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(1) Habitats Regulations Appraisal Screening Record (Sept 2010) 
 
This report rigorously tested the proposed Aligned Core Strategies for its potential 
effects on European sites in accordance with the legislation, Conservation of 
Habitats and Species Regulations 2010.  
 
(2) Habitats Regulations Appraisal for Further Assessment (September 2010)  
 
The scoping report explained that due to the potential effect of Top Wighay Farm 
allocation on Park Forest a further assessment would be required in order to 
ascertain no likely significant effect and to future proof the plan and ensure its 
soundness. However as the prospective SPA is not formally classified this 
assessment was not a formal requirement. 
 
In the case with the Top Wighay Farm allocation the potential effects were 
associated with air pollution. The scope of the detailed assessment was 
recommended to consider the current levels of pollution and the likely effects of 
further potential increases, either alone, cumulatively or in combination with other 
activities, on the composition of those habitats likely to support breeding nightjar and 
woodlark. 
 
(3) Natural England confirmed in November 2010, that they considered it 
consistent with government guidance on HRA of development plans. The advocated 
risk based approach was followed on a “precautionary basis” and treated the 
prospective Sherwood SPA as if it was a pSPA.  
 
However, Natural England noted that it was not possible to rule out the likelihood of 
a significant effect on the Park Forest part of the prospective Sherwood Forest SPA. 
This was as a result of increased nitrogen deposition affecting the habitats of birds 
for which the site may be classified, arising from the Top Wighay Farm allocation in 
the Aligned Core Strategies, in combination with other plans or projects. The 
recommendation concluded that an “appropriate assessment” may be required. 
 
(4) A Screening Assessment of Additional Nitrogen Deposition from the 
Development at Top Wighay Farm, Hucknall on the Proposed Sherwood Forest 
Special Protection Area (SPA) for Birds and the Integrity of the Habitat for 
Woodlark and Nightjar (August 2011) 
 
(5) A Screening Assessment of Additional Noise from the Development at Top 
Wighay Farm, Hucknall on the Proposed Sherwood Forest Special Protection 
Area (SPA) for Birds and the Integrity of the Habitat for Woodlark and Nightjar 
(September 2011) 
 
These reports considered the potential of increase in nitrogen deposition and noise 
from traffic generated from proposed development at Top Wighay Farm of 500 
dwellings, 34000sqm business space and a primary school. The reports both 
concluded that there would be no likely significant effects on the pSPA from 
additional nitrogen deposition or change in traffic noise levels. 
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(6) Natural England confirmed on 1st December 2011 that the air pollution and 
additional noise impact assessments concluded no significant effect.  
 
(7) A Screening Assessment of Additional Nitrogen Deposition from the 
Development of 500 to 1,500 Houses at Top Wighay Farm, Hucknall on the 
Proposed Sherwood Forest Special Protection Area (SPA) for Birds and the 
Integrity of the Habitat for Woodlark and Nightjar (January 2012) 
 
(8) A Screening Assessment of Additional Noise from the Development of 500 
to 1,500 Houses at Top Wighay Farm, Hucknall on the Proposed Sherwood 
Forest Special Protection Area (SPA) for Birds and the Integrity of the Habitat 
for Woodlark and Nightjar (January 2012) 
 
The assessments were repeated based on different housing options. Both the air 
pollution and noise impacts assessments concluded no significant effect and this 
was confirmed by (9) Natural England on 8th February 2012. 
 
(10) Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategies Supplementary Information 
(Additional SHLAA Sites) Habitats Regulations Appraisal Screening Record 
(February 2012) 
 
This report provided supplementary information to the Habitats Regulations 
Appraisal (HRA) screening record for the Greater Nottingham Aligned Core 
Strategies (GNACS), September 2010. 

The original HRA assessed general information on the development locations for the 
allocation of 52,050 new homes. Information available at the time of the assessment 
was given in policy 2 of the spatial strategy which provided for: 

a. 25,320 homes in the Principal Urban Area of Nottigham 
b. 4,200 new homes in each of two SUEs East of Gamston and South of 

Clifton 
c. 1,480 new homes in one or more SUE in Broxtowe yet to be determined 
d. 4,090 homes in or adjoining Hucknall Sub Regional Centre including SUEs 

at Top Wighay Farm and north of Papplewick Lane in Gedling 
e. 4,420 new homes in or adjoining Ilkeston Sub-Regional Centre (including 

a SUE at Stanton) 
f. Up to 8,340 new homes elsewhere in Greater Nottingham 

It was recommended that, in the absence of more detailed analysis, a precautionary 
approach should be adopted and Policy 2 of the ACS should preclude urban 
extensions north of the B6386 north of Calverton, and west of the A60 and north of 
Ricket Lane at Ravenshead. 

Since the completion of the original HRA, Gedling Borough Council have considered 
specific development locations as part of their Strategic Housing Land Availability 
Assessment.  DTA were appointed to undertake a screening of the emerging 
development locations to inform Gedling Borough’s final allocation selection. 

The specific locations screened included: 
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a) Sites around Bestwood Village: around 800 dwellings; primarily to the north of 
the village. 
 

b) Sites around Calverton: around 1700 dwellings; mainly to the north-west and 
south-west of the village, but none north of the B6386. 

 
c) Sites around Ravenshead: around 450 dwellings; mainly to the south of the 

village, but none west of the A60 or north of Ricket Lane 
 

The report concluded that the proposed development locations around Bestwood 
village and Ravenshead would not be likely to have a significant effect, either alone 
or in-combination, on any European site as a result of the scale and location of 
proposed development. 

For Calverton, it was concluded that the proposed allocation of land for 1700 
dwellings would be likely to have a significant effect on the prospective Sherwood 
Forest SPA in the absence of mitigation measures. The report identified a number of 
detailed mitigation measures and it was noted that if these were implemented in a 
planned and systematic way, it should avoid the likelihood of a significant effect on 
the prospective SPA by the development at Calverton, alone or in combination with 
other plans or projects. 

The response received from (11) Natural England on 22nd March 2012 to this 
further screening record confirmed that the Aligned Core Strategies could highlight 
that any development proposal coming forward at that location would need to include 
an appropriate mitigation package that would meet the requirements of the 
measures outlined in the HRA Screening Record. In addition, it was recommended 
that policy or supporting text may include an outline of principles of the mitigation 
strategy which would aim to prevent additional recreational pressure and disturbance 
as a result of development on nearby sensitive habitats.  

Subsequent revisions have been made to the Publication Daft of the Aligned Core 
Strategies. 
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Map 2.2 the Sherwood Forest Prospective SPA 
Courtesy of Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust 



17 

2.22 The potential boundaries of the prospective SPA are yet to be determined. Two 
datasets exist which give a good indication of the areas which are likely to be 
included. The Natural England core area boundaries are based on 2004 and 2006 
datasets, whilst those of the IBA are based on all records, and can be argued 
therefore to present a broader picture. In light of the uncertainties in where the final 
boundaries will lie, and with regard to the review provisions of Regulation 63 (if a 
block of land was included which had not previously been assessed), for the 
purposes of this appraisal the boundary is assumed to incorporate all areas within 
both the IBA and Natural England core area boundaries. This is considered to be a 
precautionary approach that should future-proof the appraisal and reduce the 
likelihood of any review being required should a pSPA be proposed for Sherwood 
Forest.  
 

2.23 Little is known about the effects of recreation or other urban related pressures on the 
bird populations of the prospective SPA.  No recreation survey information is 
available for most of the area.   

 
Summary of potential effects on European sites relevant to the ACS 

 
2.24 In summary, based on the analysis of European sites in this section and Annex 2 

above, and the nature, scope, content and function of the ACS, including its Spatial 
Strategy which in turn includes provision for 52,050 new homes to 2026 (49,060 
excluding the Ashfield area proposals), of which 25,320 will be in the existing 
Principal Urban Area of Nottingham, it is considered that this appraisal will need to 
particularly consider the following range of effects on European sites13: 
 
Recreation effects 

a) Indirect effects on the Birklands and Bilhaugh SAC through an increased 
population in Greater Nottingham being likely to lead to increased numbers of 
visitors to the Sherwood Country Park and visitor centre located in and close 
to the ancient forest at the Birklands;  
 

b) Indirect effects on the prospective Sherwood Forest SPA through an 
increased population in Greater Nottingham being likely to lead to increased 
numbers of visitors to the Sherwood Forest area generally, parts of which 
support the breeding species which are vulnerable to disturbance and other 
recreation-related pressures; 

 
c) Indirect effects on the South Pennine Moors SAC and SPA and the Peak 

District Dales SAC through an increased population in Greater Nottingham 
being likely to lead to increased numbers of visitors to the Peak District 
National Park and surrounding countryside which is designated as part of the 
SPA and SACs. 
 

Effects of proximity to urban areas 
d) Indirect effects on the prospective Sherwood Forest SPA through allocation of 

new housing areas in Greater Nottingham in close proximity to the heathland 
and other habitats in Sherwood Forest which support the breeding species 
and which are vulnerable to deterioration as a result of pressures from 
adjacent urban areas; 

 

                                                
13  This is a summary of the key likely significant effects of the plan on European sites, which the screening 
process checked.  It is not an exhaustive list of all possible effects.  The screening process exhaustively checked 
for other effects on a policy by policy, and site by site basis. 
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Effects on air quality 
e) Indirect effects on sensitive habitats in the SACs through the potential for 

increased emissions of air pollutants from the larger number of homes and 
other buildings in Greater Nottingham provided for by the plan, and any 
increase in traffic movements, and whether such increase in air borne 
pollutants would be likely to have a significant effect on the South Pennine 
Moors SAC , Birklands and Bilhaugh SAC or the habitats supporting the bird 
populations in the prospective Sherwood Forest SPA; 

 
Water abstraction 

f) Indirect effects of increased water abstraction to meet the water supply 
requirements of an increased number of homes and other buildings and land 
uses provided for by the ACS, from reservoirs in the South Pennine Moors 
SPA and SAC. 
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3.8 It will be seen from the above analysis that none of the draft spatial objectives would 

themselves be likely to have a significant effect on a European site; but the way in 
which policies may deliver objectives (i), (ii), (iii), (iv) and (vii) could potentially affect 
European sites and the policies and proposals relating to those objectives require 
further assessment where they are expressed in more detail, in Part 3. 
 

3.9 Section 2.5 describes how the ACS must reflect the aspirations of the sustainable 
community strategies of the local strategic partnerships in the Greater Nottingham 
area.   
 

3.10 Section 2.6 refers to links with other strategies.  The ACS meets the aspirations of 
these strategies through the spatial planning objectives and policies and proposals 
which are assessed for their effects on European sites elsewhere in this record.  
Sections 2.5 and 2.6 cannot have any effect on a European site. 
 

3.11 Sections 2.7 (Ashfield) , 2.8 (Broxtowe), 2.9 (Erewash), 2.10 (Gedling), 2.11 
(Nottingham City) and 2.12 (Rushcliffe) explain how each area is locally distinctive, 
how the sustainable community strategies express the aspirations of the respective 
communities, in light of the distinctiveness and local priorities, and thus the links 
between the respective strategies and the ACS.   
 

3.12 They help to explain and underpin the spatial objectives, policies and proposals in the 
ACS but do not themselves make those objectives, policies or proposals.  Sections 
2.7 to 2.12 are explanatory and descriptive and part of the evidence base of the ACS, 
but cannot have any effect on a European site. 
 

3.13 It is therefore concluded that Part 1, Working in Partnership, and Part 2, The 
Future of Greater Nottingham, cannot have a significant effect on any 
European site, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects. 
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b) On the basis of objective information, given the particular characteristics and 

circumstances of the site, the potential effects of recreation pressure arising 
from the 7% increase in the number of visitors to 2026, arising from the 
Greater Nottingham area, provided for by the ACS alone, on the prospective 
Sherwood Forest SPA, are considered not likely to be significant.  That is, the 
0.35% increase per annum in visitors from Greater Nottingham would not 
significantly increase any negative effects that may be occurring (on the 
assumptions in (a) above) even in respect of the parts of the prospective SPA 
that would be most affected by those visitors. 

 
c) Again, in light of the particular characteristics and circumstances of the site, 

the potential effects of recreation pressure arising from the 7% increase in the 
number of visitors to 2026, arising from the ACS in combination with the 
effects of all other plans and projects (including other core strategies and the 
Rufford Energy Recovery Facility proposal currently at public inquiry), on the 
prospective Sherwood Forest SPA, are considered not likely to be significant.  
That is, the 0.35% per annum increase in all visitors across the whole of the 
prospective SPA would not significantly increase any negative effects that 
may be occurring (on the assumptions in (a) above).   

 
d) However, again on a precautionary basis, and in light of background 

information from other similar areas, for the purposes of this appraisal, let it 
be assumed that the effects of recreation pressure do have the potential to be 
significant, as a result of the ACS in combination with the other plans or 
projects referred to in (c) above, even if such effects would normally be ruled 
out on the basis of objective information.  What might comprise reasonable 
mitigation measures to avoid negative effects on the nightjar and woodlark, in 
the light of the specific circumstances of the site, which may endorse a 
conclusion of no significant effect? 

 
4.68 In terms of the effects of increased recreational pressure, given the specific 

characteristics and circumstances of the prospective SPA; in particular its habitats, 
and the nature, scale and location of recreation uses, it is considered that relatively 
minor adjustments to the management of access and habitats would be sufficient to 
ensure that any significant effects on the nightjar and woodlark would be avoided by 
any increase in visitors, of the order of 0.35% per annum to 2026.  Such low levels of 
increase, over such a long time period, would allow management of the areas 
affected to be adjusted to accommodate changes in the levels, patterns and type of 
access and visitor behaviour.  The question arises therefore, as to whether such 
minor adjustments to access and habitat management might reasonably be expected 
in the future to avoid any likelihood of a significant effect on the prospective SPA 
interest features.   
 

4.69 Broadly speaking, there is no public access on parts of the prospective SPA that are 
not managed by a public authority / agency or the National Trust or Wildlife Trust.  
Where there is no public access there is no risk to the birds as a result of recreational 
pressure. 
 

4.70 Where there is public access it is reasonable to anticipate that any minor adjustments 
to access or habitat management that may be needed to avoid adverse effects 
arising from a small increase in visitors would be taken by the local authorities and 
the Forestry Commission, in consultation with Natural England (all of whom would 
have statutory duties to have regard to the requirements of the Directives) and the 
National Trust, and the Wildlife Trust (who might reasonably be expected to deliver 
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5. SCREENING THE PLAN: PART 3, THE REMAINDER OF THE DELIVERY 
STRATEGY 

 
Assessment of the remainder of Policy 2 the Spatial Strategy 
 

1(a) 25,320 new homes in the PUA of Nottingham  
5.1 (A1 and B) Potential effects of this element of the spatial strategy are fully 

considered under the assessment of overall level of growth provision, above.  No 
additional effects would arise as a result of the specific location of the development in 
the Nottingham PUA.  There are no other links or pathways for effects between the 
Nottingham PUA and European sites and there is no likelihood of any site-specific or 
local effects occurring which have not been addressed in the assessment of overall 
level of growth provision. 
 
1(b) 4,200 new homes in each of two SUEs East of Gamston and South of 
Clifton 

5.2 (A1 and B) Potential effects of this element of the spatial strategy are fully 
considered under the assessment of overall level of growth provision, above.  No 
additional effects would arise as a result of the specific location of the development 
east of Gamston or south of Clifton. There are no other links or pathways for effects 
between the areas east of Gamston and south of Clifton and European sites and 
there is no likelihood of any site-specific or local effects occurring which have not 
been addressed in the assessment of overall level of growth provision. 
 
1(b) 1,480 new homes in one or more SUE in Broxtowe yet to be determined 

5.3 (A1 and B) Potential effects of this element of the spatial strategy are fully 
considered under the assessment of overall level of growth provision, above.  No 
additional effects would arise as a result of the location of development in Broxtowe.  
Whilst the location of one or more SUE in Broxtowe remained undetermined at 
Option for Consultation stage, between five options, the location of the SUE(s) within 
Broxtowe would not make any difference to their effects, because there are no other 
links or pathways for effects between the any part of Broxtowe and European sites 
and there is no likelihood of any site-specific or local effects occurring which have not 
been addressed in the assessment of overall level of growth provision.  
 
1(c) SUEs at Top Wighay Farm and north of Papplewick Lane in Gedling 

5.4 (A1 and B) Potential effects of this element of the spatial strategy in terms of air 
quality, water abstraction and recreational pressure are fully considered under the 
assessment of overall level of growth provision, in section 4.  Apart from proximity to 
urban areas, discussed below, no additional effects would arise as a result of 
development under this policy. There are no other links or pathways for effects 
between these areas and European sites and there is no likelihood of any site-
specific or local effects occurring which have not been addressed in the assessment 
of overall level of growth provision.   
 
1(d) 4,420 new homes in or adjoining Ilkeston Sub-Regional Centre (including a 
SUE at Stanton) 

5.5 (A1 and B) Potential effects of these elements of the spatial strategy are fully 
considered under the assessment of overall level of growth provision, above.  No 
additional effects would arise as a result of the specific location of the development in 
or adjoining Ilkeston, including SUE at Stanton. There are no other links or pathways 
for effects between the areas in or adjoining Ilkeston and European sites and there is 
no likelihood of any site-specific or local effects occurring which have not been 
addressed in the assessment of overall level of growth provision. 
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Table 5 
Analysis of the Delivery Strategy (a) Sustainable Growth 

 
Policy Assessment and category of potential effect 
5 Nottingham, 
city centre 

A3, A5 partly a statement of general policy but also has the effect of 
steering a range of developments to the city centre and thus away from 
European sites. 
B Development in the city centre unlikely to have any significant effect 
on any European site due to distance / lack of links or pathways for 
effects; air quality effects would be hypothetical rather than real risks to 
European sites 

6 The role of 
town and local 
centres 

A3, A5 partly a statement of general policy but also has the effect of 
steering a range of developments to the town, district and local centres 
and thus away from European sites. 
B Development in the town, district and local centres unlikely to have 
any significant effect on any European site due to distance / lack of links 
or pathways for effects; air quality effects would be hypothetical rather 
than real risks to European sites 

7 Regeneration A3 / B Additional development arising from the regeneration areas is 
included in the over-all assessment of the spatial strategy.  Taking each 
proposal separately, none of the specified locations would be likely to 
generate significant effects on any European site.   

 
5.20 It will be seen from the above analysis that Delivery Strategy (a) Sustainable 

Growth (excluding the Spatial Strategy), would not be likely to have any 
significant effect on any European site, alone or in combination with other 
plans or projects.  
 

Part 3 the Delivery Strategy Other Policies in (b) Places for People 
 

Table 6 
Analysis of the Delivery Strategy (b) Places for People 

 
Policy Assessment and category of potential effect 
8 Housing size, 
mix and choice 

A1 Policy 8(1) and (2) are qualitative requirements for new housing 
development and requirements for the composition of the new housing 
stock.   
B 8(3) provides for housing development over and above that assessed 
in Policy 2.  However, the scale of this housing, in or adjacent to rural 
settlements to meet highly specific needs and criteria, is unlikely to 
increase the effects of new housing development in Greater Nottingham  
on European sites to any significant extent, and is likely to have a 
negligible effect on European sites  

9 Gypsies, 
travellers and 
travelling 
showpeople 

B 8(3) provides for development over and above that assessed in Policy 
2.  However, the scale of this type of development, the criteria that 
proposals must meet in order to be granted permission and the 
preference to locate sites in main settlements or SUEs means that such 
development is unlikely to increase the effects of new housing 
development in Greater Nottingham  on European sites to any 
significant extent, and is likely to have a negligible effect on European 
sites  











48 













http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H91A0
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H4030
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H7130


http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H91A0
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H4010
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H7140
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/sacselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H7140




http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H9180
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H9180
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/species.asp?FeatureIntCode=S1092
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H4030
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6130
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6130
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H8120
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H8120
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H8210
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H8210
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6210
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H9180
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H4030
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H6130


http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H7230
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H8120
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H8120
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H8210
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/species.asp?FeatureIntCode=S1092
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/species.asp?FeatureIntCode=S1096
http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/species.asp?FeatureIntCode=S1163


http://www.jncc.gov.uk/protectedsites/SACselection/habitat.asp?FeatureIntCode=H4030
















GREATER NOTTINGHAM  
ALIGNED CORE STRATEGIES 

HABITATS REGULATIONS APPRAISAL 
SCOPING FOR FURTHER ASSESSMENT 

Prepared by 
David Tyldesley and Associates 

David Tyldesley and Associates 

Sherwood House 
144 Annesley Road 

Hucknall 
Nottingham 
NG15 7DD 

Tel: 0115 9680092 
Fax: 0115 9680344 

Email: dta@dt-a.co.uk 
 
 

Doc. Ref. 1778 FINAL Further Assessment Scoping paper  30th September 2010 
          

(2)



SCOPING FOR AN �µAPPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT �¶ UNDER REGULATION 102 OF THE CONSERVATION OF HABITATS AND SPECIES 
REGULATIONS 2010 
 

1. The screening record of the Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategies (ACS) concluded that, on the basis of objective information, it 
is not possible to rule out the likelihood of a significant effect on the Park Forest part of the prospective Sherwood Forest SPA, as a 
result of increased Nitrogen deposition affecting the habitats of the birds for which the site may be classified, arising from the Top 
Wighay Farm allocation in the ACS, in combination with other plans or projects.  Therefore, if the prospective SPA is advanced with the 
intention of it being classified as a SPA, the ACS will need to be subject to further assessment.  Depending on the stage the prospective 
�6�3�$���K�D�V���S�U�R�J�U�H�V�V�H�G���W�R�����W�K�L�V���P�D�\���L�Q�Y�R�O�Y�H���D�Q���µ�D�S�S�U�R�S�U�L�D�W�H���D�V�V�H�V�V�P�H�Q�W�¶���E�H�I�R�U�H���W�K�H���$�&�6���L�V���D�G�R�S�W�H�G�� 
 

2. This note summarises the timing, status, application of the law and policy, and thus the implications for the next stages of the ACS, on 
the assumption that the prospective SPA is progressed.  It then considers the possible scope of an �µappropriate assessment�¶�����L�I���R�Q�H��
should be undertaken.  It is necessary to make a number of assumptions as follows. 
 

a. The prospective Sherwood Forest SPA is progressed through the normal classification process, via pSPA and classified SPA 
status; 
 

b. The prospective Sherwood Forest SPA is progressed to classification for breeding nightjar and woodlark, as currently advised by 
Natural England; 

 
c. The prospective Sherwood Forest SPA has not been fully classified by the time any of the relevant Core Strategy DPDs is 

examined and even when considered for adoption; 
 

d. The proposed allocation for development at Top Wighay Farm remains in the ACS; 
 

e. The predicted traffic flows on the northbound arm of the A611 past Park Forest are not significantly reduced as a result of further 
modelling; 

 
f. Park Forest remains closed to general public access except for rights of way. 

 
 



Alternative scenarios depending on timing of an assessment and status of the prospective SPA 
 

Time Status of SPA  Application of the Directive / Regs  Implications for the ACS  
Present, and 
until 
Secretary of 
State 
announces a 
pSPA and 
Natural 
England 
launches 
formal 
consultations 

�µ�3�U�R�V�S�H�F�W�L�Y�H�¶��
SPA, no legal 
or policy status 

2010 Regulations do not apply 
because the site is not a European 
site, either as a matter of law or 
Government policy. 
 
 
 
 
 

1. There are no immediate implications, �E�X�W���L�Q���R�U�G�H�U���W�R���µ�I�X�W�X�U�H-�S�U�R�R�I�¶���W�K�H���$�&�6���W�K�H���/�3�$�V��
may choose to apply the Regulations, voluntarily, so that if the site does become a 
pSPA, o�U���6�3�$�����G�X�U�L�Q�J���W�K�H���O�L�I�H���R�I���W�K�H���S�O�D�Q�����Q�R�Q�H���R�I���W�K�H���S�O�D�Q�¶�V���N�H�\���S�U�R�Y�L�V�L�R�Q�V, e.g. Top 
Wighay Farm, will become incapable of implementation, as a result of the assessment of 
their potential effects on the new pSPA or SPA when assessed at project level. 
 

2. Also, should the Top Wighay Farm planning permission remain incomplete when the site 
becomes a SPA, the permission would be subject to review under regulation 63, see 
implication 15 at the end of this table for more detail.     

 
3. The LPAs can decide which test to apply: either [a] that under the Habitats Directive and 

Regulations, which is whether the LPAs can ascertain that the Top Wighay Farm 
allocation would not adversely affect the integrity of the pSPA/SPA when it reaches that 
stage; OR [b] that under the Birds Directive, whether the allocation would cause 
significant pollution, deterioration �R�U���G�L�V�W�X�U�E�D�Q�F�H���L�Q���W�K�H���µ�V�K�R�X�O�G���E�H�¶��SPA in advance of it 
being a pSPA (see further detail in implication 5 and 6 below); in either case, firmly 
proposed mitigation measures should be taken into account in applying the tests. 

 
4. The case for carrying out some kind of further assessment of the potential effects of Top 

Wighay Farm on the Park Forest area, in combination with other plans or projects, is 
further strengthened by the duty, in Article 4(3) of the Birds Directive, for all Member 
�6�W�D�W�H�V���W�R���³�V�W�U�L�Y�H���W�R���D�Y�R�L�G���S�R�O�O�X�W�L�R�Q���R�U���G�H�W�H�U�L�R�U�D�W�L�R�Q���R�I���K�D�E�L�W�D�W�V�´ affecting the birds for 
which there is a duty to classify SPAs, even outside the protected areas. 

Alternatively, it may be argued that UK 
should already classify the site, 
because it �µ�V�K�R�X�O�G���E�H�¶ an SPA, if so, 
the Basses Corbieres ruling applies.  
Given the area has been identified by 
RSPB as an IBA this argument may be 
considered to have some merit, albeit 
the evidence base for the IBA may be 
considered to be incomplete, and the 
UK Government would not agree that it 
�L�V���\�H�W���D���µ�V�K�R�X�O�G���E�H�¶���6�3�$�� 

5. Owing to judgments in the European Court of Justice, a plan may only be adopted if it is 
certain that the plan will not cause significant pollution or significant deterioration of the 
habitats of a �µ�V�K�R�X�O�G���E�H�¶��SPA, or significant disturbance of the bird species for which a 
�µ�V�K�R�X�O�G���E�H�¶��SPA has been proposed.  The derogation provisions of Article 6.4 (regulation 
103) do not apply.   
 

6. This is a stricter protection than that in regulations 102 and 103 of the Habitats 
Regulations applying to classified SPAs.  The effect of the court applying the stricter 
requirements of the initial provisions of the Birds Directive, as opposed to the less strict 
provisions of the Habitats Directive, was to ensure that no Member State gained 
advantage from not classifying a SPA and to incentivise Member States to proceed 
expediently with SPA classification, even where they were reluctant to do so.   



Time Status of SPA  Application of the Directive / Regs  Implications for the ACS  
When 
Secretary of 
State 
announces a 
pSPA and 
Natural 
England 
launches 
formal 
consultations  
 
 
 

Potential SPA 
(pSPA) no 
legal, but 
important 
policy, status 

Site is still not a European site as a 
matter of law, but as a matter of 
Government policy, PPS9 says a 
pSPA must be treated as if it is a fully 
designated SPA.   

7. The Habitats Regulations should be applied for the pSPA, as if it was fully classified; 
regulations 102, 103 etc would be relevant and applicable to the ACS if it is not 
adopted by the time the site becomes a pSPA. 
 

8. The test to be applied is whether the LPAs can ascertain that the Top Wighay Farm 
allocation would not adversely affect the integrity of the pSPA, alone or in combination 
with other plans or projects; firmly proposed mitigation measures should be taken into 
account. 

 
9. Even if adopted by the time the site becomes a pSPA, the risks of allocations failing to 

pass the Habitats Regulations at project application stage; and the risk of incomplete 
permissions being modified on review would apply in this scenario too, see implication 
1 above. 

 
Alternatively, the Basses Corbieres 
ruling could apply, if it is argued that 
UK should classify the site �D�V���D���µ�V�K�R�X�O�G��
�E�H�¶���6�3�$�������'�(�)�5�$ is thought to believe 
that Basses Corbieres does not apply 
once a Member State has initiated the 
formal classification procedures, 
because it is not avoiding 
classification, and is in the process of 
classifying the site.  This view has not 
been tested in the Courts and the 
recently published TAN 5 in Wales 
(Sept 2009) clearly implies that the 
Basses Corbieres ruling applies to a 
pSPA. 

10. If the ACS is not adopted at the time the site becomes a pSPA, and if it is assumed 
that the Basses Corbieres ruling applies to a pSPA, the LPAs cannot adopt the ACS 
unless they are certain that the plan will not cause significant pollution or significant 
deterioration of a pSPA or significant disturbance of the bird species for which a pSPA 
has been proposed.  The derogation provisions of Article 6.4 (regulation 103) do not 
apply. 
 

11. Even if adopted by the time the site becomes a pSPA, the risks of allocations failing to 
pass the Habitats Regulations at project application stage; and the risk of incomplete 
permissions being modified on review would apply in this scenario too, see implication 
1 above. 
 



Time Status of SPA  Application of the Directive / Regs  Implications for the ACS  
When site 
becomes a 
fully 
classified 
SPA 

SPA has full 
legal status 

Site is a European site as a matter of 
law.   

12. If the ACS is not adopted at the time the site becomes a fully classified SPA, the 
Habitats Regulations must be applied, regulations 102, 103 etc would be relevant and 
applicable to the ACS before it is adopted.   
 

13. The test to be applied is whether the LPAs can ascertain that the Top Wighay Farm 
allocation would not adversely affect the integrity of the SPA, alone or in combination 
with other plans or projects; firmly proposed mitigation measures should be taken into 
account. 

 
14. The Basses Corbieres ruling is irrelevant and the test of no significant pollution, 

deterioration or disturbance is not applicable. 
 

15. If adopted, there are no statutory requirements to review the unimplemented 
provisions of the ACS upon classification of the SPA .  However, under regulation 
63, if the Top Wighay Farm planning permission remained outstanding (incomplete) it 
would be subject to review to see if its completion would have a significant effect on 
the SPA.  If it cannot be ascertained that the implementation of the permission would 
not adversely affect the integrity of the SPA, it must be revoked or modified in such a 
way that the completion of the permission would not have an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the SPA, subject to the provisions of regulations 62 and 66 (no alternative 
solutions and imperative reasons of overriding public interest and compensatory 
measures).   

 
 

3. Consequently, the LPAs must decide whether, and if so, when, to undertake a further assessment of the effects of the Top Wighay 
Farm proposal.  This may be a more detailed assessment generally to assess the likelihood of significant pollution or deterioration in the 
context of the requirements of the Birds Directive, or it may be �D�Q���µ�D�S�S�U�R�S�U�L�D�W�H���D�V�V�H�V�V�P�H�Q�W�¶���R�U���V�K�D�G�R�Z���µ�D�S�S�U�R�S�U�L�D�W�H���D�V�V�H�V�V�P�H�Q�W�¶���X�Q�G�H�U��
the Habitats Directive. 
 

4. If before the Secretary of State announces the pSPA, in this context, it will be necessary to demonstrate that the allocation would not 
lead to significant pollution or significant deterioration of the habitats on which the nightjar and woodlark rely.  If after the site becomes a 
pSPA it is likely that the test will be whether the LPAs can ascertain that the Top Wighay Farm allocation would not adversely affect the 
integrity of the SPA, alone or in combination with other plans or projects.  However, two points become clear.   
 



a) Firstly, owing to the uncertainty of legal interpretations between Circular 6/2005 and TAN 5, it would be wise to ensure that the 
Birds Directive test of no significant pollution or deterioration is met as well as the Habitats Directive test of ascertaining no 
adverse effect on site integrity; and 
 

b) Whatever test is applied to the ACS, the planning application at Top Wighay Farm will need to demonstrate clearly that it can be 
ascertained it will not have an adverse effect on the integrity of the prospective, or pSPA, or classified SPA, because this test will 
be applied either before it is granted permission or, on review, after it is granted, when the site is classified.. 

 
5. In all scenarios firmly proposed mitigation measures should be taken into account.  It is therefore recommended that mitigation measures 

be considered at the earliest possible stage so that they can be taken into account at both ACS HRA stage and planning application stage. 
 

6. Considering the above analysis it is clear that the only reason a further assessment of the ACS is required is because of the potential 
effect of the Top Wighay Farm allocation in combination with other plans or projects.  If the ACS dropped the allocation, the ACS would not 
need further assessment.  The work required to demonstrate that the ACS is capable of adoption, with Top Wighay Farm in it, is of direct 
benefit to the Top Wighay Farm development.   

 
7. No matter when Top Wighay Farm planning application is made it will need to satisfy the relevant planning authority (LPA or Secretary of 

State) that it would not be likely to have a significant effect on the prospective SPA (alone or in combination), and that it can be 
ascertained it would not adversely affect the integrity of the SPA, and / or it would not lead to significant pollution or deterioration of bird 
habitats.   This is necessary even at this prospective SPA stage, because otherwise, when the SPA is formally classified, if the permission 
is not fully implemented Gedling BC will need to review it; and if it cannot at that stage ascertain it would not have an adverse effect on the 
integrity of the SPA it would need to revoke or modify the unimplemented part of the permission under the Planning Acts, in accordance 
�Z�L�W�K���W�K�H�������������+�D�E�L�W�D�W�V���5�H�J�X�O�D�W�L�R�Q�V�����D�W���*�H�G�O�L�Q�J���%�&�¶�V���H�[�S�H�Q�V�H�������,�I���W�K�H���D�S�S�O�L�F�D�W�L�R�Q���L�V���P�D�G�H���D�I�W�H�U���W�K�H���V�L�W�H���E�H�F�R�P�H�V���D���S�6�3�$���L�W���K�D�V to be 
assessed as if it is a fully classified SPA.  There is no doubt that the proposed development must be assessed before it can be given 
permission.  The assessment must be that of the planning authority as competent authority under the Regulations, but the authority can 
require the applicant to provide any information reasonably necessary to undertake the assessment.  The cost of the further analysis work 
will fall to the developer of the site.      

 
8. If the ACS were to reduce its housing provision by 500 dwellings and reduce the employment provision by the amount currently allocated 

at Top Wighay Farm, (or otherwise adjust its allocations away from the prospective SPA) it could proceed to adoption without Top Wighay 
Farm as an allocation, with no likelihood of a significant effect on a European site. 

 
 
 



9. We would therefore suggest that it would be fair for the assessment work for Top Wighay Farm to be done by the parties who may benefit 
from the planning permission, rather than at the expense of the ACS.  The work needs to be done very soon, in order to give everyone the 
necessary confidence that the development can meet the tests of the Regulations at project application stage.  If the work is done now it 
will enable the ACS HRA to take it into account at the next stage. 

 
10. The scope of the further assessment should consider the following. 

 
 

Scope of further assessment on air pollution: Top Wighay Farm 
 

11. The further �D�V�V�H�V�V�P�H�Q�W���Z�L�O�O���Q�H�H�G���W�R���S�U�R�Y�L�G�H���V�X�I�I�L�F�L�H�Q�W���L�Q�I�R�U�P�D�W�L�R�Q���W�K�D�W���L�V���µ�D�S�S�U�R�S�U�L�D�W�H�¶���W�R���H�Q�D�E�O�H���W�K�H���F�R�P�S�H�W�H�Q�W���D�X�W�K�R�U�L�W�\���W�R���G�H�W�H�U�P�L�Q�H��
whether it is possible to ascertain no adverse effect on integrity of the prospective SPA as a result of the ACS. 

 
12. In considering the potential impacts on Park Forest part of the prospective SPA associated with air pollution, the relevant information 

would need to include: 
 

a. Relevant modelling to assess the contribution from both existing and predicted traffic flows along both the M1 and A611 to 
atmospheric concentrations of NOx and NH3 and both wet and dry deposition of nitrogen at various locations within the boundary 
of the site. 
 

b. The locations should include the nearest boundary of the site to the road, and at regular intervals along a transect towards the 
middle of the site for a distance of 500m. A further location could be selected at a central location of the site to show the 
�µ�P�L�Q�L�P�X�P�¶���F�R�Q�W�U�L�E�X�W�L�R�Q�� 

 
c. Existing atmospheric concentration of NOx and NH3 at selected locations close to both the M1 and A611 should be sampled, on 

which to assess the reliability of the modelled APIS background levels.  
 
Whilst sampling of N deposition would be useful, it is inherently difficult to do this accurately. We would advise that this is discussed with 
the people undertaking the modelling/sampling and regard is given to their opinion of the reliability of such data. It is our current opinion 
that N deposition sampling would not necessarily be required as part of the further assessment due to these inherent difficulties. 
 
David Tyldesley and Associates 
30th September 2010 
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Dear Matt, 

Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategy (GNACS) – Habitats Regulation 
Assessment 

Thank you for your consultation Natural England on the above, your correspondence was 
received by Natural England via email on 28 October 2010.   

Natural England is a non-departmental public body.  Our statutory purpose is to ensure 
that the natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the benefit of 
present and future generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development. We are 
working towards the delivery of four strategic outcomes: 

�t A healthy natural environment;  
�t People are inspired to value and conserve the natural environment;  
�t Sustainable use of the natural environment;  
�t A secure environmental future 

As a member of the Steering Group, Natural England has been involved in the preparation 
of the Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA) of the GNACS ‘Option for Consultation’ 
Document, however we welcome the opportunity to formally comment on the work 
undertaken to date and offer advice in respect of the next stages. 

Screening 

We consider the screening assessment, Habitats Regulations Appraisal Screening Record
(Sept 2010), has rigorously tested the proposed plan for its potential effects on European 
sites in accordance with the legislation, Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 
2010, and is consistent with government guidance on HRA of development plans.  

We agree with the list of identified European sites that have potential to be affected by this 
plan, Section 2.5. In addition we are pleased that the appraisal has had regard to a 
prospective SPA in the Sherwood Forest area.  
  
Natural England recommends that those Local Planning Authorities within and in close 
proximity to the Sherwood Forest region of Nottinghamshire, in the course of exercising 

Date: 24 November 2010 
Our ref:  
Your ref:  

Matt Gregory 
Nottingham City Council 

Block 7 
Government Buildings 
Chalfont Drive 
Nottingham 
NG8 3SN 

T 0300 060 0789  
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their statutory functions, are mindful of the ongoing Public Inquiry into the Rufford Energy 
Recovery Facility (ERF) development and the matter arising as to whether the substantial 
breeding population of nightjar and woodlark in the Sherwood Forest region warrants its 
classification as a Special Protection Area (“SPA”) under the EU Birds Directive, or at least 
its identification as a potential SPA (“pSPA”).  

It is our view that there is currently no pSPA in Sherwood and therefore the Conservation 
of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 and statutory policy governing pSPAs does not 
apply. However there is the possibility that it might occur in the future and this is presently 
been considered as part of a UK wide Review of the SPA Series being led by Government. 
We recognise that the consequences of a possible future classification of an SPA in the 
Sherwood area places a difficulty on Local Planning Authorities with regard to how they 
should consider land allocations and policies in forward plans and individual applications 
for planning consent.  

How local authorities choose to confront this issue is a matter for them, however Natural 
England would advocate a ‘risk based approach’ or similar be adopted to provide a degree 
of future-proofing for decision-taking until such a time that it is clear whether or not the 
statutory policies concerning potential SPAs apply to an area of Sherwood Forest. 

Therefore in view of our advice we are pleased the Authority has chosen to adopt a risk-
based approach and, on a precautionary basis, the appraisal has treated the prospective 
Sherwood Forest SPA as if it was a pSPA. We believe this represents good planning 
practice and will assist your Authority should the site be classified as SPA in limiting the 
requirement for the plan to be re-considered as part of the review of consents process 
required by the 2010 Regulations. 
 
In order to undertake a rigorous assessment of the implications of an emerging plan for 
European wildlife sites, it is necessary to consider the European sites; their current 
sensitivities, the interest features (habitats or species) for which it was designated or 
conservation objectives, the possible effects of each individual policy, and the key impacts 
that will stem from the plan, that are considered against the European site’s sensitivities. 
The screening assessment presented encompasses all aspects of assessment, and 
therefore represents a very thorough approach, and provides a robust record of how the 
screening assessment was undertaken. 
 
The discussions regarding the key issues relevant to the ACS are particularly important. 
The assessment systematically tests each element of the ACS; vision, objectives, spatial 
strategy, policies and proposals and the effects of the plan as a whole for the likelihood of 
significant effects, either alone or in combination with other plans or projects and provides 
good justification of the conclusions drawn. 
  
We concur with the findings and recommendations of the appraisal described in the 
conclusion, section 6, including the suggested modification of policies to avoid potentially 
significant effects of the ACS. 
 
However we note at 6.9, on the basis of objective information, it has not been possible to 
rule out the likelihood of a significant effect on the Park Forest part of the prospective 
Sherwood Forest SPA, as a result of increased Nitrogen deposition affecting the habitats 
of the birds for which the site may be classified, arising from the Top Wighay Farm 
allocation in the ACS, in combination with other plans or projects.  
 
Therefore, if the prospective SPA is advanced with the intention of it being classified as a 
SPA, the ACS will need to be subject to further assessment. Depending on the stage the 



prospective SPA has progressed to, this may involve an “appropriate assessment” before 
the ACS is adopted. 
 
Next stage 
 
The scoping report, Habitats Regulations Appraisal Scoping for Further Assessment 
(September 2010), explains that due to the potential effect of Top Wighay allocation on 
Park Forest further assessment is required in order to ascertain no likely significant effect 
and to future proof the plan and to ensure its soundness. However as the prospective SPA 
is not formally classified Natural England wishes to inform the Authority that any such 
assessment will be undertaken voluntarily and is not a formal requirement at this stage.   
 
The report also makes clear that if the Top Wighay allocation were removed or the 
inclusion deferred then this would avoid the risk of effect and enable the ACS to proceed 
without the need for further assessment. 
 
The scoping report helpfully outlines the different scenarios based on the timings of the 
assessment and status of the prospective SPA and the options for further assessment. 
The more detailed assessment is essentially a bespoke assessment required to consider 
the likely effects and demonstrate no adverse effect on the integrity of the site.  
 
In the case of Top Wighay allocation the potential effects are associated with air pollution. 
Increased nitrogen deposition near to a sensitive site can cause severe localised impacts 
on semi-natural habitats as well as contributing to regional nitrogen deposition. This can 
lead to nitrogen enrichment, eutrophication, acidification of soils and freshwaters and 
affect species composition. 

Park Forest, and the bird species it supports, nightjar and woodlark, are potentially 
sensitive to changes in air pollution. This is because the birds require vegetation mosaics 
including bare ground and short, sparse vegetation. Woodlarks need bare ground and/or 
very short, sparse ground vegetation to allow them to forage effectively for invertebrates, 
whereas nightjars need patches of bare ground for nesting, particularly among bracken, 
tall heather or young trees.  

Clearly, any acceleration in vegetation growth leading to the replacement of bare ground 
and low-growing, sparse vegetation by taller, faster growing vegetation could be 
detrimental to these species. In the context of forestry, these changes could reduce the 
time that such features are present following replanting, a problem which would be 
exacerbated by changes in forest management. In the case of heathland, there might be 
changes in species composition (i.e. from heath to grass) which could eliminate the 
essential mosaics of bare ground and vegetation. 

Such impacts could affect the conservation objectives through the attributes of favourable 
condition that relate to the “proportion of open ground and mix of shrub/ tree cover within 
the heathland and woodland habitats”.  

Therefore the scope of the more detailed assessment will require expert understanding to 
consider the current levels of pollution and the likely effects of further potential increases, 
either alone, cumulatively or in combination with other activities, on the composition of 
those habitats likely to support breeding nightjar and woodlark. The principal possible 
effect is the acceleration of the ‘natural’ growth of vegetation within the large area of bare 
ground created by clear-felling, resulting in this habitat being suitable for the birds for a 
shorter period of time. The nature and resilience of the habitat at Park Forest, and its 
future management, would need to be taken into account as part of any assessment.  
 



The advice given by Natural England in this letter is made for the purpose of the present 
consultation only.  In accordance with Section 4 of the Natural Environment and Rural 
Communities Act 2006, Natural England expects to be included as a consultee in relation 
to any additional matters that may arise as a result of, or are related to, the present 
proposal.  Natural England retains its statutory discretion to modify its present advice or 
opinion in view of any and all such additional matters or any additional information related 
to this consultation that may come to our attention. 

I hope this information is useful however if you require any additional assistance please do 
not hesitate to contact me. 

Yours sincerely, 

 
Elizabeth Newman 
Planning Adviser 
Nottinghamshire Team – East Midlands 
Elizabeth.newman@naturalengland.org.uk 
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Top Wighay Farm: Nitrogen Deposition 

 

A Screening Assessment of Additiona l Nitrogen Deposition from the 
Development at Top Wighay Farm, Hu cknall on the Proposed Sherwood 
Forest Special Protection Area (SPA) for Birds and the Integrity of the 
Habitat for Woodlark and Nightjar  

 

By Prof Neil Humphries, Dr David Deakin & Jonathan Gorstige 

 

 

1 Background 

 

The proposed development site at Top Wighay Farm is located to the north of the urban conurbation of 
Hucknall and sits between the A611 to the west, the Mansfield-Nottingham railway line to the east and the 
B6011 to the south.   

 

The 27ha site is owned by Nottinghamshire County Council and is strategically important for Gedling 
Borough Council to meet the Borough’s housing needs (Top Wighay Farm, Hucknall, Nottinghamshire 
Development Brief December 2008).  The development would comprise of about 500 homes (18ha), a 
business area (6ha), both with road access from the A611 to the west, and green infrastructure and land 
seta side for nature conservation. 

 

Natural England has advised the Local Authorities that whilst the Sherwood Forest area supports substantial 
populations of woodlark and nightjar, it had not yet advised the Secretary of State on any selection of any 
part as a Special Protection Area (SPA).  As such the Habitats Regulations 2010 do not apply (see Natural 
England advice Note 28th June 2010, East Midlands Region), however, Natural England recommends that 
the Local Authorities proactively adopt a risk-based approach in any planning consent decisions taken in 
order to satisfy subsequent statutory reviews of consents should a SPA be proposed.   

 

Both Natural England and the RSPB have during the course of the recent Rufford Energy Recovery Facility 
Inquiry indicated specific ‘core’ nightjar and woodlark areas that might be designated as a SPA and a 5km 
buffer boundary within which developments should be screened for their potential direct and indirect effects.   

 

The Top Wighay Farm site is well within the RSPB 5km buffer boundary and lies within 0.5km of a Natural 
England ‘indicative core area’ at Park Forest for nightjar and/or woodlark.  This lies to the west of the A611 
with a RSPB ‘important bird area’ (Freckland Wood) to the north (Figure 1).   
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Natural England has identified a number of potential adverse impacts on the SPA by developments such as 
proposed at Top Wighay Farm. Specifically in respect of the last bullet point, DTA in their Habitats 
Regulations Appraisal Scoping for Further Assessment (September 2010) concluded that there could be a 
significant potential impact of nitrogen deposition (acting as a fertiliser and increasing plant growth, thus 
degrading woodlark and nightjar breeding habitat) at Park Forest from the development of Top Wighay 
Farm.  They recommended that modelling and sampling should be undertaken to assess the implications of 
the development.  

 

Nottingham County Council appointed URS Scott Wilson Ltd in February 2011 to assess the potential 
impact of deposition from the additional traffic created by the development at Top Wighay Farm.  In the 
absence of information at the present time relating to other developments, the assessment is as a stand 
alone development and not in combination with any others.  

 

This report sets out the methods used, the results and outcomes, and incorporates the outcomes of a 
meeting (dated 22nd June 2011) with Natural England (NE) and Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust, and the 
written response of Natural England dated 27th July 2011.   

 

 

 

 

2 Methodology and Results 
 

The methodology utilised for the Top Wighay Farm Development is based on the Annex F – Assessment of 
Designated Sites in the Highways Agency Design Manual for Roads and Bridges (DMRB), Volume 11 
Environmental Assessment, Section 3 Environmental Assessment Techniques, Part 1, HA207/07 Air 
Quality, May 2007.  The HA207/07 Annex F approach was agreed with statutory bodies, such as the Joint 
Nature Conservation Committee (JNCC) and Natural England to assess road emissions at sensitive 
ecosystem sites.  There is no other appropriate Environment Agency (EA) approach.  This includes the EA 
H1 air quality guidance document (Environment Agency, 2010, Annex f) which focuses on large industrial 
and power sector point source emissions only and not road traffic emissions.  

 

The methodology includes 8 steps as listed below (although not all steps are required if initial steps identify 
no likely significant effects): 

 

�x Step 1: Identify Sensitive Sites (Sections 2.1, 2.2 and 2.3) 
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�x Step 2: Obtain total average N deposition for 5km grid square (Section 3.2) 
�x Step 3: Obtain background NO2 and NOx concentrations 
�x Step 4: Calculate NO2 Concentrations in a transect near the road  
�x Step 5: Estimate Dry Deposition of NO2 and road increment NO2 dry deposition 
�x Step 6: Determine road increment NO2 dry deposition 
�x Steps 7 and 8: Compare with critical loads and reporting 
 

2.1 Development Traffic Screening 

 

The Development Brief for Top Wighay Farm sets out the potential to generate traffic and increase nitrogen 
deposition by the traffic from: 

 

�x 500 Dwellings – population 1250 people. 
�x 34,000 m2 business space – business (B1) and small warehousing uses (B8). 
�x A 1.7 ha primary school site including playing fields. 
 

Other land-use types were also identified including retail, healthcare and leisure.  However, there was 
insufficient data to quantify the potential traffic associated with these and other land-uses (eg an energy 
centre). 

 

In the absence of specific traffic data for the development, the TRICS data base 
(http://www.trics.org/default.cfm) was used to assess that likely to be generated: this was estimated to be 
6,200 Annual Average Weekday Traffic (AAWT), including 140 heavy goods vehicles (HGVs).  The increase 
in traffic volume due to the development is over the 1,000 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT) change 
above which significant changes in air quality could be expected along a route (Highways Agency, 2007).  
However, not all the additional traffic would be expected to use the same route and would be expected to be 
distributed spatially.   

 

The changes in spatial distribution in traffic over 1,000 AADT was undertaken using the Highways Agency 
approved ODYSSEUS model (Anderton, 2008) and as deployed by the Agency in the form of their 
PENELOPE Model.  The ODYSSEUS / PENELOPE model is based on the National Census Ward-level 
journey-to-work data in conjunction with a link-based ‘gravity model’ driven by travel cost.  In this model trips 
are distributed through one entry/exit point at a development.  In this case there are two potential entry exit 
points: A611/B6011 entrance and A611/Hucknall Road T Junction.  Two sets of predictions have therefore 
been prepared for this development. 

 

Gravity models use a function of travel time and distance to provide a relative weighting reflecting the cost of 
travelling between each competing origin-destination pair. These weightings are used to provide factors to 
enable the predicted total travel demand to be distributed proportionately. The results give calculated Ward-
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level travel demands and estimates of link flows on the most attractive routes between the development site 
and surrounding Wards.  The results of the gravity model are expressed as a percentage of outgoing traffic 
and incoming traffic along the routes around the proposed development are presented in the Figure 4.  
(Specific results are also discussed as appropriate in relation to specific pSPA receptors in Section 2.3.)   

 

2.2 Identification of SPA Receptors 

 

Nitrogen dioxide from road sources is indistinguishable from background pollutant concentrations beyond 
200m (Highways Agency, 2007) and hence significant changes in nitrogen deposition from road 
contributions of nitrogen dioxide would also not be expected beyond 200m.  In this respect only the pSPA 
(woodlark and nightjar habitat) within 200m of roads receiving the additional traffic will be potentially affected 
and need be considered.  Hence, it is possible to assess the implication of the development of Top Wighay 
Farm by mapping the overlap of the 200m deposition corridor over the indicative SPA boundaries.   

 

Three potential receptors were identified along the A611 Hucknall to Mansfield (Derby) Road (Figures 2 & 
3), these were: 

 

�x Wighay Wood (eastern outlier of Park Forest) juxtaposed to the A611 
�x Robin Hood Hills (western point of part of Kirby Woods/Nottinghamshire Golf Course) set 170m or 

more back from A611 
�x Stone Hills Farm juxtaposed to the A611   

 

 

2.3 Screening SPA Receptors 

 

In this section the need to consider any of the SPA receptors further is assessed.  The assessment is based 
on aerial photography and a site visit to Wighay Wood alongside the A611.     

 

The Wighay Wood is part of Park Forest (an indicative core area for nightjar and woodlark) but it is broad 
leaved woodland and is not habitat of the woodlark or nightjar.  Suitable habitat occurs much further afield 
within the Park Forest and well beyond the 200m road corridor.  It is concluded that there is no potential 
adverse impact on this particular core area from additional traffic generated by the development of the Top 
Wighay Farm site. 

 

NCC\46404409 Sherwood SPA\NTRP0001/RNH/RNH 

  
Page 4 

 

 
 
 



 

Top Wighay Farm: Nitrogen Deposition 

 

The Robin Hood Hills indicative area appears to be in part conifer habitat.   The intersection with the core 
area lies within 10-30m of the outer fringe of the 200m corridor, just clipping the westernmost promontory.  
This too is likely to be not significant in habitat terms, but the habitat and use by woodlark and nightjar within 
the affected zone should be checked by a suitably qualified ecologist. 

 

A conifer block and possibly some open felled areas at the Stone Hills Farm indicative core area lie within 
the 200m corridor along the A611 near to Mansfield and potentially might be affected by additional 
deposition if more than a 1,000 AADT increase in traffic was associated with the proposed Top Wighay 
Farm development along this section of the A611.  However, the gravity model results for inbound and 
outbound trips (See Table 1) indicates that the increase in AADT anticipated with the proposed development 
is well below the 1,000 AADT threshold (with predicted flows of 280).     

 

The gravity model results indicate that the greatest flows to and from the site are distributed along the A611, 
with around approximately 50% travelling in each direction, with a large percentage of traffic utilising the 
A608 and the M1.  The draw of the M1 along with the dilution in traffic along the B-road network along the 
A611 is the reason why flows are reduced to levels well below the DMRB criteria at Stone Hills Farm.  
Therefore, no likely significant air quality impacts would be anticipated at this location and no further air 
quality assessment is required for Stone Hills Farm. 

 

 

Table 1 Traffic Generation along the A611 north  of the B6139 adjacent to Stone Hills Farm 

Scenario ** Entrance/Exit Direction 
Percentage flow 

A611 north of B6139 

AADT Flow 
A611 north 
of B6139 

Scenario 1a  A611/B6011 entrance In 3.22 99 

Scenario 1b  A611/B6011 entrance Out 2.08 65 

Scenario 1c A611/Hucknall Road T Junction In 4.97 153 

Scenario 1d A611/Hucknall Road T Junction Out 4.06 127 

   
Total Worst Case 
(Scenario 1c & 1d) 280 

 

** Note: Scenarios 1a and 1b are one set of flows calculated assuming all trips from the site are made through the 
A611/B6011 entrance/exit.  Scenarios 1c and 1d are one set of flows calculated assuming all trips from the site are 
made through the A611/Hucknall Road T junction entrance/exit.  This approach has been utilised as the traffic model 
distributes development flows via one entry/exit point. 
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3 Assessment of Enrichment of Breeding Habitats 
 

In accordance with the DMRB methodology (HA207/07) the absence of a significant change in traffic with 
the proposed Top Wighay Farm development means that no further air quality assessment is required for 
Stone Hills Farm area.  Therefore, no likely significant air quality effects are anticipated with the 
development.  However, to put the potential deposition into context, the sections below have been provided 
concerning nitrogen loads and plant physiology. 

 

3.1 Breeding Habitats 
 

Woodlark habitat in the UK is typically short and open vegetation of clear felled forestry plantations and 
lowland heath (www.forestry.gov.uk/forestry/woodlark).  Replanted clear felled areas remain suitable until 
the new trees are around 7 years old. Thereafter, the new plantations become too dense.  

 

Nightjar habitat in the UK is similar to woodlark, but also extends to ‘scrubby’ habitat including older 
replanted stands of around 15 years old (www. forestry.gov.uk/forestry/nightjar).    

  

3.2 Sensitivity of Habitats to Nitrogen Deposition  

 

In circumstances where there is a deficiency in soil nitrogen, an input of nitrogen will usually result in 
enhanced plant growth, but only to a point where soil nitrogen reaches ‘luxurious’ levels and the concomitant 
tissue saturation is associated with no further growth and typically a depression of growth in response to 
additional inputs of nitrogen (Mengel & Kirkby, 1978).   

 

Atmospheric nitrogen pollution in the UK has increased over the past 70 years whereby forestry productivity 
has increased to an extent that soil levels for forestry crops have reached luxurious levels with no further 
detectable growth responses to nitrogen inputs (Gundersen, 1999; Cannell, 2002).  Where atmospheric 
deposition rates are greater than 10 – 20 kg N/ha/yr, folia nitrogen content (indicative of soil nitrogen status) 
for Scots pine, Norway spruce and Sitka spruce are above optimal levels and levels associated with 
imbalances in other nutrients and increased insect damage resulting in reduced growth (Kennedy, 2003).  
Slightly lower threshold deposition rates of 5 -15 kg N/ha/yr are currently cited by the Air Pollution 
Information System (APIS) partnership on their website 
(www.apis.ac.uk/overview/issues/overview_Noordwijkerhout_text)  as being the critical nitrogen loads for 
coniferous woodland whereby growth process and responses to nitrogen are disrupted. 
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Given the background levels for the Hucknall and Mansfield areas already exceed these critical levels (e.g. 
Total N Deposition Rate of 41.1 kg N ha-1 y-1)1 it is reasonable to conclude that even if the DMRB screening 
criteria had been exceeded and significant additional inputs of nitrogen were predicted that these would 
have been unlikely to increase growth rates of replanted conifer crops. Therefore, the development at Top 
Wighay Farm would not have an adverse effect by further acceleration of tree growth and reducing the 
extent of suitable habitat for woodlark and nightjar. 

 

The same principles apply to the herbaceous (eg braken and grasses) and shrubby (eg bramble) ground 
flora that may regenerate following felling and cleared areas, and any open heath / heathy / short grassland 
areas.  Some species groups such as the grasses may have a competitive advantage and predominate at 
luxury soil levels as is typical of lowland heath, rush and short grassland vegetation (where deposition is at 
or above the lower critical range of 10 – 20 kg N/ha/yr 
(www.apis.ac.uk/overview/issues/overview_Noordwijkerhout_text)).  In addition, felled areas typically have 
significantly larger flushes of additional nitrogen released than deposited from roads over the first few years 
of clearance from the decomposition of the ‘brash’ (Ring, 1996).   

 

The possibility that luxurious levels would not persist at a later date have also been considered as it is 
predicted that with the reduction in use of fossil fuels the background nitrogen deposition will decrease over 
coming years at a rate of around 2%/yr (Highways Agency, 2007).  It is conceivable that over time the 
background will reduce to below the critical levels referred to above, although at 2%/year and with 
background deposition rates of 41.1 kg N/ha/year (2011) at Stone Hills Farm this situation would not be 
anticipated until around 2050 (using the higher critical load of 20 kg N/ha/yr and assuming the anticipated 
2% drop off rate extends beyond 2025).   

 

4 Outcome  

 

Based on the available information for the stand alone Top Wighay Farm development there will be no likely 
significant effects on the pSPA from additional nitrogen deposition.  This is certain to be the case for both 
replanted tree crop and ground vegetation owing to the current background already exceeding their critical 
nitrogen load thresholds in this part of the UK and the low amounts of traffic are anticipated to be generated 
along the A611.   

 

                                                      

1 A total average N deposition value was obtained from the Air Pollution Information System (APIS) for National Grid 
Reference 453000, 357000.  This is the closest available point to edge of Stone Hills Farm adjacent to the A611 
(National Grid Reference: 453465, 357683).  The three year 2006 to 2008 average N deposition from APIS was reduced 
by 2% per year, as advised in the DMRB guidance document to reflect 2011 rates of deposition.  

 



 

Top Wighay Farm: Nitrogen Deposition 

 

The situation might change over the longer time frame as the background deposition reduces over the next 
40 years and critical soil and tissue levels are no longer exceeded by the background deposition.  However, 
given that the levels of traffic anticipated to be generated along the A611 are well below the levels requiring 
air quality assessment, no likely significant effects are anticipated, irrespective of the year of assessment. 

 

Therefore, Top Wighay Farm as a stand alone development is assessed to be compliant with the Habitats 
Regulations (without mitigation) in respect of the pSPA and in the longer term.  Even, if in time, it was 
decided there was a need for mitigation this could be achieved through standard habitat management.  
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Isochrone = 30 minutes

Gravity fn = travel time 2

Site access = A611 / B6011 roundabout

Direc tion = Outbound
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Scenario 1c:

Isochrone = 30 minutes

Gravity fn = travel time 2

Site access = A611 / Hucknall Road T-junction

Direc tion = Inbound
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Scenario 1d:

Isochrone = 30 minutes

Gravity fn = travel time 2

Site access = A611 / Hucknall Road T-junction

Direc tion = Outbound
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A Screening Assessment of Additional Noise from th e Development at 
Top Wighay Farm, Hucknall on the Proposed Sherwood Forest Special 
Protection Area (SPA) for Birds and the Integrity of the Habitat for 
Woodlark and Nightjar  

 

By Prof Neil Humphries, Dr David Deakin, Suzanne Scott & Jonathan Gorstige 

 

1  Background 

 

The proposed development site at Top Wighay Farm is located to the north of the urban conurbation of 
Hucknall and sits between the A611 to the west, the Mansfield-Nottingham railway line to the east and the 
B6011 to the south.   

 

The 27ha site is owned by Nottinghamshire County Council and is strategically important for Gedling 
Borough Council to meet the Borough’s housing needs (Top Wighay Farm, Hucknall, Nottinghamshire 
Development Brief, December 2008).  The development would comprise of about 500 homes (18ha), a 
business area (6ha), both with road access from the A611 to the west, and green infrastructure and land 
seta side for nature conservation. 

 

Natural England has advised the Local Authorities that whilst the Sherwood Forest area supports substantial 
populations of woodlark and nightjar, it had not yet advised the Secretary of State on any selection of any 
part as a Special Protection Area (SPA).  As such the Habitats Regulations 2010 do not apply (see Natural 
England advice Note 28th June 2010, East Midlands Region), however, Natural England recommends that 
the Local Authorities proactively adopt a risk-based approach in any planning consent decisions taken in 
order to satisfy subsequent statutory reviews of consents should a SPA be proposed.  Whilst some 
guidance is given (as to the proximity of houses (predation by cats and recreational activity) and the 
maintenance of nightjar in heathland SPAs) by the Thames Basin Joint Strategic Planning Partnership 
Board (2009), none is given in respect of traffic noise. 

 

Both Natural England and the RSPB have during the course of the recent Rufford Energy Recovery Facility 
Inquiry indicated specific ‘core’ nightjar and woodlark areas that might be designated as a SPA and a 5km 
buffer boundary within which developments should be screened for their potential direct and indirect effects.   
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The Top Wighay Farm site is well within the RSPB 5km buffer boundary and lies within 0.5km of a Natural 
England ‘indicative core area’ at Park Forest for nightjar and/or woodlark (Figure 1).  This lies to the west of 
the A611 with a RSPB ‘important bird area’ (Freckland Wood) about 300m to the north of the site boundary.   

 

Natural England has identified a number of potential adverse impacts on SPA birds by developments such 
as proposed at Top Wighay Farm, these include additional noise from traffic (Natural England, 2010).  DTA 
in their Habitats Regulations Appraisal Scoping for Further Assessment (September 2010) did not seem to 
consider noise which appears then to have been scoped-out.  

 

The potential effect of an increase in noise was brought up verbally at a meeting on the 22nd June, 2011 with 
Natural England (NE) and Nottinghamshire Wildlife Trust.  Following the meeting, the County Council asked 
URS Scott Wilson Ltd in August 2011 to assess the potential impact of noise from the additional traffic 
created by the development at Top Wighay Farm.  In the absence of information at the present time relating 
to other developments, this assessment is as a stand alone development and not in combination with any 
others.  This report sets out the methods used, the results and outcomes.   

 

2 Sensitivity of Birds to Increase Noise Levels 

 

The Highways Agency recognises that noise from traffic can adversely affect the behaviour of a range of 
bird species and cites research undertaken in Holland in the late 1980s (paras A5.19 – 5.20).  Reijnen et al 
(1996) found that seven out of twelve species responded by reduced breeding density alongside heavily 
used roads, and particularly ground nesting species at distances up to about 1,500m.  A relatively low 
threshold of 47dB(A) was suggested by the study and above which disturbance through noise might occur.  
However, for open habitats such as grassland and heathland, Reijnen et al suggested that other traffic 
related factors (such as lights) might be a cause of the longer distance disturbance effects. 

 

Experimental studies by Dooling and Popper (2007) confirmed the sensitivity of birds to noise and 
suggested a higher threshold of 60dB(A) is more likely as a general rule due to behavioural adaptation, with 
some species being less sensitive (ie a higher threshold of 70 dB(A)) and others more so (a lower threshold 
of 50 dB(A)).  It is noted that the species they studied were neither ground nesting species such as woodlark 
or nightjar.  From Figure A3.1 (Highways Agency, 2011) for a noise level of 60 dB(A), this equates with a 
disturbance zone of about 400m (the local traffic volumes being in the order 50,000 vehicles per day), well 
within the Agency’s screening distance of 600m.  In terms of bird responses to noise levels, there is some 
correspondence between that cited generally for humans and traffic noise levels, and distances (Figure 
A3.1) and hence the recommended calculation area (600m).  It is certain that the areas within 400m and 
possibly 600m (depending on topography, presence of noise absorbent features such as woodland) will be 
experiencing a level of noise from traffic and other sources.  The issue in the case of Top Wighay Farm is 
whether the level of noise increases significantly due to the proposed development.  The following method 
of assessment uses this approach.   
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3 Methodology and Results 
 

The methodology used for assessing the Top Wighay Farm development and noise is based on the Annex F 
– Assessment of Designated Sites in the Highways Agency’s Design Manual for Roads and Bridges, 
Volume 11 Environmental Assessment, Section 3 Environmental Assessment Techniques, Part 7, Noise & 
Vibration, HD213/11, 2011.  HD213/11 is agreed with statutory bodies, such as the Joint Nature 
Conservation Committee (JNCC) and Natural England to assess road noise at sensitive ecosystem sites.  
There is no other appropriate Environment Agency (EA), Natural England (NE) or other published 
overarching approach to the assessment of noise from traffic in the UK and that is also relevant to birds.   

 

The Highways Agency’s methodology includes three sequential stages, from Scoping through Simple to 
Detailed Assessments (see Highways Agency, 2011, Figure A1.1).  The need for the Detailed Stage 
depends on the circumstance and a likely significant increase in noise levels, in other cases the Simple 
Assessment is more the appropriate and sufficient for the needs of the assessment.     

 

3.1 Development Traffic Screening 

Baseline Traffic Flows 

Existing base year traffic flows (2010) were obtained from The Department for Transport’s ‘matrix’ 
web-page (http://www.dft.gov.uk/matrix/).  In particular, traffic count data has been obtained for four 
count locations on the A611 (Figures 2a - 2c) nearest to where the noise assessments are needed to 
be assessed, as follows:- 

Count 
No. 

Region 

 
LA Name 

Count 
Point 

Road Road 
Sequence 

1 
East 
Midlands 

Nottinghamshire County Council 81204 A611 73 

2 
East 
Midlands 

Nottinghamshire County Council 58397 A611 70 

3 
East 
Midlands 

Nottinghamshire County Council 77403 A611 65 

4 
East 
Midlands 

Nottinghamshire County Council 99040 A611 60 

 

The traffic data available from the above locations were in the form of 24 hour Annual Average Daily 
Traffic flows (AADT), together with HGV numbers.  These were factored into Annual Average Weekly 
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Traffic flows (AAWT) formats suitable for noise assessments by using local factors obtained from a 
year’s full traffic count data on the nearby A46(T) trunk road, just east of Nottingham (Appendix 1).   

Change in Traffic Flows Due to Top Wighay Farm 

The Development Brief for Top Wighay Farm (Nottinghamshire County Council, 2008) sets out the potential 
to generate traffic and increase noise levels by the traffic from: 

�x 500 Dwellings – population 1250 people. 
�x 34,000 m2 business space – business (B1) and small warehousing uses (B8). 
�x A 1.7 ha primary school site including playing fields. 
 

Other activity types were also identified including retail, healthcare and leisure.  However, there was 
insufficient data to quantify the potential traffic associated with these and other land-uses (e.g. an energy 
centre). 

In the absence of specific traffic data for the development, the nationally accepted TRICS database 
(http://www.trics.org/default.cfm) was used to assess the generated traffic from the development.  The 
resulting Annual Average Weekday Traffic (AAWT) flow was 6,200, including 140 heavy goods vehicles 
(HGVs).  Development flows suitable for the noise assessments were then derived from this TRICS data 
(18 hour AAWT flows for noise) using a gravity flow model as not all the additional traffic would be 
expected to use the same route and would be expected to be distributed spatially.   

The changes in spatial distribution in traffic was undertaken using the Highways Agency approved 
ODYSSEUS model (Anderton, 2008) and as deployed by the Agency in the form of their PENELOPE 
Model.  The ODYSSEUS / PENELOPE model is based on the National Census Ward-level journey-to-
work data in conjunction with a link-based ‘gravity model’ driven by travel cost.  In this model trips are 
distributed through one entry/exit point at a development.  Gravity models use a function of travel time 
and distance to provide a relative weighting reflecting the cost of travelling between each competing 
origin-destination pair. These weightings are used to provide factors to enable the predicted total travel 
demand to be distributed proportionately. The results give calculated Ward-level travel demands and 
estimates of link flows on the most attractive routes between the development site and surrounding 
Wards.  Using this gravity distribution model, the development flows were assigned to the surrounding 
highway network, so that additional development traffic flows on each road link could be quantified. In 
the Top Wyghay Farm case there are two potential entry exit points: the A611/B6011 entrance and the 
A611/Hucknall Road T Junction.  

The results of the gravity model are expressed as a percentage of outgoing traffic and incoming traffic along 
the routes around the proposed development are presented in the Annex 1.   

3.2 Identification of SPA Receptors 

Paragraph A1.12 of HD213/11 (Highways Agency, 2011) requires at least a Simple Assessment if sensitive 
receptors such as SPAs occurs within the calculation area (600m from carriageway edge).  Hence, 
significant changes in noise levels from road contributions would also not be expected beyond 600m.  In this 
respect only the pSPA (woodlark and nightjar habitat) within 600m of roads receiving the additional traffic 
might be potentially affected and need be considered.  Hence, as a screening exercise, it is possible to 
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assess the implication of the development of Top Wighay Farm by mapping the overlap of the 600m 
calculation area over the indicative pSPA boundaries.   

Three potential receptors were identified along the A611 Hucknall to Mansfield (Derby) Road (Figures 3 & 
4), these were: 

�x North eastern par of Park Forest and Wighay Wood, juxtaposed with the A611 (Figure 3) 
�x Western point of part of Kirby Woods/Nottinghamshire Golf Course on Robin Hood Hills set back 

from A611 (Figure 4) 
�x North western part of Stone Hills Farm, juxtaposed with the A611 (Figure 4) 

 

3.3 Screening SPA Receptors 

In this section the pSPA receptors are considered further.  The assessment is based on aerial photography 
and a site visit to Wighay Wood alongside the A611.  Woodlark habitat in the UK is typically short and open 
vegetation of clear felled forestry plantations and lowland heath (www.forestry.gov.uk/forestry/woodlark).  
Replanted clear felled areas remain suitable until the new trees are around 7 years old. Thereafter, the new 
plantations become too dense.  Nightjar habitat in the UK is similar to woodlark, but also extends to 
‘scrubby’ habitat including older replanted stands of around 15 years old (www. 
forestry.gov.uk/forestry/nightjar).    

Park Forest 

The Wighay Wood is part of the Park Forest indicative core area for nightjar and woodlark, but the wood is 
broad leaved woodland and is not habitat of the woodlark or nightjar.  Potentially suitable habitat occurs 
much further afield within the Park Forest.  Only a very small part of the potential habitat is within the 600m 
radius of the A611 kerb edge, but none within the 400m radius which envelops Wighay Wood: the 
deciduous woodland will act as an acoustic screen with respect to birds and the effects of noise further 
afield (Reijnen et al, 1996). 

Robin Hood Hills 

Some of the western part of Robin Hood Hills indicative area lies within the 400 & 600m radii, mainly conifer 
habitat with open habitat (golf course).  This too is likely to be not significant in habitat terms, but the 
potential habitat and use by woodlark and nightjar within the affected zone should be checked by a suitably 
qualified ecologist. 

Stone Hills Farm 

A conifer block and possibly some open felled areas at the Stone Hills Farm ‘indicative’ core area near to 
Mansfield lie within the 400 & 600m radii along the A611 and potentially might be affected by additional 
noise levels if the roadside conifers were felled and not replanted.   

 

4    Assessment of Increase in Noise Levels  

 
In terms of the change in traffic noise level at 10m from the kerb (for both the background and with the 
development scenarios in each assessment year at each site (Table 1), the estimated change (using the 
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Highways Agency method) is very small at all the sensitive receptor locations.  For example, the change 
in each assessment year (2010, 2011 and 2012) is +0.1 dB at sites 1-3 and +0.6 dB at site 4.  The 
magnitude falls into the 'negligible' classification (Highways Agency, 2011), and is regarded as 
'imperceptible level of change' at 10m from the kerb side (ie not extending to within the screened 
receptor areas potentially used for breeding by woodlark and nightjar.   

The gravity model indicated that the greatest flows to and from the site are distributed along the A611, with 
around approximately 50% travelling in each direction, with a large percentage of traffic utilising the A608 
and the M1.  The draw of the M1 along with the dilution in traffic along the B-road network along the A611 is 
the reason why flows are reduced to levels well below the Highways Agency screening zones at all the three 
pSPA receptor sites.  Therefore, no likely significant increases in noise levels would occur within the pSPA 
locations, and no further Detailed Assessment is required. 

 

5   Outcome  

Based on the small magnitude of the likely change in total traffic flows and HGVs due to the Top Wighay 
Farm development, the corresponding change in traffic noise levels along the affected road links is very 
small (ie <+1 dB(A) for all the road links under consideration (Highways Agency, 2011)).  Given that the 
levels of traffic anticipated to be generated along the A611 are well below the levels requiring a detailed 
noise assessment, no likely significant effects are anticipated, irrespective of the year of assessment.  Also, 
it is worth noting that noise levels might reduce significantly over the longer time frame through the adoption 
of electric motors to propel vehicles.  

Based on the available information for the stand-alone Top Wighay Farm development, even in the 
absence of mitigation, there will be no likely significant adverse effects on the Sherwood pSPA from 
additional noise.  Therefore, Top Wighay Farm as a stand alone development is assessed to be 
compliant with the Habitats Regulations (without mitigation) in respect of the pSPA and noise.  Even, if it 
was decided there was a need for mitigation this could be achieved through standard methods such as 
acoustic fencing etc (Highways Agency, 2011).  
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Figure  2a: Count Location  1, A611  
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Figure  2b: Count Locations  2 & 3 A611 
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Figure  2c: Count Location 4  A611  
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Dear Alison, 

Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategy – Supplementary HRA Screening Record 
Gedling Borough Council 

Thank you for consulting Natural England on this report.  We received your correspondence via 
email on 27 February 2012 .  
 
Natural England is a non-departmental public body.  Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the 
natural environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for the bene�t of present and future 
generations, thereby contributing to sustainable development 
 
Further to our telephone conversation on Tuesday (20/03/12) please �nd a summary of the 
discussions and Natural England�s advice in relation to the HRA Screening Report (GNACS 
Supplementary Information Gedling Additional SHLAA Sites) provided by your consultants, David 
Tyldesley Associates. 
 
It is understood that Gedling Borough Council are considering speci�c development locations as 
part of their Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA) and that DTA have been 
appointed to undertake a screening of the emerging development locations to inform your �nal 
allocation selection. This screening is to identify whether development in the proposed locations 
would have a likely signi�cant e�ect on any European sites as a result of the scale and location of 
the development.  
 
The screening assessment follows the approach adopted in the initial HRA screening, also 
undertaken by DTA for the Greater Nottingham Aligned Core Strategy (GNACS), which 
incorporates a risk-based approach for assessing implications of the potential growth at the 
identi�ed locations on the prospective Sherwood Forest SPA. This is in line with the �risk based 
approach� that Natural England are advocating, endorsed by The Secretary of State, which we 
believe will provide a degree of future-proo�ng for decision-taking until such a time that it is clear 
whether or not the statutory policies concerning potential SPAs apply to an area of Sherwood 
Forest.  
 
 

Date:  22 March  2012   
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Alison Gibson  
Planning Policy  
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