Council would 
encourage developers to engage with local communities at the pre-application stage. 
The Council itself would not undertake pre- application as this would be a matter for 
the developer. 
 
Notwithstanding this, I note from the Statement of Community Involvement submitted 
with the application that the developer has carried out extensive consultation with 
properties in the area and has held several public meetings.  The agent has also 
confirmed that the applicant has contacted the Academy by letter prior to the 
application being deposited.  
 
With regards to the formal neighbour notification process carried out by the Borough 
Council, 815 consultation letters were posted, 48 to properties on Clementine Drive 
(of which only one was returned as being undeliverable).  12 site notices were also 
posted in the locality of the application site and a pro forma notice posted in the local 
press, which gave details of the application and where the application could be 
viewed. 
 
With regards to the neighbour notification letters and consultation deadlines, letters 
advising local residents of the application are generated via the computer system 
and are not personally addressed.  A statutory 21 days deadline for response is 
given in the letters and on the site notices posted in the area. It should be noted that 
statutorily there is only a requirement to notify and consult once on an application. 
The Council has carried out 2 further consultations and notifications. These gave 
timescales of 14 and 7 days 
 
Furthermore, the Borough Council will accept and consider, as far as practicable, 
any representations received after any given deadline, so long as these are made 
prior to the determination of the application. 
  
The application is available to view at the Council Offices and a duty officer is 
available to assist the public during the week. 
 
Planning legislation for publicising applications of this type requires either a site 
notice or neighbour notification letter as outlined in the Town and Country Planning 
(General Development Procedure) Order 1995 amended by the Town and Country 
Planning (General Development Procedure) (Amendment ) (England) Order 2010. 
I am therefore satisfied that that the statutory consultation requirements were 
undertaken with this application and that the publicity method used was appropriate 
and commensurate with the development proposed. 
 
Alternative Routes 
 
A number of alternative routes have been suggested which include the route of the 
road previously proposed in 2008, the widening of the existing Gedling Road/Arnold 
Lane, the relocation of the scout camp and rerouting the road and alterations to the 
existing junction and relocating the road further away from properties on Whitworth 



Drive.   
 
The suggestion that the northern spur of the GAR be treated as a separate 
application to allow the rest of the road to be constructed and the redevelopment of 
the Colliery site to be commenced would be a matter for the developer to consider. 
 
The Borough Council should consider the proposal as it currently stands.  
 
Impact on Carlton le Willows Academy 
 
I note the concerns raised with regards to the loss of the playing fields/pitches, would 
reduce the space for any potential future development.  However, I am mindful that 
the Academy occupies an extensive site and there may be alternative sites within the 
campus to accommodate future development, as well as re-configuring the existing 
playing pitches.  Any application received for the additional building works would be 
assessed at that time in terms of siting and impact. 
 
Impact on St Marks Scout Group 
 
I note the comments received from the Scouts Group.  This falls outside of the 
application site boundary.  Any compensation or mitigation for the loss of land, the 
relocation and reconstruction of the fire circle would be a matter for the developer. 
 
Accuracy of and quality of plans   
 
I note the comment’s received with regards to the accuracy of the plans deposited 
with the application. However, the proposed GAR is clearly shown as safeguarded 
land on the adopted GRLP 2005 Proposals Map.  Furthermore, I am of the opinion 
that although the properties may not be shown on the proposed site plan they are 
clearly indicated on other plans deposited with the application.  I am satisfied that 
this would allow full assessment of the proposals.  
 
 Secretary of State Referral 
 
Under the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (Consultation) (England) 
Direction 2009, the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government must 
be consulted if a local planning authority does not propose to refuse an application 
for planning permission to which the Direction applies: 
 
 
Green Belt 
 
The Direction relates to inappropriate development on land within the Green Belt, as 
now identified in the NPPF, which consists of or includes: 
 
a) The provision of a building or buildings where the floor space to be created by the 

development is 1000 square metres or more; or 
 
b) Any other development which, by reason of its scale or nature or location, would 

have a significant impact on the openness of the Green Belt. 



 
In my opinion, the southern section of the proposed GAR would have a significant 
impact on the openness of the Green Belt and the application would have to be 
referred to the Secretary of State on this ground.   
 
Development Outside Town Centres 
 
The Direction relates to retail, leisure or office development which is out-of-town; not 
in accordance with the development plan; and consists or includes the provision of 
buildings over 5,000 square metres (including new development of 2,500 square 
metres or more which, when aggregated with existing floor space, would exceed 
5,000 square metres). 
 
The application would not need to be referred on this ground.  
 
Sport England 
 
The Direction applies, amongst other things, when Sport England has objected to a 
proposed development in the Green Belt which involves the loss of a playing field 
and an alternative or replacement playing field is proposed that does not match that 
which would be lost. 
 
Parks and Street Care has indicated that it would be possible to re-configure the 
resulting playing field at Carlton-le-Willows Academy, should the proposed 
development be approved and implemented, to ensure that replacement playing 
pitches can be provided that would at least match those that would be lost in terms 
of quantity, quality and accessibility.  However, it would not be possible to replace 
that part of the playing field which would be lost.  As such, I consider it would also be 
necessary to refer the application to the Secretary of State on this ground. 
 
Environment Agency 
 
The Direction applies when the Environment Agency has objected to a proposed 
major development in a flood risk area and the objection has not been withdrawn. As 
the EA have not objected to the proposal, this application would not need to be 
referred on this ground. 
 
Conclusion 
 
In planning policy terms, the proposed GAR is supported in principle and accords 
with the locational strategy set out in GBACS Policies 2, 4 and 7, which identify the 
Gedling Colliery/Chase Farm as a strategic location and a regeneration priority for 
housing and employment, subject to the GAR being provided.    
 
GBACS Policy 15 specifically identifies the GAR as a necessary transport scheme to 
support the GBACS strategy.  The route also follows closely the indicative 
safeguarded line on the adopted GBRLP Proposals Map 2005 and meets the 
transport aims of GBACS Policy 14. 
 
Local transport infrastructure such as this may be appropriate development in Green 



Belt, provided it preserves the openness of the Green Belt.  As this proposed road 
would traverse Green Belt, through an area of undulating countryside, there would 
be a significant impact on openness, but this harm to the Green Belt is outweighed 
by very special circumstances justifying the road, to which I attach substantial 
weight. 
 
Whilst there are also some significant landscape and visual impacts, as described in 
the report, I attach moderate weight to these, as they would reduce over time as 
appropriate tree and shrub planting matures and assimilates the road into the wider 
landscape.   
 
Any undue visual impact on residential amenity would also be mitigated by 
landscaping over time and noise impact would be mitigated by the provision of 
acoustic fencing.  As such, I would give a limited amount of weight to the impact on 
residential amenity. 
 
Overall, I consider that substantial weight can be attached to the justification given 
for the proposed development, which outweighs all other considerations when taken 
together. 

 

Recommendation: 
 
Grant Planning Permission subject to the conditions set out in the addendum 
report and subject to the satisfactory completion of a s106 agreement with the 
Borough Council and other interested parties in relation to a Traffic Regulation Order 
associated with speed limits on Arnold Lane, details of wheel washing and means of 
access and routes of construction traffic, details of proposed new setts and barn owl 
nest boxes, details of translocation of Open Mosaic Habitat and badgers to the 
Gedling Country Park, details of mitigation measures to compensate for the loss of 
land at Carlton Le Willows and Woodthorpe (St Marks) Scout Group and for a local 
labour agreement for the construction of the GAR.   
 


