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1. Qualifications and Experience 
 

1.1. My name is Ben Driver. My professional qualifications are BSc Environmental 
Biology and Environmental Management (University of York) and I am a full 
member of the Chartered Institute of Ecology and Environment Management 
(CIEEM).  
 

1.2. I have been working in ecology and nature conservation for 20 years and have 
been in post as a Conservation Officer at Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust (NWT) 
for the last 10 years. Prior to this I have worked within Ecological Consultancy 
sector, Local Authorities, Statutory Nature Conservation Organisations and for 
other nature conservation charities.   

 

1.3. My current role at NWT is Senior Conservation Officer (South) within the Nature 
Recovery (South) Team. I advise on land management, planning and policy and 
work in partnership with many of the local authorities within the Greater 
Nottingham area.  

 

1.4. I consider the evidence I provide to be true and in accordance with CIEEM’s 
professional Code of Conduct. All of the views that I express in my proof of 
evidence are my professional opinions. 

 

1.5. As a non-statutory consultee, both authorities consulted NWT on the planning 
applications. I assessed the original planning application and NWT objected to 
the applications in letters dated 13 September 2019 (CD1.1 and 1.2). 
Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust submitted further comments on 8 June 2020 
(CD1.1 and 1.2), maintaining an objection on several grounds, including 
incomplete ecological surveys, adverse impacts on a Local Wildlife Site (LWS) 
and associated loss of priority habitats from the LWS, and impacts on 
Nottingham City Council’s Open Spaces Network.     

 
1.6. NWT therefore supports the reasons for objections set out in the refusal decision 

notice, in that the proposed development represents an unacceptable loss of 
BBC Green Infrastructure Asset and Biodiversity Asset, NCC Open Space 
Network, would be to the detriment of a Local Wildlife Site and represents a 
reduction in biodiversity.   

 
1.7. The aim of this proof is not to duplicate any issues raised by The Nottingham 

City Council and Broxtowe Borough Council in their proofs (including the Ecology 
and Nature Conservation Proof) but to supplement it in relation to certain topics, 
concentrating on scope of surveys and impacts on the Bramcote Ridge wildlife 
corridor.  
 

2. Japanese Knotweed 
 

2.1 With regard to NWT’s consultation responses, in the initial letter I made it clear 
that NWT welcomes the eradication of JKW. I confirm that I am aware of the 
extent of JKW and the significance of this issue, having visited the site and 



surrounding area numerous times, both in connection with assessing the 
application and when NWT produced the updated management plans for 
Alexandrina Plantation and Sandy Lane LNRs, on behalf of Broxtowe Borough 
Council. This is in contrast to the Appellants SoC (para 193: “…it is again 
doubted whether NWT had even visited the BBC site, nor is there any evidence 
that they had even sought or obtained expert advice”). 
 

2.2 My point as to whether JKW control is an ‘enhancement’ has been taken wholly 
out of context (Appellants SoC para 192). When looking at the footprint of the 
proposed Broxtowe properties, the change of land use from dense stand of JKW 
to buildings /urban use is not itself a biodiversity enhancement. The removal of 
JKW from a wider area is, but NWT considers the proposed development to fund 
its removal does not justify the adverse impacts on the wider BBC Green 
Infrastructure Asset and Biodiversity Asset, NCC Open Space Network and a 
Local Wildlife Site. As a large proportion of JKW (circa 50% I now understand) is 
within the footprint of the proposed Broxtowe properties, it is an action that is 
required to facilitate development. It is for this reason I did not and still do not 
view its control as a ‘biodiversity enhancement’, but as a requirement to prepare 
the appeal site (AS) for development. 
  

2.3 I have not previously commented on the JKW documentation or the RSE (Ramm 
Sanderson Ecology) EcIA (Ecological Impact Assessment) report. My additional 
observation in relation to JKW is that the mapping of the JKW in both reports 
over simplifies the situation on the ground. Whilst some dense stands are 
present, especially within the footprint of the two proposed Broxtowe dwellings, 
where growth is so vigorous that other species are excluded, it is often growing 
alongside various densities of native ground flora, scrub and trees. This is 
especially the case within the lower part of the site and on the banks at/ close to 
the LPA boundaries, where it is often present under a canopy of mature oak 
trees and beneath woodland understorey species. The removal of JKW by Xtract 
treatment in this mature woodland location is of particular concern, as I assume 
mature oak trees would need to felled from within the LWS/ acid woodland 
priority habitat. It is my view that these trees have not been subject to sufficient 
ecological survey and assessment (see 3) and that other, less ecologically 
damaging, approaches to treatment should be considered, especially for the 
mature woodland areas affected by JKW.  

 
2.4 In summary, NWT recognises that JKW needs to be treated and considers it is 

the landowner’s responsibility to fund its removal. NWT objects to the adverse 
impacts on the City’s open space network and the LWS that would arise from 
accepting the proposal as ‘enabling development’ to fund JKW removal. NWT 
would be extremely supportive of investigating the potential to fund the JKW 
removal by means other than ‘enabling development’. If approached, NWT 
would be happy to work with a landowner / another charity on developing a 
funding strategy, in order to help them secure and manage this land as a nature 
reserve. The land is an important part of the existing suite of ecologically 
important sites along the ridge, as it lies immediately alongside Sandy Lane and 
Alexandria Plantation, and close to several other LNRs and open spaces further 
afield.  

 



3. Impacts on protected and priority species 
 

3.1 The Appellants Statement of Case (SoC) states at para 191 “At the first 
consultation round, the NWT objection raised a question about the sufficiency of 
the habitat and species surveys, an objection that has been demonstrably 
stratified by the recent EcIA provided by RSE (although the ecological evidence 
supporting the application was still perfectly adequate)”. My professional opinion 
remains in relation to the requirement for detailed surveys previously 
recommended, for Bats, Breeding Birds and Invertebrates. I do not consider that 
planning permission should be granted until these surveys have been 
undertaken, and the results included within an updated Ecological Impact 
Assessment (EcIA).  
 

3.2 It is not acceptable practice to condition any such surveys. The Government’s 
Protected Species and Development: Advice for Local Planning Authorities 
(CD4.14) is clear on this and states, “You should not usually attach planning 
conditions that ask for surveys. This is because you need to consider the full 
impact of the proposal on protected species before you can grant planning 
permission”. Furthermore, bats are fully protected species and Paragraph 99 of 
Government (ODPM) Circular 06/2005 (CD4.15) (which accompanied PPS9, but 
remains in force), states that: “It is essential that the presence or otherwise of 
protected species, and the extent that they may be affected by the proposed 
development, is established before the planning permission is granted, otherwise 
all relevant material considerations may not have been addressed in making the 
decision. The need to ensure ecological surveys are carried out should therefore 
only be left to coverage under planning conditions in exceptional 
circumstances…”. 

 

Bats 

3.3 It is clear to me that the site supports some excellent quality habitat. With 
reference to Bat Conservation Trust’s Survey Guidelines (3rd Edition) (CD 14.16) 
I would argue the site contains high suitability habitat for commuting and 
foraging, defined in Table 4.1 as “Continuous, high-quality habitat that is well 
connected to the wider landscape that is likely to be used regularly by 
commuting bats such as river valleys, streams, hedgerows, lines of trees and 
woodland edge. High-quality habitat that is well connected to the wider 
landscape that is likely to be used regularly by foraging bats such as 
broadleaved woodland, tree-lined watercourses and grazed parkland. Site is 
close to and connected to known roosts”. The site is well connected to the wider 
landscape along the Bramcote ridge, which roughly extends from open 
countryside around Trowell to Wollaton Park. This is also acknowledged in the 
EcIA (5.5.2 vi), so I am still very surprised that no bat activity surveys have been 
carried out within the AS to date, as the proposals could have an impact on 
protected species.   

 
3.4 There are numerous mature trees, many with interesting and varied growth form, 

that will be impacted by the proposals. These are of likely value for roosting, as 
well as foraging habitat. I understand trees within the areas proposed to be 



subject to X-tract treatment for JKW will be removed have not been subject to 
roost potential survey because of the presence of JKW (EcIA 5.5.2). Bat roost 
potential surveys are best carried out in the winter, when most of the above 
ground part of the JKW plant are dormant. With proper biosecurity precautions, 
we do think this should be carried out, as recommended by the EcIA at 
paragraph 5.5.2.v. In fact, JKW completely dies back in the winter and is not 
visible at ground level in the most wooded part of the JKW effected part of the 
site at this time of year. Furthermore, this part of the site (lower lying land on the 
boundary of the two LPAs) is crossed with multiple paths which are in very 
frequent use by the public, so is accessible.  

 
3.5 As full impact of the proposal on protected species needs to be assessed before 

granting planning permission, in line with Natural England Standing Advice (CD 
14.14) I am very uncomfortable with the suggested ‘enhancement’ / 
‘compensation’ route suggested at EcIA 5.2.v, which is to essentially cover the 
possible impact on bats by putting up multiple bat boxes. The proposed 
measures are not supported by an evidence base.   

 
3.6 Even if a proportion of trees within close proximity to new built development were 

to be retained adjacent to and between plots 1-9, the assessment does not take 
into account that retained trees will be subject to significant alteration to land 
form and surrounding habitat. In other words, the bramble / other scrub, 
grassland, bracken etc around them will be removed and the impacts of this, 
which I consider will be significant, has not been considered by the EcIA. This 
will significantly reduce the habitat value for any roosting or foraging bats using 
them. During operational phase, private roads will be, at the very least, subject to 
low level lighting. Dwellings, garages and gardens will support external lighting 
and light will also spill from windows. Many of the trees, assuming they can in 
fact be retained, will be extremely close to proposed dwellings 1-9 and 
associated infrastructure, including garages, private drives and gardens. With 
even the most robust of covenants in relation to restricting additional lighting and 
prohibiting any future tree work, in reality, any such restrictions are unlikely to be 
enforceable or monitored. In conclusion, I doubt that bat boxes and a sensitive 
construction and post construction lighting scheme alone would be sufficient in 
terms of mitigation and it is impossible to create a robust mitigation plan in 
absence of any detailed surveys. 
 
Breeding birds 

3.7 The EcIA states at 5.5.3, “The majority of the broadleaved woodland on site is, 
however, to be retained and enhanced during the development, with some 
clearance of trees at woodland edge”. Assuming even the majority of the mature 
trees could be retained, much of the younger scrub (including bramble), which is 
scattered throughout most of the development area (including areas with JKW) 
and is arguably the vegetation type of most value to breeding birds, would be 
lost. 

 
3.8 The close proximity of breeding bird habitat to new infrastructure, the 

introduction of lighting to previously unlit habitat, together with the simplification 
of any retained habitats between plots and adjacent to gardens, due to the 



removal of scrub and grassland would impact on the quality of bird nesting and 
foraging habitat, much in the same way as I’ve described for bats. Increased 
disturbance (noise, light spill, physical disturbance) from people and their pets 
(predation) will be an additional adverse impact. The retention of mature trees 
alone is not adequate to maintain habitats for breeding birds and I am of the view 
that habitat viability would be vastly reduced on site and the remaining habitat 
would be much simplified for breeding and foraging birds post any development. 

 
3.9 Both ecology reports more or less conclude that ‘standard’ restrictions on timings 

of vegetation clearance are sufficient. Based on the nature and scale of habitat 
removal, natural woodland, scrub, acid grassland mosaic habitats present and 
good east to west habitat connectivity along the ridge, I do not consider it to be 
‘disproportionate’ to ask for a breeding bird survey and a more detailed 
assessment of the impacts of the proposals on breeding birds.  
 

Invertebrates  

3.10 Tim Smith’s Bracken-Bramble Habitat Assessment (2020) (CD1.1 and CD1.2) 
states that the main National Vegetation Classification (NVC) habitat type 
present on the northern boundary is W25 bracken-bramble, and highlights in the 
NVC Manual it is described as ‘widespread on suitable soils throughout lowland 
Britain’. The assessment also states this habitat present on site is ‘not of 
significant nature conservation interest’, as it is widespread locally, for instance 
present at Alexandrina Plantation, part of sandy Lane and ‘elsewhere’ and 
‘further afield’. These statements are ambiguous. I wish to highlight that bracken 
and bramble scrub is part of the habitat mosaic that adds to the value of the site 
and I have not tried to claim that bracken alone is the most important habitat. In 
Nottinghamshire, woodland and grassland and transitionary habitats on acid 
soils (including bracken-bramble scrub) are widespread in the Sherwood Forest 
Landscape Character area, especially around Mansfield but in the local area it 
certainly isn’t widespread, being restricted to a few sites along this unique 
sandstone ridge.  

 
3.11 Buglife’s advice on lowland heathland management (CD 4.11) highlights again 

that bracken is part of the habitat mosaic and states that, “While bracken can be 
a problem on smaller heaths, it does support some rare sawflies and flies, so 
areas of bracken, both shaded and in the open, should be retained. Section 
5.5.5 (page 38) of the EcIA states, “The retention of some areas of continuous 
bracken on site is also considered advantageous for invertebrates with the 
habitat adding to the diversity of habitats and viability of a wider range of 
invertebrate species”. 

 
3.12 In fact, the northern boundary comprises a mosaic of scrub, grassland, tall herb, 

scattered trees and bracken and can be considered as ‘woodland edge’ habitat. 
Woodland edges are often of high importance for invertebrate assemblages. 
This also the case with old trees, especially those that have complex growth 
form, as in the case with many of the trees within the AS. The value of old trees 
for invertebrates is summarised in English Nature (2005) Organising surveys to 
determine site quality for invertebrates: A framework guide for ecologists (CD 
4.15). 



 
3.13 Therefore, due to the nature of habitats present (woodland edge, scrub /bracken 

mosaic) it is my professional judgement that at least a scoping visit should be 
carried out by an experienced invertebrate ecologist to assess the various 
habitat features on site. The results should then be used to inform the EcIA so 
that any important invertebrate habitats present could be avoided, mitigated or, 
as a last resort, compensated. Buglife’s survey guidelines (CD4.10) clearly state 
that “a preliminary assessment can easily be done to establish sites that could 
be important”. It is not clear why this has not been done. The guidance also 
states, “Biodiversity is a key planning consideration so applications must take 
account of it—this includes invertebrates as well as other wildlife. Certain 
invertebrates are either legally protected, identified as a priority species for 
conservation action and/or are rare and endangered. These are material 
considerations in a planning decision”. 

 
Other species 

 
3.14 In relation to the EcIA on amphibians (5.5.1), it is not possible to state 

conclusively “There are no waterbodies (including ponds suitable for amphibian 
breeding)… within 500m of the site” as there are likely to be a number of garden 
ponds within such extensive suburban area that supports numerous large 
gardens. However, if there are no records from within the search radius (EcIA 
4.2.3 ix), we do agree that presence of protected amphibian species (i.e. Great 
Crested Newt) is unlikely. 

 
3.15 The EcIA in relation to relation to reptiles considers that scrub and bracken 

habitats present opportunities for foraging, commuting and refuge seeking 
reptiles to utilise but, based on Tim Smith’s survey, which did not find reptiles, 
they are likely to be absent, or present in extremely low numbers. If they are 
present in extremely low numbers, the displacement by vegetation removal 
described at 5.5.1 ii is of concern. This is because, whilst they are being 
displaced from the development area ‘into the wider environment unharmed’, the 
area of most suitable habitat and cover so critical for them will have been 
removed. They will be pushed into adjacent mature woodland, which does not 
support the vegetation structure or open aspect that reptiles require, so I do not 
consider the ‘precautionary methodology reduces the likely impacts to 
negligible’.   
 

3.16 The EcIA also notes that the bracken, ruderal and scrub habitat in the north of 
the site provides suitable habitat for hedgehogs. Whilst not mentioned in our 
previous formal responses, hedgehog is a S41 Species of Principal Importance 
under the NERC Act 2006 (formerly known as BAP ‘priority species’) and, 
increasingly, survey and detailed assessment for hedgehog within EcIA is 
becoming standard practice. The Peoples Trust for Endangered Species 
guidance provides further context (CD4.13). No surveys for hedgehogs have 
been provided, although we are aware some mitigation/ compensation/ 
enhancement proposals have been proposed within the EcIA.  
 

3.17 To expand on my point previously raised, the EcIA does not assess impacts of 
the proposed infrastructure (i.e paths, play areas hides etc). Such an 



assessment is essential for the following reasons: Surfacing of paths may alter 
the soil PH and damage habitats. Scrub or even trees are likely to be removed to 
accommodate features such as hides, benches etc. Such impacts have not been 
considered at all within the EcIA.  

 

4. Impacts on wildlife (Green Infrastructure) corridor  
 
Narrowing   
 

4.1 In NWT’s first response to the planning application I stated “Of particular concern 
is the narrowing of the wildlife corridor. Along the northern boundary, the 
proposed development area varies in width, removing between 15m and 45m of 
LWS. Due to the linear shape of the development area, this will maximise 
detrimental edge effects over approximately 430m. To the north of no. 74 Sandy 
Lane, the wildlife corridor is currently over 65m wide. It would be narrowed to just 
over 30m width. For these reasons we do not accept that the development will 
enhance the Open Space Network by ‘securing the park’, because such a large 
area of existing open space will be impacted by the proposals”. 

 
4.2 The EcIA states at 5.3 iv, “Improvements to the site as proposed would improve 

the quality of the linkages between Bramcote Hills Park, our site and Wollaton 
Park, representing a key wildlife corridor for dispersal between the rural 
landscape and urbanised Nottingham. This improvement of the strategic network 
of green space would be advantageous to this coherent network of sites and 
provide recognisable gains in accordance with the targets of the draft 
Environment Bill”.  

 
4.3 I still do not see how the quality of the linkages east to west will be improved with 

less land (i.e. a narrower belt of habitat along this section of the ridge). Whilst I 
recognise trees and shrubs are retained along the northern boundary, screen 
and garden planting is proposed, along with tree planting in the area subject to 
JKW treatment and some possible features included to ‘enhance the built 
environment’ (e.g. suds, ponds, green roofs etc), I remain of the opinion there is 
a significant narrowing of the north to south width of the corridor along the ridge 
east to west, from Sandy Lane to Richborough Place, over 430-460m.  

 
4.4 Crucially, open and woodland edge habitats are lost to proposed plots 1 to 9. 

Such habitat is ecologically important due to supporting complex vegetation 
structure required by insects, plants, birds, mammals and reptiles (CD 4.5). Its 
loss will very much reduce the functional value of the wildlife corridor, including 
as foraging and breeding habitat for bats, birds, small mammals and any other 
species it supports. Proposed plots 1 to 9 would be positioned adjacent to high 
canopy and there simply isn’t room to allow for a replacement graded woodland 
edge to be replanted.  

 
4.5 This will lead to an increase in ‘detrimental edge effects’, which I referred to in 

my original response. Essentially, the fragmentation of habitats along the 
northern boundary will lead to increase disturbance from people (such as noise, 
light spill, physical disturbance), their pets (predation) and potentially other 



impacts are possible, such as spread of non-native plants (from gardens), tipping 
of garden waste etc. The impacts of any such activities will reach further into the 
ridge than they do at present, due to the fragmentation of habitats.   
 

4.6 I do not consider that the ‘improvements’ will offset such impacts. Any newly 
planted trees will take many decades to replace any mature trees lost. In my 
view, it will not improve habitat quality and is likely to be damaging to it. I remain 
of the opinion that tree planting (which unless concentrated on low value 
habitats, or in areas of bare ground that I now understand would be concentrated 
on land east of 72 Sandy Lane following the proposed JKW treatment) could be 
damaging, as, if planted throughout the site would result in loss of valuable open 
habitats, and I am of the opinion that tree planting is generally not required 
across a site which is readily developing into woodland naturally. 

 
4.7 I consider any habitats proposed within gardens (i.e. green roofs, suds ponds 

etc) will not be as valuable as natural scrub/ woodland edge habitat and 
appropriate long-term management or even retention of these features cannot 
be guaranteed. In relation to mitigation proposed for hedgehogs for instance, 
although we support the good intentions of providing any new householders 
guidance for managing for them, for instance (EcIA 7.2.3 viii), there is no 
guarantee is will translate into action. Along with provision of suggested features 
in the garden (e.g. suds ponds) and properties (green roofs etc), such measures 
cannot be considered as mitigation, compensation or enhancement if 
implementation and / or long term management cannot be guaranteed. 

 
4.8 Many of the habitat structures proposed for the wider proposed park (in terms of 

bat roosts, nest and hedgehog boxes and even log piles) will need replacement 
as materials will inevitably degrade, they will be vandalised or fall down on their 
own. Whilst such features are proven to work, at least in short or medium term, 
natural vegetation (i.e. habitats already present) is always of higher value. 
Crucially, such features will only work if sufficient habitat structure and habitat 
linkages can be maintained around them. 
 

4.9 I am also concerned about the impact that much of the proposed infrastructure 
(paths, benches, play areas etc) is likely to have, which is not assessed in the 
EcIA.  

 
4.10 In summary, I consider a significant section of the Bramcote Ridge would be 

permanently lost as functioning wildlife corridor, with loss of valuable open and 
woodland edge habitat. My opinion is that the current, undeveloped AS provides 
a wider belt of natural habitat and greater connectivity than if it is developed 
along its northern edge, even with the remaining section being managed as a 
community park. I would even consider a community park could support lower 
quality habitats than is currently present, for the reasons described above. 

 
Management of wildlife corridor as a unit 

4.11 The ‘contiguous and recognised green infrastructure corridor’ that would be 
created by joining the AS and LNRs referred to in the Appellants’ Statement of 
case (para 126) is already present and intact. In my mind, these proposals only 



serve to narrow it. Pre or post any development, Sandy Lane LNR remains to the 
south, as does Alexandrian Plantation to the west and the other sites along the 
ridge. The ‘strategic network’ of green space is already in place and all these 
LNR and other sites along the ridge remain unaffected by the proposals. ‘Joining’ 
the AS to the LNR will result in a larger area for people and nature, but will come 
at the cost of reduced habitat patch overall, and what is left potentially being of 
lower value to nature.   

 
4.12 I am concerned that, without permission, the LNR management plan for 

Alexandria Plantation and Sandy Lane NWT updated has been altered and 
submitted as part of the proposals. This does in fact raise further questions as to 
the future intentions with regard to management of the area as a whole. Para 
126 of the Appellants SoC states, ‘a merger of the management of the AS and 
two adjacent LNRs is also in the public interest’. It is unclear if the proposed CIO 
is intending to have a future role in the management of the two wholly Broxtowe 
Borough Council owned/ managed (with assistance from the Friends Group), as 
implied by this statement. If this is intended to the be the case, how much is 
proposed to be spent on the Broxtowe borough Council LNRs? I am not aware of 
any negotiations having taken place with Broxtowe Borough Council in relation to 
this.  

 
4.13 For clarity, NWT does not have any involvement with the day to day 

management of the two LNRs. We do not have the resources to do so. We do 
however manage approximately 50 nature reserves across the county and the 
Broxtowe Borough Council work in partnership with us, so we can share 
experience, local knowledge and contacts.  

 
Previous planning decisions affecting the corridor 

 
4.14 The appellant has provided an assessment of LPA decisions in relation to the 

wider Bramcote Ridge (Appellants Soc para 129 onwards). For sites 2 (former 
Bramcote Hills Golf Course), 4 (74 Sandy Lane) and 5 (70 and 72 Sandy Lane), 
these decisions were made against policies in the old Broxtowe Local Plan and, 
in the case of the Sandy Lane properties, prior to publication of the Greater 
Nottingham Core Aligned Strategy. These decisions also relate to Broxtowe, as it 
the case with Site 7 (SoC para 137). It is also important to note that the AS is a 
much larger footprint than site 7, which is situated on an existing pinch point of 
the corridor and at a short distance from Wollaton Park.  

 
4.15 Of most concern to me is the impacts on woodland edge/ open habitats located 

within the city boundary. As this part of the AS is located within the city it needs 
to be considered against NCC Local Plan Policies. 

 
4.16 Furthermore, in relation to the Broxtowe decisions that the SoC is highlighting, 

for both site 2 and 14 Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust objected to these 
developments, which we considered to be damaging to the Bramcote Ridge and 
Tottle Brook. In relation to site 2, this is acknowledged in our objection of 13 
September 2019 “ We also strongly objected to the narrowing of this corridor 



when proposals were put forward for development of the former Bramcote 9-hole 
golf course…”.  

 
4.17 When reviewing the list of planning approvals, there has clearly been a slow but 

continual narrowing of the ridge at various locations. I would therefore assert that 
what is left of the Bramcote Ridge as intact wildlife corridor is even more 
important to safeguard. Many of these decisions were also made before the 
publication of the Broxtowe GI Strategy (2015) (CD4.2), which recognises the 
Bramcote ridge as GI Corridor (ref 2.10), a document which has policy 
consideration as it supports the Broxtowe Local Plan Part 2. Furthermore, the 
Bramcote Ridge is identified and established as a Biodiversity Opportunity 
Mapping (BOM) Focal Area in the Broxtowe Biodiversity Opportunity Map 
(2014). The BOM exercise, facilitated by the Nottinghamshire Biodiversity Action 
Group, has been carried out county-wide (excluding NCC). The NPPF (para 174) 
is relevant in relation to the GI Strategy and BOM, as it states that plans should 
identify, map and safeguard components of local wildlife-rich habitats and wider 
ecological networks. Such biodiversity mapping exercise are forming the basis of 
Nature Recovery Networks (NRNs), which are a major commitment in the 
government’s 25 Year Environment Plan. This all gives weight to the importance 
of the natural habitats within the AS, as they are important components of NRNs. 
 
Provision of a ‘community park’ 
 

4.18 Whilst its intentions are favourable in terms of making the site more accessible to 
people, I am of the opinion that the site is of higher value for wildlife in its current 
condition than if partly developed, with the remainder set out as formal public 
open space, or community park. A mechanism could still be explored in relation 
to funding the removal of JKW, alongside a park with reduced infrastructure 
provision on a more modest budget, which would then reduce the scale of 
development and habitat lost required. Ideally, an approach would be made to 
identify a funding mechanism for JKW treatment that would eliminate the 
requirement for development altogether.  

 
4.19 In NWT’s experience, structures proposed to make the site more accessible 

require ongoing maintenance and officer time to allow for condition monitoring to 
ensure they remain safe and in working order. Budgets needs to be planned for 
eventual replacement of such features. Features such as bat and bird boxes, log 
piles etc will add to the maintenance requirements, especially as they will need 
maintenance (i.e. replacing or topping up).  

 
4.20 I am still strongly of the view that much of the proposed infrastructure is simply 

not required to maintain the site as ‘community park’. For instance, the majority 
of paths were in good condition at the time of my last visit (early May 2021), so 
do not need upgrading. This is certainly not the case on a majority of other public 
sites at this time in Nottinghamshire, including many of our nature reserves. On 
many sites footpaths are particularly eroded and widened, having been heavily 
used following ‘stay local’ Covid mandates, a very wet winter and a dry spring. 
Interestingly, little signs of erosion or significant path widening were evident on 
this part of the Bramcote Ridge, despite high footfall within the AS. The good 
condition of paths within the AS is probably attributable to the well-drained 



nature of the substrate and topography, so upgrading paths is not a priority in my 
opinion. Sandy Lane NNR has some fully accessible paths already, allowing the 
local community good access to nature. However, if such ‘improvements’ to the 
park do remain desirable, these could be funded in phases by a proposed CIO. 
This is the approach NWT has to take in relation to funding works and projects 
on our nature reserves.  

 
4.21 Finally, as noted in my initial response and expanded here, I am concerned 

about the mechanism to take forward the park, the proposed CIO. This would be 
a new organisation with no proven record in relation to being capable of delivery 
of any nature conservation project. Will any of the trustees (committee members, 
advisors etc) be qualified in or have a background in ecology? Can the 
community park be delivered in such a way as to even maintain, let alone 
improve the quality of habitat ‘linkages’? There are a number of very unhelpful 
uncertainties which fail to provide confidence as to the future of the project.  

 

5. Conclusion 
 
5.1 Whilst I recognise the extent and significance of the JKW, I am concerned about 

the ‘solution’ put forward in the proposals because it results in unacceptable harm 
to biodiversity. The assessment is also based on incomplete ecological 
information. In the absence of further surveys, including bats, breeding birds and 
invertebrates a full and robust assessment of the ecological impacts has not 
possible, which might result in the ecological value of the site having been 
undervalued. 

 
5.2 The proposals significantly narrow the Bramcote Ridge Wildlife corridor and lead 

to loss of ecologically valuable open habitats, which in my view aren’t fully 
compensated by replacement planting and other proposed measures. I do not 
see the justification of incorporating the retained open space within the AS part of 
a wider ‘Unity Park’, as both the AS and adjacent sites are already present. In 
fact, some of the proposed infrastructure ‘improvements’ for the AS’s open space 
may be damaging to ecology and are likely to come with associated maintenance 
costs, which have not been considered. ‘Joining’ the AS to the LNR will result in a 
larger area for people and nature, but will come at the cost of reduced habitat 
patch overall, and what is left potentially being of lower value to nature. I am still 
concerned about the proposed mechanism to secured a community park, as I 
think it unlikely that the proposed CIO will have the specialist experience required 
in managing land for nature conservation and/ or as public open space.  

 
 
Glossary of Acronyms 

AS Appeal Site 

BBC Broxtowe Borough Council 

CIEEM Chartered Institute for Ecology and Environmental Management  

EcIA Ecological Impact Assessment 



GIA Green Infrastructure Asset 

JKW Japanese Knotweed 

LNR Local Nature Reserve 

LWS Local Wildlife Site 

NCC Nottingham City Council 

NWT Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust 

OSN Open Space Network 

RSE RammSanderson Ecology 

SoC Statement of Case 
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