
	

	

	

	

Ransomwood	Estates	UK	Ltd	

April	2019	Hearing	Statement	for	the	Mansfield	Local	Plan	

To	supplement	Our	original	representations.	

	

Main	Matter	5	–	Whether	or	not	the	proposed	strategic	urban	extensions	and	
employment	allocations	are	soundly	based	and	deliverable	in	the	plan	period	
and	whether	other	policies	for	employment	and	the	economy	are	soundly	
based;	

Site	E2a	Ratcher	Hill	Quarry		

		

17	What	is	the	position	in	relation	to	the	restoration	for	part	of	the	site	set	out	
in	a	section	106	agreement	relating	to	a	previous	planning	permission	for	
minerals	development?		Having	regard	to	this,	is	the	site	allocation	justified	
and	are	Figure	6.1	and	the	Policies	Map	consistent?	

	

1. The	aim	of	the	section	106	agreement,	was	to	ensure	that,	from	the	date	
that	quarrying	ceased	at	Ratcher	Hill	Quarry,	parts	of	the	site,	including	
specifically	the	2.55HA	area	that	the	applicant	(Mansfield	Sand	Company	
Ltd)	are	attempting	to	gain	permission	for	a	commercial	employment	
area	on,	are	already	specified	under	planning	law,	as	protected	
ecological	uses.	In	this	area,	specifically	as	heathland,	which	receives	
even	higher-level	protection.	
The	section	106	ensures,	that	immediately	on	cessation	of	quarrying	the	
restoration	process	should	have	commenced.	The	mineral	planning	
authority	have	reasserted	this	and	sent	back	changes	to	the	proposal	
and	restoration	scheme,	with	this	regard.		

Our	position,	therefore,	is	that	the	proposed	allocation	is	not	justified.	
We	are	concerned	that	Mansfield	District	have	not	read	the	many	
documents	that	consistently	show	the	conditions	imposed.	

We	would	ask	that	figure	6.1	and	the	policies	map	be	clarified	to	reflect	
the	site	as	one,	which	is	intended	for	restoration	rather	than	one	which	
is	appropriate	for	future	employment/quarrying	use.	



2. Whilst	the	wet	heathland	area	around	the	southern	lagoon	has	been	lost	
to	open	water,	due	to	over	quarrying	of	528,000	tonnes	of	unlicensed	
material,	this	doesn’t	impact	on	the	restoration	of	the	2.55ha	area	of	
heathland	on	which	the	applicant	has	proposed	a	commercial	
employment	area.	Except	that	that	2.55HA	area	protected	under	section	
106,	is	in	even	more	need	of	protection.	

3. It	was	with	grave	concern,	that	during	my	last	meeting	with	the	Director	
of	Place	and	Wellbeing	and	the	Team	Leader	of	Mansfield	District	
Council	Planning	Policy	team,	held	on	February	13th	2019,	they	both	
admitted	that	they	had	never	read	the	section	106	agreement	in	relation	
to	this	site.	This	was	despite	my	raising	it	and	the	importance	of	the	site	
in	ecological	terms,	from	the	very	beginning	of	the	Local	Plan	
Consultation	period.	

	

4. Since	the	beginning	of	the	local	plan	consultation	period,	members	of	
the	Planning	Policy	Team,	have	actively	tried	to	persuade	me	to	reduce	
our	own	employment	area,	as	shown	on	previous	local	plans,	along	with	
a	20	year	plan	presented	at	committee	level.	So	there	are	other	options,	
which	have	been	available	for	some	time,	which	could	be	realized	within	
the	local	plan	period.	
	
	

5. On	several	occasions	they	have	told	me,	they	have	had	meetings	with	
the	Planning	Applications	Senior	Practitioner,	Mike	Hankin,	
Nottinghamshire	County	Council,	who	is	the	officer	dealing	with	the	
retrospective	application	and	that	he	supports	this	proposal	on	the	local	
plan,	in	order	to	try	to	persuade	me	to	compromise.	

After	each	occasion	this	has	occurred,	I	have	called	Mike	and	been	told	
that	he	has	never	had	a	face	to	face	meeting	with	them,	only	a	few	brief	
phone	conversations.	

Mike	has	also	never	directly	supported	the	proposal	and	there	has	
recently	been	a	six	month	delay	agreed	on	the	application,	due	to	
unresolved	issues.	

6. Mike	has	stated	that	he	is	willing	to	be	interviewed	by	the	Planning	
Inspector	on	invitation.	

	

	

	



	

	

	

7. Ref	letter	to	Mike	Hankin,	since	his	last	position	statement,	by	Eversheds	
Sutherland	International	(Mineral	Planning	Law	Specialists),	on	our	
behalf,	on	April	12th	2019	

“Restoration	and	Ecological	Mitigation”	Paragraph	1	and	2	

	

8. The	section	106	agreement	is	not	exclusive	to	Mansfield	Sand	Co	Ltd,	
because	prior	to	1999,	Mansfield	Sand	also	included	Mansfield	Asphalt	
Company	Ltd,	Ransomwood	Business	Park	and	Mansfield	Realisations	
Limited	regarding	this	whole	site.	It	referred	to	Mansfield	Realisations	
Limited,	in	good	faith,	agreeing	to	revoke	the	Cross	Lane	Planning	
Permission.	Ransomwood	Estates	UK	ltd	have	taken	into	possession	the	
entirety	of	the	hatched	area	on	plan	2	of	the	section	106	agreement,	for	
mitigation	referred	to	in	schedule	1,	for	Mansfield	Sand	Co	Ltd	to	
mitigate	for	loss	of	suitable	roosting	habitat	for	bird	and	bat	species	
through	the	loss	of	woodland.	

We	have	committed	to	managing	this	site	for	this	purpose,	on	the	
condition	that	the	applicant	commits	to	the	rest	of	the	section	106.	
Therefore,	the	mitigation	commitments	and	responsibilities	by	the	
applicant	have	already	significantly	reduced.	

9. Ref	Planning	No	2/2000/242/ET	Awarded	June	2002	

Extension	to	Ratcher	Hill	Sand	Quarry	and	subsequent	restoration	to	
Heathland	and	Nature	Conservation.	

Condition	1.	Plan	No	3B	dated	March	2001	

Winning	and	Working	of	Sand	in	Land	edged	red	in	above	plan	and	
restoration	of	that	land	and	the	adjacent	quarry	to	amenity	
Heathland/Woodland.	

The	word	“Amenity”	in	this	condition,	refers	to	“an	area	primarily	for	
amenity	rather	than	timber,	often	with	public	access	for	outdoor	
pursuits	such	as	walking,	mountain	biking	and	orienteering	or	maybe	
managed	for	game.”	In	Ratcher	Hill	Quarry,	an	appropriate	use	could	be	
nature	conservation	and	study	for	education	use	(so	long	as	alternative	
access	such	as	a	footpath,	is	arranged)	but	certainly	not	industrial	or	
business	employment,	as	suggested	in	the	Applicant’s	retrospective	
application.	



	

10. Condition	3	 No	2/2000/242/ET	All	plant,	buildings	and	machinery	
associated	with	winning	and	working	of	this	material	in	both	the	
permitted	area	and	the	adjacent	quarry	shall	be	removed	within	six	
months	of	the	cessation	of	quarrying	or	by	31	December	2016	at	the	
latest.	

With	reference	to	condition	3,	the	former	quarry	workshop,	should	have	
already	been	removed	and	must	not	be	used	to	argue	for	commercial	
building	development,	when	its	location	has	been	classified	as	amenity	
heathland/woodland	ever	since	the	original	restoration	scheme	and	
following	extensions.	

	

11. Mansfield	Sand	Co	Ltd	has	not	attempted	to	approach	us	over	the	
proposed	changes,	has	denied	intention	to	make	these	changes	to	us	
and	has	unsuccessfully	attempted	through	a	legal	letter	to	the	MPA,	to	
stop	the	MPA	from	communicating	with	us	over	the	proposed	changes.	
We	have	offered	to	meet	in	preference	to	going	through	planning	
system	but	to	no	avail.	
	

12. They	have	also	expressly	stated	in	their	retrospective	application,	that	
they	will	not	invest	in	improving	the	Quarry	access	road	(wrongly	
assumed	by	the	planning	policy	team	to	be	unimportant),	the	relevance	
of	which,	will	be	explained	later	in	this	submission.	

	

13. Condition	33.	No	2/2000/242/ET	All	operations	for	the	spreading	of	soils	
shall	be	completed	in	the	permitted	area	and	adjoining	quarry	within	
two	years	of	extraction	of	sand.	

It	is	now	3	years	and	the	over-extraction	issue	within	the	permitted	area	
does	not	need	to	delay	the	spreading	in	the	adjoining	quarry,	which	
includes	the	newly	proposed	“employment”	area.	

	

14. Condition	34	Grass	seeding	and	shrub	planting	and	formation	of	wetland	
areas	in	first	available	season	following	re-spreading	of	soils.		
Should	be	happening	now	and	completed	within	the	next	12	months.	
The	excess	quarrying	and	water	area,	does	not	prevent	this	activity	from	
the	rest	of	the	quarry	site,	including	the	newly	proposed	“employment”	
area.	



	

15. The	aftercare	programs	should	be	submitted	annually	by	31	December.	
None	submitted	so	far.	
	

16. No	2/2000/242/ET	Reasons	2,	3,	31	–	To	ensure	timely	restoration	of	the	
site.	

The	applicant	has	delayed	the	process	due	to	trying	to	change	it	and	
through	excess	quarrying	of	one	part	of	the	site,	which	does	not	prevent	
moving	forward	on	the	rest	of	the	site.	

	

17. The	retrospective	application	to	the	mineral	planning	authority	sites	the	
1998	restoration	conditions	and	the	2007	variation	of	planning	
permission	2/2000/242/ET.	However,	none	of	the	changes	in	the	2007	
variation,	impact	on,	or	are	relevant	to,	the	unlicensed	removal	of	
528,000	tonnes,	which	appear	to	come	entirely	from	the	2/2000/242/ET	
permission.	This	should	be	cited	in	the	retrospective	application.	

Nor	does	this	material	removal	prevent	the	restoration	of	the	newly	
proposed	“Employment”	area,	to	the	legislated	heathland.	

	

18	Would	the	mitigation	set	out	in	E2a	(f)	be	effective?	

We	do	not	believe	so,	as	through	discussion	with	the	Planning																
Applications	Senior	Practitioner,	Mike	Hankin,	Nottinghamshire	County	Council				
and	our	own	Mineral	Planning	Lawyer,	since	his	written	position	statement,	it	
is	agreed	that	creating	2.55ha	of	new	heathland	elsewhere	in	the	District,	
would	not	match	the	ecological	value	of	this	bare	sand,	protected	quarry	site,	
and	it	would	take	away	from,	the	originally	proposed	mosaic	habitat	that	this	
entire	site	offers.	Our	Mineral	Planning	Lawyers	have	written	to	Mike	Hankin	
since	his	last	position	statement,	confirming	that,	an	industrial	or	business	
employment	area	would	have	a	negative	ecological	impact	on	the	rest	of	the			
restored	scheme.	

	

	

	

	

	

	



	

	

1. 	There	are	presently	approximately	150	sandmartins	nesting	on	the	
northern	cliff	as	well	as	a	sensitive	raptor	nesting	pair.	The	sandmartins	
actively	feed	off	the	lagoons	(also	plentiful	waterfowl),	sand	areas	and	
our	own	site	and	the	raptors	hunt	in	the	same	areas.	Strawberry	Hill	
SSSI,	Ransom	Wood	Business	Park	and	neighbouring	Woodland,	house	
significant	nesting	Raptors,	Nightjars	and	other	species,	including	
records	of	over	76	bird	species,	invertebrates	and	records	of	over	400	
moth	species,	which	the	broader	restoration	scheme,	especially	the	
proposed	heathland	site	(which	as	it	is	under	section	106,	is	assumed	to	
already	include	protected	heathland	species),	will	connect	to.	
	

2 Ref	Mike	Hankin’s	position	statement	sent	to	all	parties	on	the	
26/02/19;	

• “NCC	are	unlikely	to	relax	the	obligations	imposed	under	the	Section	106	agreement	without	
satisfactory	arrangements	being	tabled	to	offset/re-create	the	Ratcher	Hill	heathland	habitat	
with	habitat	of	equivalent	or	better	value	at	an	alternative	location.”	

We	argue	that	it	would	be	easier	to	find	another	site	for	industrial	or	
business	employment	development,	than	it	would,	another	protected	
heathland	site	of	this	value.	As	such	it	is	unlikely	that	the	policy	E2a	could	
be	met	despite	that	proviso.	

3 Recent	Bird	and	Wildlife	Surveys,	available	on	the	British	Ornithology	
website.	

4.	Ref.	letter	sent	to	Mike	Hankin,	by	Eversheds	Sutherland	International	
(Mineral	Planning	Law	Specialists)	on	our	behalf,	on	April	12th	2019,	

“The	Use	of	The	Application	Site”	Paragraph	1	and	2	

The	later	extension	to	the	quarry	workings,	was	allowed	as	temporary	
continuation	of	employment,	whilst	the	Applicant	prepared	to	move	its	
operations	to	Two	Oaks	Quarry	near	Ravenshead,	where	existing	staff	
were	able	to	relocate	their	place	of	work,	without	having	to	move	to	
another	area.	

	

	

	

	

	

	



	

19	Are	any	further	safeguards	or	mitigation	measures	necessary	to	achieve	an	
acceptable	form	of	development	and	are	any	main	modifications	necessary	for	
soundness?	

	

1. We	note	mitigation	payments	for	the	impact	of	development,	referred	
to	in	E2a1b,	are	proposed	for	road	junctions	that	are	impractical	and	
unachievable	to	improve	and	irrelevant	to	the	proposed,	existing	access	
for	the	Ratcher	Hill	former	Quarry	Site.	
	

2. We	note	reference	to	enhanced	cycling	and	walking	linkages	being	
provided	to	connect	with	existing	strategic	trails	along	Mansfield	Way	to	
facilitate	the	use	of	sustainable	transport,	are	not	viable,	as	this	site	does	
not	connect	to	Mansfield	Way	through	the	applicant’s	own	property	and		
are	unrelated	to	site	ecology	loss.	
	
	

3. With	reference	to	two	previous	sections	in	this	submission,	it	is	clear	
that	due	to;	
	

- The	excess	quarrying	of	materials,		
- The	need	for	mitigation	for	loss	of	wet	heathland	to	open	water,	
- Loss	of	connection	to	Oaktree	Heath	
- The	reduced	burden	of	mitigation	commitments	by	Mansfield	Sand,		
- the	commitments	already	in	place	by	other	parties,	
- the	concerns	on	the	condition	of	the	eastern	bank,	bordering	Strawberry	

Hill	SSSI	by	Nottinghamshire	Wildlife	Trust,	which	also	needs	mitigating	
against,	

- concerns	raised	by	Natural	England	
- The	unnecessary	delays	by	Mansfield	Sand	in	progressing	the	section	

106	
- Major	issues	with	the	Access	road	

That	the	newly	proposed	development	would	not	be	acceptable.	

	

	

	

	



4. Ref	letter	sent	to	Mike	Hankin,	by	Eversheds	Sutherland	International	
(Mineral	Planning	Law	Specialists)	on	our	behalf,	on	April	12th	2019.	

Restoration	and	ecological	mitigation	Paragraph	3,	4,	5.	

“As	it	is	clear	from	the	consultation	responses…	and	should	certainly	not	
be	“watered	down”	or	reduced	in	scope	or	quality….”	

“Ransomwood	wish	to	see	the	comprehensive	and	effective	restoration	
of	the	site	and	are	keen	that	it	should	be	delivered	substantially	as	
approved.	As	such,	the	application	should	be	refused.”	

5. We	should	add	that	Ratcher	Hill	is	not	the	applicant’s	sole	exhausted	
quarry	working.	They	already	have	Sandhurst	Avenue	Quarry	ready	to	
convert	fully	for	housing	development	and	have	done	the	same	
previously	with	Berry	Hill	Quarry,	so	the	mitigation	to	woodland,	
heathland	and	wetland	is	also	in	relation	to	loss	of	habitat	and	
commercial	benefit	of	development	on	those	two	sites.	The	final	
temporary	extension	at	Ratcher	Hill	Quarry	was	only	allowing	a	
temporary	employment	area,	until	the	new	Quarry	site	at	Two	Oaks	
Quarry	was	realized	and	moved	to	that	site.		

	

6. Access	

Ref	letter	sent	to	Mike	Hankin,	by	Eversheds	Sutherland	International,	
on	our	behalf,	on	April	12th	2019.	Paragraph	1	-	6	

“The	access	…the	matter	of	access	in	itself	is	a	reason	for	refusal.”	

	

We	note	that	in	the	retrospective	application,	the	applicant	states	under	clause	
3.2.2	that,	

“There	are	no	proposals	to	alter	the	existing	access	road	up	to	the	main	quarry	
entrance	or	the	terms	of	the	mineral	planning	consent	which	enables	access	to	
and	from	the	quarry	site.”	

We	also	note	that	under	our	1999	Company	restructuring	arrangements,	we	
are	only	obliged	to	maintain	the	access	road	for	quarrying	for	another	76	years	
and	clearly	therefore,	the	question	of	mitigation	and	safeguards,	is	answered	
by	this	whole	submission,	in	that	the	proposed	development	is	not	appropriate	
in	this	location.	

	

	



	

In	conclusion	
During	the	meeting	with	the	Director	of	Place	and	Wellbeing	and	the	Team	
Leader	of	Mansfield	District	Council	Planning	Policy	team,	held	on	February	
13th	2019,	the	Director	voiced	sympathy	for	my	deep	connection	to	the	site	
due	to	my	Family	running	their	businesses	in	Ratcher	Hill	Quarry	since	the	
1960s.	I	found	the	emphasis	on	this	matter	uncomfortable	and	far	less	relevant	
than	the	Planning	legislation	and	Land	Law	that	already	applied	to	the	site.	

Even	prior	to	my	knowledge	of	this	local	plan	change,	only	added	in	the	last	
period	of	consultation,	I	was	visited	by	the	planning	policy	team,	told	how	
wonderful	our	site	is	(70%	green	space	to	built	property	ratio,	run	by	our	own	
solar	farm),	before	they	tried	to	tell	me	that	the	Elmsley	Heath	development	
would	be	using	our	access	to	the	A617.	

At	a	similar	time,	the	Agent	for	the	proposed	development,	to	the	North	of	
Ratcher	Hill	Quarry,	at	the	time	referred	to	as	E3	Elmsley	Heath	Development,	
announced	in	a	landowner’s	Group,	that	they	would	pay	the	Sand	Company	for	
access	through	their	site	to	the	A6191	on	the	access	road.	

When	I	explained	that	the	majority	of	the	road	was	ours	and	that	we	wouldn’t	
accept	this,	as	access	rights	are	not	from	any	adjoining	property	through	the	
Former	Quarry.	That	even	if	the	planning	protection	and	section	106	wasn’t	in	
place,	the	cost	of	adoption	and	the	added	cost	of	protection	for	our	site,	from	
diverting	antisocial	activity	suffered	on	Eakring	Road	(which	they	planned	to	
close)	through	our	site,	would	be	significant	and	likely	10%	of	the	value	of	their	
whole	development	proposal.	

They	withdrew	their	proposal	but	not	before	the	planning	policy	team	
threatened	to	compulsorily	adopt	our	private	road.	The	proposal	by	the	
applicant	and	the	late	addition	of	the	proposal	to	the	local	plan,	appear	to	be	a	
continuation	of	this.	

We	feel	strongly	about	not	having	been	fully	engaged	in	the	discussion	on	the	
proposed	extension	to	the	Urban	Boundary.	We	have	worked	for	years	to	be	
the	soft	edge	and	gateway	to	the	countryside.	

We	feel	even	more	strongly	about	the	lack	of	due	diligence	done	by	both	the	
Planning	Policy	Team	and	Applicant,	in	an	apparent	rush	to	get	this	proposal	
onto	the	Local	Plan.	

We	are	also	concerned	by	the	impractical	way	in	which	sites	within	the	Local	
Plan	Consultation	could	be	viewed.	In	that	each	time,	the	site	was	referenced	
by	the	Planning	Policy	team,	we	had	to	leaf	through	the	whole	document	



before	finding	the	application.	This	took	far	longer	than	was	practical,	
considering	businesses	have	limited	time	to	do	so.		

It	seems	strange	that	in	this	age	of	instant	access	to	information,	the	Planning	
Policy	Team	have	made	this	document	so	timely	to	access	and	view.	

They	also	didn’t	inform	me	of	the	final	changes	to	the	proposal,	late	in	the	
process,	preventing	me	from	making	further	observation	or	objection	within	
the	Public	Consultation	period.	In	any	case,	we	were	not	just	a	public	consultee	
but	an	involved	party	that	the	site	permanently	interacts	with.	

I	would	state	that	whilst	Planning	permission	for	the	excess	quarrying	in	the	
2002	granted	quarrying	extension	area,	would	benefit	us	through	Royalties	
due	to	ourselves,	we	above	all	respect	the	Planning	system	and	that	financial	
benefits	or	restraints	are	not	relevant	to	the	process.	That	legislation	and	law	
are	the	sole	arbiters.	

Due	to	the	lack	of	due	diligence	by	policy	officers	at	Mansfield	District	Council,	
we	have	put	most	of	our	energy	towards	challenging	the	proposal	through	the	
Mineral	Planning	Authority,	who	are	the	leading	authority	for	the	proposed	
new	site	in	Ratcher	Hill	Quarry	and	feel	strongly	that	it	is	not	appropriate	for	
this	site	to	be	on	the	local	plan	at	this	stage.	

I	sincerely	thank	the	Inspector	for	the	opportunity	to	make	this	submission,	
which	under	the	circumstances	already	explained,	we	have	relied	upon	for	fair	
and	due	process.	The	information	supplied	is	to	the	best	of	our	knowledge	
accurate.	

Yours	Sincerely	

	

Charles	Cannon	BA	Hons	Countryside	Planning	

Director	

Ransomwood	Estates	UK	Ltd.		Company	Registration	No.	10474266	

	





Position	Statement	regarding	Ratcher	Hill	Quarry	

Please	Note:	 The	advice	incorporated	in	this	position	statement	is	provided	by	
Nottinghamshire	County	Councils	planning	applications	case	officer	responsible	
for	Ratcher	Hill	Quarry,	and	the	advice	is	offered	without	prejudice	to	any	
subsequent	recommendations	or	planning	decisions	which	may	be	made	by	
Nottinghamshire	County	Council	acting	in	its	capacity	as	Minerals	Planning	
Authority	for	the	Ratcher	Hill	Quarry	site.			

Existing	planning	controls	relating	to	the	restoration	of	the	site	

• Mineral	extraction	at	Ratcher	Hill	Quarry	is	regulated	by	an	Environment	Act	consent	(ref:	
2/97/11750/0370/P)	for	the	original	quarry	area	(edged	black)	and	Planning	Permission	
2/2007/0543/ST	in	respect	of	an	eastern	extension	area	(edged	red).	

	

• These	existing	planning	consents	incorporate	a	requirement	to	restore	the	Ratcher	Hill	
Quarry	site	to	create	‘a	mosaic	of	woodland,	scrub,	acid	grassland	and	heathland	and	enable	
public	access’	and	therefore	compensate	for	habitats	that	were	lost	when	the	quarry	was	
originally	developed.		The	obligation	to	restore	the	site	is	regulated	both	through	planning	
conditions	and	a	Section	106	legal	agreement	which	provides	for	an	extended	10-year	
aftercare	period	to	manage	the	restored	site	and	ensure	that	it	establishes	into	a	high	
quality	ecological	habitat.		A	copy	of	the	approved	restoration	plan	is	attached	below.	
	

	



Planning	Application	currently	under	consideration	with	Nottinghamshire	County	Council		

• The	County	Council	in	its	capacity	as	Minerals	Planning	Authority	is	currently	considering	a	
planning	application	under	reference	2/2018/0040/NCC	to		
• Retrospectively	regularise	the	extraction	of	mineral	within	the	eastern	extension	area	to	

a	greater	depth	than	originally	granted	planning	permission,	and	
• Agree	a	revised	restoration	scheme	for	the	quarry	which	incorporates	greater	areas	of	

open	water	as	a	result	of	the	deeper	excavations	that	have	taken	place	together	with	a	
series	of	modifications	to	the	restoration	of	the	wider	quarry	site.			

• A	copy	of	the	proposed	restoration	scheme	is	shown	below:	

	

	

Determination	of	Planning	Application	2/2018/0040/NCC		

Planning	Application	2/2018/0040/NCC	currently	has	not	been	determined.		This	is	because	of	a	
number	of	concerns	that	have	been	raised	through	the	planning	consultation	process	and	the	case	
officer	assessment	of	the	submission.		Mansfield	Sand	have	been	advised	of	these	concerns	which	
are	summarised	below:				

• Concern	is	expressed	that	the	revised	restoration	scheme	does	not	provide	appropriate	
compensation/mitigation	for	the	ecological	impacts	which	occurred	when	the	original	
habitat	was	cleared	when	the	quarry	was	originally	developed.		This	is	because	of	the	
reduction	in	heathland	habitat	that	would	be	created	following	the	restoration	of	the	site.			
This	reduction	in	heathland	is	as	a	result	of	the	additional	areas	of	open	water	now	proposed	
within	the	restored	site,	and	because	of	the	potential	loss	of	a	substantial	area	of	the	site	to	
industrial	redevelopment.	



• In	terms	of	open	water	habitat,	additional	wetland	areas	are	now	proposed	within	both	
the	eastern	extension	area	due	to	the	deeper	excavations	and	in	the	northern	lake	of	
the	original	quarry	because	of	changes	to	the	local	hydrology.		The	additional	areas	of	
wetland	area	are	not	readily	reversible	in	these	parts	of	the	site.			

• The	industrial	development	would	be	undertaken	on	a	‘dry’	area	of	the	site,	underlain	
on	a	sand	substrate	which	would	otherwise	be	entirely	appropriate	for	heathland	
habitat	creation.		Industrial	buildings	on	this	part	of	the	site	would	further	erode	the	
ecological	value	of	the	restored	site	and	would	be	a	‘lost	opportunity’	in	terms	of	
recreating	the	habitat	value	of	the	site.		It	is	considered	important	that	areas	of	the	site	
which	are	not	wetland	in	character	are	restored	to	maximise	their	habitat	value	to	
compensate	for	irreversible	changes	elsewhere	in	the	site.					

• Mansfield	Sand	have	therefore	been	requested	to	amend	their	restoration	plans	for	the	
former	quarry	to	omit	the	industrial	development	from	the	scheme	and	utilise	this	part	of	
the	site	to	create	heathland	habitat	in	accordance	with	the	original	restoration	objectives	for	
the	site.		The	current	arrangements	which	prioritise	industrial	development	with	a	‘fall-back’	
position	to	restore	to	acid	grassland	do	not	maximise	the	ecological	potential	of	the	restored	
site.			Mansfield	Sand	have	also	been	requested	to	amend	their	restoration	plan	to	propose	
additional	heathland	within	the	area	indicated	to	be	restored	to	acid	grassland,	immediately	
to	the	north	of	the	proposed	industrial	land.				

• Mansfield	Sand	have	been	advised	that	any	recommendation	to	grant	permission	for	
planning	application	2/2018/0040/NCC	would	be	likely	to	regulate	the	restoration	of	the	site	
by	planning	condition	and	an	obligation	to	provide	ten	years	management	of	the	site	
through	a	revised	Section	106	agreement.			

	

NCC	Officer	advice/position	in	respect	of	proposed	industrial	development	within	Ratcher	Hill	
Quarry	through	the	Mansfield	Local	Plan	review	process.			

• The	case	officer	is	disappointed	that	the	revised	restoration	scheme	for	Ratcher	Hill	quarry	
would	not	deliver	the	level	of	ecological	habitat	that	was	originally	planned	as	a	result	of	the	
significant	increase	in	wetland	habitat.		These	changes	however	are	unavoidable	in	the	
context	of	the	existing	site	conditions.					

• Any	decision	to	develop	employment	land	within	Ratcher	Hill	Quarry	(without	appropriate	
compensation/mitigation)	would	further	erode	the	ecological	value	of	the	restored	site.		
However,	since	this	industrial	development	has	not	currently	taken	place,	the	potential	loss	
of	habitat	is	avoidable	if	it	was	decided	not	to	proceed	with	this	industrial	development.			
				

• The	decision	to	allocate	the	Ratcher	Hill	Quarry	for	industrial	development	rests	with	
Mansfield	District	Council	through	the	local	plan	review	process	and	subsequently	the	
determination	of	any	planning	application.			

• If	a	decision	was	made	to	proceed	with	an	industrial	allocation	at	Ratcher	Hill	this	would	not	
negate	obligations	imposed	by	NCC	under	a	Section	106	legal	agreement	specifically	in	the	
context	of	providing	10-year	restoration/aftercare	habitat	management	of	the	Ratcher	Hill	
Quarry	site.			

• NCC	are	unlikely	to	relax	the	obligations	imposed	under	the	Section	106	agreement	without	
satisfactory	arrangements	being	tabled	to	offset/re-create	the	Ratcher	Hill	heathland	habitat	
with	habitat	of	equivalent	or	better	value	at	an	alternative	location.	
	



• The	approach	set	out	above	is	broadly	consistent	with	Policy	E2a	in	the	Publication	Draft	of	
the	Mansfield	Local	Plan	–	a	Policy	which	requires	compensatory	habitat	to	be	provided	in	
the	event	that	the	Ratcher	Hill	industrial	allocation	was	developed.								

• Policy	E2a	therefore	would	provide	scope	to	ensure	that	the	County	Council’s	restoration	
obligations	do	not	jeopardise	future	industrial	development	on	the	site	if	this	is	the	final	
preferred	option	of	Mansfield	District	Council’s	Local	Plan,	whilst	also	ensuring	that	
satisfactory	ecological	mitigation	is	provided	for	the	quarry	site.			

	

Mike	Hankin:		Planning	Applications	Senior	Practitioner,	Nottinghamshire	County	Council			



















































Date of decision  8 January 2009          
                                                                                                 ____________________________________________________ 
       Authorised to sign on behalf of the Strategic Director Communities 
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TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING (GENERAL DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURE) 

ORDER, 1995 (AS AMENDED) 
 
 
 

APPLICATION REF. NO. :  2/2007/0543/ST 
 
 
APPLICANT  :  Mansfield Sand Co. Ltd 
 
 
DEVELOPMENT  :  Variation of Planning Conditions 15 and 19 

(Restoration) of planning permission 
2/2000/242/ET to allow for steepening of quarry 
sides to maximise the mineral extraction area. 

 
 
LOCATION  :  Ratcher Hill Quarry, Southwell Road West , 

Mansfield 
 
 
Following consideration of an application for the above development as shown on the 
submitted plans, NOTTINGHAMSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL, in pursuance of their 
powers under the above Act, hereby 

GRANT PLANNING PERMISSION 

for the development in accordance with the application, subject to compliance with 
the attached conditions and for the following reasons. 
 
Failure to comply with the terms of this permission may render the 
development unlawful. 



APPLICATION REF NO. 2/2007/0543/ST 

 
SUMMARY OF REASONS FOR GRANTING PERMISSION: 
 
In assessing the acceptability of the proposal consideration has been given to Policy 
1 of the Regional Spatial Strategy for the East Midlands and the advice in Mineral 
Planning Statement 1 ‘Planning and Minerals’. The proposals would allow for the 
recovery of additional minerals in accordance with Policy 1/1 ‘Sustainable 
Development’ of the Nottinghamshire and Nottingham Joint Structure Plan (JSP) 
2006 and Policies M2.1 and M3.20  of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan 2005 
relating to sustainable development and protection of designated sites respectively.  
The proposal s are capable of being undertaken without unacceptable impacts upon 
nearby residents through noise, dust or traffic and thereby comply with Policies 
M3.5, ( Noise), M 3.7 ( Dust) and M 3.13/3.14 ( Traffic) of the Minerals Local Plan 
(MLP) 2005. 
 
The steepening of the quarry faces and the reduction in bench width will not give rise 
to any adverse landscape or visual impacts as the original landscaping proposals for 
the quarry extension can still be implemented without any amendments, thus 
complying with Polices M 3.27 and M 4.4 of the MLP.  There are no further impacts 
of any significance contrary to the protection awarded to the Sherwood Forest 
Special Landscape Area, complying with Policy NE4(B). The proposal would not 
harm any significant impact on ecological issues and therefore complies with Policy 
2/1 of the JSP ( Sustaining Biodiversity) as well as that of Mansfield District Local 
Plan relating to ecology – NE 12 and 13. 
 
The County Council is of the opinion that the proposed development gives rise to no 
material harm, is in accordance with the relevant Development Plan policies and that 
there are no material considerations that indicate that the decision should be made 
otherwise.  The County Council considers that any potential harm as a result of the 
proposed development would reasonably be mitigated by the imposition of the 
attached conditions. 
 
The Development Plan policies and proposals relevant to this decision are as 
follows: 
 
Policy 1 of the Regional Spatial Strategy for the East Midlands, Policy 1/1 
Sustainable Development and 2/1 Sustaining Biodiversity of the Nottinghamshire 
and Nottingham Joint Structure Plan 2006, Policies M2.1, M3.5, M3.7, M3.13/M3.14, 
M3.20, M3.27 and M4.4 of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local plan 2005 and Policy 
NE4(B), NE12 and NE13 of the Mansfield District Council Local Plan 1998. 
 
 
SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS AND REASONS 
 
 Commencement  
 
1. The development hereby permitted shall be begun within 3 years from the 

date of this permission.  
 

Reason -To comply with the requirements of Section 91 of the Town and 
Country Planning Act 1990 (as amended by Section 51 of the Planning and 
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004). 
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APPLICATION REF NO. 2/2007/0543/ST 

 
2. The date of commencement of the development hereby approved shall be 

notified in writing to the Mineral Planning Authority (MPA) at least 7 days prior 
to this permission being implemented.  

 
Reason - To enable the MPA to monitor the development.  

 
Cessation 

 
3. The winning and working of sand shall cease on or before 30 June 2016. 
 

Reason - For the avoidance of doubt to ensure the development is carried out 
in a satisfactory manner and to provide for the restoration of the site within an 
agreed timescale. 

 
4. All plant, buildings and machinery associated with winning and working of 

mineral at the quarry (including the extension area and original quarry area) 
shall be removed within 6 months of the cessation of quarrying or by 31 
December 2016 at the latest. 

 
Reason - For the avoidance of doubt to ensure the development is carried out 
in a satisfactory manner and to provide for the restoration of the site within an 
agreed timescale. 

 
       Hours of Operation 
 
5. Unless otherwise agreed in writing with the MPA: No sand extraction or 

processing shall be carried out except between the following times:- 
 
 Mondays to Fridays 0600 – 2000 
 Saturdays  0700 – 1800 
  

No sand shall be extracted or processed on Sundays, Public Holidays or Bank 
Holidays. 

  
Reason – In the interests of amenity and in compliance with Policies  M3.5  
(Control of Noise Emissions) and M3.7 ( Control of Dust)  of the 
Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan. 

 
          Highways 
 
6. Unless otherwise agreed in writing with the MPA access to the public highway 

from this site shall only be gained via the existing quarry access. 
 

Reason – In the interests of amenity and in compliance with Policies M3.13( 
Control of Vehicles on the Highway) and M3.14( Routeing of Vehicles on the 
Highway) of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan. 

 
7. Measures shall be taken to prevent the deposition of mud, clay and other 

detritus on the highway by construction vehicles. If mud, clay or other detritus 
is deposited on the highway by construction vehicles it shall be removed at 
the earliest possible opportunity or as directed by the CPA.  
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APPLICATION REF NO. 2/2007/0543/ST 

 
Reason - In the interests of amenity and in compliance with Policy M3.13  
(Control of Vehicles on the Highway) of the Nottinghamshire  Minerals Local 
Plan 

 
         Noise 
 
8. No audible reversing warning devices shall be used. 
 

Reason – In the interests of amenity and in compliance with Policy M3.5 ( 
Control of Noise Emissions) of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan. 

 
9. Noise levels associated with the operations hereby permitted shall not exceed 

55dbA LAeq 1hr, as measured at any point on the boundary of the site with 
Ransom Wood Business Park. 

 
Reason – In the interests of amenity and in compliance with Policy M3.5 ( 
Control of Noise Emissions)  of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan. 

 
10. From the commencement of this permission until the final restoration of the 

site, noise monitoring shall be carried out in accordance with the scheme  in 
operation on the adjacent quarry with the addition of noise monitoring at point 
RH 4A identified on Plan RH/ND/1 submitted to the MPA on 19th July 2000.  

 
Reason – In the interests of amenity and in compliance with Policy M3.5   
(Control of Noise Emissions) of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan. 

 
           Dust 
 
11. Dust monitoring and mitigation shall continue in accordance with the dust 

scheme submitted and approved by the MPA on the 1st April 2004 under 
planning consent 2/2000/242/ET. 

 
Reason – In the interests of amenity and in compliance with Policy M3.7 ( 
Dust Control) of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan. 

 
12. All conveyors shall be fully enclosed. 
 

Reason – In the interests of amenity and in compliance with Policy M3.7 ( 
Dust Control)  of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan. 

 
Approved Details 
 
13. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved 

drawing numbers JA.387-2a and JA 387-3b as received by the MPA on 
14/03/08.  

   
Reason -. For the avoidance of doubt and in compliance with Policy  M4.4 
(Landscape Treatment) of the Nottingham Minerals  Local Plan 
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APPLICATION REF NO. 2/2007/0543/ST 

 
14. The landscaping works shall be carried out in accordance with drawing 

number JA 387-5A, as received by the MPA on 19/12/08 and the planting 
details given in the email from the applicant dated 2nd December 2007and 
their letter dated 11th March 2008.   

 
Reason -. For the avoidance of doubt and in compliance with Policy M4.4   
(Landscape Treatment) of the Nottinghamshire Minerals Local Plan 

 
15. The landscaping works as approved by condition 13 and 14 *- above shall be 

carried out within the first planting and seeding seasons following the 
completion of the development.  Any trees or plants that, within a period of 
five years after planting, die, are removed or, in the opinion of the MPA, 
become seriously damaged or diseased, shall be replaced as soon as is 
reasonably practicable with others of size, species and number as originally 
approved, unless the MPA gives written consent to any variation.  

 
Reason -  For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of residential 
amenity and in compliance with Policy  M4.4 ( Landscape Treatment) of the 
Nottinghamshire Minerals  Local Plan 

 
16. No extraction shall take place in phase 2 of the development until the 

following have been carried out: 
 

i) Planting has taken place on the first bench on the eastern boundary of 
the site 

ii) The eastern face has been hydro-seeded in accordance with the 
details pursuant to condition 14. 

.   
Reason -  For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of residential 
amenity and in compliance with Policy M4.4( Landscape Treatment) of the 
Nottinghamshire Minerals  Local Plan 

 
17. Prior to the re-grading of the final landform an aftercare scheme providing for 

such steps as may be necessary to bring the land up to the required standard 
for heathland/amenity use within a five year aftercare period shall be 
submitted to, for approval in writing by, the MPA. The aftercare scheme shall 
be implemented as approved.  

 
Reason -  For the avoidance of doubt and in the interests of residential 
amenity and in compliance with Policy M4.4 ( Landscape Treatment) of the 
Nottinghamshire Minerals  Local Plan. 

 
 
NOTES TO APPLICANT: 
 
1. The development hereby permitted must be carried out in accordance 

with the conditions attached to this planning permission and any 
approved plans and details.  Failure to implement the permission in 
accordance with the planning conditions and approved details may 
render the development unlawful and could lead to enforcement action 
and prosecution. 
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APPLICATION REF NO. 2/2007/0543/ST 

 
 If, at any stage, it becomes necessary to vary any of the approved plans 

or details you should contact the County Planning Authority in advance 
of implementing any changes to ascertain whether the proposed 
changes require any further planning approval. 
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