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APPELLANT BRAMCOTE UNITY PARK (CIO) 

LPAs      NOTTINGHAM CITY COUNCIL & BROXTOWE BC 

APPEAL REFS APP/Q3060/W/21/3267115 & APP/J3015/W/21/3267117 

 

APPELLANT’S OPENING STATEMENT 

 

 

1. This is a section 78 appeal against a refusal by both the Nottingham and 

Broxtowe local planning authorities to grant planning permission for enabling 

development involving the construction of 11 dwellings and the creation of a 

community park on the appeal site which is owned by NG8 2RJ Ltd (the 

company), a single venture company that was set up to acquire the land in 

August 2018.  

2. The company is not a trading company. It has no bank account and beyond 

its land holding has no assets, nor does it have any parent. The purchase 

price of £200,000 was funded by mortgage finance secured against the 

freehold with loans from the shareholders namely Andrew Rutherford and 

Christopher Hickling. These matters are addressed in the evidence of Richard 

Kirkby, who is Andrew Rutherford’s and the company’s accountant.  

3. The appeal site extends to 4.7 hectares (11.61 acres), 80% of which falls 

within the area of Nottingham City Council with the remainder falling within the 

area of Broxtowe BC. Both applications were dealt with separately by the two 

planning authorities. The result of this is two conjoined planning appeals and 

a mass of unnecessary, yet unavoidable, duplication and extra cost at both 

the application and appeal stages which could so easily have been avoided if, 

as the appellant encouraged them to do so at the application stage, statutory 

powers within the Local Government Act 1972 (sections 101/111) had been 

engaged to accommodate unified decision-making.              
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4. Both planning authorities dispute that the proposal involves enabling 

development although it is unclear why. The appellant says that the term 

“enabling development” (which is not a statutory term) refers to development 

that would usually be considered harmful but is considered acceptable 

because the resulting public benefits decisively outweigh the disbenefits 

arising from any conflicts with local policies. For reasons that will be explored 

in the evidence, the appellant says that if the proposal is found not to comply 

with local policies the current proposal is nonetheless still classic enabling 

development in view of the presence on the appeal site of an enormous stand 

of JKW which is the UK’s most invasive and prolific plant which has become a 

scourge to landowners.     

5. It is conceded that enabling development can often be an appropriate means 

to secure the future of a significant historic asset. However, there is no reason 

why the principle of enabling development (as a material consideration) might 

not also be relied on in the context of development which is intended to 

facilitate improvements to the natural environment.  

6. It is as well that I start by dealing with the JKW. I will turn to other elements of 

the appeal later. 

7. A search of planning appeals over the last 20 years or so has not come 

across the application of enabling development to eradicate JKW. However, 

an infestation of JKW on the current scale (which was measured at 0.91 

hectares (2.27 acres) in November 2020) is a truly exceptional one and is 

readily explained by years of neglect by the previous owners. The appellant’s 

JKW expert, Mathew Day of Environet UK Ltd, a leading contractor in this 

sector, says in his report dated 30/11/2020 that the JKW found within the 

appeal site is (as he puts it) “by far the largest extent of [JKW] surveyed by 

Environet within the Midlands region”.  

8. Mathew Day will explain that JKW grows very quickly and causes significant 

problems for owners and occupiers of affected land. In his report he provides 

a future spread map showing the predicted JKW growth over the next 5, 10 

and 15 year periods assuming, of course, that JKW has not been eradicated 
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in the meantime. It paints an alarming picture of what could happen if JKW is 

not eradicated and there is a high risk that it will soon spread into the 

adjoining Sandy Lane LNR and into adjoining residential developments on the 

north and southern sides of the appeal site.  

9. The following data about JKW is important and may not generally be known. 

The plant can grow as high as 3m and in places this is what has happened 

within the appeal site. It also has an extensive root system and soil can be 

contaminated up to a depth of 3m and the roots can extend over a radius of 

7m from the main clump of above ground stems. In practice, JKW can very 

quickly colonise large areas of land if not controlled. Mr Day will say that JKW 

spreads by disturbance and spreading of the root system which stimulates re-

growth. Indeed, a fragment of JKW weighing just 0.2g can produce a new 

plant. It means that the main culprits in the spread of JKW is the inadvertent 

transportation of soils containing rhizome fragments or roots or through the 

spreading of above ground vegetation such as will undoubtedly occur in the 

case of public access to the affected areas either on clothing or on the soles 

of shoes of walkers.    

10. Turning to the costs of eradication of the JKW: in November 2020, following 

the end of the 2020 growing season (and the exponential growth rate of JKW 

will typically be between 1-2m in all directions per growing season), Environet 

UK Ltd (who are leaders in the field) tendered a price of £379,400 plus VAT 

for eradicating the JKW, being a total of £455,280. This price lapsed at the 

end of April and the tender price will need to be re-assessed in light of the 

intervening spread (both above and below ground). Mr Day will be giving oral 

evidence about this.  

11. In practice of course even if the appellant obtains planning permission another 

growing season will have elapsed before any work can take place on the 

JKW. The appellant is advised that the treatment cannot be a herbicidal one 

(the stand of JKW is simply too large for this) and will involve on-site 

processing of the infested soils along with offsite disposal of the extracted 

JKW rhizomes (but not the infested spoil), all backed with a 10 year guarantee 

underwritten by a syndicate at Lloyds. This is known as the Xtract method. I 



4 
 

might add for completeness that neither authority has identified an alternative 

funding source to cover the cost of eradicating the JKW. Indeed, Mr Day has 

looked into this and has come up with nothing which is entirely plausible 

seeing as this is privately owned land.  

12. The eradication of the JKW is not the only benefit which will be funded by the 

enabling development. The appellant is also investing £200,000 in the 

creation of a community park along with other biodiversity enhancements, 

including the planting of over 1,000 trees (which is predicted to mitigate the 

carbon emissions associated with 468 homes in a single year) and a donation 

of an equivalent sum will also be made to cover future park maintenance. An 

additional benefit arising from the creation of a community park (which will 

extend to 3.03 hectares (7.5 acres)) is that it will result in a continuous body of 

open space extending to around 16 hectares (43.5 acres) and comprising 

(from west to east) the Deddington Plantation section 106 open space (which 

extends to 3.69 hectares (9.14 acres), Alexandrina Plantation and Sandy 

Lane LNRs (which extends to 9.26 hectares (22.9 acres)) in what is a densely 

populated area of Nottingham (the local community comprises around 25,000 

people in Bramcote Ward and Broxtowe and Woolaton West Ward). 

13. The name Bramcote Unity Park given to the proposed community park is 

accordingly an aspirational one. Andrew Rutherford, who is the driving force 

behind this application, has a vision that one day the management of the 

Alexandrina Plantation and Sandy Lane LNRs (both which are vested in 

Broxtowe BC) will merge for the benefit of the local community. The bringing 

of the appeal site into public use will also enable the effective completion of 

the Trowell to Woolaton Park green infrastructure and wildlife corridor which 

extends across Bramcote Ridge, a distance of 3 miles.    

14. Both planning authorities say that the proposed development would not 

preserve or enhance the character or appearance of the appeal site and that it 

would be in conflict with local policies. However, neither authority offers any 

credible answer, in a no planning permission world, to the onwards march of 

JKW across the appeal site and its ruinously damaging impact on the natural 

environment within and beyond it, not least the adjoining LNRs where the 
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boundaries are unfenced and, in the case of the Sandy Lane LNR, are quite 

indistinguishable on the ground.     

15. Both planning authorities have been presented with cogent evidence from an 

accountant, Richard Kirkby, showing that the landowner does not have the 

means to deal with the JKW. The appellant says that the current proposal 

represents the best chance of eradicating the JKW (indeed the appellant says 

that the business case for the enabling development is unassailable). The 

overall scheme has been costed by Kevin Bannister, an experienced project 

manager and quantity surveyor. The projected surplus after a development 

comprising eleven houses and a community park plus a £200,000 donation 

leaves a margin of only 16.6% which is well below the industry norm of 25-

30%. Mr Bannister also identifies a number of contingencies which will affect 

the deliverability of the scheme and it is a misconception to talk of the 16.6% 

margin as pure profit. This will be plain and obvious once Mr Bannister’s 

evidence has been heard.    

16. The appellant says that we are now very much at the tipping point with the 

JKW infestation and that unless the current proposal is implemented the 

deterioration in the environment will become so far advanced that eradication 

will be unattainable without even more development to fund its removal. 

Richard Kirkby considers it probable that if planning permission is not 

obtained then the directors will very probably take steps to remove the 

company from the Register of Companies. As the land is a liability it would 

probably be disclaimed (i.e. rejected) by the Crown as bona vacantia in which 

case it would, as it is known, “escheat” back to a different part of the Crown 

estate where it would be held until such time as someone applied to the court 

for a vesting order, if ever. In the absence of hope value for development this 

is very probably a non-starter. There is nothing irregular about this state of 

affairs as it would be irrational to expect the directors/shareholders of the 

landowning company to personally underwrite the costs of eradicating the 

JKW in circumstances where there was no prospect of their enormous outlay 

being recouped, nor even any liability imposed on them by law which would 

require them to do so. The appellant says that the removal of the JKW is only 
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feasible in the context of a modest, though deliverable, scheme for the 

development of the appeal site, as is now proposed.  

17. The Inquiry will also be presented with a statement from a valuer, a Mr Ross 

Garvie of Nottinghamshire Surveyors, who says that the appeal site has no 

value in a no planning permission world. Indeed, he thinks that you would 

actually have to pay a purchaser in the region of £150-200,000 to take on the 

land. On the other hand, the land would have a value of £100,000 as a 

community park which would be a locked-in value under the proposed 

governance arrangements and it is obviously beneficial that the body which 

manages it has a robust financial standing.                 

18. The authorities say that it is the duty of the owner to remove the JKW but 

what is the alternative if, as here, the owner is without the means to take the 

necessary steps in its own and in the public interest? In any event, as we are 

concerned with planning matters what the Inspector has to address is what is 

necessary to resolve problems arising from the inherent needs of the place 

and other public interests rather than the particular circumstances of the 

present owner.  

19. The appellant is perplexed that a misconception exists within the local 

community that large parts of Bramcote Ridge are at risk of wholesale 

development. This is not the case. The percentage of the appeal site 

proposed as open space allocation is 71% (or 3.02 hectares) whereas the 

residential allocation extends to 29% (or only 1.37 hectares of which 0.74 

hectares comprises private gardens) and is limited to the periphery of the 

appeal site. In this way most of the appeal site will be retained and for the first 

time will become managed open space for use by local residents and whose 

long term future will be assured by ample funding. The existence of a 

community park on the remainder of the undeveloped land will also clearly 

eliminate the risk of a gradual creep of built form within the woodland.  

20. It is perhaps worthy of note that a recent attempt to modify the Definitive Map 

by introducing a PROW crossing the appeal site from E-W failed as it as 

determined by Nottingham’s highway authority that the public’s use of such 
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land in the qualifying period of 20 years ending in 1995 had not been as of 

right. At the moment the public’s use of the appeal site is accordingly 

trespassory and as private land the landowner would currently have every 

right to enclose the site. It is to the appellant’s credit that it has not taken a 

combative stance with local people who are continuing to use the appeal site 

for recreational waking. 

21. There is then a very significant public interest in the appeal site being 

available for perpetual public recreational use. Indeed, the Government’s 

consultation on a fourth version of the NPPF ended on 27 March 2021. Key 

changes proposed include a new requirement to recognise opportunities to 

enhance public access to nature.    

22. Turning next to landscape and ecological issues, the appellant says that the 

development of 11 dwellings on the appeal site (and it will be nine 4-bedroom 

homes on the Nottingham land and two 5-bedroom homes on the Broxtowe 

land) would not give rise to significant harm to the area’s character and any 

adverse impacts would be amply mitigated by the suite of ecological and other 

long term benefits arising under the scheme which will be subject to a wide 

level of agreed conditioning and planning obligations in the form of a unilateral 

undertaking which has been placed before the Inspector. 

23. The appeal site comprises predominantly acid oak-birch woodland mosaic 

(but without the acid grassland) in common with Alexandrina Plantation and 

Sandy Lane LNRs. In terms of diversity of woodland species and woodland 

structure, the broadleaved woodland is poor. Although dominated by 

broadleaved woodland the appeal site comprises areas of scrub, bracken and 

brambles along with an extensive stand of JKW which now entirely dominates 

the Broxtowe land.  

24. Consistently with the above, the arboricultural assessment discloses that the 

trees within the areas proposed for residential use are mainly low quality, 

young to semi-mature trees, mainly self-set intermittent scrub trees with 

numerous dead stems. There are, however, a small number of larger trees 

within the woodland and in the scrub and grassland areas on the northern 
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side of the appeal site in the Nottingham area where the nine houses and 

access road will be sited but there are only a few trees within the appeal site 

that are worthy of retention and there are no rarities. The appellant’s 

arboricultural expert, Rebecca Peace, will say that trees will have to be 

removed as part of the JKW eradication programme but she considers this to 

be a small price to pay in rebuilding the landscape to a better and more 

species-rich environment. She also says that unless eradicated the JKW 

infestation will have a detrimental effect on the trees and landscape in view of 

its ability to occupy a large area of space in local habitats and cause 

significant damage to native ecosystems including competitive displacement 

of native vegetation and associated fauna. 

25. Mr Day says that JKW is the main species covering the woodland floor at the 

moment and its negative impacts include a loss of biodiversity. Rebecca 

Peace says in her evidence that the JKW will eventually destroy the woodland 

if left as it is. The appellant has also obtained a report on ecology and nature 

conservation from a firm known as Ramm Sanderson and the inquiry will hear 

evidence from their director Oliver Ramm whose firm has ascertained by 

means of the DEFRA Metric 2.0 that the proposal, if implemented, will give 

rise to a biodiversity net gain of 7.86%. 

26. Such a net gain arises from the retention and enhancement of extensive 

areas of woodland along with new tree planting (something which is promoted 

by both LPAs, both of whom have recently passed motions declaring a 

Climate Emergency), the eradication of JKW, green roofs on new dwellings, 

the creation of acid grassland and a wildflower meadow all of which will 

contribute to a significant improvement and strengthening of the green 

corridor which is currently being eroded through the spread of JKW. In 

addition to all this, provision is made for 26 bat boxes, 10 bird boxes targeting 

specific species, reptile piles, 9 SUDS ponds, invertebrate bug hotels, large 

deadwood piles all of which make valuable additions to the area’s biodiversity.  

27. It is then not surprising that although some or all of the appeal site is locally 

designated as a LWS (and the boundaries of the LWS are unclear to the 

appellant) the protection afforded to this site under local policies is nowhere 
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near as high as that applicable to a site designated as, say, a Local Green 

Space or falling within the Nottingham Green Belt. In fact I am instructed that 

the proposal of a Local Green Space was rejected by an Inspector at the 

examination stage of the Nottingham local plan).  

28. The appeal site lies within what is termed a Green Infrastructure Corridor 

(GIC) (Policy 16 of the Aligned Core Strategies (ACS) involving Broxtowe, 

Gedling Borough and Nottingham councils (Part 1 Local Plan) adopted in 

September 2014) under which GICs are to be ‘protected and enhanced’ 

(paragraph 2(a)). However, as the appeal site is not, for instance, green belt 

none of the policies applicable to such land are drafted in terms that ‘very 

special circumstances’ have to be shown before planning permission could be 

granted for the construction of new buildings. Instead, where development is 

proposed the ‘need for and benefit of the development should be weighed 

against the harm caused’ (paragraph 2(b)).  

29. Policy EN1 in Nottingham’s Local Plan Part 2 document is concerned with 

development affecting the ‘Open Space Network’ (OSN). As defined in the 

glossary, the expression OSN dovetails with the meaning to be applied to 

‘Green Infrastructure’ in the ACS and is certain to include ‘woodland’ in public 

or private ownership.  

30. Policy EN1 at 1(b) provides that development affecting the OSN will be 

refused unless the development enhances or increases the area of the OSN 

particularly in areas requiring improvement. Development should not have a 

detrimental effect on open space (EN1(2)).  

31. There is good reason to think that enabling development, where linked to the 

creation or enhancement of open space, is implicit in parts of the 

accompanying explanatory text at 5.14 through to 5.16 which speaks of areas 

of open space which suffer from a range of problems including poor access 

and lack of maintenance. In such circumstances (as in others mentioned) it is 

said that it may be appropriate to allow development on open space if there 

are benefits to the OSN as a whole.  
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32. Reference should also be made to Nottingham’s Policy EN6 where 

developments will be expected to protect and promote biodiversity and to 

deliver multi-functional benefits and contribute to the local ecological network 

both as part of on-site development proposals or through off-site provision. 

Paragraph 3 provides that development will only be permitted where 

significant harmful ecological impacts are avoided.  

33. Policy EN7 concerns trees. This policy calls for the retention and protection of 

high value trees (paragraph 1). Planning applications will take into account the 

maintenance and management of retained trees, new trees and planting and 

any losses will be mitigated by additional planting. As already indicated, the 

appeal site does not contain any irreplaceable habitats such as ancient 

woodland or veteran trees.  

34. One turns next to Broxtowe’s Part 2 Local Plan. One starts with Policy 28(1) 

which provides that development will be required to take reasonable 

opportunities to enhance ‘Green Infrastructure Assets’ (GIA) (which is similar 

to the OSN designation in the case of Nottingham’s local plan) which are 

taken to include a range of assets such as informal open spaces, nature 

reserves and prominent areas for special protection such as Bramcote Ridge. 

It is accepted that the appeal site would be included within the definition of a 

GIA. In such cases (Policy 28(2)) permission will not be granted for 

development that results in any harm or loss to the GIA unless the benefits of 

development are clearly shown to outweigh the harm.  

35. In the explanatory text following Policy 28 at para 28.2 it is said that the 

greatest opportunity for enhancing GIA will come through development. Para 

28.4 notes that the restriction in Policy 28(2) (i.e. benefits vs harm) that 

benefits which could outweigh the harm might include the replacement of 

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

location.  

36. Of significance to the present application Broxtowe’s Policy 31 looks to the 

delivery of a net gain in biodiversity from development proposals. It states: 
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 Permission will not be granted for development which would cause significant 

harm to sites and habitats of nature conservation … together with species that 

are protected or under threat. Support will be given to the enhancement and 

increase in the number of sites and habitats of nature conservation value … . 

37. In broad terms, pulling the various threads of these policies together it seems 

plain that development under the plans of both authorities will not be 

permitted unless the benefits outweigh the harms. The appellant submits that 

its proposal amply outweighs the impacts arising from the proposed 

development on part of the appeal site.  

38. Alternatively, if the proposal is found to be in conflict with local policies then it 

is submitted that it falls full square within the principle of enabling 

development (as a material consideration) such that planning permission 

would be justified on the basis that the resulting benefits decisively outweigh 

the harms.   

39. The appellant also argues that the proposed eleven dwellings would be 

sympathetic to the appearance, character and quality of the landscape and 

would certainly not be an incongruous or harmful addition to it. The form and 

location of the proposed enabling development minimises harm to the green 

space as a whole and is not markedly out of step with the character of the 

neighbouring development or local policies which actively promote family 

housing of which there is a good mix within the immediate locality.  

40. The issue of future governance of the community park is addressed in the 

evidence of Richard Kirkby, Andrew Rutherford and Messrs Mann, Heptinstall 

and Patel (x2). Put shortly, the appeal site is owned by the company which 

will undertake the proposed development and ecological enhancements by 

way of sub-contracted works. The pre-occupancy expenditure will be bridged 

by Messrs Rutherford and Hickling as directors’ loans. Once the development 

is completed and the community park has come into being there will be a 

transfer of such land (coupled with a donation of £200,000) to the extant 

Community Interest Company (CIC) following which, in the fullness of time, 

the CIC will be converted into a Charitable Incorporated Organisation (CIO) 
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which will have an elected board of trustees. The transition cannot take place 

at the moment as it is a requirement of the Charity Commissioners to have the 

asset holdings in place, nor either is there any sensible reason why the 

appellant should be put to the cost of this in advance of planning permission. 

For the present, the new community park will begin life as a CIC. The 

advantages of a charitable body owning and managing the community are of 

course that it would be better placed to attract tax relief on gift aid and funding 

from other charitable bodies as well as involve itself in charitable collections 

and fundraising events.                            

41. In conclusion I say this: the need for enabling development arises as a matter 

of urgency because the application site is subject to a high volume of JKW 

infestation. It grows very quickly and causes significant problems for owners 

and occupiers of affected land. There is at the moment a JKW stand on the 

appeal site in excess of 2 acres and unless it is eradicated it will soon spread 

into the adjoining Sandy Lane LNR and neighbouring residential 

developments on the north and southern sides of the appeal site. There is, 

frankly, no alternative to the appellants scheme and neither LPA is advancing 

any plausible Plan B to deal with the JKW in a no planning permission world. 

The proposal offers significant biodiversity enhancement. It is also limited in 

terms of its impacts on habitats, landscape character and visual quality. On 

any objective reckoning, it is the only realistic plan in play to clear the site of 

JKW offering, as will, a raft of additional benefits in the public interest, not 

least a new and properly funded community park on a site which is very 

obviously in need of active management after years of neglect.      

42. Appellant’s oral witnesses (with accompanying references in Inquiry Bundle) 

 Matthew Day (JKW) (Bundle 5/tab J at 10.4)  

 Oliver Ramm (ecology) (B5/tab J at 10.3) 

 Rebecca Peace (arboricultural) (B5/tab J at 10.5) 

 Richard Kirkby (accountancy & governance) (B5/tab J at 10.7)   

 Kevin Bannister (viability and costings) (B5/tab J at 10.6 and at ) 

 Geoffrey Prince (planning consultant) (B5/tab J at 10.1) 
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 Mark Jermy (design issues – MJ will also be leading for the appellant in the 
round table sessions on matters of character, appearance and living 
conditions) (B5/tab J at 10.2)  

43. Other miscellaneous statements/documents to which the attention of 

the Inspector is directed on which the appellant relies: 

(a) The Inspector is encouraged to start with the drawings that accompanied the 

application – to be found in B/App A. 

(b) R A Jarvie of Nottinghamshire Surveyors (valuations and housing mix) – to be 
found in B7/App M at p.186. See also RAJ’s proof at B5/App J at 10.7. 

(c) Lloyd Fyfield of RSK Habitats Management (JKW treatments) – to be found in 
B7/App M at p.232. 

(d) James Kirk of Kirk Estates (re site use of Broxtowe LNR land to south of 
appeal site in 2014) – to be found in B7/App M at p.230. 

(e) Brendon Dean of Ashworths (solicitor) – to be found in B7/App M at p.211. 

(f) Statement of Andrew Rutherford (director/shareholder of NG8 2RJ Ltd) – to 
be found in B7/App M at p.213. 

(g) Statement of Moneesh Patel statement (local resident) – to be found in 
B7/App M at p.227.  

(h) Statement of Dr Claire Patel (local resident) – to be found in B7/App M at 
p.229. 

(i) David Mann statement (local resident) – to be found in B7/App M at p.223. 

(j) Statement of Stan Heptinstall statement (local resident) – to be found in 
B7/App M at p.225. 

(k) Statement of Andrew Smith (of Oddie Dalton) showing that public indemnity 
cover withdrawn for accidents in appeals site but would be available in case of 
a new community park – to be found in B6/App K at p.52.  

(l) Woodland Carbon Assessment (Delta-Simons) – to be found in B3/Sub-App 
H.  

(m) Email exchanges between Moneesh Patel & others in 2018 – B6/App K at 
pp.2-6 (JKW not disclosed by vendors at time of auction). 

(n) Correspondence between Andrew Rutherford and BBC (with plan) over 
transfer of a portion of the football pitch if pp is granted in order to resolve 
conveyancing irregularity – to be found in B6/App K at pp.24-26. 
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(o) The decision of NCC’s Development and Growth Department issued on 
24/08/2020 (with accompanying photos) rejecting a claim to add a new 
PROW to the DMS crossing the appeal site on the ground that public user 
was not as of right. The concrete posts and such mesh fencing as exists will 
be removed if a community park is created as they are an obvious eyesore – 
to be found in B6/App K at pp.32-51.   

(p) NG8 2RJ Ltd’s registered title – to be found in B6/App K at p.123.  

(q) Certificate of Incorporation for Bramcote Unity Park CIC plus trustee 
declaration and draft constitution for a Charitable Incorporated Organisation – 
to be found in B6/App K at pp.159-176.  

(r) Slides taken from promotional video utilised in course of public consultation. 
This is well worth looking, not least for its aerial footage in which it can be 
seen how the appeal site will blend into other open spaces in the immediate 
vicinity (Alexandrina Plantation and Sandy Lane LNRs and the section 106 
Deddington Plantation land) – to be found in B6/App K at pp.177-192.  

(s) Alexandrina Plantation and Sandy Lane LNRs Management Plan 2019-2024 
(the new community park could ideally join this plan) – to be found in B6/App 
K at pp.193-229.  

(t) Extract from the Friends of Bramcote Ridge Website: “Why Land 
Management is Needed” – to be found in B6/App K at pp. 224-229 (this body 
supports the proposal).  

  

 

William Webster 

Counsel for the appellant      31 May 2021 

  


