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4(b) Henry Mellish  
 
 Further Information 
 
 One third party letter of correspondence received from the Registry Office and one 

property on Kersall Drive on behalf of 3 other dwellings with no internet access: 
 

1) I am concerned and disappointed that the registry office do not appear on any of 
your maps and have been completely ignored, specifically in the Site Context 
section of your Design & Access Statement. Neither this building nor the Bulwell 
Delivery Office next door are mentioned or appear on any maps that I've seen. 
 
We have car access off Highbury Road (directly opposite the HM site) and I feel 
that we could be adversely affected by the additional traffic and access points of 
the new site. Already we have a dangerous situation regarding cars exiting our 
site because there are parking spaces directly outside our premises. When cars 
are parked here (every day and usually post office vans) we have no line of sight 
down Highbury Road (southwards), nor can we see the Kersall Drive junction. 
Turning left or right is extremely dangerous. In addition, there is a bus stop right 
outside Henry Mellish site, within yards of Kersall Drive and Woodlands Avenue 
junctions. This is a serious situation and it is a regular blackspot for traffic 
problems and incidents/accidents. Add to that additional traffic from the new 
houses and it is likely to get worse. 
 
What are the plans for the zebra crossing right outside our entrance?  
 
Currently, we already have issues with the street sewers getting blocked and not 
draining off. Our on-site system frequently suffers from blockages. Will any of this 
be adversely affected? 

 
2) We have no objection to the construction of houses but have concerns about the 

increase in traffic on Kersall Drive. Most properties opposite the proposed 
development on Kersall Drive have 2 cars, where will the new dwellings park? 
With the proximity of Heathfield school Kersall Drive gets very busy and this will 
only further add to it.  
 

3) The revisions to the site layout have reduced units on the site from 46 to 45. This 
results in a reduction of the sought S106 contribution in relation to Open Space 
from £49,275 to £47,840.40 
 

4) The applicant (Godwin Developments) has also provided the following statement 
which is applicable to both items 4(b) and 4(c) 
 



“Over the last eighteen months Godwin Developments have worked diligently with 
our delivery partners and Nottingham City Council to devise optimum re-
development plans for the former Henry Mellish school and Piccadilly playing field 
sites. Our primary aim has always been to restore these back to the local 
community after long periods of disuse by creating places where people want to 
live and bring up their families.  
  
To achieve our goals we have submitted plans for two high quality developments 
which will provide a total of 102nr 2 & 3 bed houses – all benefitting from the 
existing and very accessible amenities in the local community such as 
supermarkets, a doctor's surgery, home and retail outlets, eateries, a nursery and 
primary and secondary schools. The sites are also located close to well-serviced 
bus routes and are a short 10-minute walk from Bulwell Train Station, which offers 
regular services into Nottingham and further afield.  
  
We understand from the pre-agenda meeting that a number of questions have 
been raised regarding the exterior appearance of the developments. I have 
discussed our solution at length with the case officer, James Mountain, and have 
confirmed that we are committed to creating and delivering the best possible 
schemes for the local area.  
 
At the same time and as I am sure you are aware, we have to balance the 
appearance of the schemes with their financial viability. We understand 
comments have been made regarding additional building out sets, delineation of 
roads, brick colour, additional trees, open fencing having a solid base, etc. To that 
end Godwin have engaged with our designers to update the site plans and 
boundary treatment drawings to reflect those comments and detail indicative 
solutions and locations.  
 
I am sure you will appreciate we have had very limited time to act on these 
comments and are currently working on the necessary design amendments that 
will deliver an improved scheme. We are happy to undertake this work to 
demonstrate our willingness to work with Nottingham City Council now and in the 
future. I am certain therefore that the finer details of the design and materials can 
be suitably conditioned to your approval notice.  
 
We look forward to receiving full planning consent based on the above during the 
meeting of the Nottingham City Council planning committee tomorrow (18th 
November 2020) and should that be the case then we will target a start on site in 
Q2 of 2021.” 

 
Comments 
  
The registry office was notified as a neighbour in June 2019 and again more recently 
following revisions to the plans. Given the revised site layout with vehicular access 
from Kersall Drive only it is not considered that the development would detrimentally 
impact upon the activities of the registry office. 
 
The proposal has been reviewed by highways colleagues and deemed to be 
acceptable. Proposed dwellings fronting Kersall Drive would all have one or two 
parking spaces to the side or front of the dwelling depending on dwelling size.  

 
 Amend recommendation to substitute reference to £47,840.40 Open Space 
contribution in place of the £49,275 detailed in the report. 



The developer’s statement is noted. 
 
 
4(c) Piccadilly   
 
 Further Information 
 

Five (two from the same household) further third party letters of correspondence 
received stating: 

 
1) The proposed homes will damage the current peacefulness and quietness of the 

area and disrupt the togetherness of the road 
 
The field should be turned over to a space of beauty and haven of nature not built 
on, to develop on it would add to our looming climate crisis 
 
Please consider using the field for the good of the area not building on it 
 

2) The development goes against the councils own housing plan 
 
The development will result in nuisance for existing properties on Jesmond Road 
through headlights when vehicles enter and leave the site 
 
Jesmond Road is narrow and already difficult for vehicles to pass without 
introducing more 
 
The report details the separation of proposed properties to existing on Piccadilly 
but what is the separation on Jesmond Road? 
 
The proposal has lack of consideration for existing residents  
 
The proposal compromises existing on-street parking  
 
Where will S106 open space contributions be spent? They should be allocated 
within the local area 
 

3) Traffic in the area is already bad particularly during school hours, can’t the space 
just be left as green particularly given current circumstances.  
 
Bulwell needs more greenery not more squashed together houses, houses have 
already been built on the former bus garage and petrol station, isn’t that enough? 
 

4) The report to committee apart from perhaps a small accommodation towards 
anxieties around the convent’s continued privacy, shows no desire to compromise 
over residents’ issues raised or suggestions made, even to the slightest degree 

 
I find it hard to believe given the proposed density that the development will result 
in good architecture, effective landscaping that is sympathetic to the local area or 
that promotes our well-being.  
 
The application conveniently overlooks aspects of the local plan part 2 criteria 
notably biodiversity and parking.  
 



The presumption that the development is providing family housing seems 
unfounded given the larger proportion of 2 bed units in the proposed mix.  
 
From reading the comprehensive report I cannot find any reassurance that the 
development is solely seeking to meet government targets and profit margins 
without any real consideration of people both current and future 
 
Fail to see how with the proposed density and layout the development can result 
in a good standard of outlook for future occupiers as stated in the report 
 
The report does little to recognise the significance of current people in the area, 
how does this development contribute to the future well-being and quality of their 
lives? 
 
Is it not time to press the pause button and rethink this whole development so that 
something more appropriate and worthy can be designed that will genuinely serve 
the needs of both current and future occupants? Why settle for a poor substitute 
of what might be possible?  
 

5) An email has been circulated to all Members from a nearby resident requesting 
the layout for the site be reconsidered to provide a development that better 
reflects the character of the area and that will enhance the lives of existing and 
future residents. A photo has also been provided showing the current parking 
arrangements on Piccadilly.  

 
Comments 
 
These comments are noted and largely covered within the report being considered by 
Members.  
 
Reference to the development not being in accordance with the Councils housing plan 
is noted. The supporting text to the allocation of the site provides development 
principles for how the Council envisages the site should be developed and the 
application as submitted needs to be determined on its merits. 
 
The separation between existing and proposed dwellings on Jesmond Road is 
approximately 20m - 21m, frontage to frontage and 17m -18m existing frontage to 
proposed side gable, which is considered to be an acceptable relationship.   
 
Comments regarding the S106 open space contribution are noted and funds would 
likely be allocated to support local enhancement, subject to further discussion with 
Parks colleagues.  
 
Revised site layout plans have been included in the presentation to Members and 
images detailing an indicative palette of materials. Finer details relating to surface 
finishes, materials and landscaping would be secured within relevant conditions on 
both decision notices.  

 
4(d) Additional Urgent Item- Island Business Centre, City Link 
 
 Further observations have been received from the Environment Agency, an executive 

summary of which is reproduced overleaf: 
 



I refer to our previous letter in which we objected to the above application in the 
absence of an adequate Flood Risk Assessment (FRA).  
 
We’ve since had further correspondence from your Authority in which you’ve stated 
this application is going to be presented as an emergency item at today’s planning 
committee. We understand that your Authority are minded to approve planning 
permission having considered the significant economic benefits associated with the 
proposal and subsequent phases. We are also aware that the principle of development 
on this site has already been established under an outline planning permission and 
this permission remains valid. None the less, the proposed development has changed 
significantly since we were consulted on the outline planning application; in particular, 
the proposal now involves the significant reduction in ground levels at the site.    
 
We still consider that this application currently fails to meet the requirements of the 
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and the Planning Practice Guidance 
(PPG). It’s our opinion that the supporting FRA has failed to adequately assess the 
flood risks to the development and third parties, such as widening or creating 
additional flow routes within the floodplain. We are also concerned that the proposed 
development increases the reliance on our current asset stock, and increases the risk 
which our strategically important assets hold. Operation of these structures during an 
incident is critical and this development increases reliance on defences to mitigate 
risk.  
 
We’ve included further, more detailed technical information on our outstanding areas 
of concern in the attached Appendix A. However, we’d like to take this opportunity to 
summarise our position in simple terms. Whilst we are maintaining our objection to the 
application, we strongly recommend that should your Authority wish to proceed with 
granting planning permission you implement robust, suitably worded planning 
conditions to secure the following key points: 
 
• The design drawings and specifications of the passive flood defence (referred as a 

“linear ridge” by the applicant) will need to be reviewed and approved in writing by 
the Environment Agency. 

• Confirmation of who will be the owner of the new flood defence. This is particularly 
important as the Environment Agency would not take on the maintenance of this 
new flood defence or operation in an incident. We therefore recommend a Legal 
Agreement is drafted to ensure an appropriate legal entity is responsible for the 
ownership and maintenance of this asset, and liability should it fail, for the lifetime of 
the development.  

• An inspection and maintenance plan will need to be approved in writing by the 
Environment Agency. Please note that the Environment Agency have a duty to 
inspect all third party assets, although would not take on any maintenance liability 
required. As such, safe access across the site would need to be provided to enable 
this inspection.  

• The finished floor levels of all new development shall be set in accordance with the 
recommendations of the FRA.  

 
It is likely that the proposed flood defence may require an Environmental Permit, we 
advise contacting the EastMids_FRAP@environment-agency.gov.uk.  
 
Finally, we’re mindful that should your Authority decide to grant planning permission 
despite our outstanding objection then the call in directive will apply. We’d like to take 
this opportunity to highlight that we’re keen to work with your Authority and the 
applicant to resolve these outstanding issues prior to any referral being made. 


