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Beth Evans

From: Alan Clarke <alanmau@ntlworld.com>
Sent: 24 June 2021 20:52
To: Dyson, Alison
Subject: Appeal Ref. APP/W3005/W/21/3274818

With reference to the planning application to develop land off Ashland Road West,Sutton  in ASHFIELD 
 
I would like to register my objections to planning consent. 
 
The surrounding area with minimal exceptions is devoted to bungalows, the construction of 2/3 plus dwellings 
would detract from the surrounding area. 
 
The amount of trafic that would be resultant of such a substantial proposal, would cause chaos in the area. The 
residents in this area when traveling to MANSFIELD area, regularly go through the Carsic estate to avoid main road 
traffic, it is difficult to negotiate at present, despite additional traffic We face Riley Avenue and as many cars turn for 
Carsic Estate as for SUTTON Road. 
Furthermore, if people travel here from Mansfield, GPS brings them through Carsic Estate. 
I believe that the additional traffic flow using Huthwaite Road would be excessive and probably well documented. 
 
My property adjoins the proposed development and we regularly for convenience go to Mansfield via Carsic Estate, I 
am sure any additional traffic would cause problems with the amount of vehicles in such a built up  residential area. 
 
Furthermore the amount of wild life in the area would be affected. 
Deer, foxes, pheasants are regularly seen on the proposed site, photos are available. 
There are also rabbits, snakes, newts etc. 
 
I am sure there are other sites in ASHFIELD more suitable for development. 
 
If planning permission should be granted, consideration should be given to blending any development into the 
surrounding properties of single storey buildings on the perimeter of the development. 
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Beth Evans

From: Alan Morrell <ammorrell31@aol.com>
Sent: 30 June 2021 12:47
To: Dyson, Alison
Subject: PLANNING APPEAL - BELLWAY HOMES - APPEAL REF W3005/W/21/3274818

Dear Sir/Madam  
 
These fields first came to light in 1988 when planning permission for development was being 
sought and which went to appeal.  This was dismissed, the reason being it was countryside and 
should never be built on, and EV2 was cited at that time.  A few years later, in the early 1990s, 
plans were approved to create Brierley Forest Park using land formerly owned by the National 
Coal Board, which had had a coal mine operating there called Brierley pit.  Grants were offered 
from many sources over the next few years for it to happen, and a lot of the actual planting and 
management was undertaken by members of the local community.   
 
I understand that, although the land in question was offered for sale to the local authority to further 
enhance the park, there was no real advantage in its purchase, as it could not be built on due to it 
being covered by EV2.  However, as the park developed and became more established over the 
years to where we are at the present time, the fields do provide a natural barrier from the existing 
residential areas and the park itself, thus providing an essential sense of peace and quiet, 
particularly around the lake.  However, unfortunately, this quality cannot be measured as such but 
would go towards the park being voted the 'jewel in the crown' of this area and receiving Green 
Flag status for many years.  It is an unfavourable irony that with the success of Brierley Forest 
Park, it has made the land in question a lot more appealing and a selling point for potential 
developers. 
 
Up until the previous planning application, one of the fields was a wildflower meadow, as it was 
never cultivated, so it seems uncanny that when it was mooted that this aspect could hinder 
planning approval, it was immediately cultivated for hay. 
 
In any case, the fields do provide a safe haven for wildlife visiting the park and an essential food 
store for the pheasants, deer, owls and bats, etc, and it would be an absolute sacrilege to this 
amazing park and all its migrating visitors should development ever be granted. 
 
The sheer density of dwellings in the proposed development would affect standards for open 
space within the scheme, and the type of dwelling would not be consistent with the existing 
surrounding dwellings, which are almost all bungalow-type.  Due to the high number of dwellings 
proposed, this would inevitably lead to many cars having to be parked on the roads, thereby 
creating a serious problem for access for emergency vehicles. 
 
May I, therefore, respectfully ask that you seriously consider the devastating impact any 
development would have on the park, rather than whether the local infrastructure would or would 
not be able to accommodate such a scheme. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
Alan Morrell 
31 Farcroft Avenue 
Sutton-in-Ashfield 
Nottinghamshire 
NG17 2GR 
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Tel 07526 450640 
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Beth Evans

From: Ramon Buttery <ramon.buttery@gmail.com>
Sent: 01 July 2021 21:26
To: Dyson, Alison
Subject: FW: Ref W/300/ W 21/3274818 . Bellway's Planning Appeal

 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 

From: Ramon Buttery 
Sent: 01 July 2021 14:16 
To: alison.dyson@planninginspectorate 
Subject: Ref W/300/ W 21/3274818 . Bellway's Planning Appeal 
 
I was a speaker at the Planning Committee  for this proposal for the 300+ houses that Belling wished to build. 
This was the third rejection of building on this land, and was rightly turned down by the members of the Planning 
Committee.   
On analysis of the reasons ,there is a multitude  of factors that support this rejection which was rightly brought up at 
the meeting and nothing has changed as you can see if the minutes are read. 
 
I really would like to speak at this appeal to qualify the reasons for my objection, so I am hoping you will include me 
,being a past District Councillor and now an Alderman for the Council, and allow me to put many reasons why this 
appeal should be turned down. 
 
Thanking you in anticipation 
 
Alderman  Ramon  Buttery 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Beth Evans

From: Councillor Tom Hollis <tom@aldmail.co.uk>
Sent: 02 July 2021 19:13
To: Dyson, Alison
Subject: APP/W3005/W/21/3274818 -  Land off Ashland Road West, Sutton in Ashfield 

Dear Alison, 
  
APP/W3005/W/21/3274818 
Land off Ashland Road West, Sutton in Ashfield Nottinghamshire 
 
I am writing as the District Councillor for Huthwaite and Brierley Ward in Ashfield District Council.  This is support of 
Ashfield District Council’s Planning Committee to refuse the planning application for a residential development of up 
to 300 dwellings on land off Ashland Road West, Sutton in Ashfield, Nottinghamshire. 
  
There is huge concern locally about the loss of this valuable amenity and the loss of the natural habitat.  I object on 
behalf of residents for the following reasons: 
  

 Effects Upon Countryside Sites of Development 
 Once land has been converted to development, it is unlikely to ever be converted back to Greenfield use 
 Destruction of the natural habitat of animal and plant species 
 Reduction of or complete loss of amenity or recreation value 
 Negative effect upon transport and energy use 
 Loss of the countryside of agricultural or designated wildlife land, that clearly defines and separates areas of 

difference, be they cities, towns, suburbs, villages or hamlets of housing particularly through the urbanising 
affects adjacent to Brierley Forest Park. 

 The proposal would be contrary to Policies ST1 (a, b and e), ST2 – ST4 and EV2. There would also be conflict 
with Part 15 of the National Planning Policy Framework: ‘Conserving and enhancing the natural 
environment’.  

 These harms would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the development. 
 
It is important to note that this site is directly next to the award winning green flag country park of Brierley Country 
Park.   For me and many local people this land is part of the park with wild life regularly seen on site, from ducks to 
deer, all of which we have photographic evidence. The park is currently being heavily invested in by the local district 
council including re opening of the visitors centre and cafe, extending the car park and also investing in park 
equipment, as well as hundreds of new visitors each week with the park run.  This location is the jewel of the town 
and the local council rightly has valued it as so.  
 
 
The density of these properties would mean to achieve this number the properties would have to be multi 
story/high density properties. This is completely not in keeping with all existing dwellings in the area.  Sitting 
alongside this the local infrastructure simply can’t cope, from roads to school places. Particularly in light of, within 
100 meters of this development there are two other large planning applications, one of which has already been 
granted planning permission. Adding to our already stretched local amenities .  
 
 
Many of the reports submitted by the developers suggest traffic movements will go towards lamas road.  This simply 
won’t be the case, cars from exciting streets (almost without exception) exit at the huthwaite road junction with 
Ashland Road West.  Add in cars from this development will be heading towards the motorway that will be 500-600 
extra car movements a day mainly turning right at the huthwaite road junction. The road network here is already 
dangerous and this addition would make things unbearable. I would also like to raise concerns to the timing of 
surveys undertaken by the developers regarding traffic movements; this is related to the estimates they provide, 
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collection of the data during the middle of the covid pandemic and also the methods of this data collection. 
Ultimately I feel these figures bare no resemblance to the potential reality here.  
  
Finally, I note that the inspector has made the decision to hold a virtual public inquiry, as opposed to a live event 
due to the Covid restrictions.  I would welcome the chance to expand on the points made in these representations 
and in my previous comments to the planning committee, at the inquiry. 
 
I would be grateful if you could acknowledge receipt of this email. 
 
Kind regards  
 
Tom  
  
Councillor Tom Hollis. 
 
Deputy Leader of the Council - Ashfield District Council. 
 
 
Ashfield Independents Group - Nottinghamshire County Council.  
 
Nottinghamshire County and Ashfield District Councillor for Sutton-in-Ashfield. 
 
Member of Nottinghamshire and City of Nottingham Fire and Rescue Authority. 
 
 
 
Mob: 07854 720602 
 
For regular updates - Councillor Tom Hollis Facebook Page 
 
 
Printing this email? Please think environmentally and only print when essential. Thank you. 





Councillor Andrew Harding
2 New Fall Street

Huthwaite
Sutton-in-Ashfield

Nottinghamshire
NG17 2LY

Alison Dyson
Room 3
O/P Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Temple Quay
Bristol
BS1 6PN

Dear Alison Dyson,

I am writing to strongly object to the Ashland Road West planning application appeal by Bellway 
Homes for up to 300 plus houses Reference: W/3005/W 21/3274818 on the following grounds:

Destruction of wildlife habitat: There are a number of different species of wildlife that call 
this site home, whilst I understand we require more homes, for how much longer can we 
continue to tear up those that were here before us who we share this planet’s habitats? If 
there were to be homes crammed in, and lets face it that’s what they will do the significant 
impact upon the park, local surrounding areas etc would be immensely and heavily impacted. 
Building here would not only impact these areas but the new residents that move in. There 
would be the returning wildlife to what was once their home that will have residents annoyed 
because of the impact this is having on their new gardens, homes etc. There are those that 
look upon a rat, pigeon gull, fox, badger,  etc as vermin, but all they are trying to do is survive 
in a changing climate forcing them out of their homes, and into ours. With this in mind there 
will be more people claiming that wildlife has impacted upon them heavily ruining gardens, 
droppings/faeces noise etc and will put pressure on the council to act to stop this, which 
simply is not on as they were there before us, it is their home and we must leave this alone!

Impact on the park: Already round our Green Flag award winning park there is slight issues 
of surface water on the paths, I would say that no matter how much drainage the developers 
propose to put in it will not be enough. How long before you require scuba diving gear just to 
take a “walk” round the park? I make a joke here, but this could very well become the reality. 
Also in the summer months or dry days the sound impacting from the new residents enjoying 
themselves in their gardens, music, BBQs etc also having a major impact on our quiet relaxing 
park, a place where you can escape the rat race, loose yourself and emerge yourself in this 
and help not only your physical but mental health.

Once built, More, More More: If this application goes through it will have others queuing 
at the door to take a but more, then a bit more, then a bit more until the once not too 
overlooked park is either very overlooked, or ceased from existence, to be remembered and 

Referenece: W/3005/W 21/3274818

Subject: Bellway Homes Planning Appeal

Monday 28th June 2021

07809 400 982    |    cllr.a.harding@ashfield.gov.uk
Your Local Huthwaite and Brierley Ward Councillor



07809 400 982    |    cllr.a.harding@ashfield.gov.uk
Your Local Huthwaite and Brierley Ward Councillor

commemorated with a plaque only. Hence erasing a sanctuary for wildlife and for us humans 
to escape the impacts of life.

Police, NHS, GPs, Dentists, Fire, and other emergency services etc:  New homes mean new 
impact, we already have the overwhelming burdens on our struggling NHS because of the 
pandemic, as well as at the best of times too. GP’s Surgeries with little to no appointments, 
a fire station with only on call staff at nights (thanks to politics) as well as an already over 
stretched struggling police force having to deal with policing the pandemic, burglary, 
antisocial behaviour, car cruising, vehicles speeding, no MOT, tax, insurance, assault, the list is 
endless and growing too, what with computer crime added to this.

Schools: The schools are operating at maximum capacity as it is. Just where do the 
developers sandwiching the maximum amount of homes propose we educate the children? 

Faith: In this diverse world that we live in people need places of worship, if we were to have 
more people especially of different faiths then we will require places of worship for them to 
attend, where does the developer propose the places of worship go? It simply can’t happen 
because all the developers want is housing and that is it, forgetting any other needs or 
requirements of the people they are supposedly building to serve for.

Roads and infrastructure: let’s face it, our roads are not adequate enough for the current 
amount of traffic using them, more pot holes than the moon has craters and more queues 
than the alphabet. The infrastructure just isn’t there to accommodate 300+ more vehicles onto 
an already over stretched over burdened crumbling mess.

I think it was about time we told all developers Bellway included that this site is in NO WAY 
for cramming a concrete jungle on it. Do not let them take away not only our little piece of 
sanctuary but wildlife’s little piece of sanctuary they call home.

Thank you for taking time to read my letter. If you would like any more information etc please 
don’t hesitate to get in touch with me and I hope to hear from you soon with regards to my 
objection letter.

Yours Sincerely

Councillor Andrew Harding
Huthwaite and Brierley Ward
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The Planning Inspectorate

COMMENTS ON CASE (Online Version)
Please note that comments about this case need to be made within the timetable. This can be found in the notification letter sent by the
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sender.
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Councillor Andrew Harding
2 New Fall Street

Huthwaite
Sutton-in-Ashfield

Nottinghamshire
NG17 2LY

Alison Dyson
Room 3
O/P Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Temple Quay
Bristol
BS1 6PN

Dear Alison Dyson,

I am writing to strongly object to the Ashland Road West planning application appeal by Bellway 
Homes for up to 300 plus houses Reference: W/3005/W 21/3274818 on the following grounds:

Destruction of wildlife habitat: There are a number of different species of wildlife that call 
this site home, whilst I understand we require more homes, for how much longer can we 
continue to tear up those that were here before us who we share this planet’s habitats? If 
there were to be homes crammed in, and lets face it that’s what they will do the significant 
impact upon the park, local surrounding areas etc would be immensely and heavily impacted. 
Building here would not only impact these areas but the new residents that move in. There 
would be the returning wildlife to what was once their home that will have residents annoyed 
because of the impact this is having on their new gardens, homes etc. There are those that 
look upon a rat, pigeon gull, fox, badger,  etc as vermin, but all they are trying to do is survive 
in a changing climate forcing them out of their homes, and into ours. With this in mind there 
will be more people claiming that wildlife has impacted upon them heavily ruining gardens, 
droppings/faeces noise etc and will put pressure on the council to act to stop this, which 
simply is not on as they were there before us, it is their home and we must leave this alone!

Impact on the park: Already round our Green Flag award winning park there is slight issues 
of surface water on the paths, I would say that no matter how much drainage the developers 
propose to put in it will not be enough. How long before you require scuba diving gear just to 
take a “walk” round the park? I make a joke here, but this could very well become the reality. 
Also in the summer months or dry days the sound impacting from the new residents enjoying 
themselves in their gardens, music, BBQs etc also having a major impact on our quiet relaxing 
park, a place where you can escape the rat race, loose yourself and emerge yourself in this 
and help not only your physical but mental health.

Once built, More, More More: If this application goes through it will have others queuing 
at the door to take a but more, then a bit more, then a bit more until the once not too 
overlooked park is either very overlooked, or ceased from existence, to be remembered and 
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commemorated with a plaque only. Hence erasing a sanctuary for wildlife and for us humans 
to escape the impacts of life.

Police, NHS, GPs, Dentists, Fire, and other emergency services etc:  New homes mean new 
impact, we already have the overwhelming burdens on our struggling NHS because of the 
pandemic, as well as at the best of times too. GP’s Surgeries with little to no appointments, 
a fire station with only on call staff at nights (thanks to politics) as well as an already over 
stretched struggling police force having to deal with policing the pandemic, burglary, 
antisocial behaviour, car cruising, vehicles speeding, no MOT, tax, insurance, assault, the list is 
endless and growing too, what with computer crime added to this.

Schools: The schools are operating at maximum capacity as it is. Just where do the 
developers sandwiching the maximum amount of homes propose we educate the children? 

Faith: In this diverse world that we live in people need places of worship, if we were to have 
more people especially of different faiths then we will require places of worship for them to 
attend, where does the developer propose the places of worship go? It simply can’t happen 
because all the developers want is housing and that is it, forgetting any other needs or 
requirements of the people they are supposedly building to serve for.

Roads and infrastructure: let’s face it, our roads are not adequate enough for the current 
amount of traffic using them, more pot holes than the moon has craters and more queues 
than the alphabet. The infrastructure just isn’t there to accommodate 300+ more vehicles onto 
an already over stretched over burdened crumbling mess.

I think it was about time we told all developers Bellway included that this site is in NO WAY 
for cramming a concrete jungle on it. Do not let them take away not only our little piece of 
sanctuary but wildlife’s little piece of sanctuary they call home.

Thank you for taking time to read my letter. If you would like any more information etc please 
don’t hesitate to get in touch with me and I hope to hear from you soon with regards to my 
objection letter.

Yours Sincerely

Councillor Andrew Harding
Huthwaite and Brierley Ward























































Karen Banister
2 New Fall Street

Huthwaite
Sutton-in-Ashfield

Nottinghamshire
NG17 2LY

Alison Dyson
Room 3
O/P Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Temple Quay
Bristol
BS1 6PN

Dear Alison Dyson,

I am writing to strongly object to the Ashland Road West planning application appeal by Bellway 
Homes for up to 300 plus houses Reference: W/3005/W 21/3274818 on the following grounds:

Traffic Management and Issues
Destruction of Wildlife Habitat
Affects on Brierley Park
Affects on the Local Community
Emergency Services
Council Services

Traffic Management and Issues
Traffic in and around Huthwaite and the surrounding areas is getting worse. If we put another 
300+ cars on the road I believe this will not only have a detrimental impact to the traffic but 
will also have a detrimental impact to the air we breathe. We have seen in the news recently 
about the harm emissions from cars can and have done, with one little girl unfortunately 
loosing her life due to this. If we now add an extra strain of 300+ cars plus the traffic, noise 
and emissions problems then we are not protecting the future generations or even our own 
generation.

Destruction of Wildlife Habitat
You don’t have to be Sir David Attenborough to see that this area is where Nature calls its 
home. Where nature thrives and has its families. If we tear up this land in order to place our 
homes here then we risk loosing our wildlife. Wildlife that is already being threatened due 
to human activity, wildlife that once erased we can never bring back, for what? Just to make 
money and please greedy land owners and developers. This is absolutely disgusting that we 
do this and even consider doing this time after time to the creatures we share this planet with.
I urge you to put yourself in the wildlife’s position of one day coming home to find that where 
you were born, grew up, had your children etc was suddenly ripped up and destroyed, 
everything you had and ever knew gone forever.

Affects on Brierley Park
The detrimental negative affect this will have on Brierley Forest Park will be immense. 
Could you imagine going for a walk around the park and thinking it will be fine, a nice quiet 
walk only to get there and hear the noise from the homes there? Whether this be from the 
cars, music or any other means it will degrade the park and a once nice quiet walk will be 
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consigned to the history books forever. Not only the noise aspect but walking in and around 
the park is nice to get away from the urban side of life and go into the rural side of it. Views 
that go on for miles with the occasional houses that are already there is fine, but if we keep 
packing them in, closer and closer to the boundaries of the park this will also spoil it for all.

Affects on the Local Community
Its no secret that more houses mean will of course have an affect on the Local and 
Surrounding Communities including local services, schools, parks, worship, emergency 
services and even as mentioned on the other side of this page traffic to name a few. Also 
if there are any social houses this has the potential as well as any other house problematic 
tenants/owners. With this will come the burden on the emergency services of which I will 
discuss below.

Emergency Services
Our emergency services have been at the forefront during these strange times, but we do not 
need to add any more pressure onto them. There may be some problematic tenants/owners 
who will put pressure onto the emergency services with crime, drugs, antisocial behaviour etc, 
and also with keep on taking away our green spaces this will lead to obesity, rise in cancers 
as well as a significant reduction in mental health. After all our NHS has done for us I strongly 
believe we should not kick them nor make them pay the price for greedy land owners selling 
off to greedy developers in order to cram as many shoe boxes onto what was, is and should 
always remain as a field where nature calls home.

Council Services 
The council already have a huge amount of services that they are sometimes stretched to 
deliver, adding more houses will add more demand for these services. More rubbish to 
remove, more litter to pick, more streets to clean, more people requiring help and using 
council services when already they too are pushed to capacity.

I think if this pandemic has taught us anything it is that we can’t keep living the way we are. 
We cant live in a world where we continually destroy it and reap for our own gains, whilst 
others loose out. Also we can’t all live on top of one another either because us all being closer 
together is what ultimately played its part in transmission of the virus.

Yours Sincerely

Karen Banister
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Beth Evans

From: Cllr.A.Harding <Cllr.A.Harding@ashfield.gov.uk>
Sent: 28 June 2021 09:58
To: Dyson, Alison
Cc: webstercake@aol.com
Subject: Fwd: Bellway's Planning Appeal Ref: W/3005/W 21/3274818

 

Dear Alison, 
 
I hope you are well? 
 
Please see below an objection from the Webster family regarding Bellway's Planning Appeal Ref: W/3005/W 
21/3274818. 
 
Best regards  
Councillor Andrew Harding 
Huthwaite and Brierley Ward 
07809400982 
 
Ashfield District Council 

From: Karen Webster <webstercake@aol.com> 
Sent: Friday, June 25, 2021 2:23 pm 
To: Cllr.A.Harding 
Subject: Bellway's Planning Appeal Ref: W/3005/W 21/3274818  
  
This message originated from outside your organization 

From: 43 Windsor Avenue, Sutton-in-Ashfield, NG17 2HN  
 
To: The Planning Inspectorate, Temple Quay House, 2 The Square, Bristol BS1 6PN 
 
Dear Sir 
 
We would like to express our strong objection to the proposed MAJOR DEVELOPMENT, and yet another attempt to 
build 300 plus dwellings on the land between Brierley Park and Ashland Road West. 
 
We would also like to point out that this specific area of land has been confirmed as being part of the countryside 
policy EV2, as set out in the Ashfield Council's Local Plan Review 2002 and updated in 2007. Section 3.55 protects 
this area from being developed. 
 
The existing road infrastructure is also a major concern. Already many residents experience daily traffic congestion 
along Ashland Road West, Sutton Road, Huthwaite Road and Common Road. The addition of this application will 
increase the traffic to around 600 additional vehicles, and in some case multiple vehicle movements, including 
delivery vehicles. This will only create more problems for our local road infrastructure. There would be an increase in 
noise, air pollution and a possible danger to pedestrians with even more vehicles parked on roads near local schools. 
 
Any development on this land would inevitably increase potential local flooding for the existing residents, who have 
suffered enough on several occasions in the past, as the concreting over of this field will effect the natural soak away 
of excess water in periods of torrential rain, which are becoming much more frequent. Concreting over this field must 
be considered to be a crime against the environment.  
 
Finally, we urge you to listen to the local people when we say we do not support the above site being used for house. 
We urge you to refuse this application and help save our countryside from being destroyed by greedy developers. 
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Yours faithfully 
 
Karen, Roger and Thomas Webster 
 

__________________________________________________________________ 

This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may contain personal views which are not the views of Ashfield District 
Council unless otherwise specifically stated. 

If reasonable adjustments are needed to fully engage with the Authority please contact 01623 450000. 

If you are not the intended recipient and you have received this e-mail in error you must not copy, distribute or take any action 
in reliance on it. Please notify the sender by e-mail or telephone and delete it from your system. 

Please note that Ashfield District Council reserves the right, subject to compliance with legislation, to monitor emails sent or 
received. Under current legislation, such as, but not limited to, the Data Protection Act 2018 and the Freedom of Information 
Act 2000 the contents may have to be disclosed in response to a request for information. 

We utilise an anti-virus system and therefore any files sent via e-mail will have been checked for known viruses. You are 
however advised to run your own virus check before opening any attachments received as we will not in any event accept any 
liability whatsoever once an e-mail and/or any attachment is received. 

Printing this email? Please think environmentally and only print when essential. Thank you.  
www.ashfield.gov.uk 
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Beth Evans

From: kevin plowman <kevin.plowman1@gmail.com>
Sent: 30 June 2021 17:42
To: Dyson, Alison
Subject: Land off Ashland Road West

Hi Alison, 
 
I will try and keep this as short and sweet as possible.  
 
My name is Kevin Plowman of 34 Ashfield Road, Huthwaite, NG17 2NX. I would like to strongly oppose the planning 
application for the land off of Ashland road west Sutton-in-Ashfield. 
 
This proposed site will absolutely ruin Brierley park, We have all kinds of wildlife in the field. Deer, Fox's, Badgers. 
Multiple different species of birds including herrons from the lake and an abundance of frogs and newts, including 
great crested newts also from the lake. The Environmental pollution from the site build alone would disrupt this 
massively, Dust, noise and diesel fumes from the earth moving equipment would completely wipe out all wildlife 
and also be horrendous for current houses, not to mention getting them to site with roads that are already some of 
the worst for damage in Nottinghamshire. If the site went ahead this would bring on average 600+ cars in and out 
on a daily basis on said same roads. Traffic getting onto Huthwaite road from Ashland road is already horrific, 
queuing would be a massive problem.  The field does not drain well at all, especially in the winter months and heavy 
rain, this would cause polluted water getting into the lake on brierley. There is a large depression that appeared in 
the field over the last 10-15 years directly behind 36-41 Ashfield road due to subsidence. The local drains and sewers 
are already struggling with the current amount of sewage. 
 
There are plenty of other brown belt sites that have already been approved locally and not built on, why do we need 
more? High street where the old Meretina factory was located is a prime example, and is literally a few hundred 
yards away. If the site goes ahead they propose to build 3 story town houses right at the bottom of my garden on 34 
Ashfield road. This will block out all light to my garden, black my view of brierley and also massively de value my 
property.  
 
I hope my concerns help to make the decision, it would be a huge shame if this site was allowed to happen. 
 
Yours Sincerely, 
 
Kevin Plowman. 



From  

Kristina Walker  

 

 

 

To the Planning Inspectorate           Dated as per email  

Temple Quay House 

2 The Square 

Bristol 

BS1 6PN 

SUBJECT; BELLWAY`S PLANNING APPEAL 

REF W/3005/W 21/3274818 
 

Dear Sir 

I would like to express my strong objection to the proposed MAJOR 

DEVELOPMENT, at yet another attempt to 300 plus dwellings on the land between 

Brierley Park and Ashland Road West. 

 

We would also like to point out that this specific area of land has been confirmed as 

being part of the countryside policy EV2, as set out in the Ashfield Councils Local 

Plan Review 2002 and updated in 2007. Section 3.55 protects this area from being 

developed. 

 

The existing road infrastructure is also a major concern. Already many residents 

experience daily traffic congestion along Ashland Road West, Sutton Road, 

Huthwaite Road and Common Road.  The addition of this application will increase 

the traffic to around 600 additional vehicles and, in some cases, multiple vehicle 

movements. This will only create more problems for our local road infrastructure. 

 

Any development on this land would inevitably increase potential local flooding for 

the existing residents, who have suffered enough on several occasions in the past, as 

the concreting over of this field will affect the natural soak away of excess water in 

times of torrential rains, which are becoming more frequent, 

 

Finally, I urge you to listen to the local people when we say we do not support 

additional extra housing the above site being used for housing, we urge you to refuse 

this application and help save our countryside from being destroyed. 

 

Further points I would like to raise,  

 

I am a registered Specialist Mental Health Occupational Therapist & I use this green 

space as part of my weekly therapy sessions with Service users that are NHS funded. I 

have informed my colleagues and they agree this would be very deterimental to our 

provision as you would be taking away a neccesary green space that provides health 

& wellbeing to those with significant mental health. I know that many more local 

healthcare providers use this space so it should be looked at very carefully indeed.  

Yours Sincerely 

        Kristina Walker - 

Specialist Rehab Mental Health Occupational Therapist    
ARW BW 006B 
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Beth Evans

From: Cllr.A.Harding <Cllr.A.Harding@ashfield.gov.uk>
Sent: 28 June 2021 21:33
To: Dyson, Alison
Cc: lkspal99@gmail.com
Subject: Fwd: Brierley Forest Housing Development Planning Objection Ref: W/3005/W 

21/3274818

 

Dear Alison, 
 
I hope you are well? 
 
Please see below an objection from Lauren Spalding regarding Bellway Planning Objection Ref: 
W/3005/W 21/3274818 
 
Best regards  
Councillor Andrew Harding 
Huthwaite and Brierley Ward 
07809400982 
 
Ashfield District Council 

From: Lauren Spalding <lkspal99@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, June 28, 2021 9:29 pm 
To: Cllr.A.Harding; malchull@aol.com 
Subject: Brierley Forest Housing Development  
  
This message originated from outside your organization 
 
Dear sir/ madam, 
 
I am writing to express my objection to the proposed housing development between Ashland Road West and 
Brierley Park.  
 
The disruptions that 300 plus dwellings will cause to local residents and surrounding areas is simply not acceptable. 
This area already suffers with high levels of traffic, especially during peak times, which will be further worsened by 
the high number of extra road users. There will also be extra pressures on already strained doctors surgeries, 
schools and local facilities that could not cope with an extra 300 households. Where will the children go to school? 
How will local people be able to get reasonably timed doctors appointments in surgery’s already struggling to 
provide their patients with same day appointments?  
 
In addition to the added pressures to the local area, the idea of building on untouched land as opposed to 
brownfield sites only a 2 minute drive away is simply ridiculous. Building on this land will cause huge disruptions to 
the local wide life and the beautiful, picturesque area that provide local people with an area to be proud of.  
 
I’m sure you have had countless emails opposing this development with similar concerns. This development is not 
welcomed by the vast majority of people within the area.  
 
Yours sincerely, 
Lauren Spalding 
(Local resident) 
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__________________________________________________________________ 

This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may contain personal views which are not the views of Ashfield District 
Council unless otherwise specifically stated. 

If reasonable adjustments are needed to fully engage with the Authority please contact 01623 450000. 

If you are not the intended recipient and you have received this e-mail in error you must not copy, distribute or take any action 
in reliance on it. Please notify the sender by e-mail or telephone and delete it from your system. 

Please note that Ashfield District Council reserves the right, subject to compliance with legislation, to monitor emails sent or 
received. Under current legislation, such as, but not limited to, the Data Protection Act 2018 and the Freedom of Information 
Act 2000 the contents may have to be disclosed in response to a request for information. 

We utilise an anti-virus system and therefore any files sent via e-mail will have been checked for known viruses. You are 
however advised to run your own virus check before opening any attachments received as we will not in any event accept any 
liability whatsoever once an e-mail and/or any attachment is received. 

Printing this email? Please think environmentally and only print when essential. Thank you.  
www.ashfield.gov.uk 



From: ~(2£..toIl"':>e. 'f"T11--) I.(. .

Address: 3 £VA.,...:ys;. 4vE=:.
"/ <=3V\.~o""'::::> \~ ~I-t~

~--rL5
To the Planning Inspectorate ~C; l7 ?('-Y.
Temple Quay House ~
2 The Square
Bristol
BSI6PN

Dated as per email

z_~

SUBJECT; BELLWAY'S PLANNING APPEAL
REFW/300S/W 21/3274818

Dear Sir

I would like to express my strong objection to the proposed MAJOR DEVELOPMENT, and yet
another attempt to build 300 plus dwellings on the land between Brierley Park and Ashland Road
West.

We would also like to point out that this specific area of land has been confirmed as being part of
the countryside policy EV2, as set out in the Ashfield Councils Local Plan Review 2002 and
updated in 2007. Section 3.55 protects this area from being developed.

The existing road infrastructure is also a major concern. Already many residents experience daily
traffic congestion along Ashland Road West, Sutton Road, Huthwaite Road and Common Road. The
addition of this application will increase the traffic to around 600 additional vehicles and, in some
cases, multiple vehicle movements. This will only create more problems for our local road
infrastructure. -
Any development on this land would inevitably increase potential local flooding for the existing
residents, who have suffered enough on several occasions in the past, as the concreting over of this
field will affect the natural soak away of excess water in periods of torrential rain, which are
becoming much more frequent,

Finally, I urge you to listen to the local people when we say we do not support the above site being
used for housing, we urge you to refuse this application and help save our countryside from being
destroyed.

Further points I would like to raise, .

JldL ~~ .QE~.LIEC:. ~r.t.T. ~Ir ~}i<IS
.~l.re:- .." ~.I.d-.. ~............ x. ~~ ~:T.: k.~M
.....~~..:J \..~ ~ ..\ t.Q.~ ..

Yours Sincerely . ()I/ ;!
. (v111Prl·

ARWBW006B
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MALCOLM G HULL 30.06.2021
2 KEATS AVENUE Our Ref ARW BW 009D
SUTTON IN ASHFIELD 
NOTTINGHAMSHIRE
NG17 2GH

BELLWAY PLANNING APPLICATION V/2020/0184
APPEAL REF   W3005/W/21/3274818

Dear Sirs

Re: Letter of objection

Please see detailed below our arguments against the development on Ashland Road West 
which I hope you will take into consideration at the forthcoming meeting. 

1.Contrary to current policies of Ashfield Local Plan Review.

The site is in the countryside and is protected by the current policies of the approved 
Ashfield Local Plan, which was reviewed and adopted in November 2002.

2. The proposal is contrary to Government Policy. 

The National Strategies of Central Government recognised how valuable quality green 
spaces are to sustain communities and to deliver the Liveability Agenda. Well managed 
parks and green open spaces are integral part of the Government's drive to achieve “safer, 
cleaner, greener” communities.

The Government's commitment to Sustainable Development was made plain in 1990 
when the White Paper “This Common Inheritance” was published. This paper was very 
clear about the need to conserve the natural heritage for the benefit of future generations.

Government advice in the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 requires Development 
Plans should include policies for the natural beauty and for the improvement of the 
physical environment. Under The U.K. Strategy (1994) the Government advice to Local 
Authorities, in respect of conservation and enhancement of the countryside and built 
environment are to include relevant aspects:-

a) Sustaining the character and diversity of the countryside.

This proposal destroys the open aspect of Ashlands Road West and destroys this acreage 
of countryside totally. It therefore fails to meet this Government' relevant aspect.

e) Safeguarding and improving the amenity of residential areas.
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This is not a designated residential area and the proposal will have a detrimental effect 
upon the visual amenities of the residents, who look onto this open space. Again the 
proposal fails to meet this relevant aspect of the Government 

The Government has issued several PPGs giving more detailed and practical advice on 
environmental matters. PPG7 “The Countryside- Environmental Quality and Economic 
and Social Development” underlines the importance of the countryside and agricultural 
land. PPG17 “Sport , Open Space and Recreation “ outlines the value of open spaces not 
only as an amenity, but also as a contribution to the conservation of the natural and built 
environment. 

This site is within the countryside designation and is protected by the advice in those 
PPGs. The proposal is contrary to the Government's advice in those PPGs.

The publication” Biodiversity” The U.K. Action Plan produced by the Government in 
1994 sets out a global programme for sustainable development. One of those programmes 
was the “Strategic Plan for Greenwood prepared by the Greenwood Community Forest 
Team. This covers the whole of the Ashfield Area. Such Community Forests are intended 
to provide well wooded landscapes for wildlife, living and working, recreation and 
education within the urban fringe areas. Brierley Park Forest is adjacent to the urban 
fringe of Huthwaite and this site is immediately adjacent, so it forms a visual link to the 
Park and is an important setting for the Park.

Part of that Strategic Plan is to create “The Corridors to the Countryside Strategy”. The 
Environment Agency produces “Local Environment Agency Plans”(Leaps), which are an 
agenda of integrated action for environmental improvement. One of their environmental 
objectives include:

a) To maintain the character of the countryside and the openness of the Green Belt.

It has already been stated that the proposal will destroy the character of the countryside, 
but it will also destroy the openness of the corridor link, which brings the countryside 
into the urban fringe along Ashlands Road West. This is the only open view of the 
countryside on the northern fringe of the urban area of Huthwaite. Nearly all the 
residential properties are sideways onto, or have rear views from their properties onto the 
countryside. The countryside can only be glimpsed between such dwellings. However the 
proposed development frontage of approximately 350 metres is a unique and only large 
view of the countryside. It is a green lung of countryside adjacent to the urban area. It is 
the length of the view of open countryside, which makes this site unique and it is also the 
amount of acreage also, which creates on open lung of countryside adjacent to the urban 
fringe. To develop the site will result in the loss of that openness of the visual aspects of 
the view of the countryside and result in the destruction of the setting of Brierley Forest 
Park. It is therefore concluded that the Environment Agency's objective (a) will be 
unsustainable if development takes place.
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Regional Strategies.

In 1989, The Countryside Commission initiated a huge environmental project, which 
brought together many organisations to create 12 Community Forests, in regions, the 
length and breadth of England. The above mentioned Brierley Forest Park is an integral 
part of “greenwood”, Nottinghamshire's Community Forest. The Greenwood is 
flourishing as a successful mixture of woodlands, farmland and open spaces around our 
towns for everyone to enjoy. This application site is immediately adjacent to Brierley 
Forest Park and is visually seen as part of that public open space.

Local Authority policies.

This site lies in the northern part of the District and is covered by the Countryside (policy 
EV2). This policy states:-

Policy EV2. In the countryside permission will only be given for appropriate 
development. Development must be located and designed so as not to adversely affect the 
character of the countryside, in particular its openness. There are 8 criteria of what is 
described as appropriate development. Only 2 criteria (d) and (g) will be examined.

The Local Plan states” new buildings will be restricted in the countryside (outside 
villages) to cases where it is essential for an appropriate countryside use and the need for 
the proposed location has been established.”

The proposed development fails to meet the stated criteria above. The proposed houses 
are in the countryside but are not for countryside employment use. This is a speculative 
development and the need for the proposed location is not established for countryside 
use. The criteria (d) also states that any new building should preserve the openness of the 
countryside. This proposal is for over 300 dwellings and as stated previously the 
proposed layout fails to preserve any visual views of the countryside or Brierley Forest 
Park. Thus the proposal fails to meet criteria EV2 (d).

The criteria EV2 (g) states:-” Infill development which does not have an adverse effect 
on the scale and character of the area.”  This criteria is further clarified “new dwellings 
will not normally be permitted in the open countryside, although in some cases, sensitive 
infilling may be acceptable within small settlements and hamlets. Infill will normally 
comprise one or two dwellings in a small gap in existing development. Not all small gaps 
are appropriate for infilling e.g. as they contribute to the openness of the countryside. 
Regard should be made as to the scale and character of the area when assessing the 
development.”

The proposal is not located within a small settlement or hamlet. It fails to meet the 
description of infill development. The proposed site has a frontage onto Ashlands Road 
West of approximately 350 metres. It therefore cannot be considered as a small gap, even 
though it is bounded on 3 sides by residential development. With regard to the scale of 
the development 10.34 hectares cannot be considered small scale. Again over 300 houses 
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of various sizes cannot be regarded as a small development. In terms of character the 
proposed site is the only open space in Huthwaite, which abuts the countryside and is a 
visual link to the Brierley Forest Park, the site as it exists contributes to the openness of 
the countryside. 10.34 hectares of agricultural land, that amount of land and the open 
character of that site would be destroyed by the proposed development. The proposal fails 
to meet any of the criteria of EV2 (g).

The Government's commitment to Sustainable Development was made plain in 1990 
when the White Paper “This Common Inheritance” was published. This paper was very 
clear about the need to conserve the natural heritage for the benefit of future generations. 
The maintenance of a sustainable environment for future generations relies on a critical 
stock of habitats throughout the rural and urban environments. The Local Nature 
Reserves and Site of Importance to Nature Conservation (SINCs) in the District are such 
habitats which should be retained as part of that stock. In countryside locations it is 
generally possible to ensure that LNRs and SINCs are avoided or protected. Brierley 
Forest Park is now a Local Nature Reserve and this proposed development abuts it and 
two SINCs. The Brierley Forest park Management Plan 2005 – 2008 (page 10-3.2. 
Environment and Ecological Status) comments that “there is a mixture of habitats on site, 
including old hedgerows, grasses, woodland, wetland, pond and marsh. Many birds and 
animals are present including protected species, such as skylarks and voles” As this site 
abuts the Nature Reserve, it is not inconceivable that this acreage of land is being used as 
a corridor for wildlife, especially between the two SINCs. If the proposal is approved 
then any such corridor link will be destroyed.
 

The proposal brings houses much closer to SINC EV6/95 and EV6/96 and to the southern 
boundary of Brierley Forest Park. The separating distance from development to these 
protected area have been substantially reduced. Such a reduction in separating distances 
will or are likely to create concerns over the protection of the safeguarded habitats. The 
proposal shows the side gardens of houses immediately adjacent to EV6/95 and the rear 
garden of houses which back onto EV6/96. There is less than 6 metres separating the 
drives of two houses from the boundary of Brierley Forest Park. The non existence of a 
separating strip and the narrowness of a strip of land adjacent to the Nature Reserve is 
deemed to be unacceptable. The proposal would therefore fail under policy EV6 -
Development which adversely affect Local Nature Reserves and SINCs. 

The proposal also fails policy EV8- Development which adversely affects trees worthy of 
retention, including woodland and individual trees will not be permitted. The appropriate 
word here is woodland. The site is within The Greenwood Community Forest, which is 
intended to provide well wooded landscapes for wildlife, living and working, recreation 
and education within urban fringe areas. Paragraph 3.55 of the Local Plan specifically 
includes Brierley Forest Park and mentions this site in particular. I quote “Ashfield 
District Council has carried out a number of schemes contributing to the Greenwood 
Community Forest including Brierley Forest Park, a major public open space between 
Sutton-in Ashfield, Huthwaite and Stanton Hill. This 145 hectare parkland includes 
extensive areas of tree planting, wetlands and wild-flower meadow together with a large 
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trail network and visitor centre. Privately owned land to the south and east of Brierley 
Forest Park comprises an important part of the setting of the park and as such will 
continue to be protected as part of the countryside.”

The above mentioned land is the application site. The proposed development fails to 
contribute to the setting of the park and is therefore unacceptable and contrary to the aims 
and objectives the Greenwood Community Forest. The Local Authority is therefore asked 
to protect those aims and objectives by refusing this application.

Housing: Is there a demand for residential in this area and can the Local Authority meet 
those demands. 

Government advice:

PPG1 “General Policy and Principles” with regard to housing the PPG advises that Local 
Authorities to allocate the maximum of housing to previously developed sites within the 
urban area.

This site is within the countryside area and has not been previously developed.

PPG3 “Housing” promotes the re-use of urban land in preference to the development of 
Greenfield sites. 

The proposal is a development of a Greenfield site and is therefore contrary to the advice 
of that PPG.

However the PPGs have been replaced by the National Planning Policy Framework 
(NPPF), but the above principles have been incorporated in the Framework.

One of the core principles of the Framework is to proactively drive and support 
sustainable economic development to deliver amongst other things the homes that the 
country needs. It seeks to boost significantly the supply of housing. Paragraph 49 
specifies that housing applications should be considered in the context of the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development. Relevant policies should not be considered up to 
date if a 5 year supply of housing cannot be demonstrated.

Paragraph 14 states that at the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of 
sustainable development, which should be seen as a golden thread running through both 
plan making and decision taking. It sets out what this means for decision taking. 
Paragraph 52 includes the supply of new homes. Through large scale development, such 
as new settlements, or extensions to existing villages and towns that follow the principles 
of Garden Cities.

This is a large scale development, but it is not a new settlement, nor is it an extension to 
an existing village surrounded by countryside. It is an extension to the urban fringe of 
Huthwaite, with the site being designated as countryside in the Local Plan. However the 
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proposed layout does not follow the principles of the Garden Cities, which had properties 
with large front gardens and even larger back gardens so that each plot could be 
sustainable. This is not possible with the proposed layout because the front gardens of the 
proposed houses as minimal, so too are the rear gardens the minimum length.

Paragraph 216 identifies the weight to be attached to the emerging Local Plan, and this 
Plan has a 5 year's supply of housing sites. This is based on the stage of preparation, 
whether there are significant unresolved objections, and consistency with the Framework. 
This is a matter for the Local Authority to clarify its position. However there is an 
emerging Local Plan 2010- 2023 Preferred approach September 2012. The proposals map 
and sustainability report were submitted to the Inquiry. The proposals map shows 
housing allocations on land currently countryside and Green Belt. The application site is 
not allocated for housing in that plan. It is proposed to remain countryside, where the 
landscape character identified in the Landscape Character Assessment would inform 
development.

The DETR paper “Planning for the Communities of the Future “ states that long term 
solutions to the housing requirements should be by making best use of previously 
developed sites in order to minimise the development in the countryside areas.

The site is not a previously developed site and it is within the countryside designation of 
the approved Ashfield Local Plan and therefore the proposal goes against Central 
Government advice and is deemed to be unacceptable.

Section 5.12 of Ashfield Local Plan states the following objectives: 

c) To ensure that new housing development is concentrated in the Main Urban Areas and 
allow for limited development in Named Settlements.
i)         
ii)        f) To minimise the amount of new housing development in areas of the 

countryside.

The proposal fails to comply with objective c) as it is located in the countryside, it is 
considered that over 300 dwellings cannot be considered as a minimal amount of new 
housing in areas of the countryside. The proposal therefore fails objective f).

The Local Plan Review states that 2,943 dwellings are required in the rest of Ashfield. It 
has adopted a sequential approach to residential site identification. Based on the Structure 
Plan Review policy and Government advice that plans should identify land within the 
urban areas as a priority, followed by sites adjoining urban areas, only when the first two 
options have been exhausted, to consider sites elsewhere.

a) Main Urban Areas. Sites within these areas are considered to be a priority. 

It has already been established that this site is located in the countryside and not within a 
Main Urban Area. In addition the details of Technical Paper No1” Urban Capacity 
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Study” included a review of protected urban areas, open space and allotments. The Study 
conclusion was that general loss of open space was not considered to be acceptable, 
based on an assessment of open space needs and current levels of provision. This site 
whilst not in the Main Urban Area category, is one of the major open spaces in 
Huthwaite, so bearing the result of that conclusion in mind, it is considered that this open 
space should not be lost. The applicants therefore cannot claim that the site is with a 
Main Urban area and the loss of open space can be deemed as acceptable.

b) Adjoining Main Urban Areas.

The Local Authority when the review of the Local plan was done, rejected identifying 
any of the sites within this category on the basis that there was more than adequate supply 
of land elsewhere. This is now not the case. 

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) places a duty on Local Planning 
Authorities to demonstrate a supply of specific deliverable sites sufficient to provide 5 
years` worth of housing against their requirements 5 year Housing Land Supply.
 
The Ashfield Housing Land Monitoring Report, published in July 2013 states that, based 
on current commitments (including sites with planning permission and those SHLAA 
sites, which are deliverable without any policy change) set against the Council's adopted 
housing target for 2010 -2024 plus a buffer for the first 5 years, the conclusion is 

Overall Ashfield District has a 4.5 year supply of deliverable housing sites.

The Sutton -Kirby area has over 4.5 year supply of deliverable housing sites.

The Hucknall area has in excess of 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites.

However, Table 4 of the above report illustrates that if the new allocations proposed to be 
taken forward in the emerging Local Plan Publication document are included, then a 
5year supply of deliverable housing land can be demonstrated across the board.

Examining Table 2 of that report, which includes the proposed allocations from the 
emerging Local Plan. There is no deficiency but a surplus because the housing provision 
on small and large sites increased. This means that the 5 year surplus, which the Local 
Authority are required to provide, is obtained.

These new allocations do not include this site and therefore should not be included in any 
assessment of housing land need up to 2024.

As the site adjoins a Main Urban area, it is necessary to consider it as a potential site 
despite the above remarks. Sites on the urban edge should be capable of access to existing 
infrastructure and priority is given to site which relate well to the urban area and provide 
a logical extension and rounding off of defensible physical boundaries. These are the 
criteria, on which the site should be judged.
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The site is capable of access to existing facilities since Ashlands Road West forms its 
southern boundary. Whilst it can be argued that it is bounded on 3 sides by residential 
development  and therefore relates well to the urban area, it does not appear to be a 
logical extension to the urban area, nor does it “round off” to defensible physical 
boundaries. The site is too large, 10.34 hectares, to be a logical extension and the 
frontage of approximately 350 metres is too wide for a rounding off of development. It is 
simply a wide open space of countryside adjacent to a road and is an open lung of 
countryside adjacent to an urban area and is visually important to the setting of the Local 
Nature Reserve of Brierley Forest Park.

There is a question of the adequacy of the infrastructure. There were objections to a 
previous appeal relating the method of sewage disposal and the massive overload of the 
existing sewage system. The occupants of over 300 dwellings will cause problems if the 
existing sewage system is at capacity, as previously claimed. The second objection relates 
to surface water dispersal. This was deemed inadequate in 1989 as parts of the site and 
land on North Street have problems with drainage with surface water standing in large 
areas. The common argument that more land under concrete will exacerbate this problem 
can be used with this particular proposed development. Questions must be answered by 
the appropriate authorities regarding these two issues about the suitability of this site for 
development. One of the Environment Agency's objectives f) is to protect the quality of 
surface water and ground water and to protect areas from the risk of flooding. Under site 
Ref :S55 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment: Potential flooding from culverted watercourse 
(SFRA Ref S22, S25) the comments stated are as follows “A further flood risk 
assessment would be necessary before development would be allowed on this site, 
although it is recognised  that the site is outside flood zones 2 and 3.”

The site is therefore questionable for infrastructural reasons also.

An examination of appeals within the local area has been undertaken to see if the issues 
in them are similar to those of the application site. Are the appeals close by and do the 
inspector's reasoning apply to this proposal.

The first appeal is APP/W3005/A/14/ 2215420: Site at land adjacent to the Miner's Arms, 
Stoneyford Road, Sutton-in-Ashfield, NG17 2DX. The development was for 8 dwellings 
in the countryside around the above mentioned public house. The main issue was the 
effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of the area.  The 
inspector's reasoning was that the appeal site “provided an attractive open break between 
built forms of development.”

It was in open countryside and was not designated as a nature conservation site and 
comprised poor grassland and poor defunct and intact hedgerow and trees, but it was 
adjacent to a Nature conservation area. The application site is similar in that it is in the 
open countryside and it is not a designated nature conservation site, but more importantly 
it is adjacent to a protective Local Nature Reserve.  
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The inspector concluded that the appeal site was of particular importance with regard to 
acting as a green wedge between built up areas. The application is also a green wedge of 
countryside surrounded on three sides by built -up areas but by its scale/size and its 
length of frontage along Ashfield Road West, it acts as a visual link and open aspect to 
the setting of Brierley Forest Park and is therefore more important as an open lung of 
countryside surrounded by built development.

There is a similarity also between the appeal site and the application site in that the 
question of the 5 year supply of housing sites formed an argument for the appellant and 
was defended by the Council. The arguments for the Council relying on the policies of 
the approved and emerging Local Plan were dismissed and carried little weight. Whilst 
the inspector stated that policy Ev2 may be considered the relevant policy for the supply 
of housing, it was out -of -date. Therefore to argue the case for refusal with reliance of 
the approved Local Plan Review policies and those of the emerging Local Plan would be 
futile, as they would carry no weight if the application were to be refused. 

The only issue , which the inspector might consider is so significant to outweigh the 
benefit of meeting the housing need (and any other benefit ) is that the result of 
developing the application site, would be the significant detriment to the character and 
appearance of the area. 

There are three factors for presenting this line of argument. The first, is the scale of the 
development. The appeal proposal was for only 8 dwellings, whilst this proposal is for 
300 dwellings. Such an amount of dwellings will have a detrimental effect upon the 
character and appearance of the area and would cause traffic problems of backing up of 
vehicles especially at peak periods in the area immediately surrounding the site because 
there are only two entrances to the proposed estate and both come onto Ashlands Road 
West being only 120 metres apart. This represents roughly 10 vehicles in length with 
separation distances between vehicles. The estate could have between 300 and 900 plus 
vehicles entering and exiting from it depending on the calculations of how many 
vehicular spaces are required by the Council's design guidance.

Secondly the size of the development in terms of area is a factor in respect of the 
character and appearance of the area. The application site is 10.34 hectares. The appeal 
site was only 0.23 hectares.  The size of the area to be developed would have drastic 
consequences for the character and appearance of the area. Simply put, at present it is 
10.34 hectares of open countryside, which will be destroyed if approval is given. It would 
also result in the loss of the visual open corridor link between the Local Nature Reserve 
and the two SINCs mentioned above and result in the destruction of the open setting of 
Brierley Forest Park.

The third issue is the extent of the frontage of the development. This is approximately 
350 metres in width compared with approximately 20 metres in respect of the above 
appeal. The developer will argue that there is a landscaping strip along the frontage of 
Ashlands Road West and therefore a visual green strip of land will represent open green 



10

wedge of countryside. The width of this strip, which is supposed to soften the visual 
impact of the development varies from approximately 5 metres on the eastern side of the 
frontage to 20 metres in the middle of the site, where the accesses are, and down to 10 
metres on the western side of the site. There is only sufficient width to plant one tree, 
every so many metres, in that narrow width along the whole of that frontage. This degree 
of planting and the failure to create any mounding within that strip of landscaping results 
in the development being seen from Ashlands Road West. This narrow width of 
landscaping is considered unacceptable and fails to tie in with the principles of Garden 
Cities, which the developer is supposed to follow.

There is also another factor, but this is a detail in the layout of the development. The 
developer has failed to consider the requirements of planning for crime prevention, in 
that, houses at the east extremities of the site along the frontage which back onto this strip 
of landscaping. This may well result in garden gates being constructed after the houses 
are occupied, as well as the openness of the frontage to Brierley Park which is almost the 
entire proposed length of the development, this will soon be totally open with numerous 
entrances and exits which will result in there being no physical barrier between Brierley 
Park and this Bellway proposed development, which in effect will make this development 
look part and parcel of  Brierley Park and this the Council cannot prevent. These would 
definitely be unsightly and is considered and is poor design practice.

The above factors are considered to be the adverse broad impacts of the development as 
compared with the above appeal affecting the character and appearance of the area.

It is contented that the application proposal would result in significant detriment and 
demonstrable harm to the character and appearance of the area. It is also considered that 
it would conflict with the objectives of the Framework, which regards good design as a 
key aspect of sustainable development and seeks among other things to ensure that 
planning should always seek to secure high quality design and to take account of the 
character of the area.

The second appeal the application development was compared with was the appeal 
Reference No: APP/W3005/A/12/2179635. Land of Gilcroft Street/St Andrews Street, 
Skegby, Sutton-in Ashfield NG173EJ, and Vere Street, Sutton-in-Ashfield NG174DS. 
This comprised two individual parcels of agricultural land with a total of 7.4 hectares. 
This appeal was approved by the Secretary of State and the reasoning for it was that the 
Council does not have a 5 year supply of housing land and that the under-supply is 
significant and of substantial weight in considering the appeal. The Secretary of State 
also agreed with the inspector that little weight can be given to the emerging plan and the 
scale and location of the housing proposed in the appeal scheme would not be so 
substantial as to raise issues best addressed to a local plan.

The appeal site was urban fringe and this proposed site is urban fringe. However that was 
an outline application and this is a detailed application, which is more than 3 hectares 
larger than that appeal site. Although the Local Authority lost that appeal, it gained 
substantial benefits. It gained the provision of public open space, footpath connections, 
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footbridges and links to Skegby Hall Historic Park and Gardens, which was integral to 
the application submission. The inspector stated that it is justified both to maintain the 
gap between settlements, and to provide a high quality open space linking to existing 
open space. This would accord with the Green Infrastructure and Biodiversity Strategy. It 
would help protect sites of importance for nature conservation, and protect the setting of 
Skegby Hall Historic Park and Gardens. It would also provide a large area of green space   
that would have merit in relieving pressure on the Sherwood Forest Area. So despite 
losing the appeal, the Council received land and the above benefits from the developer 
and would be able to defend future pressures, like this application, because of that 
agreement. Because that appeal was won, it also means that the undersupply of houses 
has been reduced by approximately 230 houses.  

This site has been the subject of an appeal in 1989, when it was dismissed by an appeal 
inspector. It was concluded then that this site was in the countryside and that there was no 
need to develop this area of land. The Appeal Reference is APP/W3005/A/89/127643. 
The inspector concluded that the Local Authority had sufficient land available then not to 
include this site in the list of sites to become available for development. The previous 
appellant's case was that there was not a valid Local Plan for the area. This proposal is 
similar in that there is an emerging Local Plan, but that it has been withdrawn, because 
the inspector examining it has raised some queries. 

The inspector determined that the appeal site (the current application site) lies outside the 
limits of the existing built up areas and is not needed. It lies in the countryside and is 
protected by the Structure Plan and Local Plan policies at the time of the determination of 
that appeal. He commented that “although then the Local Plan had not been adopted, the 
policies in relation to this site at the time carried sufficient weight.” His conclusion was 
that this was not a small site for infilling and the proposal was contrary to the Local Plan. 

His further comments are quoted “the site would involve a considerable peripheral 
extension of the built -up area of the town at this point into the adjoining countryside. It 
would not be contained on the eastern boundary by a large depth or area of development. 
Development along the western boundary consists of a fairly weak single ribbon of 
homes and bungalows, which do not serve to contain this broad site within the built -up 
area. The main area of development to the south of the site occupies the crest and upper 
slopes of a fairly pronounced ridge running out more towards the east. It would be wrong 
to allow major development to extend further down the slopes of this ridge into the 
bottom of this small valley and area of countryside. The small brook and public footpath 
would not form a logical boundary to the built-up area, when viewed in the wider 
landscape, even with a substantial landscape scheme. The proposed development would 
be a major intrusion into the bottom of this small valley and an area of countryside, 
which although not subject to extensive views seems to have potential for passive 
recreation using the open space and footpaths in the area. The reclamation of the former 
colliery tip seems likely to continue recent improvements in the appearance, character 
and enjoyment of the area.
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I therefore find the proposal contrary to the policies of the approved Structure Plan and to 
be an unacceptable addition to the settlement and a major intrusion into the countryside to 
the detriment of its appearance and character.

The Government in its determination of that appeal concluded that this site was in the 
countryside and would be an unacceptable addition to the settlement and a major 
intrusion into the countryside. It has accepted that the application site is in the 
countryside and should therefore be protected for the future. The above comments are 
still valid today, despite the local Authority not having a valid 5 years supply of housing 
land.

Another reason for objection is the additional increase in traffic generated by this 
development. Ashlands Road West is already a very busy and often congested road as it 
is a short cut to the industrial development to the west. A traffic census survey has been 
taken from 2009 to 2013 where along the B6026 in both directions the total number of 
vehicles was 10,595 in 2009 and 10,409 in 2013.The survey taken west of Ashmore Road 
reveals a total of 11,634 vehicles in 2009 and 10, 721 in 2013. This volume of traffic is 
consistently near enough the same.  However, if this proposal is approved, additional 
traffic generated by the development will all have to gain an access onto Ashlands Road 
West, to the detriment of the free flow of traffic.

Public Inquiry and Covid 19
This Inquiry so we understand will be a Zoom meeting and as such no details of how this 
is to take place, or a timetable issued for those local residents concerned to make their 
point. The biggest problem which will affect this Zoom Public Inquiry is the elderly age 
or inexperience of the local residents who, nearly all do not have access to the internet or 
are not fluent with even the basic mobile phone (this is a bungalow area after all). so any 
zoom or telephone meeting will be impractical. 

The locals objected to the Wilson Homes development and raised over 1800 material 
considerations against this development, and this was because we could have meetings in 
the local Hall and in Brierley Park, so people felt engaged and debated this development, 
but due to Covid 19 we have not been able to meet and so discuss this development.

I would suggest the Public Inquiry be postponed until Covid 19 restriction are relaxed 
enough to afford the local residents a face-to-face meeting with yourselves and also you 
could walk round the area and see what exactly this Public Inquiry is about and the total 
impracticality of this proposed development. This would be seen as a fair chance for the 
local residents to have a say and not be at a disadvantage due to Covid 19 and relying on 
technology.

This is now the third proposed development on this crop growing field (barley and corn 
in alternating years and mowing grass on the outer side every year) adjacent to Brierley 
Park. the second attempt was by Wilson homes and now its Bellway homes, who are part 
of the same group and share the same directors, trying to get more houses up from 260 to 
300.  This is getting ridiculous, perhaps a step back and ask the locals to suggest a 
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sensible plan which would pass, such as a continuation of the Bungalows which would in 
turn release larger more practical size houses for the general populous where families can 
grow into. Less damage to the park and certainly would result in less congestion for all 
concerned here.

For all the reasons listed above I ask the Public Inquiry to refuse this application. 
 

Yours most sincerely

M G Hull

Malcolm Hull
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Beth Evans

From: martin betts <betts_9@msn.com>
Sent: 21 June 2021 17:47
To: Dyson, Alison
Subject: PLANNING APPEAL ; LAND OFF ASHLAND ROAD WEST

 
We Mr & Mrs Betts of Rooley Drive, along with the residents of the streets off Ashland road west, Sutton in Ashfield, 
object categorically to the development of 300+ properties on the land off Ashland road west, Sutton in Ashfield. 
Our concerns are :- 
 

1. The increased number of vehicles that would be using Ashland Road West, which is the main access road 
from the carsic estate to Huthwaite, so there are a lot of vehicles already using it. Assuming that each new 
property has 2 cars minimum, there would be 600+ extra vehicles using the road. I dread to think what it 
would be like trying to get off Ashland road west, when people are going to work and taking their children to 
school, it is bad enough without the extra traffic. 

2. Increased pressure on the sewage and waste water system, which has been blocked 3 times in as many 
months. 

3. The pressure on the local schools. Classes are over crowded now.  
4. Desecration of greenbelt land. 
5. Increased flood risk to Brierly Park. 
6. Disruption to peoples live, from ongoing building work and the movement of contractors vehicles, putting 

more stress on road users.  
 

Yours Sincerely  
 
Martin Betts 
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Beth Evans

From: e-mail matthew.g.churchman <matthew.g.churchman@ntlworld.com>
Sent: 29 June 2021 14:30
To: Dyson, Alison; Cllr.A.Harding@ashfield.gov.uk; Malchull@aol.com
Subject: Regarding Planning Appeal ref APP/W3005/W/21/3274818

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
I am writing regarding the proposed development of housing on the land between Brierley Park and Ashland Road 
West to express my strong objection to these plans, with the hope that they will ultimately be refused. 
 
Firstly, under the Ashfield Councils Local Plan Review (2002, updated in 2007), as part of countryside policy EV2, the 
discussed area of land is part of the countryside and thus should be protected from development by Section 3.55.  
As part of the countryside, the area has become home to a substantial ecosystem; over the course of my 24 years 
living here the fields have become home to numerous iconic species such as pheasants, foxes and deer, which 
commonly roam around morning and dusk, kestrels frequent the area as a hunting ground due to the large open 
area and suitable prey such as shrews and mice living there and herons from the pond in nearby Brierley Park are 
occasionally sighted on this land as well. On one occasion I have even sighted a Lapwing on the land, a species which 
the RSPB has on it's Red List of Conservation Concern due to it's recent population declines. It would be 
irresponsible to destroy any of the potential habitat of this particularly vulnerable species. 
If the area becomes developed this habitat would be broken down and divided by roads, forcing the more 
specialized species of animals out of the area and severely damaging the ecosystem; with less predators such as 
foxes and kestrels, pest species such as rats and pigeons will likely thrive in the area as well as neighboring gardens. 
 
Furthermore, the development would create complications for existing local residents due to the lack of established 
infrastructure. The proposed plans are for over 300 new residences which I believe the local schools and medical 
practices will struggle to accommodate, and the existing road networks would be flooded with traffic as a result of 
the construction vehicles as well as the increased population density; some of our existing roads are already in poor 
condition and the increase in traffic will not only damage them further but also impact the air quality for existing 
residents.  
During the council meeting where the plans were initially rejected a representative for Bellway Homes stated that 
the developers would go "above and beyond" to assist in the improvement of infrastructure, but this was refuted by 
one of the Councillors who pointed out the financial aid for infrastructure the developers had listed in their plans 
was only the "bare minimum". This has raised personal concerns as to the sincerity of Bellway Homes' intentions for 
the development and I do not believe the damage dealt by it's construction would be sufficiently repaired. 
 
Finally, local residents (myself included) do not support the development because of the negative impact it would 
have on our local area in terms of lifestyle and aesthetics. The lower areas of Ashland Road West are already 
somewhat prone to flooding during periods of heavy rain, which in our current climate are becoming more and 
more frequent. The fields being targeted for development are a major source of natural drainage for the local area, 
and by replacing the ground with concrete the flooding issues for both the developed homes and existing residents 
would be compounded.  
As well as this, the development plans for a large amount of tightly packed 3-storey houses, which local residents 
agree does not match the local aesthetic of this predominantly-bungalow area. With the sloped ground these homes 
would be built on the natural beauty of the area and Brierley Park itself would be ruined for many as the homes 
would be clearly visible from not only Ashland Road West but the park itself. Thus, the majority of local residents do 
not support the build as it threatens not only to cause damage to their homes but also impact their enjoyment of 
their local area. 
 
With all of these points in mind I am urging you to refuse this application. Please help to protect not only the local 
ecosystem and it's natural beauty, but the existing residents homes and their way of life, from truly devastating and 
irreversible damage. 
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Yours sincerely, 
Matthew Churchman 











 
From 

John and Anne Hill

The Bungalow

Skegby Road

Huthwaite

Sutton-in-Ashfield

NG17 2PL


To the Planning Inspectorate        	 	 	 Dated as per email 

Temple Quay House

2 The Square

Bristol

BS1 6PN


SUBJECT; BELLWAY`S PLANNING APPEAL

REF W/3005/W 21/3274818


Dear Alison,

I would like to express my strong objection to the proposed MAJOR 
DEVELOPMENT, at yet another attempt to 300 plus dwellings on the land between 
Brierley Park and Ashland Road West.


We would also like to point out that this specific area of land has been confirmed as 
being part of the countryside policy EV2, as set out in the Ashfield Councils Local 
Plan Review 2002 and updated in 2007. Section 3.55 protects this area from being 
developed.


The existing road infrastructure is also a major concern. Already many residents 
experience daily traffic congestion along Ashland Road West, Sutton Road, Huthwaite 
Road and Common Road.  The addition of this application will increase the traffic to 
around 600 additional vehicles and, in some cases, multiple vehicle movements. This 
will only create more problems for our local road infrastructure.


Any development on this land would inevitably increase potential local flooding for 
the existing residents, who have suffered enough on several occasions in the past, as 
the concreting over of this field will affect the natural soak away of excess water in 
times of torrential rains, which are becoming more frequent,


Finally, I urge you to listen to the local people when we say we do not support 
additional extra housing the above site being used for housing, we urge you to refuse 
this application and help save our countryside from being destroyed.


Further points I would like to raise, 


The local services such as schools, doctors surgery etc will be inundated with extra 
pupils and patients which are already overstretched as it is. There will also be an 



increase in traffic on the roads, which are already struggling to cope at the moment. 
 
What about the affect on the police, hospital and fire services too? These services are 
also overstretched on occasions. 
 
There will be an impact on our wildlife which calls this land home, there are many 
different species like deer for example that live in this area. 
 
This will spoil the view for residents already living here and cut into our beloved park 
land. If 300 homes are allowed to be placed on this land who is to say that the 
developer will not try and take more and more land adjacent to this and suddenly our 
beautiful park shrinks. Our green spaces also a benefit in order to exercise, socialise 
and help our mental well-being too. 
 
The proposed site is also situated on a flood site. When we have heavy rain this is 
where it all flows onto and is absorbed. We have seen the news from the flooding that 
happened last year with towns, villages homes etc being flooded and we don’t want 
this to happen here. Also putting houses here will mean that the rain that would have 
been absorbed by this site will now all go onto the park making this inaccessible. 
 
Yours Sincerely John and Anne Hill 
 
	 	 	 	 


ARW BW 006B
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Beth Evans

From: Roy <rfj.ball@hotmail.co.uk>
Sent: 30 June 2021 12:00
To: Dyson, Alison
Subject: Bellway's Planning Appeal Ref APP/W3005/W/21/3274818

Dear Sir/Madam, 
 
What do Nicola Sturgeon and Bellway Homes have in common? Neither of them understands the word NO.  
The people of Scotland do not want independence as the referendum clearly showed and the people of 
Huthwaite/Sutton in Ashfield do not want 300+ dwellings built on the land off Ashland Road West as the outline 
planning application was rejected by Ashfield District Council. 
No means No. 
 
If Bellway homes need to build dwellings in the Sutton/Huthwaite area, they should consider ‘brown’ sites locally 
that have been cleared and are currently considered ‘eyesores’. One such site is the Meritina/Quantum factory site 
which is between North Street and Unwin Street and would definitely benefit from redevelopment. 
 
The land off Ashland Road West is a haven for wildlife, some of it from Brierley Forest which runs alongside its 
northern boundary, deer specifically, are regularly seen grazing on this land in the early morning. 
My garden is regularly visited by squirrels, foxes, pheasants and even badgers most of them would not do so if 300+ 
dwellings were built literally at the bottom of my garden. My garden pond has newts and frogs that come from the 
wetland that is the corner of the land in question. 
 
The land off Ashland Road West not flat. It stats out level on the eastern boundary but walk the length of the site 
from east to west and the land slopes dramatically. The steep gradient is enough to witness the farmer unable to 
plough the land uphill without getting stuck in the mud. It does not require much rain to turn this field to a bog. Dig 
a hole and within days it is full of water. 
 
This land should be adopted/purchased by the council and incorporated into an extension of Brierley Forest. Plant 
some trees, encourage wildlife and nature for everyone to visit and enjoy. 
 
Not many people are aware that half of the homes on North Street are not on the mains sewerage system and have 
to use cesspools and soakaways for drainage. They are also unaware that a ditch runs the length of its western 
boundary running from the top of the hill to the bottom corner and it always contains water and worse. All I will say 
is that not everybody uses Ashfield Effluence to empty their cesspools hygienically. 
 
The infrastructure locally cannot sustain the extra burden that 300+ dwellings would inevitably bring.  
 
This appeal application must be refused for the good of the area and its local residents. 
 
Yours Sincerely 
 
Mr R F J Ball 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Beth Evans

From: chrissiem2006@aol.com
Sent: 30 June 2021 17:31
To: Dyson, Alison
Subject: APPEAL REF: APP/W3005/W/21/3274818

Dear Sir/Madam  
 
BELLWAY HOMES' PLANNING APPEAL 
LAND OFF ASHLAND ROAD WEST, SUTTON-IN-ASHFIELD, NOTTINGHAMSHIRE 
 

I wish to object strongly to the proposal to build 300+ dwellings on the above site.  This 
is the third attempt to destroy this piece of countryside since the 1980s. 
 

We have many brownfield sites in the Ashfield District that need to be used first.  There 
is, in fact, one all ready and waiting to be developed on the former Quantum factory 
site on North Street, Huthwaite, a very short distance away, which has been cleared 
following the demolition of the factory around two years ago. 
 

These fields act as a vital soakaway for excess water.  During particularly heavy 
downpours, which are becoming more frequent with climate change, water has 
overflowed from the fields onto paths in the adjacent forest park.  If these fields were to 
be concreted over, then flooding would surely occur, bringing misery to many. 
 

This proposal would severely impact on the wildlife in the adjacent Brierley Forest Park, 
due to noise from people and traffic.  There would also be an increase in air pollution 
and light pollution. 
 

A huge expansion in traffic movements would inevitably cause problems on Ashland 
Road West, including the potential for more accidents due to speeding vehicles, which 
is already an everyday occurrence. 
 

These fields help reduce CO2 emissions and also contribute to a valuable eco-system. 
 

It is a known fact that Japanese knotweed is growing in one of the fields, to the west 
side of the plot, and is infiltrating to the centre.  (This was mentioned as an issue in the 
documentation produced by the consultants for the Wilson Homes planning application 
in 2014.)  This will greatly reduce the value of any property and can take up to five 
years to completely get rid of. 
 

Hay is produced and harvested on a yearly basis by a tenant farmer; this crop is in 
short supply and a much-needed commodity for the farming community. 
 

This proposal completely goes against the Government's much-publicised green 
agenda.  One of the items on the Ten Point Plan is 'protecting our natural environment'. 
 

Any site visit should definitely include a visit to Brierley Forest Park, especially the area 
next to the lake, to appreciate the devastating effect a development such as this would 
have on the wildlife in the park, not to mention the peace and tranquillity one 
experiences here. 
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It is my understanding that a previous application for an appeal on the development of 
this land, made in the 1980s, was turned down by the Planning Inspector at that time, 
and who commented it should never be built on. 
 

I have been helping to campaign against the development of this land since 2014, 
when an application was submitted by Wilson Homes for 260+ properties.  This was 
turned down by the planning committee during a meeting in 2016, which had many 
more people attending than had ever done before for any other planning application, 
and a lot of people had to be accommodated in a side room with a TV to watch the 
proceedings, as the committee room was full to capacity.  I am so passionate in my 
quest to save these fields that I wrote to HRH The Prince of Wales. 
 

I understand and agree that we need more homes for people, particularly social 
housing, but they need to be the right type of property and in the appropriate 
place.  This proposal does not fit any of this criteria. 
 

I am not a NIMBY; my prime objective is to try my utmost to safeguard Brierley Forest 
Park on behalf of all the animals, who have not got a voice but need protection, and for 
all the visitors to enjoy. 
 

Finally, as a resident of the area and in the same property for 48 years, I am well aware 
of all the issues and problems in this community and would ask, therefore, that you 
please listen to me and the many other objectors to this proposal. 
 

Yours faithfully 
 

(Mrs) Christine Morrell 
31 Farcroft Avenue 

Sutton-in-Ashfield 

Nottinghamshire 

NG17 2GR 
 

Tel: 01623 555139 
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Beth Evans

From: Paul F <wyandottes@hotmail.co.uk>
Sent: 16 June 2021 00:17
To: Dyson, Alison
Subject: APP/W3005/W/21/3274818- Land Off Ashland Road West Sutton in Ashfield 

Nottinghamshire

Dear Madaam, 
May we reinforce our opposition to this proposed development, this land is so close to out treasured Brierly Forest 
park, a jewel in our crown regarding green space in and around Ashfield, that a development on this particular site 
would impact severely on the nature, the whole ecosystem, that has been developed and nurtured there.  
It is for the people of the area, a respite and a great asset and we would do all we can to keep any development 
encroaching and threatening our park. The propsed site is marshy and very wet with a thriving flora and fauna. 
 
As your aware, on 29th April of this year,  The Secretary of State for Housing, Communities and Local Government stated 
and I quote “The National Planning Policy Framework recognises that access to a network of high-quality open 
spaces is important for the health and well-being of communities. Local authorities should assess the need for open 
space, and opportunities for new provision, and accommodate these in their plans. The Framework also states that 
such open space should not be built on unless an assessment shows that the land is surplus to requirements, the loss 
resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or better provision in a sustainable 
location, or the development is for alternative sport and recreational provision, the benefits of which clearly outweigh 
the loss.” 
 
Although not directly built on, the proposed development would in effect remove or severely damage that space in my 
opinion, with encroachment and over resource use. 
 
Id like to point out there is ample brown field site at the  former CWS hosiery factory, not far from this area ,which 
would be much more suitable and regenerate a run down demolition area, providing housing. 
 
I urge you to refuse the appeal, and allow future generations to enjoy the park. 
 
Thank you for your time 
Paul Fox 
Local Resident(40+ years) 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 





PLANNING INSPESPECTORATE                                                PAUL GRAFTON 

TEMPLE QUAY HOUSE                                                              2 EVANS AVE 

2 THE SQUARE               SUTTON IN ASHFIELD 

BRISTOL               NOTTS 

BS1 6PN               NG17 2GF 

 

1st July 2021 

 

BELLWAYS PLANNING APPEAL REF: W/3005/W 21/3274818 

 

I would like to object to the proposed major development of 300 houses on Ashland Road 

West, Sutton in Ashfield. 

 

I objected previously and took part speaking in the planning meeting where quite rightly the 

Ashfield District councillors unanimously voted to refuse permission for the development. 

 

Bellways representative said various things at the meeting which were extremely inaccurate 

and should be brought to attention at this latest appeal along with other factors. 

 

TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT 

ECOSYSTEM 

SEWAGE 

FITTING INTO THE EXISTING AREA. 

 

1: TRAFFIC MANAGEMENT 

 

Bellway stated that the Highways Authority agreed and authorised the application. 

 

In truth on reading the Highway report on proposals for the development date received 

19/03/2020 copy attached it was far from agreed. 

 

I have the experience as a retired Police officer who worked and resided in the area for 

many years and have that local knowledge. 

 

There is a glaring omission on this application and report. 

I cannot see any other reason than deliberate for the following to be omitted. 

The estate and surrounding areas of the Carsic Estate are bordered by three main roads. 

 

The junction of Carsic Road to Stoneyford Road and journey from the development has 

unsurprisingly not been considered. 

 

One of the paramount reasons for the Highways Authority reporting is that of safety the 

omission of this route is therefore exasperating as will be se 
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Most present residents including those nearby on Huthwaite Road and side streets use this 

route to travel to Stanton Hill, Skegby and Mansfield. It is also used to travel to the junction 

on Stoneyford Road to Mansfield Road (junction 11 of the Highway report) so I see no 

reason for its exclusion. 

 

People and delivery personnel who are not local but travelling from these areas will be 

directed onto this route by satellite navigation systems. That will include HGV traffic and 

large vans. I have tested this and it does indeed direct onto this route using my vehicle 

satellite navigation system.  

 

The route passes a playing field and playground area including a basketball court. These 

facilities are well used by the local children. 

 

There are two streets in particular, Stanton Crescent and Northwood Avenue that are small 

narrow roads with speed restricting humps and are narrowed further by the residents’ 

vehicles parked on the roadside. They are totally unsuited for extra volumes of traffic 

especially large vehicles. 

 

If this development is allowed, it has been estimated that around 600 cars will be on the 

estate. Adding visitors, workmen and deliveries there could be up to 1200 vehicular 

movements a day. If only 25 percent of these cars 300, turn left from the development to 

take this route it would be disastrous for the safety of residents, especially for their children. 

Even 50 extra vehicles a day would cause danger. 

     

Added to this over 200 new properties are being developed at brown sites extremely close 

to the Ashland Road, Huthwaite Road junction. The occupants and visitors of these 

properties again with over 400 hundred vehicles will also use this route. 

 

Many of the children from these estates will attend the Quarrydale academy. 

 

This route that I again reiterate has been omitted by some strange circumstance leads to 

the junction of Carsic Road to Stoneyford Road. Only 200 yards to the right on Stoneyford 

Road is the entrance to the Quarrydale Academy. There are 1035 students, add the teachers 

and other staff a very sizable influx of people in the morning on opening and on closing in 

the afternoon. Many pupils walk past this junction, parents park for hundreds of yards along 

Stoneyford Road narrowing the roadway even opposite the junction. It restricts traffic flow 

greatly, often to a single Lane. 

 

Extra traffic at this junction at normal times will cause problems. At school times it will be 

unsufferable. 
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I can only conclude that these factors are the reason why the route has been omitted from 

the Highway report on proposals for development. 

             

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 

Highway report on proposals for development 

Date received 19/03/2020 

V/2020/0184 (4) 

 

I now refer to the above document. As I stated earlier the Bellway representative incorrectly 

stated that the Highways authority had approved the application. That is simply not correct. 

 

I have attached a highlighted copy of the report for your reference. 

 

Page 1, paragraph 3 as highlighted 

 
During the assessment process, a number of the junctions did not have current traffic count data 

and due to the current Covid-19 pandemic, the applicant carried out counts when the overall traffic 

flows returned to around 90% of pre-lockdown levels and factored them up using these percentages. 

The Highway Authority have reservations about this data as it is known that whilst levels increased, 

journey purpose has changed which could affect turning movements at junctions. However, in such 

unprecedented times the HA have accepted the assessments based on this data as the best available 

at the time. 

 

Page 2, paragraph 4 B6026 Huthwaite Road / AlfretonRoad  

 
This junction is demonstrated to operate within capacity and therefore no mitigation is justified. 

This clearly refers to the lack of current traffic flow data.  

 

That the applicant carried out counts when the traffic flow had returned to around 90% pre-

lockdown levels and then factored up. The Highway Authority expressed valid reservations 

about this data but accepted them as the best data available at that time. 

 

Therefore, the applicant has provided the figures which frankly suits its purpose. 

 

We all know from the outset of the pandemic traffic almost ceased, even on lifting through 

2020 to the levels of 2 and 3 in Ashfield traffic was still severely affected and has been 

throughout 2020 and 2021. There has been closure of all leisure facilities, restaurants and 

cafes. Employees have been and still are furloughed. Even walks have been restricted and 

the journeys to get there. Travel has been significantly diminished throughout. The purpose 

for travel as noted by the Highways authority above has also changed. 
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I therefore question this 90% figure. In fact, the applicants method of traffic counting is 

believed to be by use of microphones hidden well back in the hedgerows in quite dense 

vegetation at the side of Ashland Road West. A muffled recording incapable of separating 

closely following cars. The normal method is two sensored line across the carriageway. This 

has not been done. 

             

Page1, paragraph 4 as highlighted 

 
The impact of the development was found to be unacceptable at a number of junctions throughout 

the district. The Highway Authority disagree with the generalisation made in TN-H regarding 

dissipation of, as in many instances there is no viable/shorter alternative to reach the destination 

and further, to suggest that this is the case would mean that the agreed distribution and assignment. 

of vehicles is incorrect and would therefore require further agreement of study area and possible 

subsequent junction assessments. This argument is therefore discounted until such time further 

information is provided to substantiate it. 

 

This is self-explanatory, the report has insufficient data to be finalised. 

 

Traffic from the brown sites nearby the development have not been factored into the 

account. 

 

Page2, paragraph 6 as highlighted 

 
Lammas Road / Hack Lane (Junction 6)  

 

 This junction is due to be refurbished and equipped with MOVA and puffin style pedestrian facilities 

out of the LTP budget. However, the development has been demonstrated to have a significant 

impact on the junction post implementation and it is therefore proposed to provide a contribution 

towards the works. Whilst it is proposed to provide this based on an average of the percentage 

impact on capacity (the PRC value) across the am and pm peaks of 4.8% of the cost of the 

improvements, this is not accepted. Even with the improvements, the development traffic once 

again degrades the performance of the junction, taking it from around practical reserve capacity to 

absolute capacity when the effects of additional traffic see exponential rises in issues and instability 

of junction performance. The development vehicles more than double the predicted queues on Hack 

Lane from 12 to 26 vehicles, an increase of 117% which would see queues extend to Willowbridge 

Lane. This general junction degradation also sees increases in the queues on Lammas Road north 

and south of 21% and 66% respectively. 

 

This junction has in fact been considered in the report. Traffic travelling from the 

development through the Carsic Estate to the Sutton in Ashfield town centre and shows a 

negative effect. What it does not show however is the effect on the route through narrow 

roads estate passing close by a junior school. 
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Again, Junctions do not show the disturbance and dangers to residents of heavy volume 

traffic. 

 

Once again additional traffic from the brown sites nearby the proposed development have 

not been factored into the traffic management report. 

 

PAGE 3, paragraph 4 

 
A38 Kings Mill Road / Station Road (Junction 9)  

 

As detailed previously, we do not agree that, as the development is some distance from the junction, 

vehicles are likely to have dispersed along minor roads, as this junction was identified after vehicles 

travelling to destinations further afield were assigned through it. Such vehicles are likely to use the  

major roads at this point in the journey and as such, the assignment and distribution with 

subsequent study area is considered acceptable. Whilst it is agreed that there is no mitigation 

available that is proportionate to the development, it is considered that there is a notable impact 

here, particularly in relation to the arm most where vehicles from the development will be using - 

Station Road (w). This arm sees a 32% increase in queue length, which given that the junction will 

operate over capacity could in practice result in an exponential increase in queuing. 

 

Accordingly, the HA request that a S106 contribution to support the sustainable transport measures 

referred to above (in regard to Junction 6) with the aim of reducing overall vehicular flow through 

the junction to reduce the impact of the development traffic. It is thought that a contribution of 

£10k is reasonable. 

 

An increase of 32% bought off by a payment of £10,000 however again it does not take 

into account the additional increase of the brown site traffic from nearby the proposed 

development. 

 

Page 3, paragraph 6 

 
Mansfield Rd/Stoneyford Road & Mansfield Road/Dalestorth Street (Junctions 10 & 11) We disagree 

with the conclusions drawn from the modelling that the development only has a small impact on the 

operation of these junctions (which are considered together). NCC requested MOVA and CCTV as a 

proportionate and reasonable mitigation. In spite of these conclusions, MOVA is offered. However, 

NCC require MOVA and CCTV as a proportionate and reasonable mitigation at both junctions and 

will therefore request these measures within the conditions 

 

Referring back to the junction of Carsic Road and Stoneyford Road at the Quarrydale 

Academy. Traffic turning right from this junction past the academy entranceway will reach 

this junction. Therefore whilst (Junctions 10 &11) have been taken into account I am 

astounded at the omission of the most relevant junction to be affected by the development 

traffic. 
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Once again it does not consider the increased traffic from the brown sites nearby the 

proposed developments. 

 

Therefore, in conclusion the existing traffic report is inaccurate and incomplete. This 

development will cause danger and severe traffic problems to the whole of the estates 

around it. 

 

This is danger to residents and more importantly school children and children playing and 

walking nearby their homes and play areas. 

 

ECOSYSTEM 

 

The fields have been described as poor-quality grassland. 

 

Over the last 2 years the fields have been used as meadowland cropped twice for use as 

hay. It has produced good quality hay in abundance. 

 

Other years it has produced good quality cereal crops. At a time in our society that we are 

looking to reduce C02 This development is doing the opposite. The developers cannot offset 

their obligated amount and seek to do this by the required cash payments to nearby 

facilities such as Brierley Forest Park. You should by now be aware that this is not what the 

local population want. Money should not be able to buy everything, especially our 

wellbeing. 

 

The eco report does not really go into detail about the habitat and wildlife that lives around 

this area.  

 

There have been many written objections in this vain as I myself submitted at the open 

planning meeting. 

 

Voles and shrew abound in this grassland, they in turn are part of the food chain for the 

barn owls, tawny owls, Kestrel, sparrow hawks and Buzzards that fly and inhabit in this area. 

 

In my small nature pond at 2 Evans Avenue which is on the opposite side of the Road to the 

proposed development I have counted at least 20 newts. Newts are known to travel as far 

as 1km to water that could be either to or from Brierley Forest Park and its ponds and 

waters. 

The development would be a total barrier to many amphibians and reptiles. 

 

At the higher end of the proposed development sit houses backing onto the fields. They are 

also known to have newts. There are also recordings of grass snakes on the rear gardens as 

well. 
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The herd of Roe deer that frequent the fields in the evenings and mornings almost daily. 

They will be severely affected by the development. 

 

We cannot keep taking habitat from our wildlife, it is immoral and unnecessary. We have 

alternative brown sites that should be used first. 

 

As for the wildlife pond and settlement tank at the bottom of the development it has been 

placed as required to prevent effluent and contamination from chemicals reaching the ditch 

stream and river Maun. 

 

If one studies the slopes of the land not all contamination will reach the lower end it will 

enter the ditch higher up. 

             

We are at the time when the rainfall pattern needs to be re-evaluated. The weather system 

has significantly altered and proceeds to do so even more. We are receiving high amounts of 

rainfall 

 

Using Government statistics rainfall in this area has increased it rains every month and in 

2019 the average rainfall per month has been 65mm or 2.6 inches. 

 

The lowest monthly rainfall being July at 49mm or 1.9  inches. 

 

The highest monthly rainfall being December at 83mm or 3.2 inches. 

 

In May 2021 we had the wettest rainfall since 1967. There was 111.4 mm or 4.4 inches of 

rain. 

 

We are in a climate change, that is a fact that is being hammered into the public daily. The 

rainfall will worsen. The measures that this development take will fail, it will eventually 

allow contamination of the ditch stream and river Maun. 

 

We owe it to our younger generations to take care of their environments, not to act when it 

is too late. 

 

Do we need to make our future generations go to a zoo to see local natural wildlife?  

 

SEWAGE: 

 

The present main sewage line servicing the existing housing and the proposed development 

is already under strain. There have already been many overflows of raw sewage on surface 

off Ashland Road West. 
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The latest occasion was on 11th April 2021 at the junction of Evans Avenue. It cannot be 

described in any other terms as a volcanic eruption of human waste pouring all over the 

road surface and flowing over 100 metres down to the bottom of the hill. 

It was horrendous and took over 3 days for Severn Trent to deal with. It was caused by a 

loose building brick that had separated from an inspection chamber higher up the road. 

 

That chamber has not yet been repaired to my knowledge. 

 

What I did ascertain from the workmen is the fact that the main sewage pipe is only 154mm 

or 6 inches in diameter. 

 

The development will add the daily waste of at least 720 people plus visitors to this stressed 

sewage pipeline.  I may be wrong, but I fear that any reports may be guided to a gain in 

water rate income to Severn Trent. 

 

I have attached a video that I took of the sewage discharge. It was disgusting. 

 

FITTING INTO THE EXISTING AREA. 

 

The councillors who rejected the application noted that the form of housing proposed had 

unusually for such a development not been clarified. 

 

They had therefore only 2 days before visited a Bellway site that they had previously passed 

in Hucknall. They were horrified to find 3 storey houses, a failure to comply with hedgerows 

and tree requirements. There was a telling comment by our Council leader who stated that 

if they had known what Bellway intended with the site at Hucknall they would have rejected 

consent. 

 

It is plain to see that this is the type of development that will take place. 

 

Almost the whole of the surrounding building are bungalows this development will be out of 

keeping with the area. 

 

The view across the fields from the bungalows will be completely ruined. The houses which 

rise in prospect on the hillside will all therefore be affected. 

 

The effect on medical centres, dentists, schools etc has been well documented it is already 

painstaking to get appointments. 
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On the large estate opposite the development site the homes are bungalows the 

developments either 2 or 3 storey houses would not be in keeping with the area.  

 

The scenic view that all our residents have will be ruined. Indeed, it was one of the reasons I 

purchased my property. It will devalue my property and make it more difficult for resale. 

 

I live at 2 Evans Avenue, an elevated bungalow on the corner of the junction of Ashland 

Road West. The proposed lower exit of the estate has been placed directly opposite my 

bedroom windows. The exit will rise towards Ashland Road West on quite a steep incline. 

That means at night in darkness I will have a large proportion of the anticipated 1200 vehicle 

movements it will be bad enough during the day but at night they will be shining their 

headlights onto my windows. The noise and disturbance will be intolerable and will affect 

our sleep. The Evans Avenue junction is but 60 metres lower anyone with common sense 

would have placed the exit way there. However, the planners do not have to live here. 

 

I have felt compelled to start growing my hedge 4ft higher to provide some form of light 

barrier. Its totally wrong. It ruins my view puts shade onto my lawned area. It will not 

however totally prevent light and noise disturbance. It also means standing on high ladders 

to cut the hedge, at the age of 67 with medical problems it is an unwelcome task. Perhaps 

Bellway will cut it for the rest of my life whilst residing there. 

 

Paul Grafton 
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Beth Evans

From: Robert Lace <robalace@gmail.com>
Sent: 28 June 2021 16:59
To: Dyson, Alison
Subject: Appeal Ref. APP/W3005/W/21/3274818

From: Robert and Beverley Lace 
Address: 16 Norwood Close,Sutton in Ashfield,Notts.NG17 2 EZ 
 
Dear Sir or Madam, 
 
I would like to express my strong objection to the proposed development identified,by Bellway Homes. 
 
I would like to re-emphasise the following,which no doubt you are all ready aware of. 
 
1.  The increase in vehicles using Ashland Rd West ,exiting to Huthwaite/Sutton Rd.would be disastrous. 
The N.C.C Highways Dept had no objections to the development.I believe they have been complacent and 
ineffective ,now and in the past,when dealing with such developments. 
Years ago ,they did object to a development on the derelict Sutton Miners welfare grounds,this had no different 
road layout than the Bellway plans ,yet would have been more appropriate. 
The traffic survey conducted for the Bellway development ,was flawed.I believe it was conducted when most people 
were furloughed or WFH during COVID restrictions or a Bank Holiday. 
 
2. As a local resident for the past 36 years.The fields identified have been actively used by a tenanted farmer 
,producing hay,straw and corn for a source of income and food for his livelihood.It is usable agricultural land and a 
green space. 
Not like other 'brown space' locally,for instance North Street,where the CWS factory was demolished several years 
ago.Or the derelict area mentioned earlier,the Sutton Colliery MW grounds. 
 
3. The impact on Brierley Forest Park.This area was part of a working coal mine 30+ years ago.The transformation 
has been incredible,thanks to all the agencies involved. 
The variety of wildlife in the area has grown and grown over the years.The fields provide a 'buffer' to protect all the 
species and provide food ,security and safety.Particularly for recent inhabitants ,deer and badgers.Never seen here 
before. 
The park is also extremely popular with the local community and the development would destroy the tranquility and 
peace enjoyed by many residents. 
 
4. The local infrastructure cannot cope with the increase of this kind.We do not have the schools large enough,the 
doctors surgery capable of dealing with these numbers ,or the policing to maintain security and safety for residents. 
I understand these factors could be overcome.But with large developments taking place in Mansfield,N.E. 
Derbyshire and Nottingham the lack of teachers ,GP's and availability of police resources becomes a real problem. 
 
5. The issue of adequate drainage is one that could be a problem which affects existing properties and is a worry.The 
general performance of  Bellway in a number of areas ,has all ready been questioned by councillors and  I feel this is 
one area ,that in this location, has not been addressed very well. 
 
6. Past applications for developing this area have all been rejected.The one by David Wilson Homes for 240 houses, 
attracted the largest demonstration by residents at a council planning meeting on record.Showing the strength of 
feeling opposing these developments.The rejections also set a precedent to preserve the area against development 
for future generations. 
 
Thank you for your time and patience in dealing with my correspondence. 
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Yours sincerely. 
 
R.A and B.A Lace 
Sent from my iPad 
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Beth Evans

From: Planning.Admin <Planning.Admin@ashfield.gov.uk>
Sent: 16 June 2021 09:28
To: Dyson, Alison
Subject: FW: APP/W3005/W/21/3274818 - Land off Ashland Road West, Sutton in Ashfield

 

FYI 
  
Debbie Cartwright 
Information and Support Team 
Ashfield District Council 
Urban Road 
Kirkby In Ashfield 
Notts 
Tel 01623 457389 - Mobile Number 07709717212 
d.cartwright@ashfield.gov.uk 

  

From: Robbie.Steel <Robbie.Steel@ashfield.gov.uk>  
Sent: 15 June 2021 15:18 
To: Planning.Admin <Planning.Admin@ashfield.gov.uk> 
Subject: FW: APP/W3005/W/21/3274818 - Land off Ashland Road West, Sutton in Ashfield 
  
Please forward onto PINS as set out below and upload to V/2020/0184 
  

From: Sarah.Gray <Sarah.Gray@ashfield.gov.uk>  
Sent: 15 June 2021 14:59 
To: Robbie.Steel <Robbie.Steel@ashfield.gov.uk> 
Subject: APP/W3005/W/21/3274818 - Land off Ashland Road West, Sutton in Ashfield 
  
(V/2020/0184) 
  
Dear Robbie 
  
Thank you for your time this morning.   
  
Please can you look at my proposed response below before forwarding to the Planning Inspectorate.. 
  
The planning inspector is:  ALISON.DYSON@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
  
Thank you for consulting Environmental Protection on contamination issues regarding the above for up to 300 
dwellings with associated infrastructure and landscaping at the subject location.   
  
I have reviewed the following reports: 
  
Ashland Road, Sutton in Ashfield : Phase I and II Site Appraisal for David Wilson Homes – East Midlands by GRM 
Development Solutions Ref: P5946 dated December, 2012 
Ashlands Road, Sutton in Ashland (sic) letter report GRM Development Solutions Ltd to David Wilson Homes (East 
Midlands) Ref: P5946 DWH1 dated 7th January, 2013 
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Although these reports are old, they have not  identified any concerns regarding potential historic land 
contamination including ground gas generation..  
  
Based on this, I consider that it is not necessary to require a contamination condition as part of any planning 
approval that may be granted for this application but  I would request the following point appears as an Informative 
Note: 
  
If during the ground excavation works any visibly or olfactorily contaminated ground is encountered, the Applicant 
shall immediately inform the Council's Contaminated Land Officer to allow inspection of the excavations and agree a 
way forward.  
  
I trust the above is acceptable, but please do not hesitate to contact me on the details given below  if you wish to 
discuss matters further.  
  
Kind regards. 
  
Sarah Gray 
Contaminated Land Officer 
Commercial and Environmental Protection 
Place and Communities 
 
PLEASE NOTE: I ONLY WORK MONDAYS AND TUESDAYS 
 
Ashfield District Council 
Urban Road 
Kirkby-in-Ashfield 
Nottinghamshire 
NG17 8DA 
 
Tel: 01623 457477 
 
email: s.gray@ashfield.gov.uk 

  
  
 

__________________________________________________________________ 

This e-mail (and any attachments) is confidential and may contain personal views which are not the views of Ashfield District 
Council unless otherwise specifically stated. 

If reasonable adjustments are needed to fully engage with the Authority please contact 01623 450000. 

If you are not the intended recipient and you have received this e-mail in error you must not copy, distribute or take any action 
in reliance on it. Please notify the sender by e-mail or telephone and delete it from your system. 

Please note that Ashfield District Council reserves the right, subject to compliance with legislation, to monitor emails sent or 
received. Under current legislation, such as, but not limited to, the Data Protection Act 2018 and the Freedom of Information 
Act 2000 the contents may have to be disclosed in response to a request for information. 

We utilise an anti-virus system and therefore any files sent via e-mail will have been checked for known viruses. You are 
however advised to run your own virus check before opening any attachments received as we will not in any event accept any 
liability whatsoever once an e-mail and/or any attachment is received. 
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Printing this email? Please think environmentally and only print when essential. Thank you.  
www.ashfield.gov.uk 





17.06.21 

 

Case – APP/W3005/W/21/3274818 

 

Objections to the proposal to build up to 300 dwellings, on the land between 

Brierley Park and Ashland Road West, by Bellway Homes. 

 

1. Due to the Coronavirus outbreak the timing of this application, with people 

restricted in their travel, the holding of meetings to discuss this proposal  not 

being allowed, as well as the ability to attend Council offices to view the 

application being against Government instructions regarding social gatherings, 

was totally inappropriate. Despite this the application was unanimously 

rejected by Ashfield District Council who realised how this application was 

totally inappropriate and unpopular throughout the Ashfield area. 

 

2.  Bad weather  in early 2020 left the fields, on which this development is 

planned, under water for weeks on end and will lead to flooding on any future 

development. Flooding and sewer problems already exist for residents of 

Ashland Road and surrounding areas and this proposed development can only 

make the situation worse. 

 

3. The CBRE viability report, commissioned by Wilson Homes, who proposed to 

build houses on this site a few years ago stated clearly that the proposed 

development was unviable. Indeed it went as far as to say that if the developer 

adheres to Ashfield District Council’s Supplementary Planning Document – 

Affordable Housing (July 2009) and payment of S106 charges it will make a 

loss on the development. 

 

4. CBRE also pointed out that the S106 costs that Wilson Homes were required 

to pay on a development of the size proposed amounted to £1,923,990 and to 

pay this amount together with the affordable housing requirement made the 

proposal unviable 

 

5. ADC is still preparing a new Local Plan but nothing has changed since 

Ashfield Council’s Local Plan Review 2002, updated in 2007, which protects 

this area from being developed, being part of the countryside policy EV2. 

There are more suitable sites that could be used to make up any shortfall in 

future housing requirements particularly brown field sites. The proposed 

development is in conflict with Part 15 of the national planning Policy 

framework of conserving and enhancing the natural environment. 

 

6 There is currently a local wildlife site to the east of the proposed site and also  

Brierly Forest Park is classified as a local wildlife site. In addition, daily, 

kestrels, bats, deer, foxes and other wildlife can be observed on and over the 

proposed site. These together with swans, ducks etc on the lake are going to 

disappear if the site is developed. Any development would have an adverse 

impact on the character and appearance on the area and surrounding 

landscape. The loss of greenfield and associated habitats would have an 

irreversibly harmful impact on biodiversity 

 



 

7 The level of proposed development is out of keeping with the surrounding 

area. Ashfield Road West cannot cope with the current traffic levels turning 

onto Huthwaite Road.Delays during rush hour, morning and evening, can 

easily last 10-15 minutes. This will get so much worse with potentially 

hundreds (literally) of extra cars turning onto Huthwaite Road. Also there have 

been serious accidents recently at this junction. 

 

8 Local schools in Sutton in Ashfield cannot cope with the number of applicants 

they currently receive each year so how will they cope with the extra number 

of children from 300 new houses. To expect children, many as young as 5, to 

travel over 10 miles, to get to a school on a bus or for parents to drive this far 

and back again, twice each day is unacceptable. This together with work 

commitments for many make these journeys not viable. 

 

9 The bland statement that Bellway will work with the local NHS Trust to 

provide money for improvements to or the expansion of Brierley Park Medical 

Centre, Willowbrook Medical Centre or potentially towards a new facility 

does not help as it is almost currently impossible to get an appointment in less 

than 2 weeks and often much longer, unless it is a real emergency, for existing 

patients/customers and the situation will only get worse 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Richard Jackson 

10 Norwood Close 

Sutton in Ashfield 

Notts 

NG172EZ                                                     
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The Planning Inspectorate

COMMENTS ON CASE (Online Version)
Please note that comments about this case need to be made within the timetable. This can be found in the notification letter sent by the
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From 

John and Anne Hill

The Bungalow

Skegby Road

Huthwaite

Sutton-in-Ashfield

NG17 2PL


To the Planning Inspectorate        	 	 	 Dated as per email 

Temple Quay House

2 The Square

Bristol

BS1 6PN


SUBJECT; BELLWAY`S PLANNING APPEAL

REF W/3005/W 21/3274818


Dear Alison,

I would like to express my strong objection to the proposed MAJOR 
DEVELOPMENT, at yet another attempt to 300 plus dwellings on the land between 
Brierley Park and Ashland Road West.


We would also like to point out that this specific area of land has been confirmed as 
being part of the countryside policy EV2, as set out in the Ashfield Councils Local 
Plan Review 2002 and updated in 2007. Section 3.55 protects this area from being 
developed.


The existing road infrastructure is also a major concern. Already many residents 
experience daily traffic congestion along Ashland Road West, Sutton Road, Huthwaite 
Road and Common Road.  The addition of this application will increase the traffic to 
around 600 additional vehicles and, in some cases, multiple vehicle movements. This 
will only create more problems for our local road infrastructure.


Any development on this land would inevitably increase potential local flooding for 
the existing residents, who have suffered enough on several occasions in the past, as 
the concreting over of this field will affect the natural soak away of excess water in 
times of torrential rains, which are becoming more frequent,


Finally, I urge you to listen to the local people when we say we do not support 
additional extra housing the above site being used for housing, we urge you to refuse 
this application and help save our countryside from being destroyed.


Further points I would like to raise, 


The local services such as schools, doctors surgery etc will be inundated with extra 
pupils and patients which are already overstretched as it is. There will also be an 



increase in traffic on the roads, which are already struggling to cope at the moment. 
 
What about the affect on the police, hospital and fire services too? These services are 
also overstretched on occasions. 
 
There will be an impact on our wildlife which calls this land home, there are many 
different species like deer for example that live in this area. 
 
This will spoil the view for residents already living here and cut into our beloved park 
land. If 300 homes are allowed to be placed on this land who is to say that the 
developer will not try and take more and more land adjacent to this and suddenly our 
beautiful park shrinks. Our green spaces also a benefit in order to exercise, socialise 
and help our mental well-being too. 
 
The proposed site is also situated on a flood site. When we have heavy rain this is 
where it all flows onto and is absorbed. We have seen the news from the flooding that 
happened last year with towns, villages homes etc being flooded and we don’t want 
this to happen here. Also putting houses here will mean that the rain that would have 
been absorbed by this site will now all go onto the park making this inaccessible. 
 
Yours Sincerely John and Anne Hill 
 
	 	 	 	 


ARW BW 006B
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To the Planning Inspectorate
Temple Quay House
2 The Square
Bristol
BSI 6PN

Dated as per email

SUBJECT; BELLWAY'S PLANNING APPEAL
REFW/3005/W 21/3274818

Dear Sir

I would like to express my strong objection to the proposed MAJOR DEVELOPMENT, and yet
another attempt to build 300 plus dwellings on the land between Brierley Park and Ashland Road
West.

We would also like to point out that this specific area of land has been confirmed as being part of
the countryside policy EV2, as set out in the Ashfield Councils Local Plan Review 2002 and
updated in 2007. Section 3.55 protects this area from being developed.

The existing road infrastructure is also a major concern. Already many residents experience daily
traffic congestion along Ashland Road West, Sutton Road, Huthwaite Road and Common Road. The
addition of this application will increase the traffic to around 600 additional vehicles and, in some
cases, multiple vehicle movements. This will only create more problems for our local road
infrastructure.

Any development on this land would inevitably increase potential local flooding for the existing
residents, who have suffered enough on several occasions in the past, as the concreting over of this
field will affect the natural soak away of excess water in periods of torrential rain, which are
becoming much more frequent,

Finally, I urge you to listen to the local people when we say we do not support the above site being
used for housing, we urge you to refuse this application and help save our countryside from being
destroyed.

Further points I would like to raise,
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Beth Evans

From: alanallwoodmbe <alanallwoodmbe@btinternet.com>
Sent: 07 June 2021 13:47
To: Dyson, Alison
Subject: APP/W3005/W/21/3274818

Thank you for letting me correspond again to try and save our Green Space in Sutton in Ashfield. As you are aware 
the land in question is directly adjacent to Brierley Forest Park.  

 

Ever since I knew about Bellway Homes appealing against the decision of the Ashfield Planning Committee to refuse 
the development I have been looking at The Planning for the Future White Paper document drawn up by the 
Government. I have taken certain quotes from it that relate to Green Spaces.  

1 Valued Green Spaces will be protected for the future generations by allowing more building on Brownfield Land, 
and all new streets to be tree lined.  

2 Pocket Parks , Reflecting on the benefits that parks and Green Spaces bring to local life. The land in question is 
classified as Countryside  

a Green Space which is protected under policy EV2. 

3 Green Spaces and parks benefit the mental and physical health of people who use them. A lot of people use 
Brierley Forest Park for the same reason, and class the field as part of this.This is part of the Governments ambition 
to ensure communities have a real sense of identity and a place that everyone has the opportunity to enjoy Green 
Spaces.  

 

There is also mention of regenerated vacant buildings and underused Brown field sites to protect Green Spaces. 
There are a lot of derelict buildings and brownfield sites in Sutton. However this is at a cost to a developer i.e time 
and cost impact of site clearance and reduced returns for constructing a limited number of units per site. However 
we need to look at Town Regeneration converting empty shops/ pubs into residential buildings and as I have said 
there are plenty in Sutton.  

 

PERSONAL THOUGHTS  

 

Traffic 300 homes potentially 600 hundred more cars / 2 per household and a proposed bus route through the 
development how many emissions will that generate .  

Noise why should a developer that does not have to live here condemn us to live in a building site for goodness 
knows how many years decisions are being made by people who do not live here. Why do we vote for a Council for 
their values and decision making for the people of Sutton if they are overturned.  

Building on Green Spaces the irreversible loss of green open countryside and the negative environmental social and 
ecological impact of this.  
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Infrastructure 300 hundred new homes , how many people will that bring to Sutton , what affect will that have on 
doctors, dentists and hospitals who cannot cope with existing numbers of people already living here. Can someone 
see sense here, it is a disaster waiting to happen.  

Yours Susan Allwood. 
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Beth Evans

From: Malchull <malchull@aol.com>
Sent: 02 August 2021 10:20
To: Dyson, Alison; cllr.a.harding@ashfield.gov.uk
Subject: Fwd: The Appeal Number is W3005/W/21/3274818

Hi Alison,   
Please find attached a forwarded email for the appeal.  
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Derek Hall <derekhall2021@outlook.com> 
To: Malchull@aol.com <Malchull@aol.com> 
Sent: Fri, 2 Jul 2021 2:11 
Subject: The Appeal Number is W3005/W/21/3274818 
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Appeal to stop the building of houses on Ashland Road West! as the noise will be from people from any 
new houses built, and will affect all wildlife, and at the pond will be affected and woodland that is at the 
bottom of the field. I' send photos of wildlife seen on the field and in the wood..  Please stop the building 
on the field.. 
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Beth Evans

From: DLP Planning East Midlands
Sent: 04 August 2021 09:52
To: Beth Evans; Jim Lomas; Simon Betts
Subject: FW: 3274818 - Land off Ashland Road West, Sutton in Ashfield

From: Skinner, Helen <HELEN.SKINNER@planninginspectorate.gov.uk>  
Sent: 03 August 2021 16:56 
To: DLP Planning East Midlands <nottingham@dlpconsultants.co.uk>; planning.admin@ashfield.gov.uk 
Subject: FW: 3274818 - Land off Ashland Road West, Sutton in Ashfield 
 
CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open attachments unless you 
recognize the sender and know the content is safe. 
Good afternoon, 
 
Please see the comments below for information, accepted after the deadline as Mr Hallam does not appear to  be 
on  the notification list. 
 
Kind regards 
 
Helen 
 
Helen Skinner 
Inquiries & Major Casework Team 
The Planning Inspectorate 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/planning-inspectorate 
Twitter:  @PINSgov 
Email:  helen.skinner@planninginspectorate.gov.uk 
Telephone: 0303 444 5531 

 

From: Steve Hallam < >  
Sent: 03 August 2021 07:36 
To: Dyson, Alison <ALISON.DYSON@planninginspectorate.gov.uk> 
Cc:  
Subject:  
 
ref: APP/W3005/W/21/3274718 
 
 HOUSING DEVELOPMENT BRIERLEY PARK 
1st August 2021 I strongly object to the Housing Development that is proposed for Brierley Park. 
Has anyone any idea how bad the impact of such a development could have on the park and the area. 
The park is used by a lot of walkers/dog walkers, cyclists, fishermen and wildlife enthusiasts, birdwatchers etc and 
people who enjoy the peace and quiet of such a beautiful park. 
There is such an abundance of  animal and birdlife theiving in the park and we are so lucky to have this on our 
doorstep something we have a duty to protect, they need all the help they can get, we are taking everything away 
from them and once they are gone they will never return, ie. Extinct. 
The area proposed has Deer, Badgers foxes , Grass snakes, Crested Newts ,Frogs and is a nesting site for Skylarks and 
Lapwing both endangered species . There is a host of other wildlife living on the land, what rights has anyone to take 
their homes and habitat away from them. 
This will mean digging up part of the park to accommodate all the buildings, probably killing animals in the process. 
Probably cutting down trees where we have an array of  beautiful British birds living. 
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The noise alone could frighten a lot of animals to move on and to try to find new homes somewhere else, but where 
else is there for them, we are building everywhere and leaving no green space, look what has happened at the end 
of Brand Lane, Stanton Hill, it was so beautiful there and now a lot of the residents look at houses instead of trees 
and horses. 
There is also the impact in the area with all the extra cars, not even thinking about all the things needed for the 
construction. Schools are already overflowing and as for trying to get into a doctor or even find a dentist is virtually 
impossible. We do not have enough shops yet do we need to build more, taking up more land. 
Surely, sooner or later, we have to stop building, how much more building can our small villages and parks take. THIS 
SHOULD NOT BE ALLOWED. IT IS SO UPSETTING. 
Sincerely  Steve Hallam 
28 Carnarvon Grove 
NG17 2HH  

Please take a moment to review the Planning Inspectorate's Privacy Notice which can be 
accessed by clicking this link. 

 

Please note that the contents of this email and any attachments are privileged and/or confidential and intended 
solely for the use of the intended recipient. If you are not the intended recipient of this email and its attachments, 
you must take no action based upon them, nor must you copy or show them to anyone. Please contact the sender if 
you believe you have received this email in error and then delete this email from your system. 

Recipients should note that e-mail traffic on Planning Inspectorate systems is subject to monitoring, recording and 
auditing to secure the effective operation of the system and for other lawful purposes. The Planning Inspectorate has 
taken steps to keep this e-mail and any attachments free from viruses. It accepts no liability for any loss or damage 
caused as a result of any virus being passed on. It is the responsibility of the recipient to perform all necessary checks. 

The statements expressed in this e-mail are personal and do not necessarily reflect the opinions or policies of the 
Inspectorate. 

DPC:76616c646f72 
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