
Attachment 3 – Ecology Comments 

Response to City Ecologist Comments 
 
A revised Phase 1 habitat map is provided following the request received (Refer Drawing No 203_D).  
 
On balance, when considering the threat presented by Japanese Knotweed to the habitats and ecology of the 
site, as well as the threat that private ownership (by the current owner or any future owner) presents in terms 
of land management and public access to the site, we strongly believe that this application conserves and 
restores the nature conservation value of the site and brings a large proportion of the site from private 
ownership into a community owned charitable organisation, which allows land, ecology, environment and 
amenity to be secured for the future, through the use of enabling development.  
 
The City Ecologist discusses the area of loss of LWS and OSN, stating a figure based on house footprints being 
stated in the planning documentation. We have reviewed the areas of various different features across the site 
and these can be broken down as follows: 
 
Total area proposed to be residential within NCC boundary = 1.34ha 
 
of which, private drive serving all properties = 2023m2 / 0.2ha 
individual plot driveways, paths and patios = 1108m2 / 0.11ha 
house and garage footprints = 1190m2 / 0.12ha 
private gardens = 4780m2 / 0.48ha 
informal open spaces beside roadway = 4267m2 / 0.43ha 
 
Total area proposed to be residential within BBC boundary = 0.53ha (of which 0.05ha currently amenity grass 
and private drive to Sandy Lane, within the site ownership) 
 
of which, private drive, individual plot driveways, paths and patios = 947m2 / 0.09ha 
House footprints = 489m2 / 0.05ha 
private gardens = 3354m2 / 0.34ha 
informal open spaces = 543m2 / 0.05ha 
 
Total area proposed community park = 2.83ha 
 
Of which, community park within NCC boundary = 2.42ha 
Community park within BBC boundary = 0.41ha 
 
There are some calculation errors contained within the original application and therefore documentation will be 
updated to suit the above.  
 
The commentary discusses that the ‘northern 8 dwellings are described as being in areas of low nature 
conservation importance’ and that this assessment is inaccurate. For clarity, the application is for 9 dwellings in 
this area.  Concurrent to this, the landowner has been served with a Community Protection Order to strim these 
areas, whilst at the same time discovering areas of Japanese Knotweed in some of them. There are, therefore, 
a complexity of issues that are at odds, when considering the ‘value’ of these areas.  
 
To support the assessment made that the areas to the north within the areas of bracken, bramble and tall herbs 
are of low nature conservation value, we enclose an addendum document (Appendix 1): ‘Bracken-Bramble 
Habitat Assessment’. This explains in further detail the methodology and rationale behind the assessment made 
in the Phase 1 ecology survey. This can be viewed alongside the Phase 1 Habitat mapping, which outlines the 
areas within the site and in the immediate surroundings where this habitat is present.  
 
It is considered that there is not enough detail in regard to the habitats for the 2 dwellings to the South of the 
site.  Japanese Knotweed is prevalent in this area, such that it is very difficult to even access the area, with stands 



above head height.  For the reasons of practicality and the inevitability of complete habitat loss through Japanese 
Knotweed eradication, the current assessment provided is considered appropriate.  
 
It is stated that ‘the creation of a community park is fairly redundant, based on the existing community use of 
the site’. We must stress that the site is private land and as such the use that is referred to is illegal.  There are 
also no rights of way across the site.  The boundaries to the site which have been previously vandalised, will be 
reinstated as required by covenants on the land, and has only not been undertaken at this time due to the desire 
to work with the community on delivering this project. Any existing use of the land therefore is not a material 
consideration.  
 
The land to the South Eastern boundary, adjacent the existing football pitch situated at the edge of the Sandy 
Lane LNR is subject to an agreed boundary rectification order dated 1st December 2008 between Broxtowe 
Borough Council and the private landowner. As such there is a potential impact on the football pitch if any 
permanent fenced boundary is erected i.e. loss of the football pitch. As such there is a public benefit in 
maintaining an open boundary and the use of the land as part of the proposed Bramcote Unity Park CIO.  
 
It is stated that Japanese Knotweed treatment should not be seen as a biodiversity gain or benefit.  We are 
surprised by this comment. Whilst we appreciate it is a requirement that the landowner deal with the Japanese 
Knotweed, the legal requirement is to stop spread on to adjoining land. There is equally no stipulation on how 
this can be dealt with. There are three options for treatment based on specialist advice received; Glyphosate 
treatment, Dig and Dump or Dig and Sift. The most economical treatment is glyphosate treatment, however the 
ecological impact of this would be catastrophic. It is advised by the specialist that the treatment period would 
be around 10 years with all ground in these areas being devoid of habitats. This treatment method would not 
be guaranteed to be successful due to the size, density and prevalence of the Japanese Knotweed on the site.  
The use of large quantities of chemical over a number of years will directly affect invertebrates and micro-
organisms within the treatment zones. Higher levels of Glyphosate will be recorded in groundwater and streams 
through runoff from rainfall. The applicants preferred method is ‘Dig and Sift’, which has the least impact 
ecologically.  
 
We enclose additional documentation in regard to both trees and ecology on the site and how the Japanese 
Knotweed interact with these site factors. The Japanese knotweed is a significant habitat on site, which 
continues to expand in size, such that the east west corridor is now broken by the JKW. The removal of the JKW, 
we must argue, is of great biodiversity gain. It will ensure the remaining biodiversity on site is protected, with a 
long-term plan to replant the acid broad-leaved woodland where it is lost due to JKW eradication.  The 
alternative is a site that is dominated by invasive species with no woodland ground flora plants.  
 
For completeness, we enclose the latest correspondence received from the JKW specialist, including projected 
growth rates. This shows that there will be a complete severance of the east west corridor habitats.  
 
The impact of these treatments on the trees will also be significant. The project arboriculturalist has commented 
on the potential treatments / scenarios as follows: 
 
Leaving the Japanese Knotweed to spread - This will leave the land unsaleable, unworkable and eventually a no-
go area. The problem also is the JKW can lay dormant for nearly 20 years which will be a future headache. 
 
Treating the JKW with Glyphosate -   
When roundup was invented there was a lot of hype on its low risk status and how this was an evolutionary 
answer to the problem of weeds in crops etc.  With that in mind the use of such a large amount of chemical in 
such a large open public area will have an impact on public access and also other vegetation in the 
area.  Trees will be damaged as it will not be just one application, it will take a number of years before the 
problem is at a manageable level.  This is actually a viable option though.  if managed properly and skilfully. 
  
Removing the JKW through the Dig and Sift method or Dig and Dump -  
In both scenarios most trees will have to come down to fully access the roots of the JKW.  Tree roots are possibly 
about another third of the width of the crown and these contain the most important root structures, the fibrous 
roots.  Once these are destroyed the damage will eventually kill the tree.  I did note that Environet will dig out to 
the RPA and then hand sift or hand remove.   Even though there will be no other way of doing this the RPA is only 



a general guideline to the extent of the root plate.  Trees will be damaged and with root exposure will also 
be detrimental to the tree.  But again, both these methods are viable.  
 
My advice to all is that the most important aspect of this development is to eradicate the JKW.  Damage to 
the ecology and vegetation is inevitable but the future outcome will be better than to leave it and the whole area 
to become a mono-culture with one primary plant, the JKW. 
 
Trees will have to be removed, which trees these are does depend on the rhizome growth underground and only 
once the eradication program has started will the extent of vegetation clearance will be clear.  It is a long-term 
project.  
 
We request that the position in regards to JKW be reconsidered.  
 
In response to trees proposed for removal, 8 individual trees (T4, 7, 8, 9, 22, 23, & 24) are proposed for removal, 
4 of which are recommended for removal for reasons including being unsafe, having dieback and being of low 
quality, 2 category C and 2 category B. Sections of tree groups G1, 4, 3, 7, & 8 are proposed for removal, which 
are a combination of being recommended for removal and category C . These can be summarised as follows –  
 
T4 – Plum, Semi mature, Grade C 
T7 – Plum, Semi mature, Grade C 
T8 – Common Oak, Early mature, Grade B 
T9 – Elder, Semi mature, Grade C 
T22 – Common Oak, Semi mature, Grade C 
T23 - Common Oak, Early mature, Grade B 
T24 - Common Oak, Early mature, Grade C 
G1 – Silver Birch, Cherry, Oak, Semi mature / young, Grade C 
G3 – Cherry, Young, Grade C / R 
G4 – Silver Birch, common oak, Semi mature / young, Grade C 
G7 – Common oak, Early mature / Semi mature, Grade C 
G8 – Ash, oak, hawthorn and ivy, Young, Grade C / R 
 
Please refer to the tree survey accompanying the application for more detailed information in regard to each 
tree / tree group.  
 
In reference to the request for an invertebrate survey, the site habitats are common and widespread types, 
which suggests that invertebrates using them would also be common and widespread species. The National 
Biodiversity Network Atlas was searched for protected and other recorded species for the site and local area to 
a radius of 2km from the site centre. This supported the findings of the ecologists site visits. This has been 
reviewed recently (19th November 2019) to ensure these findings still apply.  Therefore, we do not agree that 
there is justification for requiring an invertebrate survey at the planning application stage of this project.  
 
In reference to the comments raised on the reptile survey, the times at which the reptile surveys were 
undertaken were a compromise between rigidly keeping to the recommended times in the literature (which are 
however only guidelines and not prescriptive) and allowing for the shade cast by the trees to the south to move 
off the open areas and allow them to be in the sun, which meant that slightly later times were used in the 
surveys. It is not acknowledged by NCC Ecology that many more refugia were used than the recommended 
density and therefore the survey was more robust. For this reason, we do not agree with a repeat of the reptile 
survey. Surprise was expressed that no reptiles were found given the nature of the site’s habitats; however, 
these species do not have to be present even if the habitats are suitable, they do not occur everywhere there 
are appropriate habitats, and this site is one such an example. 
 
 
Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust Comments 
 
The application dedicates the ‘ridge’ as a community park. The application seeks to protect the centre of the 
site, where the original plantation was located, which can be seen on historical mapping within the Design and 



Access Statement. The peripheries of the site, which we consider to have lower ecological value, are used for 
enabling development, which makes the proposals put forward possible.   
 
NWT do not agree with the statement in the ecology report that the development “would not cause severance 
of the habitats of Bramcote Ridge, and no area would be isolated or cut off as a result of the development. There 
would still be a continuous connection of habitats from north to south, and from east to west as now”. We 
disagree with NWT’s view and we must reiterate that there would be no severance or isolation of the ridge 
habitats. 
 
It is acknowledged that the wildlife corridor will be narrowed, however the minimum corridor width that will be 
maintained within the proposals is 34.8 metres at its narrowest pinch point with No. 74 Sandy Lane.  However, 
it is 108 metres between House No. 6 and the rear garden of No. 42 Jasmine Close and maintains a width within 
this region for the majority of the site. In reference to the Bramcote Hills Golf Course where it is stated the NWT 
strongly objected to the narrowing of the corridor, a minimum corridor width 15 metres was incorporated into 
the designs to the edges of the development area. This is referred to in the upheld Appeal Decision (Ref: 
APP/J3015/W/16/3162096) for the Bramcote Hills Golf Course, point 26, where the inspector concluded that  ‘I 
consider that the site would make a positive contribution from a wildlife corridor point of view and that in this 
regard there would continue to be acceptable connections with the series of Local Nature Reserves in the area’.  
Therefore, we contend that the corridor width and any narrowing is not such that this would be of significant 
detriment.  
 
It must also be noted that the residential areas proposed will have ecological value and maintain functionality 
as a wildlife corridor. Many of the trees are to be retained and there is a commitment to see this project as an 
exemplar of sustainability. This will not be an ecologically ‘sterile’ residential development. 
 
Whilst there is a loss to the LWS, this is to protect the remainder of the LWS and give this to the community for 
stewardship.   
 
NWT recommend a breeding bird survey. The ecology report clearly states that the development would aim to 
avoid existing trees and shrubs and keep losses to a minimum, and so potential losses of bird breeding habitat 
would be very little (see stated tree No.’s to be felled as stated earlier in this letter and HLP Plan No. 122, Tree 
Proposals). Such a breeding bird survey would probably identify that the development site and wider adjacent 
woodland would have a typical breeding bird community of a small lowland woodland in an urban setting, and 
this is recognised by the report. It is our professional / ecologists opinion that such a survey would not add 
anything of further significance.  

NWT express surprise that no signs of use by badgers were found, given as they state that badgers are known 
from Wollaton, Bramcote and Beeston. However, badgers do not have to be present just because they are active 
in nearby large suburbs and the site has suitable habitats. No evidence was observed during the site surveys 
undertaken, no records identify any setts and there are no records of fatalities due to RTA collisions on adjacent 
busy roads around the site boundaries.  

NWT recommend a more detailed botanical and habitat survey (Phase 2 or NVC): the ecology report already 
describes habitats and their component species. A Phase 1 habitat map is now provided which should negate 
the need for the requested information alongside the ecology survey for the site.  

Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust question the proposed enhancements and future management of the park. 
 
The community park is to be owned, funded and maintained through Bramcote Unity Park Charitable 
Incorporated Organisation (CIO). The park would be placed in the CIO with all infrastructure improvements 
having been carried out and £100,000 being put in the bank account of the CIO for ongoing maintenance of the 
park. It would be the responsibility of the CIO to ensure financial viability in the long term. However, the 
significant initial investment would allow resource to develop initiatives for the long-term economic success of 
the park. The CIO has had considerable and varied interest from members of the local community to date, which 
demonstrate the high levels of community engagement in this project at an early stage.  The model of private 
money funding public facilities is becoming more prevalent, with Nottingham City Council’s Parks and Open 



Space Director, Eddie Curry advocating this model, on behalf of the council, on national BBC news in June of this 
year. 
 
This strategy of using a CIO was developed by our Leisure and Open Space consultant who has extensive 
experience in the sector. We believe the CIO offers the best balance between the benefits of being a business, 
whilst retaining charitable status for public and community benefit. We are happy to discuss alternative 
mechanisms, should there be any specific concerns that a Charitable Incorporated Organisation does not 
address.  
 
The management plan for the community park has been raised as a query. The management plan of the wider 
LWS (Alexandrina Plantation & Sandy Lane Local Nature Reserves – Management Plan 2019 – 2024), which is 
already in place, would be followed with suitable adjustments made to suit site specific features / requirements.  
It would also be updated to suit the site research that has been carried out through the course of this application, 
which provides updated and more in-depth information in regards to the private land.  
 
The proposal put forward would take the site from having minimal management, to being a site where positive 
conservation management is implemented.  
 
In reference to the scale of planting referred to in the title of the planning application, this is split into the 
following functions; 

- Replanting of woodland in areas by virtue of Japanese Knotweed removal (by the ‘dig and sift’ method 
to ensure eradication). 

- Enhancement of screen planting between proposed residential areas and the community park. 
- Enhancement of screen planting between existing residential areas and proposed residential plots.  
- Feature planting around ‘park’ entrances, woodland play and other proposed park features. 

 
The new paths will in many instances be in the location of existing desire line routes. We have remeasured the 
length of proposed dedicated footpaths and these total 1.37km. They will be surfaced in either bark or rolled 
stone, subject to discussion or suitable planning conditions. There is an abundance of desire line routes around 
the site currently. Through the formalisation of these routes around the site, habitat disturbance will be kept to 
a minimum.  An analysis of existing informal routes across the site and proposed routes is attached for 
information, on HLP Drg. No. 136 ‘Routes Analysis’.  This compares the routes shown on Figure. 2.3 (G Fewkes, 
2002) of the Alexandrina Plantation and Sandy Lane Local Nature Reserves Management Plan 2019 - 2024, by 
Broxtowe BC, The Friends of Bramcote Ridge and Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust, with the routes indicated on 
HLP Drawing No. 112, Revision F, ‘Park Layout’. This is to be used as a guide to demonstrate the extent of routes 
within the site in comparison to those proposed. The exact line and route of those shown within the 
management plan may vary due to the scale of the image referenced and its age. Currently there are 
approximately 2km of informal ‘routes’ through the site. It is proposed to have 1.37km of formally dedicated 
footpaths. This would result in a net reduction of the impact that pedestrian and cycle traffic through the site 
has on the sites ecology, whilst also providing routes that are considered in terms of gradients and clearly 
marked to assist wayfinding through the site.  
 
There is concern over the CIO mechanism.  As previously discussed, we do not believe this is a founded concern, 
particularly when taking in to account the considerable support gained from the local community. 
 
The comment regarding the potential for the CIO being dissolved, potentially before park investment, is 
completely contradictory to the planning conditions suggested for the scheme in the planning application / 
planning statement submitted.  As demonstrated, it is imperative to the development team that the delivery of 
the park is secured through planning condition to ensure the intent of the project is delivered.  
 
The comment made in planning documentation in regard to working with NWT, is suggesting the intent subject 
to discussions during the planning process for Bramcote Unity Park CIO to co-ordinate its management 
operations with NWT alongside other agencies involved in managing the adjacent land.  It does not wish to place 
any obligation on NWT. NWT are invited to further discuss any involvement they wish to have with Bramcote 
Unity CIO, should planning permission be granted. 
 



To conclude, we understand the importance of halting losses to biodiversity, which is why this application has 
been brought forward; to secure the land and its existing biodiversity, whilst accepting that there will be some 
losses, in order to conserve the woodland and to create new habitats. The stark reality is that this entire site will 
be overtaken by JKW, which will severely impact the biodiversity of the site. This application, whilst being 
considered by some parties as being of detriment, is in fact looking forward to ensure a long term management 
strategy and biodiversity.  
  



  



  



 

 


