HAVANT BOROUGH COUNCIL

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990

Appeal by Bargate Homes and Vivid Homes against the non-determination of outline
planning application APP/21/01071 for the erection of up to 43 dwellings, with access
from Lower Road and associated landscaping, open space and allotments, and all
other matters reserved

Land West of Old Manor Farm, South of Lower Road, Bedhampton, PO9 1NU

Appeal Reference: APP/X1735/W/22/3305704
LPA Reference: APP/21/01071
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Introduction

The application, now the subject of this appeal, was registered on 30 September 2021
and sought outline planning permission for:

Outline planning application for up to 43 dwellings, with access from Lower
Road and associated landscaping, open space and allotments, and all other
matters reserved.

The application was considered by Members of the Planning Committee on 23™
February 2023. Had the Appellant not lodged an appeal against non-determination,
the Local Planning Authority would have resolved to refuse the application for the
following reasons:

(1) The surface water drainage strategy relies on deep-bore soakaways as
final discharge points, that will be saturated by high groundwater levels for
significant periods. Deep-bore soakaways are considered to be an option
of last resort by the Lead Local Flood Authority and given the high water
table, it is not considered appropriate in this location. More consideration
of alternatives needs to be provided.

In light of these concerns, it is considered that the proposals conflict with
Policies CS15 and CS19 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Core
Strategy) 2011, Decision Making Principle 4 of the Housing Delivery
Position Statement, and Paragraph 167 of the National Planning Policy
Framework as without a suitable drainage scheme, flood risk will be
increased. In addition, the submitted Flood Risk Assessment is not
considered to be compliant with Paragraphs 049, 055 — 059 of the
associated Flood Risk and Coastal Change guidance nor S7, S8 or S9 of
the Non-statutory technical standards for sustainable drainage systems;

and

(2) Binding arrangements are not in place to secure the following aspects of
the development, as a result of which it is not considered that the
development could be undertaken in a satisfactory manner:

(i)  Affordable Housing;

(i)  Open Space, Allotments and associated infrastructure;
(i)  Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy;

(iv) Highway/Travel Plan requirements;

(v) Public Access;

(vi) Site Management;

(vii) Drainage;

(viii) Community Worker provision; and

(ixX) Associated monitoring fees.

The carrying out of the development in the absence of such provision
would result in an unsatisfactory and unsustainable form of development
having due regard to Policies CS1, CS9, CS11, CS15, CS16, CS19,
CS20, CS21, bM8, DM10, DM11 and DM12 of the Havant Borough Local
Plan (Core Strategy) 2011; Policy DM24 of the Havant Borough Local
Plan (Allocations) 2014; the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017 (as amended); and the National Planning Policy
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Framework.

Proposal

As described at 1.1 above, the application is in outline form with all matters reserved
except access, and seeks permission for up to 43 dwellings to be constructed. The
application was accompanied by a masterplan which sought to demonstrate how the
level of development could be accommodated.

The development would provide a mix of house types and sizes. In relation to
Affordable Housing the development would meet the requirements of the Havant
Borough Local Plan by providing 30% affordable housing (13 dwellings). No indicative
housing mix was provided with the Outline Planning Application, however, it is
recognised that mixed communities would be created together with an appropriate mix
of affordable housing within the development to be considered at the Reserved Matters
Application stage.

The indicative Masterplan shows development grouped in three parcels with open
space provided to the west and south of the proposed dwellings. A children’s play
area and community garden and allotments are located towards the southern section
of the site.

The location plan shows access would be provided through an extension of an existing
cul-de-sac within an adjacent development site which is currently under construction,
and which would enter the application site at its north-eastern corner. The indicative
layout shows a circular footpath around the periphery of the site with a new indicative
pedestrian access providing connectivity to the development to the east.

Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) are shown on the indicative Masterplan, in the
open space to the south.
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Site and Surroundings

The application site comprises the western part of a parcel of land located south of
Lower Road in Bedhampton. It is bounded by a development of 50 dwellings currently
under construction to the east; the railway line to the south; the A27 and the junction
of the A3(M) to the west; and immediately to the north of the site (to the south side of
Lower Road) is a small industrial complex including a large shed and external storage
areas.

The site lies to the west of the Havant/Bedhampton residential area and to the north of
Langstone Harbour and comprises approximately 4.02ha of agricultural land. It is
located circa 1km west of Bedhampton railway station, Bidbury Mead Recreation
Ground and Bidbury school. Bedhampton is predominantly a low rise residential area,
of varying styles and materials.

Whilst the application site falls outside of the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area, the
boundary of the Conservation Area includes the Old Manor Farm site, which is located
immediately to the north-east of the site.

Along Lower Road, further to the north of the site are a number of dwellings which vary
greatly in their vernacular style. Dwellings range from small period terraced cottages
to large detached two storey houses, with a number of single storey and chalet style
bungalows.

To the east of the site lies a development of 50 dwellings currently under construction
beyond which is the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area, divided into two by the
railway line which was constructed in 1847. Compared to the density of Bedhampton
as a whole the density of the Conservation Area is relatively low and features a number
of character buildings. The materials found in the Conservation Area are predominantly
brick with tiled roofs, some with parapet detailing as with The Old Rectory and Bidbury
House. Most buildings do not exceed 2.5 storeys and generally feature a pitched roof
structure. A Heritage Statement has been submitted in support of this planning
application.

The site, which is located within Flood Zone 1, lies adjacent to an area covered by an
Area Tree Preservation Order in respect to native deciduous trees on the northern
boundary adjacent to Lower Road.
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Planning History

There is no relevant planning history for the site, however, the relevant planning history
for the adjacent site to the east is as follows:

APP/20/01031: Development of 50 new dwellings together with access, landscaping
and open space (Revised scheme). Refused 14 January 2021.

APP/19/00427: Development of 50 new dwellings together with access, landscaping
and open space. Refused 26 March 2020. This application was the subject of an
appeal to the Planning Inspectorate. Following a Public Inquiry held on 2" — 5%
February 2021, the appeal was allowed and the development was granted planning
permission.



Planning Policy

National Planning Policy Framework (2021)

The National Planning Policy Framework (the ‘NPPF’) states that applications for
planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. There is a general presumption in
favour of sustainable development unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
The three dimensions of sustainability are to be sought in mutually supportive ways:
economic (supporting economy and ensuring land availability); social (providing
housing, creating high quality environment with accessible local services); and
environmental (contributing to, protecting and enhancing natural, built and historic
environment). Local circumstances should also be taken into account, so they respond
to the different opportunities for achieving sustainable development in different areas.

Havant Borough Local Plan (Core Strateqgy) 2011

CS1 (Health and Wellbeing)

CS8 (Community Safety)

CS9 (Housing)

CS11 (Protecting and Enhancing the Special Environment and Heritage of Havant
Borough)

CS14 (Efficient Use of Resources)

CS15 (Flood and Coastal Erosion)

CS16 (High Quality Design)

CS17 (Concentration and Distribution of Development within the Urban Areas)

CS19 (Effective Provision of Infrastructure)

CS20 (Transport and Access Strategy)

CS21 (Developer Requirements)

DM1 (Recreation and Open Space)

DM10 Pollution)

DM11 (Planning for More Sustainable Travel)

DM12 (Mitigating the impacts of Travel)

DM13 (Car and Cycle Parking on Residential Development)

DM15 (Safeguarding Transport Infrastructure)

DM6 (Coordination of Development)

DM8 (Conservation, Protection and Enhancement of Existing Natural Features)

Havant Borough Local Plan (Allocations) 2014

AL1 (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development)

AL2 (Urban Area Boundaries and Undeveloped Gaps between Settlements)

DM18 (Protecting New Development from Pollution)

DM23 (Site for Brent Geese and Waders)

DM24 (Recreational Disturbance to Special Protected Areas (SPAs) from Residential
Development)

Supplementary Planning Documents

The following Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) are also relevant:

Havant Borough Council Borough Design Guide SPD December 2011
Havant Borough Council Parking SPD July 2016



Housing Delivery Position Statement March 2022

The site is one to which Decision Making Principles 4 and 5 of the Council’s adopted
Housing Delivery Position Statement applies.

Listed Building Grade: No Listed Buildings lie within the application site.

Conservation Area: Site lies adjacent to the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area
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Case for the Local Authority

As required by section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004),
applications must be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

Principle of development

The primary objective of the National Planning Policy Framework is to promote
sustainable growth and development through a “plan-led” planning system. Paragraph
11 of the NPPF sets out a presumption in favour of sustainable development which,
for decision making, means: “approving development proposals that accord with the
development plan without delay, and; where the development plan is out-of-date,
granting planning permission unless any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the
policies in this Framework taken as a whole”.

The Council published its Five Year Housing Land Supply Update in November 2021.
This indicated that the Council could not demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable
sites. The assessment found that the Council could only demonstrate a 3.9 year
housing land supply, with a 20% buffer applied. However, since the application was
considered at Planning Committee the Council has undertaken a further review of its
Five Year Housing Land Supply position which indicates that the Council can currently
demonstrate a 1.81 year supply, with a 20% buffer applied.

The Council published a Housing Delivery Position Statement (HDPS) in March 2022
following receipt of the Inspectors’ Interim Findings report into their Examination of the
Havant Borough Local Plan (HBLP) and the Council’s decision to withdraw the Plan
from Examination. The HDPS sets out how planning applications for housing not in
accordance with the Development Plan will be considered in the context of the
Council’s current five year housing land supply.

The HDPS recognises that further sites will be needed in order to meet the Borough’s
housing need and to significantly boost housing supply in the short term. In
accordance with Decision Making Principle 4 of the HDPS, development proposals not
in Table 1 and not in accordance with the Development Plan will be considered in line
with paragraph 11 d) of the NPPF and will need to demonstrate that they constitute
‘sustainable development’ in accordance with the NPPF, by demonstrating that:

e The remaining requirements of the Development Plan and decision making
principles set out in the Statement are complied with; and

e There will not be a significant and demonstrable adverse effect from the
development where mitigation is provided to the satisfaction of the local planning
authority, taking into account advice from statutory consultee(s).

In accordance with the Position Statement and in order to justify a departure from the
Development Plan, the applicant must demonstrate compliance with the development
guality standards set out under Decision Making Principle 5 — Development Quality.
These developer requirements replicate those included in those in the now withdrawn
HBLP; as such it can reasonably be expected that the application will have been
informed by the policy expectations in the Plan. In this case, the applicant has
submitted a ‘development quality standards’ checklist which sets out how the
application complies with the requirements of Decision Making Principle. Copies of
Decision Making Principles 4 and 5 were submitted with the Council’s questionnaire.
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The Framework indicates that where the local planning authority cannot demonstrate
a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites, the policies in the development plan
which are most important for determining the application are to be considered out of
date. In such cases the tilted balance is engaged, and planning permission should be
granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits of the scheme when assessed against the NPPF as a whole.

Five Year Housing Land Supply

The Government has an objective of significantly boosting the supply of housing.
Under paragraph 74 of the NPPF, Havant Borough is required to have a rolling five
year supply of deliverable housing sites. Paragraph 11 of the NPPF sets out that, in
applying the presumption in favour of sustainable development, proposals for
development should be granted permission unless:

e The site is within particular designated areas set out footnote 7 of the NPPF.

e Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework
taken as a whole.

As stated above, the Council’s Five Year Land Supply position indicates the Council
has 1.81 years supply with a 20% buffer applied. This is below the five year supply
threshold, and as such the tilted balance is engaged (para 11d of the NPPF).
However, significantly it does not follow that there is an automatic assumption that
planning permission should be granted. There is still a need to carry out a balancing
exercise — in assessing whether there would be adverse impacts which would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the scheme. Nonetheless, if it
is considered that this is not the case, then planning permission should be granted.

The Council accepts that it is not able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply
at the present time.

The proposal would add up to 43 dwellings towards the five-year housing supply
requirement. This would have the potential to increase the Borough’s housing land
supply by 0.06 (rounded) years supply and would contribute in remedying the
Council’s housing land supply shortfall.

Environmental Sustainability

Introducing a housing estate to an undeveloped field would alter its character,
however, it is concluded that this would have a limited impact, as any harmful visual
impact of the development would be localised. The additional landscaping that is
proposed would reduce, and mitigate to a degree, the landscape impact of the
development and overall, whilst resulting in harm, the development would result in
less than substantial harm to the significance of the Conservation Area. This needs
to be weighed against the public benefits. Furthermore, the provision of open space
comprising play areas, allotment and orchard provision is of significant benefit to this
application.

In terms of the location of the site relative to services and facilities there is a
Convenience store and Post Office (less than 1km), Recreation Ground (1km),
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Havant Industrial Estate (2km), Bidbury School (1.9km), Havant College (1.9km). In
addition, Bedhampton railway station is 1.4km from the site, which offers stopping
services towards Brighton to the east, London to the north-east and Southampton
and Portsmouth to the west, and the site is well served by bus with service numbers
21 and 23 serving the bus stops on Bedhampton Road, approximately a 500m walk.
These operate 7 days a week providing a frequent service to Portsmouth, Havant
and Southsea. In accessibility terms, the site is in a sustainable location, and has
realistic alternatives to the use of the car, which weighs in support of the scheme.

However, notwithstanding the above, paragraph 11(d) requires an assessment
against the policies in the NPPF ‘as a whole’ and the absence of any prospect of a
workable surface water drainage strategy from the application submissions is
considered to be of overriding importance in that there would be likely to be a
significant and demonstrable adverse effect arising from the development such as to
outweigh the presumption in favour of granting planning permission.

Social Sustainability

The application proposes that a range of house types, sizes and tenures would be
provided, including 30% affordable housing (30% shared ownership and 70%
affordable rented) in accordance with Policy CS9 of the Core Strategy. The Council’s
adopted Affordable Housing SPD is also a material consideration, as is the NPPF
which aspires to “create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible...” The
Housing Officer supports this proposal subject to the final details being agreed at the
Reserved Matters stage. The proposal also proposes areas of open space which
would be used by both new and existing residents and is considered to be a benefit
in the overall planning balance.

Economic Sustainability

One of the core planning principles of the NPPF is proactively to drive and support
sustainable economic development to deliver, amongst other things, a sufficient
supply of homes.

The development would bring economic benefits at the construction phase and
following occupation. As with any new housing the proposed development would
bring people into the area which would be a continuing economic benefit that would
support growth in the local economy. In addition, the development would also create
construction jobs, which would contribute towards the local economy.

Housing mix and affordable housing

The proposal for up to 43 dwellings would produce a density of development of
approximately 29 dph (dwellings per hectare), based on the developable area. Core
Strategy policy CS9 states that planning permission will be granted for housing
proposals which (amongst other matters) ‘Achieve a suitable density of development
for the location, taking account accessibility to public transport and proximity to
employment, shops and services in addition to respecting the surrounding landscape,
character and built form’.

Supporting text of the Core Strategy paragraph 6.21 provides further guidance
stating that:
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The density of new housing will depend on its design and appropriateness to
its location. As guide the following minimum density thresholds have been
developed using the Havant Borough Townscape, Landscape and Seascape
Character Assessment and the levels of accessibility to a range of facilities:

High Density — Minimum of 60 dwellings per hectare
Medium Density — Minimum of 45 dwellings per hectare
Low Density — Up to 45 dwellings per hectare

Under this assessment, the density of development can be considered to be
within the Low Density category.

Paragraph 6.23 makes it clear that ‘It is not intended that density requirements
should be too prescriptive as it is often a difficult balance between maximising the
use of land and reflecting surrounding built character...’.

The NPPF states that ‘To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning
authorities should, (amongst other matters) set out their own approach to housing
density’. Although this scheme represents a low-density development, the proposed
density of 29 dph is considered an appropriate density given the context of the site
on the edge of the settlement, adjoining the Conservation Area, taking into account
the character of the surrounding area, and site constraints such as the need for open
space, protected trees, ecology, proximity to the A3(M), A27 and railway, and
drainage requirements. Overall, given the sensitivities of the site in terms of its
constraints, and its location close to, but outside of, the urban area, the lower density
of development proposed in this application is considered to be appropriate.

Core Strategy Policy CS9 requires provision of a mix of dwelling types, sizes and
tenures. The proposal does not include details of the housing types and sizes as it
would be the subject of a reserved matters application. However, the site has been
shown to be capable of accommodating a range of types and sizes of dwellings,
having regard to the acknowledged constraints.

In relation to Affordable Housing, the proposal would provide a minimum of 30% of
the total units as affordable housing and would comply with the quantum of
affordable housing required under the adopted policies. The tenure split is anticipated
to be 70/30 Affordable Rent / Shared Ownership. The affordable units would be
required at the reserved matter application stage to be spread throughout the site.

Subject to necessary requirements being secured within the associated S106
Agreement it is considered that the required on site affordable housing can be
suitably secured.

Impact upon the character and appearance of the area

The current proposal is in outline form and therefore the detailed appearance of the
proposed development is not for consideration, however, an indicative layout has
been provided which seeks to demonstrate how the quantum of development could
be successfully provided on the site. The proposed development consists of up to 43
units of accommodation, which could be accommodated on the site, with a density of
development of 29 units per hectare. Having regard to the location of the site, which
is outside of the urban area, the density of development is considered to be
appropriate.
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The indicative layout and supporting material is considered to demonstrate that the
design qualities of the scheme have paid particular regard to the character of the site
layout in respect of storey heights, materials and having regard to its edge of
settlement location and relationship with the Phase 1 development. The proposed
character of development comprises mainly 2 storey housing and parking overall
complies with the adopted standards and would be provided on curtilage so as not to
be over dominant.

Landscaping would include native trees and native hedging species. The
development has been carefully designed to retain the hedging on the boundaries
with Lower Road and the A27 and new hedging would be provided to the site
boundaries. This additional planting would comprise oak, field maple, hawthorn, holly
and blackthorn to ensure a good mix of fast-growing with native species for
biodiversity and the added screening would provide longer term benefit to both
landscape character and ecology.

The layout has been influenced by its constraints including its proximity to the A3(M),
A27, railway line and its siting relative to the Conservation Area. The layout is
traditional in its form, with the proposed housing being designed to create active
frontages and a sense of enclosure to the new streets, together with overlooking of
the public areas.

The building heights of the proposed dwellings would be a maximum of two storeys
with pitched, catslide and gable roofs, and would be of high quality design to be
constructed of red brick, stone, burnt brick, timber board and coloured render.

The development will provide significant areas of Public Open Space and overall, the
form of development is considered to have regard to the sites context and will form
an appropriate transition from the verdant character of the area into this
development.

Overall, it is considered that a development of up to 43 dwellings could be designed
to have an attractive layout with an acceptable impact on the surrounding landscape.
The final design and layout would form part of the reserved matters application
should this appeal be allowed.

Impact on Heritage Assets

The application site, whilst not within the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area,
adjoins Old Manor Farm which was included in the Conservation Area under the
2019 review. Core Strategy Policy CS11 - Protecting and Enhancing the Special
Environment and Heritage of the Borough advises that development should protect
and where appropriate, enhance the borough's statutory and non-statutory heritage
designations by appropriately managing development in or adjacent to conservation
areas, listed buildings, scheduled ancient monuments, historic parks and gardens,
archaeological sites, building of local historic or architectural interests.

With regards to the Phase 1 development, the heritage position was that the overall
extent of harm to the setting of the consideration area, would be ‘less than
substantial’. In line with the NPPF, this means that the harm caused would not result
in the total loss of significance of the heritage asset (that being the conservation
area, including its setting).
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In consideration of the Phase 1 development, the Inspector concluded that the
development would result in less than substantial harm to the Old Bedhampton
Conservation Area at a moderate level within the spectrum and that the public
benefits of the scheme were of sufficient importance to outweigh the harm that would
arise to the significance of the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area.

The site is located to the west of the Phase 1 development and south west of
Character Area 5 (CA5) of the Conservation Area. It is an undeveloped parcel of land
which currently contributes to the setting of CA5, along with the other field parcels.
This field parcel is bounded on two sides by transport infrastructure and has a small
industrial estate located to the north, separating it from Lower Road.

The proposed development would result in the further loss of part of the setting to
Character Area 1 (CAl) and CA5 which currently forms part of the former landholding
of the farmstead. It would also alter the views from Lower Road and Old Manor Farm,
southwards and westwards. As with the Phase 1 scheme, it would also affect the
understanding of the historical role of the adjacent farmstead, as the creation of
additional housing would reduce the associated detachment of the rural setting.

A positive of the Phase 1 development was that the dwellings were generously
spaced and designed to create a more rural, farm stead style setting to be in keeping
with Old Manor Farm. Furthermore, high quality, traditional materials were
incorporated to enhance the rural character of the buildings and their context. The
proposed development is of a comparable size to the Phase 1 development,
however, the illustrative masterplan shows a tighter knit layout, which in effect
creates a more urbanised feel.

On balance, it is considered that the proposal would result in harm to the settings of
both CA1 and CA5, however, this is deemed to be ‘less than substantial harm’ at
the moderate level of the spectrum. Although this parcel of land is further west than
that previously approved and the views are already constrained by the existing
industrial site to the north, the illustrative layout is more urbanised and does not
reflect the rural character of the setting. In accordance with the NPPF, this is a matter
which needs to be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal and the overall
planning balance.

Impact upon residential amenity (for existing and future residents)

Impact on existing residents

The main impacts in terms of residential amenity relate to the dwellings currently
under construction as part of the Phase 1 development to the east. There are no
residential properties beyond the northern, western or southern boundaries. Given
the separation distances between the proposed dwellings, there would be no
significant loss of amenity to existing residents and the development would comply
with policy CS16 of the Core Strategy, the Design SPD and the NPPF.

Impact on future residents

Policy CS16 states that proposals for noise-sensitive development, including
residential uses, which would result in the occupiers of such development being
exposed to unacceptably high levels of noise will not be permitted. This policy is
consistent with that of Paragraphs 170 and 180 of the NPPF, which requires a good
standard of amenity for existing and future occupiers of land and buildings, and that
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the planning system should prevent new and existing development from contributing
to, or being put at unacceptable risk from, or being adversely affected by, amongst
other things, unacceptable levels of noise pollution.

A Noise Impact Assessment has been provided taking into account noise generated
from traffic on the A27 and the railway line. The noise assessment has considered
noise levels in proposed habitable rooms as well as external noise levels in amenity
spaces. The report concludes that development can be delivered without causing
significant harm to the amenity of future residents.

The Environmental Health Officer has provided comments on noise levels. As the
proposal is in outline stage, it is unclear how many dwellings will require acoustic
trickle vents and / or mechanical ventilation, however, appropriate details would need
to be submitted and considered at reserved matter stage.

The Environmental Health Officer has also assessed the impacts of air quality and
contamination and has raised no objection and is satisfied that subject to conditions,
a satisfactory environment for future residents can be achieved.

Highways, parking and accessibility issues

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at Paragraph 109 states that, in
relation to development proposals, decisions should take account of whether safe
and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people; and development
should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual
cumulative impacts of development are severe. Paragraph 110 of the NPPF also
states that developments should be located and designed where practical to give
priority to pedestrian and cycle movements; and create safe and secure layouts
which minimise conflicts between traffic and cyclists or pedestrians.

The application was supported by a Transport Assessment and in response to the
initial consultation from the Highway Authority dated 7" December 2021, a Technical
Note and an outline Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) was
subsequently submitted which sought to address concerns raised by the Highway
Authority. Following submission, further discussions were subsequently held with the
applicant leading to a follow up note to address the remaining points.

With regards to junction modelling, the Highway Authority advises that the proposed
development will further reduce capacity at the Bedhampton Road/Bedhampton Hill
Roundabout and requires appropriate mitigation measures to offset its impact to
improve pedestrian and cycle links. The applicant has agreed to a contribution of
£108,000 towards either measures identified within the Havant Local Cycling and
Walking Infrastructure Plan along Bedhampton Road to improve pedestrian and cycle
facilities, or pedestrian crossing facilities at Brookside Road. The contribution has
been calculated against the cost of implementing a segregated cycleway on
Bedhampton Road between Kingscroft Lane and Bedhampton railway station, which
would also be utilised by cyclists looking to access Bedhampton rail station en-route
to Warblington School. The Highway Authority considers the contribution sufficient for
mitigating the vehicular impact of the development.

The Highway Authority initially raised concerns with regards to the site access and
the poor forward visibility available through the access and the limited carriageway
width which restricted the ability of two vehicles to pass concurrently. Following this,
a revised access proposal was submitted which provides forward visibility to a 20mph
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design speed, supported by localised widening to facilitate two-way movements
through the access and along the access road. The Highway Authority has reviewed
the revised access layout and are satisfied that two family cars can pass without
conflicting through the access and onwards into the proposed site.

The Highway Authority provided comments on the additional vehicle movements and
the acceptability of the additional development flow heading onto Lower Road and
Brookside Road and additional information was submitted by the applicant through
detailed discussions with the Highway Authority. Taking account of the updated
assumptions made regarding the total pedestrian, cycle and vehicular trips utilising
Lower Road, the Highway Authority are satisfied that whilst there will be more peak
hour and daily movements along Lower Road, it will not affect the current safe
operation of the shared space arrangement.

As part of the scheme, it is also proposed to provide a crossing point from the
footway to the west of the swale to a new footway on the southern side of the access
road. The Highway Authority consider that the realigned footway and the introduction
of a new footway on the southern side of the access road are suitable for providing
pedestrians with a safe place to cross. As part of the Phase 1 development, a 2m
wide footway was proposed internal to the site, linking to the junction with Lodge
Road to the west via tactile paving. The Highway Authority consider that the
realigned footway and the introduction of a new footway on the southern side of the
access road are considered suitable for providing pedestrians with a safe place to
Cross.

Extensive representations have been received by interested parties raising concerns
as to the highways impacts and related accessibility issues of this proposal. In
particular, concerns were raised that the existing highway network in the vicinity and
in particular Lower Road is unsuitable for the extra traffic that would be generated by
the development, with the absence of footways and presence of tight bends resulting
in safety issues and conflict between vehicles and pedestrians with pedestrians
having to walk in the road along Lower Road, Brookside Road and Bidbury Mead.

In considering the Phase 1 development, the Highway Authority undertook a
thorough review of the section of shared space along Lower Road. This review
included an analysis of extended accident data, vehicle speeds,
pedestrian/cycle/vehicular flow, pedestrian and cycle inter-visibility and safety auditor
views. Whilst it was noted that the applicant had undertaken a statistical analysis to
calculate the chance of two vehicles meeting whilst a pedestrian or cyclist is present,
the Highway Authority did not base its decision solely upon this data; it was only after
reviewing the aforementioned information that the Highway Authority was satisfied
that the proposed development would not compromise the current safe operation of
Lower Road.

When reviewing the Phase 2 application, the applicant undertook updated traffic and
speed surveys along Lower Road. The applicant also undertook video surveys to
understand the current level of pedestrian and cycle movements, whilst also
reviewing the route that pedestrians take whilst walking along the shared section of
Lower Road. The video survey footage confirmed that the majority of pedestrians
walk along the western side of Lower Road, which corroborated with the information
presented as part of the Phase 1 application. To further ensure that the applicant
was robustly accounting for future pedestrian and cycle trips along Lower Road, the
Highway Authority requested that trips associated with the Forty Acre Farm
development were accounted for within the assessment, alongside an assumption for
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suppressed demand which would be alleviated following the implementation of the
new pedestrian and cycle route around the southern side of the Rusty Cutter
Roundabout. These figures were added to the agreed trip generation from Phase 1
and Phase 2, alongside the existing surveyed flows.

The updated information was presented to Hampshire County Council’s in house
safety auditor who confirmed that whilst there will be more peak hour and daily
movements along Lower Road, it will not affect the current safe operation of Lower
Road. Following a review of the latest information and the safety auditor’s updated
views, the Highway Authority were satisfied that the cumulative impacts of the
proposed development and committed developments had been taken into account
and would not compromise the existing safe operation of Lower Road’s shared
section.

A banksman has been in place during the construction of Phase 1 to manage the
movement of lorries to and from the development. The Highway Authority required
the provision of a banksman through the Construction Environmental Management
Plan to control these larger movements to the site given the restrictive nature of
Lower Road. Once construction has finished, day-to-day traffic movements will
revert to the situation assessed via the thorough review undertaken by the Highway
Authority through both planning applications. This review included an analysis of
extended accident data, vehicle speeds, pedestrian/cycle/vehicular flow, pedestrian
and cycle inter-visibility and safety auditor views.

The additional video survey footage has identified that the majority of pedestrians
utilise the western side of Lower Road when walking on the section of shared

space. Through the Phase 1 application, the applicant demonstrated that visibility of
30m is available between pedestrians and vehicles on the western side of Lower
Road which is considered a safe sightline for both existing and future pedestrians to
utilise. The Highway Authority are therefore satisfied that vehicles routing
southbound along Lower Road have sufficient visibility to anticipate pedestrians
walking within the shared section of Lower Road.

Overall, the Highway Authority are satisfied that the impacts on the highway network
are not considered to be severely harmful to the safety or free flow of the highway
network. Itis clear in paragraph 111 of the NPPF that development should only be
prevented or refused on highway grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact
on highway safety or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be
severe. Following the implementation of the agreed mitigation proposals required by
the legal agreement and conditions, these are considered to mitigate the impact of
the development on the highway network and therefore a reason for refusal on this
basis could not be justified.

Flood Risk/Drainage

The site is located within Flood Zone 1, an area at low risk from flooding. A Flood
Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy (FRA) has been submitted as part of the
application along with subsequent information during the course of the outline
planning application. The application has been considered in detail by the Lead
Local Flood Authority (LLFA) (Hampshire County Council).

Ultimately, the single most important element of a drainage strategy is the outfall
point, whether this is into the ground, a watercourse, or a sewer. Should the outfall
not function, the site cannot drain, and any storage will eventually fill up until it
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overflows causing flooding. The LLFA raise concern regarding the viability of the
outfall point, which therefore affects the viability of draining the entire site and
deliverability of the development. If the site cannot be appropriately drained, then the
site cannot meet the basic principle requirements set out in the National Planning
Policy Framework paragraphs 167, 169 a) and b), Planning Policy Guidance
paragraphs 049, 056, and 058 and the Non Statutory Technical Standards.
Abstracts from the relevant paragraphs of the PPG are appended to this statement.

It is proposed to drain surface water runoff to an attenuation basin via various
swales. This basin will store the 1 in 100 year storm event plus an allowance for
climate change, with a number of deep-bore soakaways proposed as the final
discharge points. The swales and other elements such as an online ring soakaway
between the basin and the deep-bore soakaways have been included to reduce the
pollution risk to the groundwater and are proposed within the significantly less
permeable superficial deposits. The basin is provided as attenuation storage and the
deep-bore soakaways are proposed as the discharge mechanism for the surface
water. Concerns have been raised over the viability of using deep-bore soakaways
as the site’s outfall point.

Following comments provided by the LLFA, an amendment to the surface water
drainage design was provided, which incorporates a surface water pumping station
that directs additional runoff to the attenuation basin designed for Phase 1 of the
development. The LLFA maintain their stance that this approach is unacceptable as
the surface water drainage strategy ultimately relies on deep-bore soakaways as a
final discharge location. Guidance Note 2 of the ‘Surface Water Checklist Guidance’
advises that deep bore soakaways are considered to be an option of last resort.

A separate statement produced by the LLFA in relation to surface water drainage in
appended to this statement. The LLFA has serious concerns that the proposed
deep-bore soakaways will not meet the minimum operational requirements to
function as a viable outfall. The falling headtest infiltration testing undertaken does
not meet industry best practice in terms of number of tests, depth, and location and
the LLFA consider that results are not considered to be robust. It is expected that in
the winter months, the deep bore soakaways are unlikely to function as intended and
water could surcharge the drainage system earlier than expected and for a longer
duration that expected. The capacity of the drainage system may be exceeded for
consecutive storm events, and possibly for single storm events up to the 1 in 100
year event. Should the capacity of the drainage system be exceeded, the runoff is
likely to flow towards the railway line and while the proposed bund may delay the
flooding, it is not expected to stop it. Overall, the proposed development does not
meet the requirements set out in the National Planning Policy Guidance and
supporting Planning Practice Guidance.

Therefore, the absence of an alternative workable surface water drainage strategy is
considered to be of overriding importance to the outcome of the proposals, in that
there would be likely to be a significant and demonstrable adverse effect arising from
the development such as to outweigh the presumption in favour of granting planning
permission. As such, the development proposals are therefore considered to not be
in accordance with Decision Making Principle 4 of the Housing Delivery Position
Statement, Policies CS15 and CS19 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Core
Strategy) 2011, and Paragraphs 167 and 169 of the NPPF.

Impacts on European Sites / Nutrient Neutrality
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The site was previously identified as a Candidate Site and before that a Secondary
Support Area in line with the Solent Waders and Brent Geese Strategy (October
2018) (SWBGS). However, its classification has since been updated to ‘no recorded
use’. This reflects four years of good survey data which has led to the reclassification
of the site as ‘no recorded use’. Therefore, no direct impacts would need to be
assessed or mitigation required.

The Council has conducted a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), including
Appropriate Assessment (AA), of the proposed development under Regulation 63 of
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended). The
screening under Regulation 63(1)(a) found that there was likely to be a significant
effect on several Solent European Sites (as defined in the HRA) due to both the
increase in recreation and the decrease in water quality that would be a result of the
proposed development.

The outline planning application was then subject to Appropriate Assessment under
Regulation 63. This included two packages of avoidance and mitigation packages.
The first is a package of measures based on the suggested scale of mitigation in the
Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy. The second is a package of measures based
on the Position Statement and Mitigation Plan for Nutrient Neutral Development. The
applicant has indicated a willingness to enter into a legal agreement to secure the
mitigation packages.

The Appropriate Assessment concluded that the avoidance and mitigation packages
are sufficient to remove the significant effects on European Sites which would
otherwise have been likely to occur. The HRA has been the subject of consultation
with Natural England as the appropriate nature conservation body under Regulation
63(3) who concur with the findings of the assessment. Therefore, it can be
concluded that the proposal will not result in adverse effects on the integrity of any of
the sites in question, subject to securing the mitigation packages.

Ecology Impacts

The site overall comprises a fairly typical area of south Hampshire farmland and is of
generally limited ecological value. The site has been shown to support a typical
assemblage of foraging/commuting bat species, mostly concentrated along the site’s
wooded boundaries and hedgerows. Breeding and wintering bird surveys have
recorded an assemblage of typical species, with no overwintering geese or waders or
other species associated with the nearby Solent Special Protection Areas. No
evidence of Hazel Dormouse or Badger has been recorded, and the site is
considered unsuitable for supporting Great Crested Newt. Reptile surveys have
identified a small population of Slow-worms on site.

The proposed landscaping scheme would provide a useful area of open greenspace
within the south and west of the site. This will include areas of sown species-rich
grassland, native hedgerow, trees and scrub and wetland features and should
provide a valuable range of habitats. Mitigation measures are provided for the
identified ecological receptors, entailing timing vegetation removal to avoid nesting
bird impacts and the use of habitat modification to encourage the translocation of
reptiles from the northern boundary.

The Council’s Ecologist has confirmed that the proposal is acceptable subject to a
condition requiring a single, site wide ecological mitigation strategy.
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Impact on Trees

An Arboricultural Assessment and Method Statement accompanies the suite of
planning submission documents which has been reviewed by the Council's
Arboriculturalist. No trees are shown to be removed and the trees on and offsite can
be adequately protected during the course of development by the protective fencing
proposed and the Council's Arboriculturalist has concluded that the tree work
specified to be carried out in the method statement is appropriate and necessary. In
summary provided that the methodology set out in the arboricultural reports is strictly
adhered to there is no arboricultural objection.

Impact on Archaeology

The County Archaeologist (CA) has been consulted on the application and notes
archaeological work that has been undertaken as part of the Phase 1 development. It
is noted that the archaeological evaluation found evidence of features of Bronze Age
and Iron Age date as well as Roman material indicating that the area was in use in
those periods. Subsequent archaeological excavation found evidence of occupation
(possibly temporary, seasonal or activity based occupation rather than permanent)
and particularly associated with considerable material of Roman date.

The County Archaeologist accepts that there is a low potential for archaeological
remains to be encountered that would prove overriding to the principle of
development, but that there is a high potential that some archaeological remains will
be encountered during development which would merit mitigation and in this regard
recommends appropriate conditions to secure a preliminary archaeological survey
and to secure appropriate archaeological mitigation by recording of the
archaeological remains identified by the evaluation and impacted by the proposed
development.

Contamination

As to potential contamination on the site the Council’'s Environmental Health Team
were consulted and no objection has been raised. The Geo-Environmental desk-
based assessment concludes that there are no known risks associated with the site,
other than as associated with ad-hoc activities undertaken ancillary to agricultural
use of the land. To address this uncertainty, the assessment recommends a
precautionary Phase 2 Intrusive Geo-Environmental Site Investigation, to run
alongside the Geo-Technical assessment, and to include environmental tests and the
Council’'s Environmental Health Team agree with this approach.

Developer Contributions/CIL and s106 requirements

The impacts of the proposed development on key infrastructure have been assessed
and draft Heads of Terms submitted. The infrastructure provision in respect to
highways, education, flood risk/drainage, open space, leisure and utilities has been
considered and mitigation for the potential impacts on infrastructure proposed which
would be the subject of a legal agreement as set out below.

This outline application is not CIL liable but any subsequent full or reserved matters
applications would be. Additionally, having regard to the consultation responses
received and the planning considerations set out above a S106 Agreement would be
required in respect of the following matters in the event that permission were
recommended to be granted: -
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Affordable Housing 30%

HBC S106 monitoring fee

HCC monitoring fee

Open Space, allotments and associated infrastructure should be provided by the
developer and arrangements for maintenance incorporated in the Management
Plan.

Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy contribution £33,007.70

SUDS including SUDs Bond, Management and Maintenance (NB subject to
change to address the outstanding LLFA objection)

Permissive paths

A contribution towards a Community worker in line with Decision making principle 5
of the Housing Delivery Position Statement which states that developments of 20
dwellings or more will be expected to:

(o) “Contribute towards a community officer, to help new residents in the
development integrate into existing communities. “

Contribution towards sustainable transport of £108,000

Travel Plan requirements

It is understood that the Appellant will agree a s106 Agreement with the Local Planning
Authority to address suggested reason for refusal 2. The Local Planning Authority
reserves the right to comment on the s106 Agreement.

Overall Conclusion and Planning Balance

The development site lies outside of the built-up area and is not allocated for
development in the adopted Local Plan policy and as a result the proposal is contrary
to the most relevant policies within the development plan. However, due to the lack of
a 5 year housing land supply, the policies which are most important for determining the
application are out-of-date. This triggers the ‘tilted balance’ which means it is
necessary to determine whether the proposal would cause significant and
demonstrable harm, which outweighs the benefits.

The scheme would provide for 30% affordable homes where the demand for affordable
housing remains consistently high within the Borough. Therefore significant weight to
the delivery of affordable homes is attributed in accordance with HBLPCS Policy CS9,
criterion (2).

Notwithstanding that the site lies outside the urban area boundary for Havant and the
delivery of homes on the site would not accord with the spatial strategy within the
development plan, limited weight is afforded to the conflict with both HBLPCS policy
CS17 and ALP Policy AL2, and the NPPF due to the settlement boundaries being
based on outdated levels of housing need.

The site lies adjacent to the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area and would be located
immediately adjacent to the Phase 1 development. The proposed development of this
open site would have an impact on the setting of the Conservation Area, although this
has been found to be less than substantial and must be taken into account in the
overall planning balance.

In respect to the landscape impact, the development would not unduly affect the
character and appearance of the wider area. The landscape character and visual
impact of the proposal would be contained and localised to a degree, due to existing
tree planting to the south and west. In addition, the scheme proposes additional tree
and buffer planting to the north and south which would be secured at the reserved
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matters stage. As such limited weight is given to these harms and the conflict with
HBLPCS Policy CS16 which requires development to demonstrate that it integrates
with existing local landscape features.

Amongst the benefits of the proposal would be the provision of a number of homes in a
Borough which does not have a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites. The
Council accept that it will not be able to significantly boost its supply of homes and
meet its housing needs without the development of currently unallocated greenfield
sites beyond existing development boundaries.

The Government’s objective is to significantly boost the supply of homes and the
scheme would provide up to 43 units of much-needed housing, with a minimum of 30%
of these comprising affordable housing. This is considered to be a material
consideration of substantial weight. The proposal would provide housing for future
residents and good access to local services and facilities. As such, substantial weight
is given to the provision of affordable and market housing on the site.

The proposed development would include areas of public open space and the
provision of other landscaped areas, at the reserved application stage. The open
space would, therefore, promote health and well-being within the community to which
moderate weight is afforded to the benefits derived from the public open space and
other landscaped areas.

The development would result in supporting direct and indirect jobs during
construction, with additional contributions to the economy generally through the activity
and spending of future occupiers. Although the economic benefits may be ones that
would result from any residential development, they are nonetheless important and are
ones to which moderate weight is attached.

Set against these positive aspects of the proposal, however, the LLFA have clearly set
out their objection to the proposed drainage strategy, which relies on deep-bore
soakaways as final discharge points, that will be saturated by high groundwater levels
during winter. Shallow infiltration was found to not be possible at this site due to slow
infiltration rates in the superficial deposits, and no watercourses are present nearby.
Despite a number of rounds of reconsultation with additional information submitted by
the applicants, in light of the LLFA’s detailed consultation response it must be
concluded that the development has not demonstrated that it can be satisfactorily
drained. In the absence of such information it is considered that there would be a
significant and demonstrable adverse effect arising from the development such as to
outweigh the presumption in favour of granting planning permission.

Overall, whilst the delivery of the proposed housing would result in social, economic,
and environmental benefits which weigh in favour of the proposal, the absence of any
prospect of a workable surface water drainage strategy from the application
submissions is considered to be of overriding importance to the outcome of the
application, in that in the absence of a workable strategy there would be likely to be a
significant and demonstrable adverse effect arising from the development such as to
outweigh the presumption in favour of granting planning permission.

List of Conditions

The Local Planning Authority will seek to agree a list of conditions with the Appellant in
advance of the Hearing.
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Site Address: Land South of Lower Road & West of Old Manor Farm,

Bedhampton
Proposal: Outline planning application for up to 43 dwellings, with access from Lower
Road and associated landscaping, open space and allotments, and all other matters

reserved.
Application No: APP/21/01071 Expiry Date: N/A
Applicant: Bargate Homes and Vivid
Homes
Agent: Steven Brown Case Officer: Leanne Richardson
Ward: Bedhampton

Reason for Committee Consideration: The application is contrary to the provisions of
the adopted development plan.

Density: 29 dwellings per hectare(dph)

HPS Recommendation: That had an appeal not been lodged, the Committee would
have been minded to REFUSE PLANNING PERMISSION

Foreword

This outline planning application was originally made valid in October 2021 and has been the
subject of a number of agreed extensions of time in respect of the determination period of
the application.

However, in August 2022 the applicants, Bargate Homes and Vivid Homes, lodged an
appeal with the Planning Inspectorate, stating that the statutory period in which to decide the
planning application had not been met by the Council. The Inspectorate confirmed that the
appeal was valid on 7" February 2023, and the Appeal Hearing has been set for 9" — 10"
May 2023.

With a valid appeal now in progress, the determination of the planning application no longer
rests with the Council. However, the Planning Committee still needs to resolve what its
decision would have been, if it were able to have determined the application itself, as this will
form the basis of the Council’s case in the appeal proceedings.

This report is therefore being presented to the Committee to establish its position.

Executive Summary

Planning permission (Reference APP/19/00427) for the development of 50 dwellings (‘Phase
1") was allowed on appeal (APP/X1735/W/20/3259067) on land immediately east of the
application site. The current proposal is an Outline Planning Application for up to 43
dwellings with the proposed access taken from the Phase 1 development off Lower Road
and associated landscaping, open space and allotments, with all other matters reserved.
The current proposal would essentially be seen an extension to the approved Phase 1
development, which is under construction.

The site is located to the south of Lower Road and south-west of Old Manor Farm and is
adjacent to a detached section of the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area to the north. To
the east is the Phase 1 development. To the west is the A27 and A3(M) and to the south is a
railway line which provides services between Portsmouth and London.



The site was previously identified as a Candidate Site and before that a Secondary Support
Area in line with the Solent Waders and Brent Geese (SWBG) within the Brent Goose and
Wader Strategy (October 2018) (SWBGS). However, its classification has since been
updated to ‘no recorded use’ which has been accepted by Natural England and the Solent
Waders and Brent Goose Strategy Steering Group. This reflects four years of good survey
data which has led to the reclassification of the site as ‘no recorded use’. Therefore, no
direct impacts would need to be assessed or mitigation required.

The site is also covered by an Area Tree Preservation Order.

In terms of the principle of development, the site is not allocated in the development plan for
residential development. However, since the Havant Borough Local Plan (Core Strategy)
and the Havant Borough Local Plan (Allocations Plan) were adopted the Housing Delivery
Position Statement (HDPS) recognises that further sites will be needed in the short term in
order to meet housing need and significantly boost housing supply.

Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be determined in accordance
with the development plan unless material considerations indicate otherwise. In this case,
the development is contrary to adopted policy, however, the NPPF and the Borough’s acute
shortage of a five year supply of deliverable land for housing is also a material consideration.

The Council published its latest ‘Five Year Housing Land Supply Update in November 2021.
This indicates that the Council cannot demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable sites.
The assessment found that the Council could only demonstrate a 3.9 year housing land
supply, with a 20% buffer applied.

The National Planning Policy Framework indicates that where the local planning authority
cannot demonstrate a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites the policies in the
development plan are to be considered out of date. In such cases the ‘tilted balance’ is
engaged under paragraph 11(d), and the local planning authority as the decision maker must
carry out a ‘balancing exercise’ in which planning permission should only be withheld where
the adverse impacts of granting planning permission would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits of the scheme. Therefore, national policy considerations should be
afforded substantial weight in the planning balance against the conflict with the development
plan.

The site has been assessed against the three overarching objectives for sustainable
development in the National Planning Policy Framework which are economic, social and
environmental and it is concluded that overall, these objectives can be met by the
development, subject to appropriate conditions and legal agreement requirements.

The indicative layout has been assessed in terms of its impact on the character and
appearance of the area and it is concluded that, subject to the final design and layout
(reserved matters) there would be an acceptable impact on the surrounding landscape and
from public vantage points

The development proposed by this planning application is not included within the housing
land supply calculations and as such there would be a gain of 43 units to address the five
year housing supply requirement. In this case the proposed scheme would contribute up to
0.06 (rounded) years supply. This is a material consideration of great weight, especially in
light of the acute need for affordable housing and the 30% contribution of this scheme and
falls to be part of the planning balance in the determination of this planning application.

The proposal is supported by specialist reports in respect to the key issues, including a
heritage statement, landscape impact, ecology, archaeology, highways and drainage. Full



publicity has been undertaken on the application including consultation, notification of
neighbours and site notices.

The proposal is for a cul-de-sac development with the housing mix to be considered at
reserved matter stage. The building heights would generally be 2 storeys and would be
constructed in materials to compliment the Phase 1 development. 30% affordable housing
provision would be secured from the development to meet the Council’s adopted policies.
Vehicular access would be achieved through minor changes to the Phase 1 site layout.
Pedestrian and cycle links connect the site to Lower Road with proposed connection around
the communal open space, which would provide a children’s play area, allotments and
community garden which provides opportunities for outdoor activity.

The site area extends to 4.07ha of which 2.21ha will be dedicated open spaces comprising
play, community gardens / allotments, hedgerows and buffer planting and space for SuDS.
The public open space areas will connect with the wider Phase 1 development to provide
play space and landscape features. The developable area is 1.46ha and the proposed
density is 29 dwellings per hectare (dph). The indicative layout is considered acceptable in
principle subject to appropriate details at the reserved matters stage.

With regards to highway impacts, following an initial response from the Highway Authority
dated 7th December 2021, a Technical Note (TN1) and outline Construction Traffic
Management Plan (CTMP) was submitted. Subsequent discussions were held between the
applicant and the Highway Authority which led to a follow up note (TN2) to address the
remaining points. The Highway Authority conclude that the additional information suitably
addresses previous objections and the Highway Authority do not consider that the
development will lead to an unacceptable impact on highway safety or a severe impact on
the road network. It is therefore concluded that highway impacts have been considered in
detail and it is considered that the site is sustainable in transport terms, subject to the
mitigation measures and works secured by the associated S106 agreement and condition
requirements.

The impact, including access, of the development on Heritage has been carefully assessed.
Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990 requires
planning authorities, when considering whether to grant planning permission for development
which affects a Conservation Area, to have special regard to the desirability of preserving or
enhancing the character and appearance of that area. Whilst the site in question does not lie
within the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area, it does affect that Conservation Area’s setting.
It is therefore relevant to take account of paragraph 194 of the NPPF, which states ‘Any harm
to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its alteration, destruction,
or from development within its setting), should require clear and convincing justification’.

The Council’s Conservation Officer has identified that less than substantial harm (at the
moderate level of the spectrum) would result to the setting of the Conservation Area. The
Conservation Officer advised, however, that this parcel of land is further west than the Phase
1 development and the views are already constrained by existing development to the north
and that the illustrative layout is more urbanised and does not reflect the rural character of
the setting. In accordance with the NPPF, that is a matter which needs to be weighed
against the public benefits of the proposal and the overall planning balance.

Impacts on trees and proposed landscaping has been assessed and subject to appropriate
conditions and the reserved matters application, an acceptable development can be
secured.

Ecological impacts have been appropriately mitigated and conditions are recommended to
secure provision of a single, site-wide ecological mitigation strategy.



The site is in flood zone 1, however the Lead Local Flood Authority have raised concern that
the surface water drainage strategy relies on deep-bore soakaways as final discharge
points, that will be saturated by high groundwater levels during winter. Shallow

infiltration was found to not be possible at this site due to slow infiltration rates

in the superficial deposits, and no watercourses are present nearby. Whilst a number of
rounds of additional information have been submitted by the applicant with regards to
surface water drainage in an effort to overcome the LLFA’s concerns, the LLFA’s most
recent response (13" February 2023) confirms that their holding objection still stands. In light
of this, it must be concluded that the development has not demonstrated that it can be
satisfactorily drained, and that in the absence of such information there would be a
significant and demonstrable adverse effect arising from the development such as to
outweigh the presumption in favour of granting planning permission.

Were the application proposals to have been found to be favourable, a package of
infrastructure requirements would have needed to be secured in relation to the development
via a S106 legal agreement in order to ensure that the proposal constitutes sustainable
development. As the proposals are not acceptable on the basis of the inappropriate drainage
strategy proposed in this case, the absence of binding arrangements to secure those
infrastructure requirements must be raised as a further reason for refusal, albeit one that
may be resolved as the matter progresses towards the Appeal Hearing.

The Council has conducted a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) of the proposed
development under Regulation 63 of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
2017, this includes an Appropriate Assessment under Regulation 63. The screening under
Regulation 63(1)(a) found that there was likely to be a significant effect on several Solent
European Sites due to both the increase in recreation and the decrease in water quality that
would be a result of the proposed development. The planning application was then subject to
Appropriate Assessment under Regulation 63. This included two packages of avoidance and
mitigation packages. The first is a package of measures based on the suggested scale of
mitigation in the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy. The second is a package of
measures based on the Position Statement and Mitigation Plan for Nutrient Neutral
Development.

The applicant has indicated a willingness to enter into a legal agreement to secure the
mitigation packages, and the Appropriate Assessment concluded that the avoidance and
mitigation packages are sufficient to remove the significant effects on European Sites which
would otherwise have been likely to occur. The consultation response from Natural England
in relation to this conclusion is awaited at the time of drafting this report.

To conclude, it is considered that the scheme would contribute to the need to significantly
boost the supply of homes within the Borough which must be afforded substantial weight in
the overall planning balance. It is acknowledged that the indicative layout would result in
less than substantial harm upon designated heritage assets. However, in assessing the
proposal against the adopted local plan, the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF),
and given the need to maintain a five year supply of deliverable housing sites, the principle
of the use of the site for residential purposes could, in theory, be supported. However the
failure of the proposals to set out a suitable drainage strategy for the development means
that significant and demonstrable adverse effects are liable to arise from the development
such as to outweigh the presumption in favour of granting planning permission.

It is therefore concluded that the appropriate response to the appeal proceedings would be
to inform the Planning Inspectorate that had an appeal not been lodged the Local Planning
Authority would have been minded to refuse outline planning permission for Application
APP/21/01071.
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Site Description

The application site comprises the western part of a parcel of land located south of
Lower Road in Bedhampton. It is bounded by a development of 50 dwellings currently
under construction to the east; the railway line to the south; the A27 and the junction
of the A3(M) to the west; and immediately to the north of the site (to the south side of
Lower Road) is a small industrial complex including a large shed and external storage
areas.

The site lies to the west of the Havant/Bedhampton residential area and to the north of
Langstone Harbour and comprises approximately 4.02ha of agricultural land. It is
located circa 1km west of Bedhampton railway station, Bidbury Mead Recreation
Ground and Bidbury school. Bedhampton is predominantly a low rise residential area,
of varying styles and materials.

Whilst the application site falls outside of the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area, the
boundary of the Conservation Area includes the Old Manor Farm site, which is located
immediately to the north-east of the site.

Along Lower Road, further to the north of the site are a number of dwellings which
vary greatly in their vernacular style. Dwellings range from small period terraced
cottages to large detached two storey houses, with a number of single storey and
chalet style bungalows.

To the east of the site lies a development of 50 dwellings currently under construction
beyond which is the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area, divided into two by the
railway line which was constructed in 1847. Compared to the density of Bedhampton
as a whole the density of the Conservation Area is relatively low and features a
number of character buildings. The materials found in the Conservation Area are
predominantly brick with tiled roofs, some with parapet detailing as with The Old
Rectory and Bidbury House. Most buildings do not exceed 2.5 storeys and generally
feature a pitched roof structure. A Heritage Statement has been submitted in support
of this planning application.

The site, which is located within Flood Zone 1, is covered by an Area Tree
Preservation Order in respect to the mature conifer trees on the northern boundary
adjacent to Lower Road.

Planning History

There is no relevant planning history for the site, however, the relevant planning
history for the adjacent site to the east is as follows:

APP/20/01031: Development of 50 new dwellings together with access, landscaping
and open space (Revised scheme). Refused 14 January 2021 for the following
reasons:

1. The proposed development would adversely affect the open character and
appearance of the setting to this part of the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area by
reason of the scale of the development and the loss of agricultural land which
provides a setting to the Conservation Area. These adverse effects are not
outweighed by the benefits of the scheme. The proposal is therefore contrary to
Policies CS11 and CS16 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Core Strategy) 2011,
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Policy DM20 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Allocations) 2014, and the National
Planning Policy Framework.

2. Binding arrangements are not in place to secure the following aspects of the
development, as a result of which it is not considered that the development could be
undertaken in a satisfactory manner:

1. Affordable Housing

2. S106 monitoring fee

3. Open Space, orchard, children’s allotments and associated infrastructure should
be provided by the developer and arrangements for maintenance incorporated in the
Management Plan. Including measures to ensure that the open space is managed in
a Nutrient Neutral manner

4. Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy contribution currently £33,975.70

5. SUDS bond

6. A contribution towards Health of £8,000

7. Mitigation Payment to the SWBGS of £329,036.40 for loss of secondary support
habitat

8. Permissive paths

9. A contribution towards a Community worker of £12,500

10. Delivery of site access works via a S278 agreement, prior to commencement of
development.

11. Financial contribution of £23,489 to be paid towards the route to school
improvements identified in drawing number ITB12174-GA-007 Rev A prior to
occupation of any dwelling.

The carrying out of the development in the absence of such provision would result in
an unsatisfactory and unsustainable form of development having due regard to
Policies CS1, CS7, CS8, CS9, CS11, CS13, CS15, CS16, CS19, CS20, CS21,
DM13 and DM8 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Core Strategy) 2011; Policies
DM20, DM23 and DM24 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Allocations) 2014; the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended); and the
National Planning Policy Framework.

APP/19/00427: Development of 50 new dwellings together with access, landscaping
and open space. Refused 26 March 2020 for the following reasons:

1. The proposed development would adversely affect the open character and
appearance of the setting to this part of the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area by
reason of the scale of the development and the loss of agricultural land which
provides a setting to the Conservation Area. These adverse effects are not
outweighed by the benefits of the scheme. The proposal is therefore contrary to
Policies CS11 and CS16 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Core Strategy) 2011,
Policy DM20 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Allocations) 2014, and the National
Planning Policy Framework.

2. Binding arrangements are not in place to secure the following aspects of the
development, as a result of which it is not considered that the development could be
undertaken in a satisfactory manner:

1. Affordable Housing

2. S106 monitoring fee

3. Open Space, orchard, children’s allotments and associated infrastructure should
be provided by the developer and arrangements for maintenance incorporated in the
Management Plan. Including measures to ensure that the open space is managed in
a Nutrient Neutral manner

4. Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy contribution currently £33,975.70
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5. SUDS bond

6. A contribution towards Health of £8,000

8. Mitigation Payment to the SWBGS of £329,036.40 for loss of secondary support
habitat

7. Permissive paths

8. A contribution towards a Community worker of £12,500

9. Delivery of site access works via a S278 agreement, prior to commencement of
development.

10. Financial contribution of £23,489 to be paid towards the route to school
improvements identified in drawing number ITB12174-GA-007 Rev A prior to
occupation of any dwelling.

The carrying out of the development in the absence of such provision would result in
an unsatisfactory and unsustainable form of development having due regard to
Policies CS1, CS7, CS8, CS9, CS11, CS13, CS15, CS16, CS19, CS20, CS21,
DM13 and DM8 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Core Strategy) 2011; Policies
DM20, DM23 and DM24 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Allocations) 2014; the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended); and the
National Planning Policy Framework.

Application APP/19/00427 was, however, the subject of an appeal to the Planning
Inspectorate. Following a Public Inquiry held on 2" — 5" February 2021, the appeal
was allowed and the development was granted planning permission.

A copy of the Appeal Decision is attached at Appendix D to this report, with the
Inspector’s ‘Final Planning Balance’ concluding:

“130. | have found the proposal conflicts with the development plan as a whole.
However, whilst | recognise the importance of the plan-led system, it is necessary to
consider whether there are material considerations of sufficient weight or importance
to indicate that the decision should be made other than in accordance with the
development plan.

131. | acknowledge the strength of local opposition to the proposal and have given
significant consideration to the many concerns raised.

132. | also acknowledge that the principle of developing the site with the quantum of
development proposed is currently supported by the emerging plan. Nevertheless,
given the potential for modifications to Policy H20, | afford that policy’s support for the
development only limited weight.

133. There is, however, substantial policy support for the proposal within the
Framework given the economic, social and environmental benefits of the proposal as
variously set out above. The presumption in favour of sustainable development, as
set out at paragraph 11d)ii) of the Framework, provides very substantial weight in
favour of the proposal.

134. As such, overall, | find that the conflict with the development plan as a whole is
outweighed by other material considerations.

2.6 The development granted permission under APP/19/00427 is now under
construction, and for the purposes of this report is referred to as ‘Phase 1,
given that it is being developed by the applicants in this case.
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Proposal

The proposal seeks outline planning permission with all matters reserved except for
access for the erection of 43 dwellings including a 30% provision of affordable
homes, provision of public open space, play area, community garden/allotments and
associated infrastructure.

The Outline Application seeks consent for the principle of residential development
with all matters reserved except for access. If planning permission is granted, a
'Reserved Matters' application will be required to consider the Appearance,
Landscaping, Layout and Scale of the development. It is however critical at this
stage to consider whether the quantum of development proposed is acceptable and
can be appropriately provided on this site together with securing the necessary
infrastructure to support that level of development. The application is accompanied
by a masterplan which seeks to demonstrate how the level of development could be
accommodated.

Nature of housing proposed

The development, which would be accessed through an extension of the existing cul-
de-sac within the Phase 1 development, would provide a mix of house types and sizes.
In relation to Affordable Housing the development would meet the Havant Borough
Local Plan requirement for a minimum of 30% affordable housing. Of the 43 dwellings,
13 units would be delivered as affordable units. The proposed dwellings would
primarily consist of two storey dwellings.

No indicative housing mix has been provided with this Outline Application, but it is
recognised that mixed communities would be created together with an appropriate mix
of affordable housing within the development at the Reserved Matters Application
stage.

Open Space

The indicative Masterplan shows development grouped in three parcels with open
space provided to the west and south of the dwellings. A children’s play area and
community garden and allotments are located towards the southern section of the site.

Access
The indicative layout shows access would be provided through an extension of the
existing cul-de-sac within the Phase 1 development in the north-eastern corner. A

circular footpath is shown around the periphery of the site with a new indicative
pedestrian access providing connectivity to the development to the east.

Drainage

Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS) are shown on the indicative Masterplan, in the
open space to the south.

The application is accompanied by a masterplan which seeks to demonstrate how
the level of development could be accommodated together with a suite of supporting
information including the following:

e Planning and Design & Access Statement



Statement of Community Involvement
Flood Risk and Drainage Assessment
Ecological Reports

Transport Assessment

Residential Travel Plan

Landscape and Visual Appraisal
Geo-Environmental Assessment
Archaeological DBA

Heritage Statement

Noise Assessment

Tree Surveys & Reports

Draft Heads of Terms

Policy Considerations

National Planning Policy Framework (2021)
Planning Practice Guidance

The National Planning Policy Framework (the ‘NPPF’) states that applications for
planning permission must be determined in accordance with the development plan
unless material considerations indicate otherwise. There is a general presumption in
favour of sustainable development unless material considerations indicate otherwise.
The three dimensions of sustainability are to be sought in mutually supportive ways:
economic (supporting economy and ensuring land availability); social (providing
housing, creating high quality environment with accessible local services); and
environmental (contributing to, protecting and enhancing natural, built and historic
environment). Local circumstances should also be taken into account, so they respond
to the different opportunities for achieving sustainable development in different areas.

The NPPF is supported by Planning Practice Guidance on the Gov.UK website across
a variety of topics.

Havant Borough Local Plan (Core Strateqgy) 2011

CS1 (Health and Wellbeing)

CS8 (Community Safety)

CS9 (Housing)

CS11 (Protecting and Enhancing the Special Environment and Heritage of Havant
Borough)

CS14 (Efficient Use of Resources)

CS15 (Flood and Coastal Erosion)

CS16 (High Quality Design)

CS17 (Concentration and Distribution of Development within the Urban Areas)

CS19 (Effective Provision of Infrastructure)

CS20 (Transport and Access Strategy)

CS21 (Developer Requirements)

DM1 (Recreation and Open Space)

DM10 Pollution)

DM11 (Planning for More Sustainable Travel)

DM12 (Mitigating the impacts of Travel)

DM13 (Car and Cycle Parking on Residential Development)

DM15 (Safeguarding Transport Infrastructure)

DM6 (Coordination of Development)



DM8 (Conservation, Protection and Enhancement of Existing Natural Features)

Havant Borough Local Plan (Allocations) 2014

AL1 (Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development)

AL2 (Urban Area Boundaries and Undeveloped Gaps between Settlements)

DM18 (Protecting New Development from Pollution)

DM23 (Site for Brent Geese and Waders)

DM24 (Recreational Disturbance to Special Protected Areas (SPAs) from Residential
Development)

Supplementary Planning Documents

The following Supplementary Planning Documents (SPDs) are also relevant:

Havant Borough Council Borough Design Guide SPD December 2011
Havant Borough Council Parking SPD July 2016

Housing Delivery Position Statement March 2022

The site is one to which Decision Making Principles 4 and 5 of the Council’s adopted
Housing Delivery Position Statement applies (see Planning Policy consultation
response below).

Listed Building Grade: No Listed Buildings lie within the application site.
Conservation Area: Site lies adjacent to the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area

Statutory and Non Statutory Consultations

Planning Policy (updated 15" September 2022)

NB: Policy comments were originally provided in November 2021. The position with
regard to the emerging Local Plan then changed, with the Havant Borough Local
Plan being withdrawn in March 2022. The following comments are written to address
this material change in the local policy position.

Policy Status:

The Local Plan (Core Strategy) and the Local Plan (Allocations), together with the
Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan, provide the development plan for the borough.

Following the receipt of the Inspectors’ Interim Findings, the Examination was
concluded, and the Havant Borough Local Plan was formally withdrawn from
Examination on the 16th March 2022.

The Council’s Housing Delivery Position Statement is also of relevance to the
application proposals which was adopted by the Council on 16 March 2022, which is
a material consideration in the determination of this application.

The following Adopted Local Plan policies are of particular relevance:

e CS17 - Concentration and Distribution of Development within the Urban
Areas

e AL2 - Urban Area Boundaries and Undeveloped Gaps between Settlements
e (CS9 - Housing


https://www.havant.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/ADOPTED%20CORE%20STRATEGY%20.pdf
https://www.havant.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/Adopted%20Allocations%20Plan%20July%202014%20-%20Copy.pdf

e (CS16 — High Quality Design

e (CS19 - Effective Provision of Infrastructure

e (CS21 - Developer Requirements

e DMI10 - Pollution

e DM13 - Car and Cycle Parking in Residential Development

Principle of Development

As you will be aware, the site lies outside of the urban area as defined by policies
CS17 and AL2 of the adopted plan. These policies seek to restrict development in
these locations, except in exceptional circumstances. | do not consider that any of
the exceptions in the policy apply here, the proposal being a major residential
development on greenfield land.

The Housing Delivery Position Statement (HDPS) does, however, recognise that
further sites will be needed in order to meet housing need and significantly boost
housing supply in the short term. In accordance with Decision Making Principle 4 of
the HDPS, development proposals not in Table 1 and not in accordance with the
Development Plan will be considered in line with paragraph 11 d) of the NPPF and
will need to demonstrate that they constitute ‘sustainable development’ in
accordance with the NPPF, by demonstrating that:

e The remaining requirements of the Development Plan and decision making
principles set out in this Statement are complied with; and

e There will not be a significant and demonstrable adverse effect from the
development where mitigation is provided to the satisfaction of the local
planning authority, taking into account advice from statutory consultee(s).

In addition to the above, proposals will need to demonstrate that they are deliverable
in line with the definition in Annex 2 of the NPPF.

Five year housing land supply

Following the receipt of the Inspectors’ Interim Findings report, the Council’s Five
Year Housing Land Supply Update (November 2021) indicates the Council has 3.9
years supply with a 20% buffer applied. This is below the five year supply threshold,
and as such there is a presumption in favour of sustainable development (para 11d
of the NPPF).

Significantly, it does not follow that planning permission should automatically be
permitted for development which would boost housing supply. However— permission
should only be refused where the adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits.

It should also be noted that there is no presumption in favour of sustainable
development where the plan or project is likely to have a significant effect on the
Solent European sites (either or alone in combination with other plans or projects) in
accordance with paragraph 182 of the NPPF.

The proposed scheme is not in the five year supply in whole or part. As such, there
would be a gain of 43 units to address the five year housing supply requirement.



Five year requirement with 20% buffer = 3,626 dwellings / 5 years = 725.2 dwellings
ayear

43 dwellings / 725.2 dwellings = 0.057 years

In this case, the scheme would contribute up to 0.06 years’ supply of housing
(rounded). This must be afforded great weight in the overall planning balance.

Nonetheless, it is noted that the current application is in outline form. As such, whilst
the principle of development is not supported in policy terms, if planning permission
is granted, a condition should be attached requiring a shorter than standard
timeframe for the submission of a valid reserved matters application.

Density

Paragraph 2.19 of the HDPS indicates that it will be necessary for proposals to
demonstrate they constitute sustainable development by demonstrating compliance
with the remainder of the Development Plan and Decision Making Principles. In
particular Decision Making Principle 5 indicates that residential development will be
expected to provide a minimum of 40 dwellings per hectare based on a net
developable area. This is discussed in further detail below.

Based on a net developable area of 1.46 hectares, the site would have a density of
29 dwellings per hectare (dph) which would be below the minimum density standard
of 40 dph. However, it is also relevant to consider whether the design response is
appropriate in the context of site-specific constraints and local character. In this
respect, the Council’'s Conservation Team has commented that the further
consideration could be given to the design layout going forward to reflect a more rural
character akin to the scheme already approved. The Council’'s Environmental Health
team has requested further information in relation to the design and layout of the
properties and the details of the mitigation measures required in the context of
nearby noise sources, notably the railway to the south and the A3(M).

Best and most versatile agricultural land

As the proposal relates to a greenfield site outside the settlement boundary, a soil
survey was previously requested to demonstrate whether the site is (in whole or part)
BMV agricultural land. The submitted report from Reading Agricultural Consultants
indicates that overall the site is classified as Subgrade 3a, although Grade 2 and
Subgrade 3b are also present.

High Quality Design and Heritage

The north eastern extent of the site would lie in close proximity to the Old Manor
Farm buildings which form part of the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area. As such,
the development proposals would be expected to address the nearby heritage assets
and their setting, and conserve and enhance them. The allocation for the adjacent
land (Policy H20 in the previous Havant Borough Local Plan) specifically required the
submission of a full detailed planning application to ensure the impacts on heritage
assets are minimised. It is noted that this application has been submitted in outline
form.



Ecology

The site was previously identified as a Candidate Site and before that a Secondary
Support Area in line with the Solent Waders and Brent Geese (SWBG) within the
Brent Goose and Wader Strategy (October 2018) (SWBGS). However, its
classification has been updated to ‘no recorded use’. This reflects four years of good
survey data which has led to the reclassification of the site as ‘no recorded use’.
Therefore, no direct impacts would need to be assessed or mitigation required.

The western extent of site also lies in an Opportunity Area as defined by the Local
Ecological Network Map where there are opportunities to recreate or restore habitats.
The Council’s Ecologist will be able to provide further advice on this matter.

Source Protection Zones

The site is located close to, but outside of a Source Protection Zone 1. It is a noted
that there are multiple mapped ‘solution features’ within 500m of the site. The
Environment Agency and Portsmouth Water will be able to provide further advice in
terms of where solution features are present, and if any conditions should be
imposed.

The site also lies close to, but outside a Principal Aquifer and the developer should
be aware of the possible constraints to construction methods with regard to
protection of the water environment in line with advice from Portsmouth Water.

Developer Requirements

In order to justify a departure from the Development Plan, the proposals will be
expected to demonstrate compliance with the development quality standards set out
under Decision Making Principle 5. These developer requirements replicate those
included in those in the now withdrawn HBLP; as such it can reasonably be expected
that the submitted application proposals will have been informed by the policy
expectations in the Plan. It is noted that the applicant has submitted a ‘development
quality standards’ checklist which sets out how their application complies with the
requirements of Decision Making Principle 5.

Conclusion

As you are aware, there is an ‘in principle’ policy objection to the application
proposals in the context of the adopted local plan. The site is located outside of the
urban area/settlement boundary, and there would be no exceptional circumstances
here which would apply to housing. The Council’s HDPS does however,
acknowledge that further housing sites will be needed to meet housing need and to
significantly boost housing supply in the short term (see Decision Making Principle 4).

Whilst the Council is not currently able to demonstrate an up-to-date five year
housing land supply position, Decision Making Principle 1 confirms the development
plan remains the starting point in decision making. The development proposals will
need to demonstrate that it constitutes ‘sustainable development’, including that there
would not be a significant and demonstrable adverse effect from the development
where mitigation is provided to the satisfaction of the local planning authority, taking
into account advice from statutory consultee(s). In this case, the scheme would
contribute 0.06 years’ supply of housing and would therefore have the potential to
increase the Borough'’s housing land supply. This must be afforded substantial
weight in the overall planning balance.



Planning Policy — Nutrients Team (Revised Comments 3¢ January 2023)

| am satisfied that the nutrient budget calculator has been completed correctly which
indicates that there is no annual nitrogen load (0kg). In other words, the development
is nutrient neutral and there is no need to provide additional avoidance or mitigation
measures.

Conservation Officer (7" December 2021)

The Site

The application site comprises the western part of a parcel of land located south of
Lower Road in Bedhampton. It is bounded at the south by the railway line and the
A27 and the junction of the A3 to the west and Lower Road to the north. Immediately
to the north of the site and on the south side of Lower Road is a small industrial
complex including a large shed and external storage areas. The Manor Farm
complex is located to the north east of the application site. This is also known as
Character Area 5 of the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area. The other character
areas of the conservation area are located north and east of Lower Road.

Planning permission has recently been granted for the land immediately east of the
application site for the construction of 50 dwellings, with access from Lower Road.

Legislation and Policy Considerations

When assessing the proposal, the following legislation and policy context is taken in
consideration.

Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
requires planning authorities, when considering whether to grant planning permission
for development which affects a listed building or its setting, to have special regard to
the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses.

Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
requires planning authorities, when considering whether to grant planning permission
for development which affects a Conservation Area, to have special regard to the
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of that area.

The revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) was published in February
2019 and sets down the policies that the Council must take into account when
determining planning applications. The ‘Historic Environment Good Practice Advice
in Planning Note 2’, states at paragraph 4:

‘The significance of a heritage asset is the sum of its archaeological, architectural,
historic, and artistic interest’ and provides at paragraphs 8, 9 and 10 that in order for
the Local Planning Authority to make decisions in line with legal requirements, the
objectives of the development plan; and, the policy requirements of the NPPF, great
importance is placed on understanding the nature, extent and level of the
significance of the heritage asset.

The revised NPPF (July 2021) sets out in Chapter 16, the core principles relating to
development affecting Heritage Assets that local planning authorities should consider
in making planning decisions in the following paragraphs:



‘184. Heritage assets range from sites and buildings of local historic value to those of
the highest significance, such as World Heritage Sites which are internationally
recognised to be of Outstanding Universal Value. These assets are an irreplaceable
resource, and should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their significance, so
that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of existing and
future generations.

189. In determining applications, local planning authorities should require an
applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including any
contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be proportionate to the
assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to understand the potential impact
of the proposal on their significance. As a minimum the relevant historic environment
record should have been consulted and the heritage assets assessed using
appropriate expertise where necessary. Where a site on which development is
proposed includes, or has the potential to include, heritage assets with
archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require developers to submit
an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field evaluation.

190. Local planning authorities should identify and assess the particular significance
of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal (including by development
affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of the available evidence and
any necessary expertise. They should take this into account when considering the
impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any conflict between
the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of the proposal.

191. Where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of, or damage to, a heritage
asset, the deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not be taken into account in
any decision.

192. In determining applications, local planning authorities should take account of:

a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets and
putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;

b) the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to
sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and

c) the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local
character and distinctiveness.

Considering potential impacts

193. When considering the impact of a proposed development on the significance of
a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset’s conservation
(and the more important the asset, the greater the weight should be). This is
irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss or
less than substantial harm to its significance.

194. Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated heritage asset (from its
alteration or destruction, or from development within its setting), should require clear
and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss of:

a) grade Il listed buildings, or grade Il registered parks or gardens, should be
exceptional;



b) assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected wreck
sites, registered battlefields, grade | and II* listed buildings, grade | and II* registered
parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly exceptional.

With regards to local planning policy, the following are relevant:

Policy CS11 of the Core Strategy states that planning permission will be granted for
development that:

Protects and where appropriate enhances the borough’s statutory and non-statutory
heritage designations by appropriately managing development in or adjacent to
conservation areas, listed buildings, scheduled ancient monuments, historic parks
and gardens, archaeological sites, buildings of local historic or architectural interest.

Policy CP16 (1a) of the Core Strategy states ‘Planning permission will be granted for
development that is designed to a high standard, which helps to create places where
people want to live, work and relax. All development should demonstrate that its
design:

Identifies and responds positively to existing features of natural, historic or local
character within or close to the proposed development site’.

Policy DM20 of the Allocations Plan states that planning permission will be granted
for development proposals that conserves and enhances the historic assets of
Havant. It also states that application which affect, or have the potential to affect,
heritage assets are expected to provide a Heritage Statement that:

1. Describe the significance of the asset and its setting, using appropriate expertise
and where necessary original survey, at a level of detail proportionate to its
significance and sufficient to understand the potential impact of the proposal.

2. Sets out the impact of the development on the heritage assets and mitigation that
is proportionate to the impact and the significance of the heritage asset, including
where possible positive opportunities to conserve and enjoy heritage assets.

Emerging Policy E13 from the Draft Local Plan 2036 provides similar advice to
existing Policy CS11, but also adds that where harm cannot be avoided, mitigation
may be proportionate to the impact and the significance of the heritage assets and
fully incorporated into the development proposals.

(Officer comment: It should be noted that the Draft Local Plan 2036 has been
withdrawn since these consultee comments were written, and Emerging Policy E13
therefore no longer applies to this case).

Proposal

The proposal is for a new residential development comprising 43no. dwellings, with
access taken from the adjacent site which already has planning approval. The site
layout includes open space on the south and west boundaries. The application is
only for outline approval at this stage and no details of housing types and materials
etc are being proposed at this stage.

Assessment

With regards to the application for the adjacent parcel of land, the heritage position
was that the overall extent of harm to the setting of the consideration area, would be



‘less than substantial’. In line with the NPPF, this means that the harm caused
would not result in the total loss of significance of the heritage
asset (that being the conservation area, including its setting).

The application was refused by the Local Planning Authority, but subsequently
allowed at appeal stage. The Planning Inspector (Pl) agreed that the development
would result in less than substantial harm to the CA at a moderate level within the
spectrum, and that the benefits of the scheme were of sufficient importance to
outweigh the level of harm to the setting of Character Area 1 (CA1) — the historic core
and to Character Area 5 (CA5). The PI agreed that the site did not form part of the
setting of the group of listed buildings within the historic core of the CA.

The site now being proposed for development, is located to the immediate south
west of the already approved development and south west of Character Area 5 (CA5)
of the CA. It is an undeveloped parcel of land which currently contributes to the
setting of CAS5, along with the other field parcels. This field parcel is bounded on two
sides by transport infrastructure and has a small industrial estate located to the north,
separating it from Lower Road.

The proposed development would result in the further loss of part of the setting to
CAL1 and CAS5 which currently forms part of the former landholding of the farmstead.
It would also alter the views from Lower Road and Old Manor Farm, southwards and
westwards. As with the previous scheme, it would also affect the understanding of
the historical role of the adjacent farmstead, as the creation of additional housing
would reduce the associated detachment of the rural setting.

A positive of the adjacent scheme was that the dwellings were generously spaced
and designed to create a more rural, farm stead style setting to be in keeping with
Old Manor Farm. Furthermore, high quality, traditional materials were incorporated to
enhance the rural character of the buildings and their context. The current
development site is of a comparable size to that already approved however, the
illustrative masterplan shows a tighter knit layout, which in effect creates a more
urbanised feel. It is appreciated that a higher level of open space is being proposed
on this site however, further consideration could be given to the design layout going
forward, which reflects a more rural character, akin to that already approved. It is
advised that careful consideration is also given to the use of high quality, appropriate
materials.

Overall, it is considered that the proposal would result in harm to the settings of both
CA1 and CAS5. However, this is deemed to be ‘less than substantial harm’ at the
moderate level of the spectrum. Although this parcel of land is further west than that
previously approved and the views are already constrained by the existing industrial
site to the north, the illustrative layout is more urbanised and does not reflect the rural
character of the setting. In accordance with NPPF, this is a matter which needs to be
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal and the overall planning balance.

Arboriculturalist (5" November 2021)

The boundary trees can be adequately protected by protective fencing measures as
demonstrated within the tree protection plan and method statement, therefore | have
no objection to the proposal.

Archaeologist

Updated comments (8" April 2022)



Thank you for your consultation regarding the clarified position on archaeological
matters. In my original consultation response | raised a number of points of
clarification and was pleased to see that there is agreement on the interpretation that
| had placed on the discussion, and that my recommendations were considered
proportionate. On that basis | am happy to rely on my existing consultation response,

Original comments (26™" October 2021)

Thank you for your consultation. | would refer you to the archaeological desk based
assessment which has been submitted. | would particularly refer you to those
paragraphs that relate to archaeological work on the land immediately to the east of
the present application site. This was subject to an archaeological evaluation and
subsequently to an open area archaeological excavation to investigate the
archaeological remains encountered by that evaluation. The archaeological
evaluation found evidence of features of Bronze Age and Iron Age date as well as
Roman material indicating that the area was in use in those periods. Subsequent
archaeological excavation found evidence of occupation (possibly temporary,
seasonal or activity based occupation rather than permanent) and particularly
associated with considerable material of Roman date. An enclosure, possibly two,
were revealed and an array of post holes or stake holes might indicate some
processing activity at the site as might be associated with activity on the periphery of
the harbour, such as drying or smoking racks. It seems likely the at the
archaeological evidence found to the east represents utilisation of this harbour side
landscape, and whilst not necessarily indicative of permanent settlement is indicative
of archaeological evidence in the landscape that sheds light on the nature of the
landscape and how it has been used over time.

However the report concludes that there is a low to medium potential for prehistoric
remains (para 5.9) and a low potential for Roman remains (5.10). This review chimes
with para 2.9 which indicates that the high archaeological potential of the land to the
east (that is the likelihood of encountering archaeological remains) “has in no way
been borne out by the results of the subsequent trial trench evaluation”. Whilst para
4.29 states “The archaeological features identified during the evaluation appear to
date primarily from the late Bronze Age to the Iron Age, but also the Romano-British
period. The archaeological features were found sparsely distributed, were limited in
extent and depth and form no coherent pattern or trend, such as might represent a
focus of activity, industry, settlement or discernible monument. They mainly
comprised pits, linears representing field boundaries or drainage ditches and two
postholes. Nonetheless, the features do provide slight evidence for use of the
landscape, which may have been marginal and not suited to permanent exploitation”.

The evaluation having successfully identified archaeological remains and the
subsequent archaeological excavation having successfully characterised those
remains | suspect that where | have used the term ‘high archaeological potential’ to
denote a high potential to encounter archaeological remains (which was borne out by
the evaluation) the desk based assessment is referring to perhaps a low potential to
encounter archaeological remains of over riding significance. This interpretation
would accord with para 5.14 which summarises the archaeological potential “Based
on the assessment of the recorded archaeological resource in the study area, it is
unlikely that the archaeological resource within the PDA, that is currently unknown &
unquantified would represent a risk or constraint to the development i.e. in terms of a
requirement for preservation in situ of significant remains”.



I would agree that there is a low potential for archaeological remains to be
encountered that would prove overriding to the principle of development, but | would
argue that there is a high potential that some archaeological remains will none the
less be encountered during development which would merit mitigation.

The conclusion of the desk based assessment para 7.14 offers that “An appropriate
archaeological mitigation strategy, trial trenching followed by appropriate area
specific preservation by record (as per the necessary investigations on the phase 1
site immediately east) could be undertaken pre- commencement of any development
preparation works at the site, the details of which to be agreed in consultation with
the archaeological advisor to the local planning authority. Any archaeological work
therefore could be carried out under the terms of a standard archaeological planning
condition set out with the granting of planning consent”. | would agree. Such an
approach proved effective on the land to the easts in identifying, characterising and
recording the archaeological remains.

Accordingly | would recommend that archaeological conditions are attached to any
planning permission which might be issued. One archaeological condition should
secure a preliminary archaeological survey, often known as an evaluation. Another
archaeological condition should secure appropriate archaeological mitigation by
recording of the archaeological remains identified by that evaluation and impacted by
the proposed development.

Environmental Health (6" January 2023)

| refer to the above consultation request for this outline application under the Town &
Country Planning Acts passed to this Service for comment.

A noise assessment has been provided with the outline application which indicates
that the measurements provided are from a noise survey conducted in September
2021.

It is noted that the daytime and night time noise contour maps (dated 28 March 2019)
provided for the adjacent approved site for 50 dwellings under App/19/00427, differ
substantially from those provided under the Noise Impact Assessment dated 20
September 2021, in that the LAeq, 16 hour levels are up to 20 dB difference in
corresponding areas. It is noted however that in the response dated 21 March 2022
to my colleagues query in regard to the number of proposed dwellings requiring a
closed windows approach to meet the recommended internal noise levels, it has
been advised that approximately one third of dwellings will be reliant on closed
windows.

It is also not clear as to how many will require acoustic trickle vents and / or
mechanical ventilation. This will need to be provided at reserved matters stage, if this
application were to be approved.

If the Local Planning Authority is minded to approve this application | would ask that
the conditions be included in any consent granted, in order that the applicant /
developer can address these at full application stage. It should also be noted that any
additional conditions or informatives that may be required at the reserved matters or
full application stage, will be provided at that time.



Environmental Control Officer (3@ May 2022)

Policy Context

The current status of Havant Borough Council’s submission Local Plan 2036/7 is
noted, as is the applicants’ arguments as to the relative applicability of the Adopted
Local Plan (2010) & Allocations Plan (2014). The planning statements makes clear
that the development is reliant upon the presumption in favour of sustainable
development under the NPPF para. 11.

Whilst | note the strong terms used within para. 11 d) (‘granting permission unless
the impacts of the development would significantly or demonstrably outweigh the
benefits’), | would point out that these terms are qualified by the caveat ‘when
assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole’ —i.e. the key
guestion is not only whether the principle of development is unacceptable due to
‘significant and demonstrable harms’ but also whether the form of the development
proposals, when taken as whole, accord sufficiently with a wholistic interpretation of
the policy requirements of the NPPF.

| note that the submitted planning statement (at 7.95, 7.99 & 7.104) aims to provide a
steer as the relative weight that should be allocated to the three respective limbs of
the sustainable development (NPPF para. 8). Whilst the intention may be to refer to
the weight of points made in respect of each limb, rather than the inherent weight
given to each limb, the latter is the implicit meaning. | would challenge the implicit
principle and highlight that the fundamental weight to be given to the three pillars is
intended to be equal as a starting point, and may be tilted toward any of the pillars
depending on local circumstances (a view expressed by the Environmental Audit
Committee, and reinforced by senior Ministers during discussions about the NPPF
definition).

Given the scale of development proposed, | have not appended a full commentary on
the applicability of the principles of the withdrawn draft air quality policy (E23), though
text is available if needed. It suffices to highlight that the text of policy E23 represents
the councils view of how the requirements of NPPF paragraphs 93 b), 105, 119, 130
a) &f), 174 e) 185 & 186 should be met (with respect to air quality and the health
impacts of relevant emissions to air-). As a result, the text of E23 still serves as an
appropriate guide to- and reference to it’'s requirements is an appropriate shorthand
for- the application of above-referenced adopted NPPF policies, and so will be
referred to in the interests of conciseness.

Air Quality

Policy E23 recognises that all new residential development represents additional
emissions to an area — locally to the development land as a result of within-dwelling-
curtilage combustion (cooking, space & water heating, ad-hoc solid fuel & waste
burning), and non-locally through emissions associated with powered transport
emissions & peaking electricity supply (within borough) or primary electricity
generation demand (wider region). Policy E23 a. aims for all major developments to
make a proportionate offset of these associated new emissions, irrespective of either
the baseline local air quality or the significance of any magnitude of increase in air
pollution at any specific location, and in doing so to contribute to the general
emissions reduction targets (referred to within the planning practice guidance, and as
required by NPPF policy).



The intent of policy E23 was that emissions offsetting should be additional to the
minimum requirements of related policies —i.e. that a wholistic & joined up approach
should be taken to the meeting of co-dependent environmental policies, but that
‘direct double counting’ should be avoided.

This approach is compatible with the Bargate Homes Mission Statement quoted at
2.1.1 of the residential travel plan (‘to be better...to focus on the right thing... to have
a purpose beyond profit’) and the approach referred to within the Design & Access
Statement (‘site wide strategies that embrace sustainable lifestyles such as walking,
cycling, greening the public realm’; ‘mitigate the effects of climate change’; ‘our
approach to sustainable energy production, mitigating and adapting to climate
change is reflected in individual plots and homes through energy use and other
technologies’).

Whilst | note the intention to ‘take account of future changes to the Building
Regulations and Future Homes Standards when these are implemented’, references
to HBC's housing delivery statement principle 5 i) (local targets for carbon emissions,
-19% DER) are limited, and the development principles in this regard are referred to
in contradictory terms (i.e. ‘just meet building regs as and when required’ and
‘acknowledge the local requirement, and seek to meet it’). It should be noted that
many of the options for meeting principle 5 i) would directly contribute to reductions in
local dwelling emissions of other pollutants, which is why they are relevant to Air
Quiality.

No objections arise to the principle of development, but | would encourage the
applicant to place both environmental and social sustainability at the heart of the
design philosophy, and to recognise both that these matters are inter-related & co-
dependent, and that environmentally responsible design has the potential for a
corresponding positive impact on development value (yield). | would recommend that
the reserved matters application make clear how;-

¢ the scheme will meet delivery statement principle 5 i) is to be met, and
the development design responds to the need to proportionately mitigate
other new development emissions (Nitrogen Oxides and Particulates in
particular, NOx, NO2, PM2.5 & PM10).

It may be helpful to suggest some development enhancements which could
contribute to these objective to maintain local air quality, e.g.;

e Selecting species for landscaping that have an ‘urban tree air quality score’
rating of ‘high’ or ‘medium’ (see Woodland Trust ‘Urban Air Quality’ Apr.2012,
or http://'www.es.lancs.ac.uk/people/cnh/UrbanTreesBrochure.pdf)

e implementing small-scale / low-cost site-wide domestic unit specification
enhancements which target reductions in domestic combustion; e.g.
wastewater heat recovery (WWHR), upgrade from gas cooking appliances to
efficient electrical models (such as induction hobs), substitute traditional gas
secondary space-heating appliances with electric.

e where costing does not permit site-wide enhancements (or where preferred),
targeted upgrading of affordable units to achieve environmental and social co-
benefits from reduced emissions and reduced running costs (increased
affordability of occupation) — e.g. WWHR, heat recovery ventilation (MVHR),
or supplementing domestic heating/hot water with a direct-solar installation.

e upgrading of a limited number of the private residential units to ‘exemplar’
sustainability standards — including low or zero carbon technologies which



target reductions in domestic combustion &/or grid energy consumption; e.g.
direct solar water heating, heat recovery (ventilation MVHR, wastewater
WWHR), Heat pump heating appliance (ASHP), electric vehicle charging
point, electrical cooking appliances, direct solar, solar PV, or solar PV with
domestic battery storage (etc.)

Air Quality — Development as source, impact on local air guality at existing receptors

Policy E23 recognises that developments of fewer than 150 dwellings are unlikely to
generate sufficient traffic as to cause a significant deterioration of existing air quality,
when considered against the current binding targets (albeit that these are presently
under review, and likely to be tightened). There is no basis to require an assessment
of the impact of the development upon air quality exposures, as the impact is not
expected to be significant to the degree that specific mitigation is required. No
objections arise.

Air Quality — Development as receptor, exposure of future occupants to existing
sources of air pollution (Adopted policy DM18, withdrawn draft policy E22)

The outline development is sufficiently set back from the principle existing sources of
air pollution, that exceedances of current binding air quality targets is unlikely. No
objections arise.

Air Quality — Sustainable & Active Travel, Access, Residential Travel Plan, Parking

The i-Transport LLP residential travel plan (-013B, Feb '22) contains some best
practice provisions, and contains headline mode shift targets that are in line with
common practice. | have no substantive comments to make and can support
acceptance of the framework plan.

The achievement of targets for shifting the proportion of trips made by private motor
car to sustainable and active modes of travel is dependent upon travel by those
modes being both safe & convenient. Whilst it is recognised that the outline nature of
this scheme means that it is not possible to demonstrate how the requirements of the
parking SPD are to be met, and | do not object to these matters being addressed at
the reserved matter stage. However, the current proposals include securing the
means of access, and in this respect, the development has not capitalised on the
proximity of the Northwest boundary to the off-road cycle facilities at the Rusty Cutter
roundabout.

The omission of a pedestrian / cycle access at this boundary adds more than 400m
to journeys to destinations to the West via the A2030, or to the employment areas at
Southmoor Lane or in Portsmouth via NCN22. This could be a key ‘hard’ measure
that would serve to support sustainable travel options for these proposals, as well as
for 50 dwellings to the East, approved at appeal. | would recommend that the
feasibility of providing an access at this location be explored — either as a specifically
reserved matter, or prior to determination of these proposals where the principle
would be established as a consequence of approval.

As an observation, | note that the development proposals do not account for the 20%
SPD visitor parking requirement. Whilst | would support a <SPD provision on
grounds of encouraging alternative modes of travel (and so the related transport
emissions-), it is not clear that a nil provision would be acceptable. Having reviewed
a selection of public representations, it is clear that overspill parking would be



perceived to be a significant issue by local residents. For clarity, overspill parking
issues (and any related impact on existing traffic on lower road) are considered to be
parking & highway issues, and are not likely to material to the air quality impact of the
development (due to low traffic base flows on the access route).

Sustainable Urban Drainage - SuDS

The draft drainage strategy indicates that the preferred destination for surface water
disposal is one that represents a high risk (it is proposed to discharge waste surface
water direct to the principal aquifer). Generally speaking (however), residential
development represents a low pollutant source risk, and | note that the design
concept includes ‘stream streets’, an unlined attenuation basin, and ‘...additional
pollution control and silt removal ...provided by an up-flow Filter chamber [up-flow of
disposal boreholes]'. Subject to detailed design, these design principles ought to
provide adequate intrinsic (passive) pollution control, and to provide reasonable
natural surveillance for significant inputs of pollutants (e.g. oil or fuel from minor
traffic collisions, or irresponsible disposal of liquid household consumer products). No
in principle objections arise, though the particulars of the detailed design should be
secured at the reserved matters stage.

Ground Contamination

The Geo-Environmental desk-based assessment concludes that there are no known
risks associated with the site, other than as associated with ad-hoc activities
undertaken ancillary to agricultural use of the land. To address this uncertainty, the
assessment recommends a precautionary Phase 2 Intrusive Geo-Environmental Site
Investigation, to run alongside the Geo-Technical assessment, and to include
environmental tests.

I would agree that this is good practice, and the conclusion is supported. | would
anticipate that the Phase 2 assessment will include procedures to cover the low (but
non-negligible) risk associated with unexploded ordnance and unexpected
contamination — e.g. via a watching brief. Where this is not included within scope of
the report (or any associated Construction Environmental Management Plan),
Environmental Health may seek to impose some limited requirements by means of a
compliance condition, which may have a ‘prior to occupation’ clause. No objections
arise.

Building Control

No public sewers on the site.

County Minerals

No comments received.

Council’s Ecologist (20" September 2022)

The application is accompanied by a Winter Wildfowl Assessment (Aluco, March
2022) and an Updated Information for Habitats Regulations Assessment (Aluco, April
2022). These two documents provide updated information on the extent to which the
site comprises supporting habitat for the Solent Special Protection Areas (SPAS).
Following detailed bird survey works, and in consultation with the Solent Waders &
Brent Goose Strategy Steering Group, the application site has been removed from



the SWBGS based on a lack of bird records in recent years. On that basis, impacts to
SPA supporting habitat need not now be considered. | am content that the submitted
HRA contains sufficient information.

I have provided comments on this proposal previously. | am content with the overall
proposed mitigation, compensation and enhancement measures and, if you are
minded to grant permission, can | suggest that these are secured through a suitably-
worded planning condition requiring the provision of a single, site-wide ecological
mitigation strategy. This strategy should be in full accordance with any landscaping,
drainage and lighting strategies. | would however request that additional bird nesting
features are installed within the new dwellings. Such features, especially those for
Common Swift, are inexpensive and can be readily incorporated into new buildings.
Given the number of dwellings proposed | would expect a substantial increase in the
number of in- built ecological enhancement features.

Prior to the commencement of development activities, a site-wide ecological
mitigation strategy shall be submitted for approval to the Local Planning Authority.
This strategy shall be in accordance with the outline ecological mitigation,
compensation and enhancement measures detailed within the Ecological
Assessment (Aluco, September 2021) and shall be in accordance with any submitted
landscape, drainage and lighting strategies. All ecological mitigation, compensation
and enhancement measures shall be implemented in accordance with the agreed
details and maintained in perpetuity in a condition suited to their intended function,
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Reason: to
provide ecological protection and enhancement in accordance with the Conservation
Regulations 2017, Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981, NPPF, NERC Act 2006 and
Policy CS11 of the Havant Borough Core Strategy March 2011.

In addition, | would suggest that a Construction Environment Management Plan
(CEMP) is secured through condition, in order that potential ecological impacts are
subject to assessment and avoidance/mitigation measures detailed.

Prior to the commencement of development activities, a Construction Environment
Management Plan (CEMP) shall be submitted for approval to the Local Planning
Authority. The CEMP shall be informed by the identified ecological receptors detailed
within the Ecological Assessment (Aluco, September 2021). Development shall be
implemented in accordance with the agreed CEMP unless otherwise agreed in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. Reason: to provide ecological protection and
enhancement in accordance with the Conservation Regulations 2017, Wildlife &
Countryside Act 1981, NPPF, NERC Act 2006 and Policy CS 11 of the Havant
Borough Core Strategy March 2011

Natural England (revised comments 261" September 2022)

As submitted, the application could have a likely significant effect on:

Solent and Dorset Coast SPA

Portsmouth Harbour SPA and Ramsar Site
Chichester and Langstone Harbours SPA
Solent Maritime SAC

Solent and Southampton Water SPA

Your Authority will need to undertake a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) to
determine whether the proposal is likely to have a significant effect on the sites



named above, proceeding to the appropriate assessment stage where significant
effects cannot be ruled out. The following information is required to inform a HRA:

o Consideration of this project’s effects on total nitrogen and/or total
phosphorus nutrient loading within the Solent catchment, including a nutrient
budget calculation.

¢ Details of proposed mitigation measures to address any nutrient impacts,
including appropriately funded management and monitoring, and details of
how the measures will be secured for the lifetime of the development.

e Any other likely significant effects that could arise from the development
should also be assessed.

Once the above information is obtained, please consult Natural England on any
appropriate assessment your authority may decide to make.

Officer comment: The Council has now conducted a Habitats Regulations
Assessment (HRA) of the proposed development under Regulation 63 of the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, this includes an Appropriate
Assessment under Regulation 63. The screening under Regulation 63(1)(a) found
that there was likely to be a significant effect on several Solent European Sites due to
both the increase in recreation and the decrease in water quality that would be a
result of the proposed development. The planning application was then subject to
Appropriate Assessment under Regulation 63. This included two packages of
avoidance and mitigation packages. The first is a package of measures based on the
suggested scale of mitigation in the Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy. The
second is a package of measures based on the Position Statement and Mitigation
Plan for Nutrient Neutral Development.

The applicant has indicated a willingness to enter into a legal agreement to secure
the mitigation packages, and the Appropriate Assessment has concluded that the
avoidance and mitigation packages are sufficient to remove the significant effects on
European Sites which would otherwise have been likely to occur. Natural England
have been consulted on the completed HRA/AA, and their consultation response is
awaited at the time of drafting this report.

Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) (Final Comments 13 February 2023)

The LLFA maintains a holding objection to the development proposals based
on the surface water drainage information submitted to date. The surface
water drainage strategy relies on deep-bore soakaways as final discharge
points, that will be saturated by high groundwater levels during winter. Shallow
infiltration was found to not be possible at this site due to slow infiltration rates
in the superficial deposits. No watercourses are present nearby, however
surface water sewers exist in this area albeit upgradient from the site.

Deep-bore soakaways are considered to be an option of last resort by the

LLFA, as stated on page 4, guidance note 2 of the ‘Surface Water Checklist
Guidance’ available online at https://documents.hants.gov.uk/flood-
watermanagement/SurfaceWaterChecklistGuidance.pdf, where the LLFA requests
that discussions must be held as soon as possible to avoid delays to the
application and confirm any additional requirements that will apply.

The Geo-Environmental report (ref. GE20814/WP02/220518, 18/5/22)
provides the supporting evidence of the ground conditions, showing a
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groundwater strike in the chalk in borehole BH101 at 6.40 mbgl during drilling
on 25/4/22, rising to 4.50 mbgl 20 minutes after drilling finished, and
monitored at 2.71 mbgl on 4/5/22. The less permeable clay river terrace
deposits are situated between ground level and 3.0 mbgl and were shown to
be unsuitable for infiltration in an earlier report.

Although not specifically relating to deep-bore soakaways, guidance
documents for infiltration drainage design such as BRE 365, CIRIA R156 and
CIRIA C753 often recommend that groundwater levels are monitored to
ensure that an unsaturated zone (usually one metre) exists between peak
groundwater levels and the base of an infiltration structure. The reasons are to
reduce the risk of contamination pathways to the groundwater and to ensure
that the infiltration structure functions effectively at all times of year (the
infiltration capacity is not reduced by high groundwater levels). No such
unsaturated zone is proposed for this drainage system, and there may even
be a risk of groundwater emerging from the boreholes in a worst-case
scenario — no other records of groundwater level monitoring have been
provided for the winter period to determine the peak level. The LLFA requires
a one metre unsaturated zone beneath the base of any proposed
infiltration structure.

Infiltration testing for the design of the deep-bore soakaways was also
included in the Geo-Environmental report referred to above. The report implied
that a single falling head test was undertaken within borehole BH101 with
groundwater at 4.50 mbgl prior to the test. It is not clear whether the falling
head test was continued through to the original groundwater level. No further
detail has been provided other than the estimate preliminary infiltration rate of
1.48x10-5 m/s, which has been used for the deep-bore soakaway design.
Testing appears to have been undertaken one time only and at one depth into
the saturated chalk, which is insufficient for determining whether the rate
achieved is an anomaly or even representative of the entire depth of the
proposed boreholes. As the groundwater levels will continue to impede
infiltration through much of the winter, it is not clear whether increasing the
depth or number of deep-bore soakaways makes much difference to the
discharge rate of water off-site. A significant volume of attenuation storage has
also been proposed upstream of the deep-bore soakaways, raising concerns
over the effectiveness of deep-bore soakaways designed using the sole test
infiltration rate. The Soakaway Design Guide (Kent County Council, July 2000)3
refers to the influence of groundwater restricting the driving head and hence
the soakage capacity of the system. The LLFA requires more evidence of a
suitable infiltration rate than a single falling head test result, should the
proposal to maintain a one metre unsaturated zone at the base of infiltration
structures be successfully argued against.

The application of the infiltration rate data in the hydraulic calculations is of
some concern, in addition to questions over its suitability. The rate was
originally applied across the full depth of the proposed deep-bore soakaways,
however the most recently submitted calculations show a variation by depth. It
is not clear how this was calculated as there is no evidence for additional
testing. A safety factor of 2 is applied to the infiltration rate, however it is not
clear whether this should be 10 due to the effects of failure on the railway line
to the south. The only consideration given to the railway line is the offset
distance due to potential dissolution of the chalk, and further input from
Network Rail may be necessary to ascertain the risk of failure of the drainage
system as their expectation will be that the surface water system will work as



stated in the application. The EA surface water flood risk mapping shows that
there is an elevated flood risk in this corner of the site and that the railway line
is at a lower level and also susceptible to surface water flooding. The LLFA
requires that the infiltration rate used in the hydraulic calculations is
representative of actual conditions on-site and risks off-site.

No evidence has been provided to show that the drainage network in its
entirety will not flood during the 1 in 30 year event. Attenuation storage has
been provided for the 1 in 100 year event plus an allowance for climate
change, however the LLFA requires further evidence of suitable infiltration
rates to be certain of suitable half-drain times for all storm events. The LLFA
requires network calculations to show that flooding does not occur for
the 1in 30 year event and revised calculations showing suitable halfdrain
times.

The LLFA has experience of a development site proposing deep-bore
soakaways (13/00720/MAJOR, 17/01017/FUL — Surface Water Drainage:
Additional Information for LLFA [Martin J Harvey, March 2018], Hart DC),
where more representative infiltration testing was undertaken than for this site
and with lower groundwater levels, however the drainage system failed
because infiltration rates after construction had been completed were found to
be an order of magnitude lower than those encountered during ground
investigations. Despite the design relying on data from falling head tests at
varying depths including in saturated and unsaturated ground, chambers in
the completed drainage system were found to be full of water long after any
rainfall, and the surface water drainage system required additional elements
including overflows to attenuation storage and pumps discharging to a
watercourse to rectify the situation.

Therefore, the LLFA ultimately requests that a surface water drainage strategy
is submitted that follows the hierarchy for sustainable drainage discharge4
locations. Note that the existing evidence available to the LLFA excludes
infiltration to ground as an option, and the only likely acceptable solution is a
pumped discharge to a surface water sewer with the relevant safeguards and
permissions in place. As no consideration of an alternative workable surface
water drainage strategy has been submitted, the LLFA maintains its holding
objection as the site cannot be shown to effectively drain sufficiently at
this outline application stage.

Note: Should infiltration be successfully argued as a suitable surface water
drainage strategy for this site against the advice of the LLFA, the LLFA would
require further evidence of a suitable infiltration strategy as detailed above.

Note: The Environment Agency have been consulted and agreed to details in
relation to the protection of groundwater. The LLFA is responsible for checking
the suitability of the proposals with regards to the technical viability of the
design and the quantity of surface water runoff to be disposed of.

Additional comments received 14 February 2023:

The LLFA maintains a holding objection to the development proposals based on the
surface water drainage information submitted to date. The surface water drainage
strategy relies on deep-bore soakaways as final discharge points, that will be
saturated by high groundwater levels for significant periods. Deep-bore soakaways
are considered to be an option of last resort by the LLFA and given the high water
table, it is not considered appropriate in this location. More consideration of



alternatives needs to be provided. Although the Environment Agency have not
objected to the proposals, they have confirmed that their comments are solely in
relation to water quality and not the discharge functionality of the boreholes.

In light of these concerns, we do not consider the proposals to be in line with
Planning Policy Framework ref 167 as without a suitable drainage scheme, flood risk
will be increased. In addition, we do not consider the Flood Risk Assessment to be
compliant with Paragraphs 049, 055 — 059 of the associated Flood Risk and Coastal
Change guidance nor S7, S8 or S9 of the Non-statutory technical standards for
sustainable drainage systems. Based on this, until such time as information can be
provided to demonstrate a suitable surface water drainage scheme, we would not
recommend that planning is granted.

(Previous Comments 1 December 2022)
Having reviewed the information, we maintain our holding objection for the following
reasons:

e The infiltration rate calculated in GE20814/WP02/220518 is accompanied by
a disclaimer stating that testing by other methods in equivalent ground
conditions did not achieve suitable results, showing that the rate of infiltration
at this location is not uniform or consistent. The rate itself is described as
estimated and preliminary in the report.

e |tis stated that storage is available in the wider system for several 1 in 10
year events. This should not be necessary and suggests that there may be a
problem with the design.

e As the boreholes are surcharged for much of the effective depth, the method
of modelling them in Micro Drainage (essentially stacking them above each
other) does not seem to be an appropriate method. The modelling should
possibly take account of the number of boreholes and the surface area of the
cross sections, as this may be the only interface for the surface water when
groundwater levels are at their highest.

¢ ltis not clear how the driving head or presence of groundwater is modelled in
the calculations. As stated above, it is anticipated that infiltration rates are not
a constant variable, and that the full capacity of the boreholes will not be
available for storage.

e ltis not clear whether a falling head test into saturated chalk can effectively
demonstrate the effect of the design storm draining to saturated chalk,
because of the significant difference in water volume.

e There is a risk that the effectiveness of the proposed deep bore soakaways
may only be proven after they have been completed, which may result in
additional deep bore soakaways being required after completion.

e The EA’s approval relates to the principle of discharging surface water of an
appropriate quality to the aquifer, rather than the effectiveness of the design
for disposing of surface water for the design storm. In separate
correspondence between ourselves and the EA, they have questioned the
value of the additional capacity provided by boreholes in saturated ground.

We would really appreciate clarification on these points, as we are still not confident
that the proposals will be suitable.



(Previous Comments 14 October 2022)

Hampshire County Council as Lead Local Flood Authority has provided comments in
relation to the above application in our role as statutory consultee on surface water
drainage for major developments.

This response does not reflect the position of Hampshire County Council as the
Highway Authority. If there is a potential for the drainage features to be offered for
adoption, this will need to be discussed separately with Highways development
planning as they might not be considered acceptable by the Highway Authority.

In order to assist applicants in providing the correct information to their Local
Planning Authority for planning permission, Hampshire County Council has set out
the information it requires to provide a substantive response at
https://www.hants.gov.uk/landplanningandenvironment/environment/flooding/plannin

g

The County Council has reviewed the following documents relating to the above
application:

e SuDS Management & Maintenance Plan SS/21/0433/6430 (MJA Consulting,
24/9/21)

o Groundwater monitoring and infiltration testing GE20565/FG01/220111 (Geo-

Environmental, 11/1/22)

Winter groundwater monitoring results GE20565 (March 2022)

Correspondence SS/22:0133/6430 (MJA Consulting, 4/4/22) 2

Proposed Drainage Strategy 6430:001 P3 (MJA Consulting, 21/6/22)

Micro Drainage calculations (MJA Consulting, 21/6/22)

Correspondence SS/22:0133/6430 (MJA Consulting, 22/6/22)

Previous consultation responses by the LLFA have requested that suitable evidence
is provided to ensure that infiltration is viable at this site. The applicant has provided
groundwater monitoring results from two 5 metre dynamic sampler boreholes
screened from 1 to 5 metres, and one 10 metre cable percussion borehole screened
from 8 to 10 metres. The highest groundwater level of 1.71 metres below ground
level was recorded in WS01 on 3rd March 2022. There is a chance that groundwater
could have reached higher levels as the last date of monitoring coincided with the
highest levels in each borehole, however levels would be expected to recede shortly
after that time of year.

The depth of screening of the dynamic sampler boreholes suggests that the results
could have been influenced by any perched water table that exists in this area. The
screened part of the cable percussion borehole was installed beyond the depth of the
superficial deposits and presumably would react in a similar way to the proposed
infiltration boreholes. The levels of groundwater monitored in this borehole suggest
that any proposed drainage boreholes would mostly be full of water and allow for only
limited infiltration until groundwater levels have receded.

Infiltration testing in the superficial deposits was not successful, but was achieved
somewhat through falling head tests into the chalk bedrock. The rate achieved would
not be sufficient to support a surface water drainage system, and this is likely to be
due to the high groundwater levels experienced. A faster rate is referred to in
correspondence from MJA Consulting, but the updated investigations report ref.
GE20814/WP02/220518 may not have been submitted for planning. This faster rate



was used for the design calculations. It is also suggested in the application
documents that structures should be 20 metres away from infiltration features in the
chalk at this location.

The number of boreholes proposed has increased to eight since the application was
made, however it is not clear whether the increase in number resolves the issue of
discharging surface water from the site effectively. The calculations for the boreholes
require further explanation. A faster rate than that initially recorded in the ground has
been used for the infiltration coefficient, and the depth of the borehole has been
modelled at 50m. The calculations consider only three boreholes in addition to the
attenuation pond.

The LLFA is expecting to see calculations for the pond and total number of
boreholes, using infiltration rates as achieved in the ground and only considering the
volume of the boreholes that will be available at peak groundwater levels for each
storm event up to the 1 in 100 year event plus an allowance for climate change. In
addition, we require the network calculations for the entire system for each storm
event to ensure the network does not 3 cause flooding up to the 1 in 30 year event.
Flooded volumes and exceedance flows should be shown for the 1 in 100 year event
plus an allowance for climate change. Half drain times should be of a reasonable
period — the attenuation storage may be available for one storm but there are
concerns over how quickly water can be discharged from the system as proposed.

SuDS management and maintenance details have been provided for the surface
water drainage system as proposed.

In order for us to provide a substantive response, the following information is
required:

e Explanation for the increased number of borehole soakaways proposed,

e Explanation of the figures used for borehole depth in the Micro Drainage
calculations and how this relates to available storage in the model,

o Evidence of the faster falling head rate into saturated chalk at a greater depth
used for the design calculations

¢ Revised calculations for the drainage system using appropriate data as
necessary,

e Calculations are to include the network and the attenuation pond and
borehole soakaways, and provide acceptable half drain times,

¢ Evidence of any correspondence with the Environment Agency relating to the
proposed surface water drainage design (particularly regarding infiltration
capacity rather than groundwater protection),

e Confirmation that Network Rail will accept infiltration structures within 20
metres of its infrastructure.

We require this further information before we can make a decision on whether to
recommend to the Local Planning Authority that planning permission is granted

Network Rail (25" November 2021)

Due to the close proximity of the proposed works to Network Rail’s land and the
operational railway, Network Rail requests the applicant / developer engages
Network Rail’'s Asset Protection and Optimisation (ASPRO) team via
AssetProtectionWessex@networkrail.co.uk prior to works commencing. This will



allow our ASPRO team to review the details of the proposal to ensure that the works
can be completed without any risk to the operational railway.

The applicant / developer may be required to enter into an Asset Protection
Agreement to get the required resource and expertise on-board to enable approval of
detailed works. More information can also be obtained from our website
https://www.networkrail.co.uk/running-the-railway/looking-after-the-railway/asset-
protection-andoptimisation/.

The applicant / developer must also follow the attached Asset Protection informatives
which are issued to all proposals within close proximity to the railway (compliance
with the informatives does not remove the need to engage with our ASPRO team).
We would like to point out that soakaways, as a means of storm/surface water
disposal must not be constructed within 20 metres of the railway.

Southern Water (Final Comments 23 September 2022)

The submitted drainage details indicate the SuDS to be maintained within private
ownership and maintenance. All other comments in our response dated 10/11/2021
remain unchanged and valid for the amended details.

Original comments (10" November 2021)

The exact position of the public asset must be determined on site by the applicant in
consultation with Southern Water before the layout of the proposed development is
finalised.

e The 225 mm diameter gravity sewer requires a clearance of 3 metres on either
side of the gravity sewer to protect it from construction works and to allow for
future maintenance access.

e No development or tree planting should be carried out within 3 metres of the
external edge of the public gravity sewer without consent from Southern Water.

¢ No soakaways, swales, ponds, watercourses or any other surface water retaining
or conveying features should be located within 5 metres of public or adoptable
gravity sewers.

e All existing infrastructure should be protected during the course of construction
works.

Please refer to: southernwater.co.uk/media/3011/stand-off-distances.pdf

The impact of any works within the highway/access road on public apparatus shall be
assessed and approved, in consultation with Southern Water, under a NRSWA
enquiry in order to protect public apparatus. Please send these enquiries to:
Developer.Services@southernwater.co.uk

It is possible that a sewer now deemed to be public could be crossing the
development site. Therefore, should any sewer be found during construction works,
an investigation of the sewer will be required to ascertain its ownership before any
further works commence on site.

Our investigations indicate that Southern Water can facilitate foul sewerage disposal
to service the proposed development. Southern Water requires a formal application
for a connection to the public foul sewer to be made by the applicant or developer.


https://www.southernwater.co.uk/media/3011/stand-off-distances.pdf
mailto:Developer.Services@southernwater.co.uk

To make an application visit Southern Water's Get Connected service:
Developer.Services@southernwater.co.uk and please read our New Connections
Charging Arrangements documents which are available on our website via the
following link: southernwater.co.uk/developing-building/connection-charging-

arrangements

The supporting documents make reference to drainage using Sustainable Drainage
Systems (SuDS).

Under certain circumstances SuDS will be adopted by Southern Water should this be
requested by the developer. Where SuDS form part of a continuous sewer system,
and are not an isolated end of pipe SuDs component, adoption will be considered if
such systems comply with the latest Design and Construction Guidance (Appendix
C) and CIRIA guidance available here:

water.org.uk/sewerage-sector-guidance-approved-documents/

ciria.org/Memberships/The SuDS Manual C753 Chapters.aspx

Where SuDS rely upon facilities which are not adoptable by sewerage undertakers
the applicant will need to ensure that arrangements exist for the long-term
maintenance of the SuDS facilities. It is critical that the effectiveness of these
systems is maintained in perpetuity. Good management will avoid flooding from the
proposed surface water system, which may result in the inundation of the foul
sewerage system.

Thus, where a SuDS scheme is to be implemented, the drainage details submitted to
the Local Planning Authority should:

- Specify the responsibilities of each party for the implementation of the SuDS
scheme.

- Specify a timetable for implementation.

- Provide a management and maintenance plan for the lifetime of the development.

This should include the arrangements for adoption by any public authority or statutory
undertaker and any other arrangements to secure the operation of the scheme
throughout its lifetime.

The Council’s Building Control officers or technical staff should be asked to comment
on the adequacy of soakaways to dispose of surface water from the proposed
development.

If the applicant proposes to offer a new on-site drainage and pumping station for
adoption as part of the foul/surface water public sewerage system, this would have to
be designed and constructed to the specification of Southern Water Services Ltd. A
secure compound would be required, to which access for large vehicles would need
to be possible at all times. The compound will be required to be 100 square metres in
area, or of some such approved lesser area as would provide an operationally
satisfactory layout. In order to protect the amenity of prospective residents, no
habitable rooms shall be located within 15 metres to the boundary of the proposed
adoptable pumping station, due to the potential odour, vibration and noise generated
by all types of pumping stations. The transfer of land ownership will be required at a
later stage for adoption.


mailto:Developer.Services@southernwater.co.uk
https://www.southernwater.co.uk/developing-building/connection-charging-arrangements
https://www.southernwater.co.uk/developing-building/connection-charging-arrangements
https://www.water.org.uk/sewerage-sector-guidance-approved-documents/
https://www.ciria.org/Memberships/The_SuDS_Manual_C753_Chapters.aspx

We request that should this planning application receive planning approval, the
following informative is attached to the consent: Construction of the development
shall not commence until details of the proposed means of foul sewerage and
surface water disposal have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local
Planning Authority in consultation with Southern Water.

This initial assessment does not prejudice any future assessment or commit to any
adoption agreements under Section 104 of the Water Industry Act 1991. Please note
that non-compliance with the Design and Construction Guidance will preclude future
adoption of the foul and surface water sewerage network on site. The design of
drainage should ensure that no groundwater or land drainage is to enter public
sewers.

Education (9t November 2021)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above planning application and
apologies for the late response but | have been waiting for updated figures to ensure
| can base my comments on the most up to date information.

The application site sits within the Bidbury Infant and Junior Schools and Warblington
Secondary School catchment areas.

Although Bidbury Infant and Junior Schools are full (and forecast to remain so for the
foreseeable future) this is down to out catchment recruitment. The anticipated yield of
pupils from the development (about two per year group) can be accommodated at
the schools with the out catchment pupils being returned to their catchment schools.

Warblington Secondary School has sufficient places to accommodate the yield of
pupils from this development.

Consequently | will not be seeking any contribution towards educational facilities from
this development.

Hampshire Highways (Revised comments 71" September 2022)

Thank you for re-consulting the Highway Authority on the above planning application.

Further to the Highway Authority’s response dated 7th December 2021, the applicant
has provided a Technical Note (TN1) and outline Construction Traffic Management
Plan (CTMP) to address the comments previously raised. Discussions were
subsequently held with the applicant following these documents, leading to a follow
up note (referred to as TN2) to address the remaining points. Following a review of
these documents, the Highway Authority have the following comments to make.

Sustainable Access — Walking and Cycling

Within the Highway Authority’s previous response, it was highlighted that the
catchment secondary school (Warblington School) is located 3.7km away from the
site, sitting outside of the ‘preferred maximum’ walking distance of 2km. A walking
and cycling audit was requested to audit the route for pedestrians and cyclists to
identify whether the route to school should be improved given the identified distance.

The applicant has subsequently undertaken a review of the route to Warblington
School within Appendix B of TN1. The review summarises that the walking and



cycling routes available to pedestrians are good and therefore no upgrades are
required to provide a safe route to school. The note also states that alternative
methods of travel are available to school children in the form of bus and rail
provision.

The Highway Authority have reviewed the audit and whilst it is accepted that part of
the route to Warblington School is acceptable in its current form, improvements are
required for pedestrians and cyclists accessing Bedhampton station, increasing the
uptake of travel to both the station for rail travel and for those looking to access
Warblington School. Bedhampton Road has been identified within Havant Borough
Council’s Local Cycling and Walking Infrastructure Plan (LCWIP) as requiring
improvements for both pedestrians and cyclists. The road has been identified as a
secondary route for sustainable road users in the Havant area, although it will act as
a primary route for pedestrians and cyclists looking to access the aforementioned
school and local facilities directly from the Lower Road development.

Details regarding proposed pedestrian and cycle improvements is noted further
within this response.

Pedestrian and Cycle Flows

To forecast the pedestrian and cycle flows associated with the Forty Acre Farm
development, the applicant has reviewed the Transport Assessment and Travel Plan
submitted in support of the consented application.

The multi modal trip generation has been split via the mode share data available
within the Travel Plan to derive the number of people who will walk and cycle from
the development. A specific route assessment is undertaken within TN1 to establish
the likely walking routes for pedestrians routing from the Forty Acre Farm
development to local facilities. The assessment assigns 60% of walking and cycling
trips west along Havant Road to Drayton, whilst the remaining 40% of trips are
assigned to the east, before being split further with 15% routing via Bedhampton Hill,
15% via Lower Road and 10% via Harts Farm Way. The Highway Authority raised
concerns with the low level of trips assigned via Lower Road during initial discussions
around the methodology, resulting in a sensitivity scenario within TN1 which assigns
30% of the eastern walking and cycling trips via this route. In total, 46 daily walking
trips and 13 daily cycle trips were originally forecast from the Forty Acres
development to travel along Lower Road out of the 154 and 44 respective pedestrian
and cycle daily trips. In total, 5 walking and cycling trips were predicted along Lower
Road in both the AM and PM peak hours within the sensitivity test.

Following a review of these figures and the assessment, the Highway Authority
raised that the assessment had not included trips to Bidbury Infant and Junior
School, which are the catchment schools for the Forty Acre Farm development. Trips
to these schools will be facilitated via the new walking route provided around the
Rusty Cutter Roundabout. It was also identified that there is likely to be an element of
suppressed demand associated with the existing lack of crossing facilities at the
roundabout. Once the Rusty Cutter improvement works are implemented, it is
considered that more pedestrians will choose to walk across the roundabout and
route via Lower Road, which needs to be factored into the applicant’s assessment.

A revised assessment was subsequently put forward in TN2 to address the points
raised above. Utilising the aforementioned modal split from the travel plan and the
predicted number of pupils, an additional 31 two-way pedestrian movements are
forecast in total in the AM peak hour from the Forty Acres development. When



applying the route assignment split, an additional 16 movements are forecast in the
AM peak hour along Lower Road from the movements put forward in TN1. To
account for the potential suppressed demand, given the current lack of crossing
facilities at the Rusty Cutter roundabout, the pedestrian and cycle flows have been
uplifted by a further 10% for both the existing and proposed scenarios.

Taking account of the updated assumptions made regarding the school trips and
suppressed demand, the final sensitivity scenario for the total pedestrian, cyclist and
vehicular trips utilising Lower Road in the future year with development scenario is
shown below. The numbers in brackets represent the increases associated with the
proposed development.

Pedestrian Cyclist Vehicular
AM Peak 66 (+14) 23 (+1) 93 (+23)
PM Peak 40 (+6) 38 (+1) 99 (+23)
Daily Trips 373 (+76) 132 (+6) 949 (+218)

The figures indicate that Lower Road will continue to operate as a shared surface,
albeit with higher vehicular, pedestrian and cyclist trips associated with the proposed
development. The latest figures have been reviewed by HCC'’s in house safety
auditor who has confirmed that whilst there will be more peak hour and daily
movements along Lower Road, it will not affect the current safe operation of the
shared space arrangement, corroborated by accident data which shows there have
been no accidents along Lower Road from the past 20 years.

Site Access

Within the Highway Authority’s first response, concerns were raised with regards to
the poor forward visibility available through the access and the limited carriageway
width which restricted the ability of two vehicles to pass concurrently. The applicant
was required to revisit the site access design given the identified safety concerns.
Following these comments and a further discussion with the applicant, a revised
access proposal has been presented which provides forward visibility to a 20mph
design speed, supported by localised widening to facilitate two-way movements
through the access and along the access road.

The Highway Authority have reviewed the updated proposal presented in drawing
number ITB12174-GA-018 Rev D, along with the Stage 1 Road Safety Audit. The
latest design demonstrates that two family cars can pass without conflicting through
the access and onwards into Phase 2. The tracking for a car and refuse vehicle
demonstrates that the manoeuvre can now be undertaken, and it is also
acknowledged that the improved forward visibility will allow a vehicle to anticipate the
approaching refuse and wait for it to pass through the narrower section of the access.

The RSA1 picked up on issues including the transition from the footway to the north
of the access road as it meets the carriageway, measures to stop pedestrians from
falling into the swale and widening of the bend of the access road to 5.5m to improve
vehicle manoeuvring, the latter of which has been addressed and agreed.

Within TN2, further work has been undertaken to provide a crossing point from the
footway to the west of the swale to a new footway on the southern side of the access
road. The footway has also been relocated away from the swale, although measures
may still be required to prevent a pedestrian from falling. It is considered that this
matter can be conditioned and addressed appropriately at the reserved matters



stage. The realigned footway and the introduction of a new footway on the southern
side of the access road are considered suitable for providing pedestrians with a safe
place to cross.

The widened access road and improved pedestrian facilities are considered suitable
for overcoming the Highway Authority’s original comments. An appropriate condition
shall be secured to ensure the access is implemented as shown in principle in
drawing number ITB12174-GA-018 Rev F, with further details provided at the
reserved matters stage regarding the interaction between the footpath and the swale.

Junction Modelling

Within TN1, the applicant has clarified that the difference in the modelling outputs
between the assessment work presented as part of Phase 1 and Phase 2 of the
development at Lower Road is a result of changes in background growth.

The Highway Authority acknowledges that the background growth changes in
TEMPRO are likely to account for the differing model outputs; however, the proposed
development will further reduce capacity at the Bedhampton Road/Bedhampton Hill
Roundabout, with a worst-case RFC of 0.99 observed on the Portsdown Hill Road
approach in the 2026 ‘with development’ scenario.

Therefore, the proposed development is required to offset its impact at the junction.
Following a review of the operation of the junction and potential measures to mitigate
the impact, alternative improvements to pedestrian and cycle links from the site have
been identified. This would reduce reliance on the private car — an approach
encouraged through emerging LTP4 guidance which was not being developed at the
time of the original planning application. The Havant Local Cycling and Walking
Infrastructure Plan has identified costed improvement schemes along Bedhampton
Road to improve pedestrian and cycle connectivity in the area. Given that
Bedhampton Road has been identified as one of the routes to school, it would be
both fair and proportionate and directly relevant to the proposed development to
contribute towards some of the identified schemes. The Highway Authority have also
identified improvements to the pedestrian network in the vicinity of the site, further
improving the sustainable connections to the development, which could also be
implemented via a contribution.

Following discussions with the applicant, a contribution of £108,000 has been agreed
towards either measures identified within the LCWIP along Bedhampton Road to
improve pedestrian and cycle facilities, or pedestrian crossing facilities at Brookside
Road. The contribution has been calculated against the cost of implementing a
segregated cycleway on Bedhampton Road between Kings Croft Lane and
Bedhampton railway station, which would also be utilised by cyclists looking to
access Bedhampton rail station on route to Warblington School. The Highway
Authority considers the contribution sufficient for mitigating the vehicular impact of
the development.

Travel Plan
The updated Travel Plan has been reviewed and is now considered acceptable. The
monitoring, approval and cash deposit fees will be secured through the Section 106

agreement.

Outline Construction Traffic Management Plan




Through the Phase 1 planning application, bespoke wording was agreed for the
management of construction traffic through the Construction Traffic Management
Plan to ensure that a lorry would not meet an approaching vehicle on the narrow
section of Lower Road. It is noted that the outline CTMP reflects the previously
agreed wording and is therefore suitable in its purpose as an outline document.

A planning condition will be required for the submission, and agreement of, a full
CTMP should the application obtain planning permission. This should incorporate
any additional requirements for this specific phase of development if necessary.

Recommendation

The comments raised within the Highway Authority’s original response have now
been suitably addressed by the applicant. The Highway Authority therefore
recommends no objection, subject to the following S106 obligations and conditions:

S106
e Prior to commencement of development, to pay the sustainable transport
contribution of £108,000.
e Prior to commencement of development, to pay the Travel Plan approval,
monitoring and cash deposit fees

Conditions

e Construction Traffic Management Plan
To implement the site access as shown in drawing number ITB12174-GA-018
Rev F prior to occupation of development.

e Through the Reserved Matters application, to provide plans with details of the
proposed drainage, street lighting, landscaping, site levels and materials
strategies for the indicative site layout as shown in drawing number MOSAIC
-REV V4

Traffic Team (4" November 2021)

Without any details on the amount of bedrooms that these properties are to have the
traffic team can not comment on the proposals. We would however advise that the
developer studies the HBC Parking Supplementary Planning Document 2016 and
ensures that the corresponding amount of parking spaces and visitor spaces are
accommodated.

The Traffic team would also request that if this development is permitted then a
provision to be made for a sum of £5000 (plus the costs associated with advertising
the proposals and any works) estimated to be a maximum of £7000 in total, to be
provided by the developer to be set aside from commencement to allow a TRO to be
processed ending 5 years from practical completion of the development, to ensure
that any parking from the development does not interfere with the capacity, operation
or safety of the local highway network

Historic England (28" October 2021)

On the basis of the information available to date, we do not wish to offer any
comments. We suggest that you seek the views of your specialist conservation and
archaeological advisers, as relevant.



Housing Manager (Development) (15t November 2021)

Housing:

Current planning policy requirements Core Strategy policy CS9. 2, the Havant
Borough Housing SPD (July 2011), mean that developments of 15 units or more
would be required to provide 30-40% affordable housing on site.

The Submitted Havant Borough Local Plan 2036 (HBLP 2036), which was approved

by the Council on 30/01/2019, further reinforces this policy (see emerging Policy H2 /
Affordable Housing) by setting out a requirement for 30% affordable housing on sites
resulting in a net gain of 10 or more dwellings. This would equate to a minimum of 45
affordable units on this site.

Overall Affordable Housing Provision

The applicants are proposing a housing development of up to 43 new homes. As this
is an outline application only the exact size and type of housing provision is not
confirmed as yet. However, the applicants have confirmed within their Planning
Statement that they intend to provide 30% affordable housing on the site which would
equate to up to 13 units.

Tenure

The applicants have not specifically stated the exact tenure of the affordable new
homes, only that they will be considered as affordable. The councils starting point
would normally be a 70% Rented/ 30% Shared Ownership split in favour of the
rented homes. This is considered a reasonable mechanism to create a sustainable
mixed community and meet the varied housing needs of our residents.

The demand for affordable housing remains consistently high within Havant borough;
as at 28/10/2021 there are 1741 active applications registered on Hampshire Home
Choice (HHC) seeking accommodation in our area and of these 811 are waiting for a
one-bedroom home, 550 for a two bed, 310 for a 3 bed, 62 for a 4 bed, and 8 fora 5
bed.

Waiting times on Hampshire Home Choice (HHC) represent a significant number of
years. Between April 2020 to March 2021, for Band 3 applicants (which reflects a
reasonable priority for moving) the time between registration and nomination was an
average of between 2 to 5 years depending on the property size required.

Housing Mix

As yet there are no details of a housing mix, however The PUSH Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (SHMA) indicates that there is a projected need for
approximately 35% of new properties to have 2 bedrooms in both the market &
affordable sectors and this is echoed at Policy H4/Housing Mix of the submitted
Havant Borough Local Plan. | would expect the affordable housing provision to
consist of a variety of types and sizes of accommodation to help meet the
demonstrated demand.



House sizes

I would all new homes to meet, or exceed, the nationally Described Space
Standards.

Location

The location of this proposed development is in a very desirable area close to all
local amenities, including transport, education, health, and retail.

Wheelchair Accessibility

I would expect to see some of the affordable units developed as being adapted to
wheelchair accessible standards, or to a standard enabling those units to be
adaptable in the future.

In principle Housing would support this application pending confirmation as soon as
possible of the exact number and housing mix of the 30% affordable provision.

HBC Landscape Architect (201" September 2022)

From a landscape perspective we have the following comments in relation to this
application:

o We would require the site to link up to the existing pedestrian and cycle
routes to the development to the west.

e Material pallet for buildings, hard landscaping and soft landscaping should all
replicate the development site to the west to create a cohesive design.

e Given the site proximity to busy highways tree species which are effective at
capturing airborne particulate should be introduces as boundary screening to
help improve air quality. Species such as London Plane, Silver birch, Yew
and Elder alongside evergreen species such as pines and cypresses have
been shown to improve air quality.

¢ The site would benefit by connecting to the existing cycle infrastructure to the
north west of the site by Bedhampton Hill Road.

HBC Community Infrastructure Officer (10" February 2023)

CIL

This application is not CIL liable, but any subsequent full or reserved matters
application would be.

The CIL rate is set out in our Charging Schedule:
http://www.havant.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/HBC%20CIL%20Charging%?2
0Schedule%20Full%20Document%20Feb%202013.pdf

The amounts in the Charging Schedule are indexed according to the year in which
the CIL liable permission is issued.

The subsequent application would need to be accompanied by:

e CIL Form 1: CIL Additional Information
e CIL Form 2: Assumption of Liability
e Form 10: Charitable and/or Social Housing Relief Claim Form


http://www.havant.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/HBC%20CIL%20Charging%20Schedule%20Full%20Document%20Feb%202013.pdf
http://www.havant.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/HBC%20CIL%20Charging%20Schedule%20Full%20Document%20Feb%202013.pdf

Further information on CIL including relief in respect of affordable housing can be
found on the Planning Portal.

Please note the current CIL Charging Schedule in under review.

S106
Subject to statutory consultee responses we would expect the S106 to include
(amongst any other site-specific obligations necessary):

Affordable Housing

HBC Monitoring Fees*

HCC Monitoring Fees

Management Company

Management Plan (may include SUDS)

Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy (see further information)**
Community Worker (payment due prior to commencement)
Education (HCC)

SUDS/SUDS Bond (Bond not necessary if Southern Water have agreed to adopt
SUDS once installed)

10. Highway Works (HCC)

11. Site Specific Transport Improvements (HCC)

12. Others arising out of consultee responses
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SEE THE HBC DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS GUIDE FOR ADDITIONAL
INFORMATION:

Latest version accessible from: https://www.havant.gov.uk/community-infrastructure-
levy

*Monitoring Fees: As part of the ‘Heads of Terms’ it would be necessary to include
monitoring fees. The amended CIL Regulations effective 1/9/19 regularise the
collection of S106 monitoring fees. We have an agreed schedule of charges, due to
be updated 1/4/23:

From 1 April 2022

e £798.00 per non-financial head of term (outside the scope of VAT)

o 5% of cost per financial head of term (outside the scope of VAT)

Monitoring fee is capped at a maximum of £11,525 per application. This cap only
applies to major applications (up to 250 Homes) without long term ecological
management which may also be subject to separate negotiation.

The sums charged will be increased and apply to S106 agreements drafted after
31/3/23.

**Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy

The charges updated 1/4/22 are set out below, based on the maximum number of net new
dwellings and bedroom sizes; contribution will be indexed (RPI), these rates will be updated
1/4/23: http://www.havant.gov.uk/unilateral-undertaking-solent-recreation-mitigation-strateqy



https://www.havant.gov.uk/community-infrastructure-levy
https://www.havant.gov.uk/community-infrastructure-levy
http://www.havant.gov.uk/unilateral-undertaking-solent-recreation-mitigation-strategy

No of Amount Monitoring Fee

Bedrooms

1 £390 Plus 5% of total (sum may be included in
‘HBC Monitoring Fees’)

2 £563

3 £735

4 £864

5+ £1,014

Hampshire Fire & Rescue (26" October 2021)

Advice provided on access for firefighting, water supplies, fire protection, fire safety
systems, and timber framed buildings.

Hampshire Swifts (7" November 2021)

| am writing to you on behalf of Hampshire Swifts, a charity devoted to the
conservation of Swifts in Hampshire and part of a national network of Swift groups
throughout the UK.

The purpose of this letter is to request that planning consent for the above-mentioned
development, if granted, includes a requirement for an average of 1 integral nest
brick for Swifts per dwelling

In their ecological appraisal, Aluco Ecology recommend 6 bird nest boxes in total
either on trees or on the proposed dwellings. This small number for a development of
up to 43 dwellings is a missed opportunity to provide integral nest sites for declining
species of bird that rely on buildings for nest sites. We strongly recommend that
integral Swift bricks are installed in an average ratio of one per dwelling. Swift bricks
are a universal nest brick as they are readily used not just by Swifts but also by
several other bird species, including red-listed species such as House Sparrow and
Starlings. The RIBA and conservation organisations recommend that integral nest
bricks are installed in an average ratio of one per dwelling. The National House
Building Council Foundation in their recent report ‘Biodiversity in New Housing
Developments’ make similar recommendations. The integration of nesting sites for
birds is supported by the following national policy and guidance:

e Section 40 of the Natural Environment and Rural Communities (NERC) Act
2006, states: “Every public authority must, in exercising its functions, have
regard, so far as is consistent with the proper exercise of those functions, to
the purpose of conserving biodiversity.” —

e Section 174(b) of the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF,
2019), states: ““To promote and enhance biodiversity and geodiversity, plans
should: ...identify and pursue opportunities for securing measurable net gains
for biodiversity...”. This is explained further by the accompanying guidance
notes (NPPF, Natural Environment Guidance, paragraph 023): “...relatively
small features can often achieve important benefits for wildlife, such as
incorporating ‘swift bricks’ and bat boxes in developments...”




o Furthermore, the government’s support for such measures was stated
explicitly in the accompanying government press release: "...expectations on
how developers can protect specific species, including using hollow swift
bricks — which are installed into the walls of new build homes, allowing the
birds to nest safely. https://www.gov.uk/government/news/brokenshire-orders-
house-builders-toprotect-wildlife

The above is of particular relevance to 3 species of bird, the red-listed House
sparrow and Starling and the amber-listed Swift (expected to be red-listed at the next
review). All 3 species are undergoing major declines caused mainly by the loss of
nesting sites on existing houses due to re-roofing and replacement of soffits and
fascias. Swifts, for example, have experienced a catastrophic decline of nearly 60%
in the last 20 years. All these species readily use Swift bricks when these are
integrated into new developments.

Integration of Swift bricks is very easy to include into routine building practices and
results in a permanent, discrete, maintenance-free biodiversity enhancer which will
provide much needed breeding spaces for declining species of birds. We strongly
recommend that installing an average of 1 swift brick per dwelling is made a
condition of the consent if granted.

Langstone Harbour Board (8" November 2021)

| refer to your letter dated 21 October 2021 and the detailed drawings viewed on the
Havant Borough Council website concerning the above planning application.

The Board’s Planning Sub Committee has considered this application and wish to
OBJECT to the proposals. The land concerned is currently agricultural and is
categorised in the Solent Wader and Brent Goose Strategy as a Secondary Support
Area for SPA bird species.

The Langstone Harbour Management Plan states that “The open area around the

harbour is part of the harbour’s landscape and nature conservation value and should
be retained and managed for these purposes in association with the harbour itself”.

Crime Prevention Officer (15" November 2021)

Thank you for your letter of the 21st October 2021 and the opportunity to comment
upon the application. Having considered the application | have the following
comments to make with reference to the prevention of crime and disorder (Anti-
Social Behaviour (ASB)).

The National Planning Policy Framework makes clear the Government’s continuing
commitment to “create safe and accessible environments where crime and disorder,
and the fear of crime, do not undermine quality of life or community cohesion and
resilience”.

National Planning Practice Guidance advises, that planning has a role in preventing
crime and malicious threats. It reminds Local Authorities of their obligations under
Section 17 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 (as amended), specifically “to
exercise their functions with due regard to their likely effect on crime and disorder,
and to do all they reasonably can to prevent crime and disorder.”



The guidance advises: “Planning provides an important opportunity to consider the
security of the built environment, those that live and work in it and the services it
provides.” It continues, “Good design that considers security as an intrinsic part of a
masterplan or individual development can help achieve places that are safe as well
as attractive, which function well and which do not need subsequent work to achieve
or improve resilience.” “Good design means a wide range of crimes from theft to
terrorism are less likely to happen by making committing those crimes more difficult.”

An illustrative master plan, which will be subject to change, has been provided. The
design and layout of a development influences the opportunities for crime and
disorder (Anti-Social Behaviour (ASB)). The presence of good natural surveillance of
the public realm, defensible space (especially about dwellings), good lighting,
appropriate connectivity / permeability and appropriate security fittings will reduce the
opportunities for crime and disorder. Collectively these attributes are generally
referred to as the Crime Prevention Through Environmental Design (CPTED)
principles.

The Secured by Design Award Schemel brings the CPTED principles into a single
award. Research has shown that developments achieving the Secured by Design
award suffer less crime and disorder.

The design and access statement makes reference to the development aspiring to
achieve Secured by Design accreditation upon completion. Achieving the award is
the best way to ensure the benefits associated with a low crime environment are
realised.

To reduce the opportunities for crime and disorder, we recommend a number of
conditions relating to Secured by Design and a lighting scheme.

Community Involvement

This application was publicised in accordance with the Council's Code of Practice for
Publicity of Planning Applications approved at minute 207/6/92 (as amended), as a
result of which the following publicity was undertaken:

Number of neighbour notification letters sent: 182

Number of site notices: Yes

Statutory advertisement: Yes

At the time of writing the report 132 objections have been received.

Summary of representations

Principle

The site is not an allocated site and lies outside of the settlement

The harm caused by this proposal is not outweighed by any public benefit.
Impact on quality of life.

Inappropriate development

Inadequate infrastructure and access to services to support an increase in



population
unsustainable site for housing.
The outline plan is of a poor design.
The development is speculative, opportunistic and a piecemeal development
The Council refused development on the adjacent site and the same arguments
Bargate Homes’ appeal was upheld in July 2021 who merely cited the
Government’s priority to boost the supply of housing
Loss of agricultural land
e There should be 'no automatic permission'.
A reassessment of the Council’s lack of 5 year housing land supply is needed.

Officer comment: The Government has an objective of significantly boosting the
supply of housing. Under paragraph 73 of the NPPF, Havant Borough is required to
have a rolling five year supply of deliverable housing sites. The Borough’s housing
land supply was updated in November 2021 and shows that the Borough now has a
3.9 year housing land supply, which falls below the Governments five year supply
threshold.

Impact on Heritage, the Conservation Area, and character of the area.

Detrimental to adjacent to conservation area

Harmful to character of the area

The traffic generated by the proposed developments amounts to substantial harm
we should seek to protect valuable heritage areas , not swamping them with new
houses and access hazards.

Officer comment A full assessment of the Heritage considerations is provided in the
Consultee responses and in Section 7.

Highway Impacts

Increased traffic and congestion and resulting air pollution

Insufficient parking

The layout does not provide sufficient parking for residents and visitors
Inadequate highway infrastructure

No justification on the point of access

Impact on road safety

Impact on pedestrian safety

Insufficient visibility

Highway safety due to bends in road

Increased danger to pedestrians due to narrow blind bends

Impact on local services eg schools, doctors

Insufficient infrastructure eg footpaths to accommodate pedestrians/cyclists
The access route is narrow with blind bends and no pavements
Access and egress from Brookside Road is already difficult

The access road is insufficient to accommodate delivery vehicles

Officer comment: The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at Paragraph
109 states that, in relation to development proposals, decisions should take account
of whether safe and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people; and
development should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the
residual cumulative impacts of development are severe. The highway submission in
respect to the application has been reviewed and is considered to appropriately
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7.2.

address the highway considerations and safety issues. The Highway Authority has
independently assessed the implications of the development and has reached its
position having reviewed several factors, including vehicle speeds, inter-visibility
between pedestrians and vehicles, accident history and traffic volumes to consider
both the existing and forecast interaction between pedestrian and vehicles. The
Highway Authority is satisfied that the additional vehicular, pedestrian and cycle trips
generated by this development are not considered to compromise the existing
operation of the road.

Drainage and Flooding Issues

e The application makes no provision for the collection of surface water drainage
e ltis unclear whether the LLFA accept the proposals

Officer comment: The LLFA have submitted an objection to the proposals. A full
assessment of the drainage considerations is provided in the Consultee responses
and in Section 7.

Impact on Ecology

e Impact on wildlife

¢ Development is already destroying valuable hedgerows causing harm to the
environment

Officer comment: The proposal provides for ecological mitigation and enhancement

and the key consultees including Natural England, and HBC Ecology support the

proposal

Residential amenity

e Loss of greenspace
e Environmental noise
e Increased air pollution

Officer comment: The development has been designed to accord with the guidance
set out in the adopted Borough Design Guide meeting the requirements for garden
sizes and privacy within the development and in relation to existing dwellings .

Planning Considerations

Impacts on European Sites / Nutrient Neutrality

The site was previously identified as a Candidate Site and before that a Secondary
Support Area in line with the Solent Waders and Brent Geese (SWBG) within the
Brent Goose and Wader Strategy (October 2018) (SWBGS). However, its
classification has since been updated to ‘no recorded use’. This reflects four years of
good survey data which has led to the reclassification of the site as ‘no recorded
use’. Therefore, no direct impacts would need to be assessed or mitigation required.

The Council has conducted a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), including
Appropriate Assessment (AA), of the proposed development under Regulation 63 of
The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended). The
Council’s assessment as competent Authority under those regulations is included in
the case file. The screening under Regulation 63(1)(a) found that there was likely to
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be a significant effect on several Solent European Sites (as defined in the
applications HRA) due to both the increase in recreation and the decrease in water
guality that would be a result of the proposed development.

The planning application was then subject to Appropriate Assessment under
Regulation 63. This included two packages of avoidance and mitigation packages.
The first is a package of measures based on the suggested scale of mitigation in the
Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy. The second is a package of measures based
on the Position Statement and Mitigation Plan for Nutrient Neutral Development. The
applicant has indicated a willingness to enter into a legal agreement to secure the
mitigation packages.

The Appropriate Assessment concluded that the avoidance and mitigation packages
are sufficient to remove the significant effects on European Sites which would
otherwise have been likely to occur. The HRA is currently subject to consultation
with Natural England as the appropriate nature conservation body under Regulation
63(3) for confirmation that they agree with the findings of the assessment. Subject to
this confirmation it can be concluded that the proposal will not result in adverse
effects on the integrity of any of the sites in question, provided the applicant enters
into a legal agreement to secure the mitigation packages.

Planning Considerations

In other respects, having regard to the relevant policies of the development plan and
all other material considerations it is considered that the main issues arising from this
application are:

0] Principle of development

(i) Housing mix and affordable housing

(iii) Impact upon the character and appearance of the area
(iv) Impact on Heritage Assets

(v) Impact upon residential amenity (for existing and future residents)
(vi) Highways, parking and accessibility issues

(vi)  Flood Risk/Drainage

(viii)  Ecology Impacts

(ix) Impact on Trees

x) Impact on Archaeology

(xi) Education

(xii)  Contamination

(xiii)  Developer Contributions/CIL and S106 requirements
(xiv)  Overall Conclusions and Planning Balance

0] Principle of development

As required by section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act (2004),
applications must be determined in accordance with the development plan, unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

The Development Plan

The Development Plan consists of:

The Development Plan consists of: Havant Borough Local Plan (Core Strategy)
2011), the Havant Borough Local Plan (Allocations Plan) (2014), both of which cover
the period until 2026. The application site is located close to, but outside of, the



7.8

7.9

7.10

7.11

7.12

7.13

urban area. Policies in the adopted plans support appropriate residential
development within the urban areas. “Exception schemes” are only supported in the
countryside. The site is not an exception scheme and is located in a non-urban area.
Therefore, this application does not accord with the development plan. Planning
permission should therefore be refused unless other material considerations indicate
otherwise.

Submission Havant Borough Local Plan

The Submission Havant Borough Local Plan was submitted for examination on 12
February 2021. However, following receipt of the Inspectors’ Interim Findings, the
Examination was concluded and the Havant Borough Local Plan was formally
withdrawn from Examination in March 2022.

Consistency with the National Planning Policy Framework.

The National Planning Policy Framework (July 2021) is a material consideration
which should be placed in the s.38(6) planning balance.

The NPPF’s primary objective is to promote sustainable growth and development
through a “plan-led” planning system. Paragraph 11 of the NPPF sets out a
presumption in favour of sustainable development which, for decision making,
means: “approving development proposals that accord with the development plan
without delay, and; where the development plan is, absent, silent, or out-of-date,
granting planning permission unless any adverse impacts of doing so would
significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the
policies in this Framework taken as a whole”.

The Council published its latest Five Year Housing Land Supply Update in November
2021. This indicates that the Council cannot demonstrate a five -year supply of
deliverable sites. The assessment found that the Council could only demonstrate a
3.9 year housing land supply, with a 20% buffer applied. In addition, the Housing
Delivery Test (HDT) for Havant indicates that delivery of housing was below (less
than 75%) of the housing requirement.

The Council published a Housing Delivery Position Statement (HDPS) in March 2022
which is a material planning consideration in the determination of planning
applications. The publication of the HDPS follows the receipt of the Inspectors’
Interim Findings report into their Examination of the Havant Borough Local Plan
(HBLP) and the Council’s decision to withdraw the Plan from Examination. The
HDPS set out how planning applications for housing not in accordance with the
Development Plan will be considered in the context of the Council’s current five year
housing land supply and Housing Delivery Test measurement.

The HDPS recognises that further sites will be needed in order to meet the Borough’s
housing need and to significantly boost housing supply in the short term. In
accordance with Decision Making Principle 4 of the HDPS, development proposals
not in Table 1 and not in accordance with the Development Plan will be considered in
line with paragraph 11 d) of the NPPF and will need to demonstrate that they
constitute ‘sustainable development’ in accordance with the NPPF, by demonstrating
that:

e The remaining requirements of the Development Plan and decision making
principles set out in the Statement are complied with; and
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e There will not be a significant and demonstrable adverse effect from the
development where mitigation is provided to the satisfaction of the local
planning authority, taking into account advice from statutory consultee(s).

In addition to the above, proposals will need to demonstrate that they are deliverable
in line with definition in Annex 2 of the NPPF.

In accordance with the Position Statement and in order to justify a departure from the
Development Plan, the applicant must demonstrate compliance with the development
guality standards set out under Decision Making Principle 5 — Development Quality.
These developer requirements replicate those included in those in the now withdrawn
HBLP; as such it can reasonably be expected that the application will have been
informed by the policy expectations in the Plan. In this case, the applicant has
submitted a ‘development quality standards’ checklist which sets out how the
application complies with the requirements of Decision Making Principle 5.

The Framework indicates that where the local planning authority cannot demonstrate
a five-year supply of deliverable housing sites, the policies in the development plan
which are most important for determining the application are to be considered out of
date. In such cases the tilted balance is engaged, and planning permission should be
granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits of the scheme when assessed against the NPPF as a whole.

Five year housing land supply and delivery of housing need

The Government has an objective of significantly boosting the supply of housing.
Under paragraph 74 of the NPPF, Havant Borough is required to have a rolling five
year supply of deliverable housing sites. Paragraph 11 of the NPPF sets out that, in
applying the presumption in favour of sustainable development, proposals for
development should be granted permission unless:

e The site is within particular designated areas set out footnote 7 of the NPPF.
(Officer comment: The application site in question is not within any of these
areas, however, it does lie directly adjacent to a designated heritage asset.)

e Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework
taken as a whole.

As stated above, the Council’s Five Year Land Supply Update November 2021
indicates the Council has 3.9 years supply with a 20% buffer applied. This is below
the five year supply threshold, and as such the tilted balance is engaged (para 11d of
the NPPF). However, significantly it does not follow that there is an automatic
assumption that planning permission should be granted. There is still a need to carry
out a balancing exercise — in assessing whether there would be adverse impacts
which would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the scheme.
Nonetheless, if it is considered that this is not the case, then planning permission
should be granted.

As previously mentioned, the proposed scheme is not included in the Council’s five-
year supply. That said, the proposal, if granted, would add up to 43 units towards the
five-year housing supply requirement. This would have the potential to increase the
Borough's housing land supply by 0.06 (rounded) years supply. This must be
afforded substantial weight in the overall planning balance, which is set out below. In
coming to this view, it is recognised that the proposal is in outline only, with all
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matters reserved apart from access. Therefore, if permission is granted, it would be
recommended that there is a shorter period for the submission of a valid reserved
matters application (i.e. 2 years, instead of normally 3 years).

Notwithstanding that the site is located outside of the urban area and is not allocated
in the development plan, it is accessible to facilities and services. It would also
deliver significant economic and social benefits. The site would make a contribution
in remedying the Council’s housing land supply shortfall and this must be afforded
substantial weight in the overall planning balance.

Deliverability

The NPPF, in annex 2, clarifies that:

“To be considered deliverable, sites for housing should be available now, offer a
suitable location for development now, and be achievable with a realistic prospect
that housing will be delivered on the site within five years”.

The application has been assessed and consultations carried out with infrastructure
providers and others (as set out in this report). As such there would not appear to be
significant off-site infrastructure works arising from the development which might
delay the implementation of the development. Therefore, there are no evident
barriers to the development coming forward within the next 5-year period, which
weighs in support of the scheme.

Environmental Sustainability

Introducing a housing estate to an undeveloped field would alter its character but it is
concluded that this would have a limited impact, as any harmful visual impact of the
development would be localised. The additional landscaping that is proposed would
reduce, and mitigate to a degree, the landscape impact of the development and
overall, whilst resulting in harm, the development would result in less than substantial
harm to the significance of the Conservation Area. This needs to be weighed against
the public benefits, and is considered in more detail further in this report.
Furthermore, the provision of open space comprising play areas, allotment and
orchard provision is of significant benegfit to this application.

In terms of the location of the site relative to services and facilities there is a
Convenience store and Post Office (less than 1km), Recreation Ground 1km, Havant
Industrial Estate (2km), Bidbury School (1.9km), Havant College 1.9km. In addition,
Bedhampton railway station is 1.4km from the site, which offers stopping services
towards Brighton to the east, London to the north-east and Southampton and
Portsmouth to the west, and the site is well served by bus with service numbers 21
and 23 serving the bus stops on Bedhampton Road, approximately a 500m walk.
These operate 7 days a week providing a frequent service to Portsmouth, Havant
and Southsea.

In accessibility terms, the site is in a sustainable location, and has realistic
alternatives to the use of the car, which weighs in support of the scheme.

Economic Sustainability

One of the core planning principles of the NPPF is proactively to drive and support
sustainable economic development to deliver, amongst other things, a sufficient
supply of homes that the country needs.
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The development would bring economic benefits at the construction phase and
following occupation. As with any new housing the proposed development would
bring people into the area which would be a continuing economic benefit that would
support growth in the local economy. In addition, the development would also create
construction jobs, which would contribute towards the local economy. Furthermore,
the proposed development would result in financial contributions being secured to
offset certain impacts of the development, such as contributions towards the
provision of enhanced community infrastructure.

Provided they are appropriately secured to address the impacts of the scheme, these
elements are all considered to be benefits in the planning balance. Overall it is
considered that the development would be economically sustainable.

Social Sustainability

In accordance with the Local Plan, development is only to be permitted where
adequate services and infrastructure are available or suitable arrangements can be
made for their provision. Where facilities exist but will need to be enhanced to meet
the needs of the development, contributions are sought towards provision and
improvement of infrastructure. A development should also offer a mix of house types
and tenures to ensure a balanced and thriving community.

The application proposes that a range of house types, sizes and tenures would be
provided, including 30% affordable housing (30% shared ownership and 70%
affordable rented) in accordance with Policy CS9 of the Core Strategy. The Council’s
adopted Affordable Housing SPD is also a material consideration, as is the NPPF
which aspires to “create places that are safe, inclusive and accessible...” The
Housing Officer supports this proposal subject to the final details being agreed, at the
Reserved Matters stage.

The proposal also proposes areas of open space which could be used by both new
and existing residents and is considered to be a benefit in the overall planning
balance. Contributions would also be secured through the Community Infrastructure
Levy to improve off-site community infrastructure in accordance with relevant
adopted policies and the adopted SPD on Planning Obligations.

Prematurity

In relation to prematurity, paragraphs 49-50 of the 2019 NPPF states:

‘...arguments that an application is premature are unlikely to justify a refusal of
planning permission other than in the limited circumstances where both:

a) the development proposed is so substantial, or its cumulative effect would be so
significant, that to grant permission would undermine the plan-making process by
predetermining decisions about the scale, location or phasing of new development
that are central to an emerging plan; and

b) the emerging plan is at an advanced stage but is not yet formally part of the
development plan for the area.

Refusal of planning permission on grounds of prematurity will seldom be justified
where a draft plan has yet to be submitted for examination. Where planning
permission is refused on grounds of prematurity, the local planning authority will need
to indicate clearly how granting permission for the development concerned would
prejudice the outcome of the plan-making process.’
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Officers are satisfied that the development is not considered so substantial or its
cumulative effect so significant, as to undermine the plan-making process. Therefore,
prematurity may not be raised legitimately as a reason for not granting planning
permission.

Undeveloped Gaps between Settlements

While the adopted Local Plan contains policies that seek to maintain the
undeveloped gaps between settlements in policy AL2 — these are predicated on out-
dated levels of housing need. The NPPF, in paragraph 11, is clear that Local Plans
should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for housing and other
uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within neighbouring areas, unless
there are strong reasons for restricting development. Those reasons are defined in
footnote 7 of the NPPF, and do not include gaps between settlements as a particular
consideration. The Council’s Housing Constraints and Supply Analysis mapped
constraints to development and found that it was not possible to meet housing need
on land unconstrained by nationally recognised constraints, while also protecting
gaps between settlements.

In conclusion on this issue:

1) The scheme is contrary to the development plan;
2) National planning policy is a material consideration;
3) The tilted balance is engaged in this case because:

a) the Council cannot demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable land for
housing towards which this site would contribute; and

b) the most important policies for the determination for the application set out
in the development plan are out of date in that respect;

4) The proposals would constitute sustainable development in policy terms;

5) It is deliverable now and is required to improve the 5 year supply and this
must be afforded substantial weight in the overall planning balance ;

6) The scheme is not premature;

7 Therefore, national policy considerations may be placed in the planning

balance against the conflict with the development plan.

(i) Housing mix and affordable housing

The proposal for up to 43 dwellings would produce a density of development of
approximately 29 dph (dwellings per hectare), based on the developable area. Core
Strategy policy CS9 states that planning permission will be granted for housing
proposals which (amongst other matters) ‘Achieve a suitable density of development
for the location, taking account accessibility to public transport and proximity to
employment, shops and services in addition to respecting the surrounding landscape,
character and built form’.

Supporting text of the Core Strategy paragraph 6.21 provides further guidance stating
that:

The density of new housing will depend on its design and appropriateness to its
location. As guide the following minimum density thresholds have been developed
using the Havant Borough Townscape, Landscape and Seascape Character
Assessment and the levels of accessibility to a range of facilities:

High Density — Minimum of 60 dwellings per hectare
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Medium Density — Minimum of 45 dwellings per hectare
Low Density — Up to 45 dwellings per hectare

Under this assessment, the density of development can be considered to be within
the Low Density category.

Paragraph 6.23 makes it clear that ‘It is not intended that density requirements
should be too prescriptive as it is often a difficult balance between maximising the
use of land and reflecting surrounding built character...’.

The NPPF states that ‘To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning
authorities should, (amongst other matters) set out their own approach to housing
density’. Although this scheme represents a low-density development, the proposed
density of 29 dph is considered an appropriate density given the context of the site on
the edge of the settlement, adjoining the Conservation Area, taking into account the
character of the surrounding area, and site constraints such as the need for open
space, protected trees, ecology, proximity to the A3(M), A27 and railway, and
drainage requirements. Overall, given the sensitivities of the site in terms of its
constraints, and its location close to, but outside of, the urban area, the lower density
of development proposed in this application is considered to be appropriate.

Adopted Local Plan 2011 Policy CS9 requires provision of a mix of dwelling types,
sizes and tenures. The proposal does not include details of the housing types and
sizes as it would be the subject of a reserved matters application. However, the site
has been shown to be capable of accommodating a range of types and sizes of
dwellings, having regard to the acknowledged constraints.

In relation to Affordable Housing, the proposal would provide a minimum of 30% of
the total units as affordable housing, and would comply with the quantum of
affordable housing required under the adopted policies. The tenure split is
anticipated to be 70/30 Affordable Rent / Shared Ownership. The affordable units
would be required at the reserved matter application stage to be spread throughout
the site.

Subiject to necessary requirements being secured within the associated S106
Agreement it is considered that the required on site affordable housing can be
suitably secured.

(iii) Impact upon the character and appearance of the area

The site and its location is described in section 1 of this report. The current proposal
is in outline form and therefore the detailed appearance of the proposed development
is not for consideration at this time. An indicative layout has, however, been provided
which seeks to demonstrate how the quantum of development could be successfully
provided on the site. The proposed development consists of up to 43 units of
accommaodation, which could be accommodated on the site, with a density of
development of 29 units per hectare. Having regard to the location of the site, which
is outside of the urban area, the density of development is considered to be
appropriate.

The design qualities of the scheme have particular regard to the character of the site
layout in respect of storey heights, materials and having regard to its edge of
settlement location and relationship with the Phase 1 development. The proposed
character of development comprises mainly 2 storey housing and parking overall
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complies with the adopted standards and would be provided on curtilage so as not to
be over dominant.

Landscaping would include native trees and native hedging species. The
development has been carefully designed to retain the hedging on the boundaries
with Lower Road and the A27 and new hedging would be provided to the site
boundaries. This additional planting would comprise oak, field maple, hawthorn, holly
and blackthorn to ensure a good mix of fast-growing with native species for
biodiversity and the added screening would provide longer term benefit to both
landscape character and ecology.

The layout has been influenced by its constraints including its proximity to the A3(M),
A27, railway line and its siting relative to the Conservation Area. The layout is
traditional in its form, with the proposed housing being designed to create active
frontages and a sense of enclosure to the new streets, together with overlooking of
the public areas.

The building heights of the proposed dwellings would be a maximum of two storeys
with pitched, catslide and gable roofs, and would be of high quality design to be
constructed of red brick, stone, burnt brick, timber board and coloured render.

The development will provide significant areas of Public Open Space and overall, the
form of development is considered to have regard to the sites context and will form
an appropriate transition from the verdant character of the area into this
development.

Overall, it is considered that a development of up to 43 dwellings could be designed
to have an attractive layout with an acceptable impact on the surrounding landscape.
The final design and layout would form part of the reserved matters application
should outline permission be granted.

(iv) Impact on Heritage Assets

The application site, whilst not within the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area,
adjoins Old Manor Farm which was included in the Conservation Area under the
2019 review. Local Plan policy CS11 - Protecting and Enhancing the Special
Environment and Heritage of the Borough advises that development should protect
and where appropriate, enhance the borough's statutory and non-statutory heritage
designations by appropriately managing development in or adjacent to conservation
areas, listed buildings, scheduled ancient monuments, historic parks and gardens,
archaeological sites, building of local historic or architectural interests.

The Conservation Officer has provided a detailed response setting out the
considerations in respect to the impact on Heritage Assets and this is reproduced
below.

Policy Considerations

Section 66 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
requires planning authorities, when considering whether to grant planning permission
for development which affects a listed building or its setting, to have special regard to
the desirability of preserving the building or its setting or any features of special
architectural or historic interest which it possesses.
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Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990
requires planning authorities, when considering whether to grant planning permission
for development which affects a Conservation Area, to have special regard to the
desirability of preserving or enhancing the character and appearance of that area.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the policies that the
Council must take into account when determining planning applications. The ‘Historic
Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 2’, states at paragraph 4: ‘The
significance of a heritage asset is the sum of its archaeological, architectural, historic,
and artistic interest’ and provides at paragraphs 8, 9 and 10 that in order for the Local
Planning Authority to make decisions in line with legal requirements, the objectives of
the development plan; and, the policy requirements of the NPPF, great importance is
placed on understanding the nature, extent and level of the significance of the
heritage asset.

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) sets out the policies that the
Council must take into account when determining planning applications. The NPPF
sets out, in Section 16, the proposals regarding Conserving and Enhancing of the
Historic Environment. The following paragraphs are of particular relevance:

Para. 184 states that heritage assets range from sites and buildings of local historic
value to those of the highest significance, such as World Heritage Sites which are
internationally recognised to be of Outstanding Universal Value. These assets are an
irreplaceable resource, and should be conserved in a manner appropriate to their
significance, so that they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of
existing and future generations.

Para. 189 advises that in determining applications, local planning authorities should
require an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected,
including any contribution made by their setting. The level of detail should be
proportionate to the assets’ importance and no more than is sufficient to understand
the potential impact of the proposal on their significance. As a minimum the relevant
historic environment record should have been consulted and the heritage assets
assessed using appropriate expertise where necessary. Where a site on which
development is proposed includes, or has the potential to include, heritage assets
with archaeological interest, local planning authorities should require developers to
submit an appropriate desk-based assessment and, where necessary, a field
evaluation.

Para. 190 advises that local planning authorities should identify and assess the
particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a proposal
(including by development affecting the setting of a heritage asset) taking account of
the available evidence and any necessary expertise. They should take this into
account when considering the impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or
minimise any conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of
the proposal.

Para. 191 states that where there is evidence of deliberate neglect of, or damage to,
a heritage asset, the deteriorated state of the heritage asset should not be taken into
account in any decision.

Para. 192 advises that in determining applications, local planning authorities should
take account of:
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a) the desirability of sustaining and enhancing the significance of heritage assets
and putting them to viable uses consistent with their conservation;

b) the positive contribution that conservation of heritage assets can make to
sustainable communities including their economic vitality; and

c) the desirability of new development making a positive contribution to local
character and distinctiveness.

Considering Potential Impacts

Para. 193 states that when considering the impact of a proposed development on the
significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the
asset’s conservation (and the more important the asset, the greater the weight
should be). This is irrespective of whether any potential harm amounts to substantial
harm, total loss or less than substantial harm to its significance.

Para. 194 states that any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated
heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from development within its
setting), should require clear and convincing justification. Substantial harm to or loss
of:

a) grade Il listed buildings, or grade Il registered parks or gardens, should be
exceptional;

b) assets of the highest significance, notably scheduled monuments, protected
wreck sites, registered battlefields, grade | and II* listed buildings, grade | and 11*
registered parks and gardens, and World Heritage Sites, should be wholly
exceptional.

Adopted Local Plan Policy CS11 (Protecting and Enhancing the Special Environment
and Heritage of Havant Borough) advises that planning permission will be granted for
development that protects and where appropriate enhances the borough’s statutory
and non-statutory heritage designations by appropriately managing development in
or adjacent to conservation areas, listed buildings, scheduled ancient monuments,
historic parks and gardens, archaeological sites, buildings of local historic or
architectural interest.

Policy DM20 from the adopted Allocations Plan 2014 advises that planning
permission will be granted for development that conserves and enhances the historic
assets of the Havant Borough and that a heritage statement is expected for
developments which have the potential to affect heritage assets.

Assessment

With regards to the Phase 1 development, the heritage position was that the overall
extent of harm to the setting of the consideration area, would be ‘less than
substantial’. In line with the NPPF, this means that the harm caused would not result
in the total loss of significance of the heritage asset (that being the conservation
area, including its setting).

In consideration of the Phase 1 development, the Inspector (Appeal Ref:
APP/X1735/W/20/3259067 — see Appendix D) concluded that the development
would result in less than substantial harm to the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area
at a moderate level within the spectrum (para.48), and that the public benefits of the
scheme were of sufficient importance to outweigh the harm that would arise to the
significance of the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area (para.124).
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The site is located to the west of the Phase 1 development and south west of
Character Area 5 (CA5) of the Conservation Area. It is an undeveloped parcel of land
which currently contributes to the setting of CA5, along with the other field parcels.
This field parcel is bounded on two sides by transport infrastructure and has a small
industrial estate located to the north, separating it from Lower Road.

The proposed development would result in the further loss of part of the setting to
Character Area 1 (CA1) and CA5 which currently forms part of the former landholding
of the farmstead. It would also alter the views from Lower Road and Old Manor Farm,
southwards and westwards. As with the Phase 1 scheme, it would also affect the
understanding of the historical role of the adjacent farmstead, as the creation of
additional housing would reduce the associated detachment of the rural setting.

A positive of the Phase 1 development was that the dwellings were generously
spaced and designed to create a more rural, farm stead style setting to be in keeping
with Old Manor Farm. Furthermore, high quality, traditional materials were
incorporated to enhance the rural character of the buildings and their context. The
proposed development is of a comparable size to the Phase 1 development,
however, the illustrative masterplan shows a tighter knit layout, which in effect
creates a more urbanised feel. It is appreciated that a higher level of open space is
being proposed on this site however, further consideration could be given to the
design layout going forward, which reflects a more rural character, akin to the Phase
1 development. It is advised that careful consideration is also given to the use of high
guality, appropriate materials.

Overall, it is considered that the proposal would result in harm to the settings of both
CA1 and CA5. However, this is deemed to be ‘less than substantial harm’ at the
moderate level of the spectrum. Although this parcel of land is further west than that
previously approved and the views are already constrained by the existing industrial
site to the north, the illustrative layout is more urbanised and does not reflect the rural
character of the setting. In accordance with NPPF, this is a matter which needs to be
weighed against the public benefits of the proposal and the overall planning balance.

(V) Impact upon residential amenity (for existing and future residents)

Impact on existing residents

The main impacts in terms of residential amenity relate to the dwellings currently
under construction as part of the Phase 1 development to the east. There are no
residential properties beyond the northern, western or southern boundaries. Given
the separation distances between the proposed dwellings, there would be no
significant loss of amenity to existing residents and the development would comply
with policy CS16 of the Core Strategy, the Design SPD and the NPPF.

Impact on future residents

Policy CS16 states that proposals for noise-sensitive development, including
residential uses, which would result in the occupiers of such development being
exposed to unacceptably high levels of noise will not be permitted. This policy is
consistent with that of Paragraphs 170 and 180 of the NPPF, which respectively
require that planning should always seek a good standard of amenity for existing and
future occupiers of land and buildings, and that the planning system should prevent
new and existing development from contributing to or being put at unacceptable risk



from, or being adversely affected by, amongst other things, unacceptable levels of
noise pollution.

7.73 A Noise Impact Assessment has been provided taking into account noise generated
from traffic on the A27 and the railway line. The noise assessment has considered
noise levels in proposed habitable rooms as well as external noise levels in amenity
spaces. The report concludes that development can be delivered without causing
significant harm to the amenity of future residents.

7.74 The Environmental Health Officer has provided updated comments on noise levels.
As the proposal is in outline stage, it is unclear how many dwellings will require
acoustic trickle vents and / or mechanical ventilation, however, appropriate details
would need to be submitted and considered at reserved matter stage.

7.75 The Environmental Health Officer has also assessed the impacts of air quality and
contamination and has raised no objection and is satisfied that subject to conditions,
a satisfactory environment for future residents can be achieved.

(vi) Highways, parking and accessibility issues

7.76 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) at Paragraph 109 states that, in
relation to development proposals, decisions should take account of whether safe
and suitable access to the site can be achieved for all people; and development
should only be prevented or refused on transport grounds where the residual
cumulative impacts of development are severe. Paragraph 110 of the NPPF also
states that developments should be located and designed where practical to give
priority to pedestrian and cycle movements; and create safe and secure layouts
which minimise conflicts between traffic and cyclists or pedestrians.

7.77 The application is supported by a Transport Assessment and in response to the initial
consultation from the Highway Authority dated 7" December 2021, a Technical Note
and an outline Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP) was subsequently
submitted which sought to address concerns raised by the Highway Authority.
Following submission, further discussions were subsequently held with the applicant
leading to a follow up note to address the remaining points.

7.78 With regards to junction modelling, the Highway Authority advises that the proposed
development will further reduce capacity at the Bedhampton Road/Bedhampton Hill
Roundabout and requires appropriate mitigation measures to offset its impact to
improve pedestrian and cycle links. The applicant has agreed to a contribution of
£108,000 towards either measures identified within the Havant Local Cycling and
Walking Infrastructure Plan along Bedhampton Road to improve pedestrian and cycle
facilities, or pedestrian crossing facilities at Brookside Road. The contribution has
been calculated against the cost of implementing a segregated cycleway on
Bedhampton Road between Kingscroft Lane and Bedhampton railway station, which
would also be utilised by cyclists looking to access Bedhampton rail station en route
to Warblington School. The Highway Authority considers the contribution sufficient for
mitigating the vehicular impact of the development.

7.79 The Highway Authority initially raised concerns with regards to the site access and
the poor forward visibility available through the access and the limited carriageway
width which restricted the ability of two vehicles to pass concurrently. Following this,
a revised access proposal was submitted which provides forward visibility to a 20mph
design speed, supported by localised widening to facilitate two-way movements
through the access and along the access road. The Highway Authority has reviewed
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the revised access layout and are satisfied that two family cars can pass without
conflicting through the access and onwards into the proposed site.

Extensive representations have been received by interested parties raising concerns
as to the highways impacts and related accessibility issues of this proposal. In
particular, concerns were raised that the existing highway network in the vicinity and
in particular Lower Road is unsuitable for the extra traffic that would be generated by
the development, with the absence of footways and presence of tight bends resulting
in safety issues and conflict between vehicles and pedestrians with pedestrians
having to walk in the road along Lower Road, Brookside Road and Bidbury Mead.

The Highway Authority provided comments on the additional vehicle movements and
the acceptability of the additional development flow heading onto Lower Road and
Brookside Road and additional information was submitted by the applicant through
detailed discussions with the Highway Authority. Taking account of the updated
assumptions made regarding the total pedestrian, cycle and vehicular trips utilising
Lower Road, the Highway Authority are satisfied that whilst there will be more peak
hour and daily movements along Lower Road, it will not affect the current safe
operation of the shared space arrangement which is corroborated by accident data
which shows there have been no accidents along Lower Road from the past 20 years

As part of the scheme, it is also proposed to provide a crossing point from the
footway to the west of the swale to a new footway on the southern side of the access
road. The Highway Authority consider that the realigned footway and the introduction
of a new footway on the southern side of the access road are suitable for providing
pedestrians with a safe place to cross. As part of the Phase 1 development, a 2m
wide footway was proposed internal to the site, linking to the junction with Lodge
Road to the west via tactile paving. The Highway Authority consider that the
realigned footway and the introduction of a new footway on the southern side of the
access road are considered suitable for providing pedestrians with a safe place to
Cross.

Overall, the Highway Authority are satisfied that the impacts on the highway network
are not considered to be severely harmful to the safety or free flow of the highway
network. Itis clear in paragraph 111 of the NPPF that development should only be
prevented or refused on highway grounds if there would be an unacceptable impact
on highway safety or the residual cumulative impacts on the road network would be
severe. Following the implementation of the agreed mitigation proposals required by
the legal agreement and conditions, these are considered to mitigate the impact of
the development on the highway network and therefore a reason for refusal on this
basis could not be justified.

(vii) Flood Risk/Drainage

The site is located within Flood Zone 1, an area at low risk from flooding, and
Southern Water have advised that they can facilitate foul sewerage disposal to
service the proposed development. A Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy
(FRA) has been submitted as part of the application which includes a drainage
strategy plan. The application has been considered in detail by the Lead Local Flood
Authority (Hampshire County Council).
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Surface Water Management

The FRA indicates that surface water runoff from the application site will be managed
through swales, permeable paving and an attenuation basin. Additionally, surface
water will be discharged into 3 deep bore soakaways (16m). However, the Lead
Local Flood Authority (LLFA) requested a ground investigation report be submitted to
include infiltration testing and a groundwater assessment. The LLFA advised that if
infiltration is not feasible, the applicant should propose an alternative secure outfall in
accordance with the drainage hierarchy for surface water disposal. In response, the
applicant’s drainage consultant provided a response advising that infiltration testing
was not feasible at the site, however, further comments from the LLFA advised that a
detailed drainage strategy with a proposed alternative to infiltration should be
submitted.

Following discussions with the applicant additional information was submitted with a
view to addressing the concerns raised by the LLFA. This included a SuDS
Management and Maintenance Plan, groundwater monitoring and infiltration testing,
wider groundwater monitoring results, drainage strategy and micro drainage
calculations. These details were thoroughly reviewed by the LLFA and revised
comments were received requesting further information on whether an increase in
the number of boreholes would effectively discharge surface water from the site.

Following receipt of further information submitted by the applicant, the LLFA have
maintained their objection to the application for the following reasons (summarised):

e The surface water drainage strategy relies on deep-bore soakaways as final
discharge points, that will be saturated by high groundwater levels during winter.

¢ Shallow infiltration was found to not be possible at this site due to slow infiltration
rates in the superficial deposits.

e No watercourses are present nearby.

o Deep-bore soakaways are considered to be an option of last resort by the LLFA,
as stated in of their ‘Surface Water Checklist Guidance’.

¢ No unsaturated zone is proposed for the drainage system, and there may be a
risk of groundwater emerging from the boreholes in a worst-case scenario.

e Infiltration testing appears to have been undertaken one time only and at one
depth into the saturated chalk, which is insufficient for determining whether the
rate achieved is an anomaly or even representative of the entire depth of the
proposed boreholes.

e The application of the infiltration rate data in the hydraulic calculations is of
concern, in addition to questions over its suitability. The rate was originally
applied across the full depth of the proposed deep-bore soakaways, however the
most recently submitted calculations show a variation by depth. It is not clear how
this was calculated as there is no evidence for additional testing.

¢ No evidence has been provided to show that the drainage network in its entirety
will not flood during the 1 in 30 year event. Attenuation storage has been
provided for the 1 in 100 year event plus an allowance for climate change,
however the LLFA requires further evidence of suitable infiltration rates to be
certain of suitable half-drain times for all storm events.

e The LLFA has experience of a development site proposing deep-bore soakaways
where more representative infiltration testing was undertaken than for this site
and with lower groundwater levels, however the drainage system failed because
infiltration rates after construction had been completed were found to be an order
of magnitude lower than those encountered during ground investigations.
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The LLFA ultimately requests that a surface water drainage strategy is submitted that
follows their hierarchy for sustainable drainage discharge locations. They also advise
that the existing evidence available to the LLFA excludes infiltration to ground as an
option, and the only likely acceptable solution is a pumped discharge to a surface
water sewer with the relevant safeguards and permissions in place. As no
consideration of an alternative workable surface water drainage strategy has been
submitted, the LLFA maintains its objection as the site cannot be shown to effectively
drain sufficiently at this outline application stage.

The absence of any prospect of a workable surface water drainage strategy from the
application submissions is considered to be of overriding importance to the outcome of
the proposals, in that in the absence of a workable strategy there would be likely to be
a significant and demonstrable adverse effect arising from the development such as to
outweigh the presumption in favour of granting planning permission. The development
proposals are therefore considered to not be in accordance with Decision Making
Principle 4 of the Housing Delivery Position Statement, Policies CS15 and CS19 of the
Havant Borough Local Plan (Core Strategy) 2011, and Paragraphs 167 and 169 of the
NPPF.

(viii) Ecology Impacts

The site overall comprises a fairly typical area of south Hampshire farmland and is of
generally limited ecological value. The site has been shown to support a typical
assemblage of foraging/commuting bat species, mostly concentrated along the site’s
wooded boundaries and hedgerows. Breeding and wintering bird surveys have
recorded an assemblage of typical species, with no overwintering geese or waders or
other species associated with the nearby Solent Special Protection Areas. No
evidence of Hazel Dormouse or Badger has been recorded, and the site is considered
unsuitable for supporting Great Crested Newt. Reptile surveys have identified a small
population of Slow-worms on site.

The proposed landscaping scheme would provide a useful area of open greenspace
within the south and west of the site. This will include areas of sown species-rich
grassland, native hedgerow, trees and scrub and wetland features and should provide
a valuable range of habitats. Mitigation measures are provided for the identified
ecological receptors, entailing timing vegetation removal to avoid nesting bird impacts
and the use of habitat modification to encourage the translocation of reptiles from the
northern boundary.

The site was previously identified as a Candidate Site and before that a Secondary
Support Area in line with the Solent Waders and Brent Geese (SWBG) within the Brent
Goose and Wader Strategy (October 2018) (SWBGS). However, its classification has
been updated to ‘no recorded use’. This reflects four years of good survey data which
has led to the reclassification of the site as ‘no recorded use’. Therefore, no direct
impacts would need to be assessed or mitigation required.

The Council’s Ecologist has confirmed that the proposal is acceptable subject to a
condition requiring a single, site wide ecological mitigation strategy — this strategy
should make suitable provision for swifts in light of the Hampshire Swifts’ consultation
response.

(ix) Impact on Trees

An Arboricultural Assessment and Method Statement accompanies the suite of
planning submission documents which has been reviewed by the Council's
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Arboriculturalist. No trees are shown to be removed and the trees on and offsite can
be adequately protected during the course of development by the protective fencing
proposed and the Council's Arboriculturalist has concluded that the tree work specified
to be carried out in the method statement is appropriate and necessary. In summary
provided that the methodology set out in the arboricultural reports is strictly adhered to
there is no arboricultural objection.

(x) Impact on Archaeology

The County Archaeologist (CA) has been consulted on the application and notes
archaeological work that has been undertaken as part of the Phase 1 development. It
is noted that the archaeological evaluation found evidence of features of Bronze Age
and Iron Age date as well as Roman material indicating that the area was in use in
those periods. Subsequent archaeological excavation found evidence of occupation
(possibly temporary, seasonal or activity based occupation rather than permanent) and
particularly associated with considerable material of Roman date.

The report concludes that there is a low to medium potential for prehistoric remains
and a low potential for Roman remains. The County Archaeologist agrees that there is
a low potential for archaeological remains to be encountered that would prove
overriding to the principle of development, but that there is a high potential that some
archaeological remains will be encountered during development which would merit
mitigation and in this regard recommends appropriate conditions to secure a
preliminary archaeological survey and to secure appropriate archaeological mitigation
by recording of the archaeological remains identified by the evaluation and impacted
by the proposed development.

(xi)  Education

The capacity of local schools has been considered in assessing the proposed
development and infrastructure requirements. Hampshire County Council, as the Local
Education Authority (LEA), has advised the development site is served by Bidbury
Infant and Junior Schools and Warblington Secondary School. Although the Bidbury
pair of schools are full they only achieve this by out catchment recruitment. The yield
from the development at Lower Road will be able to be accommodated at the Bidbury
Schools with the out-catchment pupils being returned to their catchment schools.
Consequently, a contribution from the developers to provide any additional primary
school places is not required. Similarly, there are places available at Warblington
Secondary School to accommodate the yield of pupils at secondary age and, again,
and a contribution to provide any additional secondary school places is not required.

(xii)  Contamination

As to potential contamination on the site the Council’'s Environmental Health Team
were consulted and no objection has been raised. The Geo-Environmental desk-
based assessment concludes that there are no known risks associated with the site,
other than as associated with ad-hoc activities undertaken ancillary to agricultural use
of the land. To address this uncertainty, the assessment recommends a precautionary
Phase 2 Intrusive Geo-Environmental Site Investigation, to run alongside the Geo-
Technical assessment, and to include environmental tests and the Council’s
Environmental Health Team agree with this approach.
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(xiif) Developer Contributions/CIL and S106 requirements

The impacts of the proposed development on key infrastructure have been assessed
and draft Heads of Terms submitted. The infrastructure provision in respect to
highways, education, flood risk/drainage, open space, leisure and utilities has been
considered and mitigation for the potential impacts on infrastructure proposed which
would be the subject of a legal agreement as set out below.

This outline application is not CIL liable but any subsequent full or reserved matters
applications would be. Additionally, having regard to the consultation responses
received and the planning considerations set out above a S106 Agreement would be
required in respect of the following matters in the event that permission were
recommended to be granted: -

Affordable Housing 30%

HBC S106 monitoring fee

HCC monitoring fee

Open Space, allotments and associated infrastructure should be provided by the
developer and arrangements for maintenance incorporated in the Management
Plan.

Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy contribution £33,007.70

SUDS including SUDs Bond, Management and Maintenance (NB subject to
change to address the outstanding LLFA objection)

Permissive paths

A contribution towards a Community worker in line with Decision making principle 5
of the Housing Delivery Position Statement which states that developments of 20
dwellings or more will be expected to:

(o) “Contribute towards a community officer, to help new residents in the
development integrate into existing communities. “

Contribution towards sustainable transport of £108,000

Travel Plan requirements

Overall Conclusion and Planning Balance

The development site lies outside of the built-up area and is not allocated for
development in the adopted Local Plan policy and as a result the proposal is contrary
to the most relevant policies within the development plan. However, due to the lack of
a 5 year housing land supply, the policies which are most important for determining the
application are out-of-date. This triggers the ‘ilted balance’ which means it is
necessary to determine whether the proposal would cause significant and
demonstrable harm, which outweighs the benefits.

The scheme would provide for 30% affordable homes where the demand for affordable
housing remains consistently high within the Borough. Therefore significant weight to
the delivery of affordable homes is attributed in accordance with HBLPCS Policy CS9,
criterion (2).

Notwithstanding that the site lies outside the urban area boundary for Havant and the
delivery of homes on the site would not accord with the spatial strategy within the
development plan, limited weight is afforded to the conflict with both HBLPCS policy
CS17 and ALP Policy AL2, and the NPPF due to the settlement boundaries being
based on outdated levels of housing need.

The site lies adjacent to the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area and would be located
immediately adjacent to the Phase 1 development. The proposed development of this
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open site would have an impact on the setting of the Conservation Area, although this
has been found to be less than substantial and must be taken into account in the
overall planning balance.

In respect to the landscape impact, the development would not unduly affect the
character and appearance of the wider area. The landscape character and visual
impact of the proposal would be contained and localised to a degree, due to existing
tree planting to the south and west. In addition, the scheme proposes additional tree
and buffer planting to the north and south which would be secured at the reserved
matters stage. As such limited weight is given to these harms and the conflict with
HBLPCS Policy CS16 which requires development to demonstrate that it integrates
with existing local landscape features.

Amongst the benefits of the proposal would be the provision of a number of homes in a
Borough which does not have a 5 year supply of deliverable housing sites. The
Council accept that it will not be able to significantly boost its supply of homes and
meet its housing needs without the development of currently unallocated greenfield
sites beyond existing development boundaries.

The Government’s objective is to significantly boost the supply of homes and the
scheme would provide up to 43 units of much-needed housing, with a minimum of 30%
of these comprising affordable housing. This is considered to be a material
consideration of substantial weight. The proposal would provide housing for future
residents and good access to local services and facilities. As such, substantial weight
is given to the provision of affordable and market housing on the site.

The proposed development would include areas of public open space and the
provision of other landscaped areas, at the reserved application stage. The open
space would, therefore, promote health and well-being within the community to which
moderate weight is afforded to the benefits derived from the public open space and
other landscaped areas.

The development would result in supporting direct and indirect jobs during
construction, with additional contributions to the economy generally through the activity
and spending of future occupiers. Although the economic benefits may be ones that
would result from any residential development, they are nonetheless important and are
ones to which moderate weight is attached.

Set against these positive aspects of the proposal, however, the LLFA have clearly set
out their objection to the proposed drainage strategy, which relies on deep-bore
soakaways as final discharge points, that will be saturated by high groundwater levels
during winter. Shallow infiltration was found to not be possible at this site due to slow
infiltration rates in the superficial deposits, and no watercourses are present nearby.
Despite a number of rounds of reconsultation with additional information submitted by
the applicants, in light of the LLFA’s detailed consultation response it must be
concluded that the development has not demonstrated that it can be satisfactorily
drained. In the absence of such information it is considered that there would be a
significant and demonstrable adverse effect arising from the development such as to
outweigh the presumption in favour of granting planning permission.

Overall, whilst the delivery of the proposed housing would result in social, economic,
and environmental benefits which weigh in favour of the proposal, the absence of any
prospect of a workable surface water drainage strategy from the application
submissions is considered to be of overriding importance to the outcome of the
application, in that in the absence of a workable strategy there would be likely to be a



significant and demonstrable adverse effect arising from the development such as to
outweigh the presumption in favour of granting planning permission.

8.12 That being the case, the absence of a completed S106 Agreement to secure the
necessary infrastructure and other requirements set out at Paragraph 7.99 above must
also be referenced, although this is a matter likely to be resolved in the event that the
matter progresses towards the Appeal Hearing.

8.13 It is therefore considered that the appropriate response to the appeal proceedings
would be to inform the Planning Inspectorate that had an appeal not been lodged the
Local Planning Authority would have been minded to refuse outline planning
permission for Application APP/21/01071.

9 RECOMMENDATION:

That the Head of Planning be authorised to inform the Planning Inspectorate that had
an appeal not been lodged the Local Planning Authority would have been minded to
REFUSE OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION for Application APP/21/01071 for the

following reasons:

(1)

()

The surface water drainage strategy relies on deep-bore soakaways as
final discharge points, that will be saturated by high groundwater levels for
significant periods. Deep-bore soakaways are considered to be an option
of last resort by the Lead Local Flood Authority and given the high water
table, it is not considered appropriate in this location. More consideration
of alternatives needs to be provided.

In light of these concerns, it is considered that the proposals conflict with
Policies CS15 and CS19 of the Havant Borough Local Plan (Core
Strategy) 2011, Decision Making Principle 4 of the Housing Delivery
Position Statement, and Paragraph 167 of the National Planning Policy
Framework as without a suitable drainage scheme, flood risk will be
increased. In addition, the submitted Flood Risk Assessment is not
considered to be compliant with Paragraphs 049, 055 — 059 of the
associated Flood Risk and Coastal Change guidance nor S7, S8 or S9 of
the Non-statutory technical standards for sustainable drainage systems;

and

Binding arrangements are not in place to secure the following aspects of
the development, as a result of which it is not considered that the
development could be undertaken in a satisfactory manner:

(i)  Affordable Housing;

(i)  Open Space, Allotments and associated infrastructure;

(i)  Solent Recreation Mitigation Strategy;

(iv) Highway/Travel Plan requirements;

(v) Public Access;

(vi) Site Management;

(vii) Drainage;

(viii) Community Worker provision; and

(ixX) Associated monitoring fees.



The carrying out of the development in the absence of such provision
would result in an unsatisfactory and unsustainable form of development
having due regard to Policies CS1, CS9, CS11, CS15, CS16, CS19,
CS20, CS21, DM8, DM10, DM11 and DM12 of the Havant Borough Local
Plan (Core Strategy) 2011; Policy DM24 of the Havant Borough Local
Plan (Allocations) 2014; the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations 2017 (as amended); and the National Planning Policy
Framework.

And that the Council’s case in the appeal against non-determination of the application
be prepared on that basis.

Appendices

(A) Location Plan

(B) lllustrative Masterplan

(C) Proposed Site Access Arrangement from Phase 1 Site
(D) Appeal Decision in respect of Application APP/19/00427



APPENDIX C



APP/21/01071 | Outline planning application for up to 43 dwellings, with access
from Lower Road and associated landscaping, open space and allotments, and all
other matters reserved. | Land south of, Lower Road, and west of Old Manor Farm,
Havant

Hampshire County Council, Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) Statement

The single most important element of a drainage strategy is the outfall point, whether this
is into the ground, a watercourse, or a sewer. Should the outfall not function, the site
cannot drain, and any storage will eventually fill up until it overflows causing flooding.
Concern regarding the viability of the outfall point, therefore, affects the viability of
draining the entire site and deliverability of the development. If the site cannot be
appropriately drained, then the site cannot meet the basic principle requirements set out
in the National Planning Policy Framework paragraphs 167, 169 a) and b), Planning
Policy Guidance paragraphs 049, 056, and 058 and the Non Statutory Technical
Standards.

The LLFA has reviewed the proposed surface water drainage strategy for this site. The
proposal is to drain surface water runoff to an attenuation basin via various swales. This
basin will store the 1 in 100 year storm event plus an allowance for climate change, with
a number of deep-bore soakaways proposed as the final discharge points. The swales
and other elements such as an online ring soakaway between the basin and the deep-
bore soakaways have been included to reduce the pollution risk to the groundwater, and
are proposed within the significantly less permeable superficial deposits. The basin is
provided as attenuation storage and the deep-bore soakaways are proposed as the
discharge mechanism for the surface water. Concerns have been raised over viability of
using deep-bore soakaways as the site’s outfall point.

Since the submission of the LLFA’s last consultation response, an amendment to the
surface water drainage design has been provided, which incorporates a surface water
pumping station that directs additional runoff to the attenuation basin designed for Phase
1 of the development to the east of this site. This is not acceptable to the LLFA as the
surface water drainage strategy ultimately remains the same as previously proposed,
relying on deep-bore soakaways as a final discharge location.

Deep-bore soakaways are considered to be an option of last resort by the LLFA, as stated
on page 4, guidance note 2 of the ‘Surface Water Checklist Guidance’ available online at
https://documents.hants.gov.uk/flood-water-
management/SurfaceWaterChecklistGuidance.pdf, and Appendix A, where the LLFA
requests that discussions must be held as soon as possible to avoid delays to the
application and confirm any additional requirements that will apply. Their use needs to be
supported by robust evidence to clearly demonstrate that a deep-bore soakaway in that
location can function. To be considered viable, deep-bore soakaways need to
demonstrate that they are not a pollution risk to the aquifer and that they are technically
viable. The Environment Agency comments on the former element (see Appendix B) and
the LLFA on the latter element.




The ground investigation report by Geo-Environmental (ref. GE20814/WP02/220518,
18/5/22) provides the supporting evidence of the ground conditions, showing a
groundwater strike in the chalk in borehole BH101 at 6.40 metres below ground level
during drilling on 25/4/22, rising to 4.50 metres below ground level 20 minutes after drilling
finished, and monitored at 2.71 metres below ground level on 4/5/22. This shows that
relatively shallow groundwater levels within 2.71m of the ground surface can occur where
the deep-bore soakaways are proposed. The less permeable clay river terrace deposits
are situated between ground level and 3.0 metres below ground level and were shown to
be unsuitable for infiltration in an earlier report. The potential for the chalk beneath to be
entirely saturated when groundwater levels peak is therefore high.

Although not specifically relating to deep-bore soakaways, guidance documents for
infiltration drainage design such as BRE 365, CIRIA R156 and CIRIA C753 often
recommend that groundwater levels are monitored to ensure that an unsaturated zone of
at least one metre exists between peak groundwater levels and the base of an infiltration
structure. The reasons are to reduce the risk of contamination pathways to the
groundwater and to ensure that the infiltration structure functions effectively at all times
of year (especially in winter when groundwater levels are high and frequent rainfall
expected). No such unsaturated zone is proposed for this drainage system, and there
may even be a risk of groundwater emerging from the boreholes in a worst-case scenario
— it is not clear whether the peak level has been determined through the monitoring.

To ensure that the deep-bore soakaways are not surcharged by groundwater, and reduce
the risk of infiltration into the chalk being inhibited, the LLFA requires a one metre
unsaturated zone beneath the base of any proposed infiltration structure.

Despite high groundwater levels, infiltration testing for the design of the deep-bore
soakaways was included in the Geo-Environmental report referred to above. The report
implied that a single falling head test was undertaken within borehole BH101 with
groundwater at 4.50 metres below ground level prior to the test. It is not clear from the
information provided whether a falling head test directly into groundwater was the most
appropriate method for determining an infiltration rate. It is not clear whether infiltration
would occur at all below the groundwater level, especially if the groundwater can rise to
the level of the superficial deposits as demonstrated in the monitoring records. No further
detail has been provided other than the solitary estimated preliminary infiltration rate of
1.48x10° m/s, which has been used for the deep-bore soakaway design.

Testing appears to have been undertaken one time only and at one depth into the
saturated chalk, which is insufficient for determining whether the rate achieved is an
anomaly or even representative of the entire depth of the proposed boreholes. Best
practice guidance (see Section 25.3, Infiltration Testing Methods, the SuDS Manual)
includes the principle of undertaking multiple infiltration tests at the depth of the proposed
soakaway and at the locations where soakaways are proposed to ensure that results are
robust, reliable and representative of the ground conditions.



As the high groundwater levels will continue to impede infiltration through much of the
winter, it is not clear whether increasing the depth or number of deep-bore soakaways
makes a significant difference to the discharge rate of water off-site. A significant volume
of attenuation storage has also been proposed upstream of the deep-bore soakaways,
raising concerns over the confidence in the effectiveness of deep-bore soakaways
designed using an estimated infiltration rate from a single test. The Soakaway Design
Guide (Kent County Council, July 2000) refers to the influence of groundwater restricting
the driving head and hence the soakage capacity of the system.

The LLFA requires more evidence of a suitable infiltration rate than a single falling
head test result.

The application of the infiltration rate data in the hydraulic calculations is of some concern,
in addition to questions over its suitability. A single rate was originally applied across the
full depth of the proposed deep-bore soakaways, however the most recently submitted
calculations show a variation by depth following comments from the LLFA. While it is
anticipated that the rate would vary with depth, it is not clear how this variable rate was
calculated as there is no evidence for additional testing.

A safety factor of 2 is applied to the infiltration rate, however this should be 10 due to the
effects of failure on the railway line to the south (see Table 25.2, The SuDS Manual). A
factor of safety of 10 would require the design infiltration rate to be divided by ten. The
newly proposed bund should not be necessary for storms up to the 1 in 100 year event,
however there is uncertainty over the suitability of the drainage design parameters which
may increase the likelihood of the capacity being exceeded during smaller storms.
Ponding in this area may result in adverse effects on adjacent infrastructure such as the
proposed foul pumping station, as well as the proposed deep-bore soakaways.

Consideration has been given to the offset distance to the railway due to potential
dissolution of the chalk, and further input from Network Rail may be necessary to
ascertain the risk of failure of the drainage system as their expectation will be that the
surface water system will work as stated in the application. The EA surface water flood
risk mapping shows that there is an elevated flood risk in this corner of the site and that
the railway line is at a lower level and also susceptible to surface water flooding.

The LLFA requires that the infiltration rate used in the hydraulic calculations is
representative of actual conditions on-site and that factors of safety are
appropriate for the risks off-site.

Attenuation storage has been provided for the 1 in 100 year event plus an allowance for
climate change, however the LLFA requires further evidence of suitable infiltration rates
to be certain of suitable half-drain times for all storm events. The half drain time is the
time required for the system to half empty. To be acceptable the half drain times need to
be less than 24 hours. This is to ensure that there is capacity within the drainage system
to accommodate further rain without flooding after the initial storm. Half drain times are
dependent on the infiltration rate. The slower the infiltration rate, the longer it will take for



the system to drain down. As the LLFA is not confident that the infiltration rate being used
is robust, the half drain times provided may not be realistic and the system may not
accommodate runoff from consecutive rainfall events.

The LLFA requires revised calculations showing suitable half-drain times.

The LLFA has experience of a development site proposing deep-bore soakaways
(13/00720/MAJOR, 17/01017/FUL — Surface Water Drainage: Additional Information for
LLFA [Martin J Harvey, March 2018], Hart DC), where more representative infiltration
testing was undertaken than for this site and with lower groundwater levels experienced,
however the drainage system failed because infiltration rates after construction had been
completed were found to be an order of magnitude lower than those encountered during
ground investigations. Despite the design relying on data from falling head tests at varying
depths including in saturated and unsaturated ground, chambers in the completed
drainage system were found to be full of water long after any rainfall, and the surface
water drainage system required additional elements including overflows to attenuation
storage and pumps discharging to a watercourse to rectify the situation. Further details
including the surface water drainage report are included in Appendices C-E. This
highlights the difficulty in obtaining robust and reliable falling head-test infiltration rates
for deep-bore soakaways that are representative of the ground conditions once the deep-
bore soakaways are built and the impact that this has for the entire viability of the drainage
system.

As no consideration of an alternative workable surface water drainage strategy has been
submitted, the LLFA maintains its holding objection as the site cannot be shown to
effectively drain sufficiently at this outline application stage.

Note: The Environment Agency have been consulted and agreed to details in relation to
the protection of groundwater for Phase 1 of the development (separate application). The
LLFA is responsible for checking the suitability of the proposals with regards to the
technical viability of the design and the quantity of surface water runoff to be disposed of.

Planning Policy Considerations

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) and
Non-Statutory Technical Standards sets out the basic principles all development are
expected to follow when designing a drainage system. NPPF paragraph 167 states ‘When
determining any planning applications, local planning authorities should ensure that flood
risk is not increased elsewhere.’ Should the deep-bore soakaway not work effectively, the
drainage system and bunded area will fill up, overtop and flood the railway line and
potentially the development if the drainage network also becomes surcharged.

PPG Paragraph: 049 Reference ID: 7-049-20220825 states that ‘Where it is not possible
to fully mitigate the impacts of development on flood risk elsewhere, now and in the future,
the site-specific flood risk assessment will need to fully detail the extent and nature of the
increase in risk and to assess its significance. This is likely to be a key consideration in



whether planning permission is granted.” The LLFA does not believe that the risk to the
railway line has been fully assessed or mitigated.

NPPF Paragraph 169 parts a) and b) state that ‘The [Sustainable Drainage] systems used
should: a) take account of advice from the lead local flood authority and b) have
appropriate proposed minimum operational standards.’ This is future supported by PPG
paragraph 058 Reference ID: 7-058-20220825 which states ‘The local planning authority
should be satisfied that the minimum standards of operation for the proposed sustainable
drainage system are appropriate’. The LLFA has concerns about whether the deep-bore
soakaways proposed meet the minimum operational standards required to function as a
reliable infiltration device.

PPG Paragraph 056 Reference ID: 7-056-20220825 states that ‘Particular types of
sustainable drainage features may not be practicable or appropriate in some locations.
Local planning authorities may find it helpful to set out those local situations where they
anticipate particular sustainable drainage features being inappropriate.” The LLFA’s
Surface Water Checklist and Guidance set out the LLFA position on deep bore
soakaways.

Best Practice Considerations
The CIRIA SuDS Manual C753 (2015):

8.3.1 High Groundwater Levels Below the Site: The Challenges:

When designing a surface water management system for a site that overlies high
groundwater levels (ie maximum likely groundwater levels are within 1 m of the base of
the SuDS component — see Section 25.2.2), the following challenges should be
considered within the design process:

- The use of infiltration may not be suitable due to reduced hydraulic and treatment
capacity.

13.2 Infiltration Systems: General Design Considerations:

A minimum distance of 1m between the base of the infiltration system and the maximum
likely groundwater level should always be adopted. This is to minimise the risk of
groundwater rising into the infiltration component and reducing the available storage
volume, to protect the functionality of the infiltration process by ensuring a sufficient depth
of unsaturated material and to protect the groundwater from any contamination in the
runoff.

13.4.1 Hydraulic Design: General (and 25.7 Emptying Time Checks):

The infiltration component should discharge from full to half-full within a reasonable time
so that the risk of it not being able to manage a subsequent rainfall event is minimised.
Where components are designed to manage the 1:10 year or 1:30 year event, it is usual
to specify that half emptying occurs within 24 hours.

25.1 Infiltration: Design Methods: General Concepts:



For a soil to be suitable for infiltrating design runoff events, it should be:
- permeable, and
- unsaturated.

25.2.2 Evaluating Potential Constraints to the Use of Infiltration: Groundwater Level:
Groundwater levels should be investigated to ensure that the base of the proposed
infiltration component is at least 1 m above the maximum anticipated groundwater level
taking account of seasonal variations in levels and any underlying trends. This should
include assessment of relevant groundwater/borehole records, maps and on-site
monitoring in wells. Guidance on the design of SuDS in areas with high groundwater is
set out in Section 8.3. A 1 m separation distance ensures a depth of unsaturated soils
to help ensure the infiltration performance of the component and protect underlying
groundwater from contamination (Section 25.2.5).

25.2.6 Evaluating Potential Constraints to the Use of Infiltration: Groundwater Flooding:
An assessment should be undertaken of the potential effect of infiltration on groundwater
levels local to any infiltration component and the potential wider impact of multiple
infiltration components within the site, with respect to groundwater flood risk.

25.3 Infiltration Testing Methods:

Falling head tests should still be repeated at least three times, as required in BRE (1991).
Care should also be taken in the interpretation of the results, as a smaller volume of water
is entering the ground during the test. Ideally, falling head tests should be repeated as
many times as possible to increase the volume of water entering the ground.

25.6 Infiltration System Hydraulic Design:

One of the largest uncertainties in the design of infiltration systems is the infiltration
coefficient, as this may reduce over time, particularly if effective pre-treatment is not
included within the design, and/or system maintenance is poor. To account for this, a
factor of safety is introduced into the design procedure that reduces the observed value
of the infiltration coefficient. The factor used depends upon the consequences of failure
and engineering judgement is therefore required as to the factor to be used. Factors are
suggested in Table 25.2. It should be noted that the figures are not based on actual
observations of performance loss.

TABLE Suggested factors of safety, F, for use in hydraulic design of infiltration systems (designed

25.2 using Bettess (1996). Note: not relevant for BRE method)

Size of area to Consequences of failure
be dralned No dama
ge or Minor damage to external Damage to buildings
inconvenience areas or inconvenience (eg or structures, or major
surface water on car parking) inconvenience (eg
flooding of roads)
< 100 m? 15 2 10
100-1000 m# 15 3 10
= 1000 m? 15 5 10




Conclusion

The LLFA has serious concerns that the proposed deep-bore soakaways will not meet
the minimum operational requirements to function as a viable outfall. The falling head-
test infiltration testing undertaken does not meet industry best practice in terms of number
of tests, depth, and location and the results are not considered to be robust. It is expected
that in the winter months, the deep bore soakaways are unlikely to function as intended
and water could surcharge the drainage system earlier than expected and for a longer
duration that expected. The capacity of the drainage system may be exceeded for
consecutive storm events, and possibly for single storm events up to the 1 in 100 year
event. Should the capacity of the drainage system be exceeded, the runoff is likely to flow
towards the railway line and while the proposed bund may delay the flooding it is not
expected to stop it. Given the above reasoning, the proposed development does not meet
the requirements set out in the National Planning Policy Guidance and supporting
Planning Practice Guidance.

Conditions

Should the inspector be minded to approve this development against our advice we would
recommend that the following conditions are applied.

Note: Should infiltration be successfully argued as a suitable surface water drainage
strategy for this site against the advice of the LLFA, the LLFA would require further
evidence for a suitable infiltration strategy as detailed above. The LLFA does not accept
infiltration as a strategy where groundwater rises to within one metre of the base of
infiltration structures, and infiltration has already been deemed unviable in the superficial
deposits due to low infiltration rates at this depth.

1. No development shall begin until a detailed surface water drainage scheme for the
site that does not rely on the infiltration of surface water to ground has been
submitted and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The submitted
details should include:

a. A drainage strategy that does not rely on the infiltration of surface water to
ground.

b. Detailed drainage plans to include type, layout and dimensions of drainage
features including references to link to the drainage calculations.

c. Detailed drainage calculations to demonstrate existing runoff rates are not
exceeded and there is sufficient attenuation for storm events up to and
including 1:100 + climate change.

d. Evidence that urban creep has been included within the calculations.

e. Confirmation that sufficient water quality measures have been included to
satisfy the methodology in the Ciria SuDS Manual C753.

f. Exceedance plans demonstrating the flow paths and areas of ponding in
the event of blockages or storms exceeding design criteria.



2. Details for the long term maintenance arrangements for the surface water drainage
system shall be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority prior to the first occupation of any of the dwellings. The submitted details

shall include;

a. Maintenance schedules for each drainage feature type and ownership.
b. Details of protection measures.



Appendix A — Hampshire County Council LLFA surface water guidance



“"“ Hampshire
County Council
This document should be read in conjunction with the Surface Water Checklist Guidance
document located on our website

SURFACE WATER SUBMITTED INFORMATION

Some applications have a considerable number of documents associated with them.
To make sure we are reviewing the correct documentation, please ensure the
following table is completed.

Document / Drawing Title Document / Drawing Reference (and
revision)

PRE-APPLICATION / PREVIOUS PLANNING APPLICATIONS

If this site was subject to a previous planning application i.e. an outline application in
relation to a wider strategic site, pre-application enquiry or if you are reliant on
information previously submitted, please provide the relevant reference numbers
below.

Planning / Pre-app Titles Reference Number

ORDINARY WATERCOURSE CONSENTING — to be completed and signed by the
applicant

| confirm that | have reviewed the site and there are no watercourses / ditches / flow
routes that will be affected or amended by the works. | understand that works to any
of these features without consent constitutes a criminal offence and breaches the
Land Drainage Act 1991.

Or (delete as appropriate).

| confirm that | have reviewed the site and there are watercourses / ditches / flow
routes that will be affected or amended by the works. | understand that these works
require Ordinary Watercourse Consent under the Land Drainage Act 1991 and
confirm that applications will be made for these works prior to works starting on site.

15/01/2020



SURFACE WATER CHECKLIST

Site Name Planning ref

PLANNING
SURFACE WATER REQUIREMENTS STAGE

SUBMISSSION CHECKLIST

OUTLINE DETAILED Included

PLANNING  PLANNING Yes/Not DOGUNIENT (i

Topographical Survey.

Existing Drainage

Discharge Rates and Volumes

Existing Overland Flow Paths

gl b~ W N P
X | X | X | X | X
X | X | X | X | X

Site Investigations

6 Confirmation of a discharge location X X
7 Outline Surface Water Calculations X
8 Flood Risk Assessment / Drainage Strategy X X
9 Potential Flood Risk X
10 Outline Drainage Layout Plan X

11 Detailed Drainage Assessment X
12 Detailed Drainage Layout Drawings X
13 Detailed Hydraulic Calculations X
14 Water Treatment X
15 Exceedance Flows X
16 Urban Creep X
17 Maintenance X

15/01/2020 2
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SURFACE WATER CHECKLIST GUIDANCE

Hampshire County Council as Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) is a statutory
consultee on all major planning applications in Hampshire in relation to Surface Water
Drainage.

This guidance is designed to provide advice to developers and applicants and define
the information we require to assess planning applications in relation to Surface Water
Drainage and has been developed based on the National Planning Policy Guidance
as well as utilising best practice information as set out in the Non Statutory Technical
Guidance and Ciria SuDS Manual (C753). If guidance or best practice information is
required to be used other than the SuDS Manual or NPPF then it will be identified
within this document.

An accompanying checklist is provided on our website which must be completed and
included in any drainage submissions to ensure all the relevant information is provided
and to signpost us to the correct documents. This is also intended to ensure that the
applicant is aware of the legal responsibilities and will certify that the information
provided is correct.

THESE PROFORMAS MUST BE SUBMITTED WITH ALL MAJOR APPLICATIONS

Given that a different level of information and detail is required depending on the
different stage within the planning process (outline, reserved matters and full planning
applications), we have identified the information required for all applications and then
provided tables, for ease of reference, depending on whether an outline planning
application with some matters reserved including layout, or full planning application is
submitted.
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INFORMATION ON THE PRE-DEVELOPMENT SITE

Topographical Survey. Drawing(s)

Existing Drainage
Confirm what the existing drainage arrangements on site are including Drainage | Drawing(s)
Features and Catchment Areas.

Discharge rates and Volumes
Calculations will be required demonstrating the pre-runoff rates and volumes. (1)

Calculations

Existing Overland Flow Paths
Evidence of and information on the existing surface water flow paths for undeveloped | Drawing(s)
(greenfield) sites.

Site Investigations
i.e.Site Geology, Infiltration Testing and Groundwater Monitoring. (2) (3)

Test Results &
Interpretive
Reports.

Guidance notes:

(1)

(2)

(3)

To be completed using a suitable method such as IH124 or FEH. Information is available from UK
Sustainable Drainage: Guidance and Tools. Calculations must show that the proposed run off rates do
not exceed the existing run-off rates. This must be shown for the 1in 1, 1in 30, 1 in 100 year (plus
climate change allowance) annual probability of occurrence.

Infiltration testing should be carried out in accordance with the BRE365 (2016 methodology) at a
depth and location commensurate with the proposed drainage features. If infiltration is thought to be
feasible, groundwater monitoring should be undertaken between autumn and spring and
demonstrate that there will be at least 1m unsaturated zone between the base of the infiltration
features and the highest groundwater recorded.

If infiltration is not proposed, during the detailed design (Full Planning/Reserved Matters application),
the impacts of high groundwater on the drainage system and development proposals should also be
assessed by groundwater monitoring. This is particularly important if there is potential for
groundwater to enter storage features such as basins or permeable paving such that tanking may be
required.
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OUTLINE PLANNING PERMISSION.

Applications for outline planning permission seek to establish whether the scale and
nature of a proposed development would be acceptable to the local planning authority
(LPA), before a fully detailed proposal is put forward.

This type of planning application allows fewer details about the proposal, including
drainage, to be submitted. Once outline permission has been granted, a Reserved
Matters Application will be required before any construction commences on site.

Outline design requirements are set outin The SuDS Manual (CIRIA C697), this guide
is the recognised industry guidance document to the non-statutory technical standards
for the design, maintenance and operation of SuDS.

Key tasks: Confirm outline design standards, flow routes, approximate storage
requirements and adoption arrangements. Carry out ground investigations and
surveys where applicable.

Output: Outline Surface Water Drainage Strategy to support an outline planning
application.

*Please note that if the layout approval is also being sought within the Outline Planning
Application, we therefore would consider it as a Full Planning Application. This is
because since the layout will be fixed, changes to the drainage strategy should be
addressed before permission is given to avoid unnecessarily restricting potential
drainage design solutions.

Therefore, Hampshire County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) will
require the following information for planning applications for Outline Planning
Permission:

OUTLINE DRAINAGE STRATEGY

Confirmation of a discharge location
This must be in accordance with the drainage hierarchy of infiltration, discharge to | Drawing(s)
watercourse, discharge to surface water sewer. (1), (2)
Surface Water Calculations

This must include post development runoff rates for the 1:1, 1:30 and 1:100 + climate | Calculations
change together with the proposed storage requirements and attenuation features.
Flood Risk Assessment and / or Drainage Strategy

Evidence must be provided demonstrating compliance with the relevant standards i.e.
restrictions on discharge rates, demonstration of no increased risk on or off site. This
is covered under the standard Flood Risk Assessment guidance produced by the
Environment Agency.

Potential Flood Risk

This must include an assessment of existing flood risk and the impact of the | Drawing(s),
development on flow routes, flood plain, surface water flood risk areas (high / | Report /
medium). If there are areas of flood risk within the site, evidence will be required to | Statement
demonstrate how they have been managed. (3)

Report /
Statement

Drainage Layout Plan Drawing(s)
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This must be an engineering plan showing the location of SuDS features, conveyance
paths, discharge points, storage and treatment areas.

Guidance notes:

(1)

(2)

(3)

This should include agreement in principle within the relevant organisation/third party landowner if
the discharge point is outside of the site extent together with a good understanding of discharge
point sensitivity relating to the receiving water body (including groundwater sensitivity if
appropriate).

Although considered as infiltration, deep bore soakaways are considered to be an option of last resort
in terms of the drainage hierarchy due to the potential pollution risk to the aquifer as well as issues
with siltation and maintenance. If this is to be considered as an option then discussions must be held
with the LLFA as soon as feasible to avoid delays to the application and to confirm the additional
requirements that will apply if this is to be progressed.

It is the LLFA’s preference that existing surface water flow routes are retained within green spaces
with ground levels being maintained along them to ensure no changes in flood risk as a result of the
development. If this is not considered, we will require that finished ground floor levels of any
residential development are sufficient to ensure that surface water does not pose a flood risk in the 1
in 100-year event plus climate change allowance. Proposals should make room for existing overland
flow routes flowing through the application site and demonstrate no displacement of flood water to
adjacent sites. This may require 2D surface water hydraulic modelling.
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FULL PLANNING PERMISSION INCLUDING RESERVED MATTERS
APPLICATIONS.

Applications for Full Planning Permission should provide certainty on a suitable
drainage design that works within the proposed layout and to the standard required by
legislation and best practice guidance documentation.

Conditions can be applied to a full application however only those that will not have an
impact on the fundamentals of the drainage design will be considered for conditions.
The provision of hydraulic calculations or geotechnical testing is not considered
suitable for a condition.

Full Planning Applications should be considered to be a detailed design stage with the
requirements listed in the table below as well as key elements from the outline design
(if not already submitted as part of an outline application. Detailed design requirements
are set out in this guide and the industry guidance document to the non-statutory
technical standards for the design, maintenance and operation of SuDS.

Key tasks: Confirm detailed drainage design including drawings and calculations,
maintenance roles and responsibilities and water quality provision.

Output: Drainage statement and / or Flood Risk Assessment to include the detailed
design layout and assessment to support a detailed planning application.

DETAILED DRAINAGE STRATEGY

Detailed Drainage Assessment

A technical summary detailing any changes and key criteria agreed under an outline Report /
s X Statement
application must be provided
Detailed Drainage Layout Drawings
These must be at an appropriate scale (minimum 1/500), indicating catchment areas, .
Drawing(s)

referenced drainage features, manhole cover and invert levels and pipe diameters,
lengths and gradients. (1)

Detailed Hydraulic Calculations

Full network calculations are required for all rainfall events including the 1 in 1, 1 in
30, 1 in 100 year (plus climate change allowance) annual probability of occurrence.
(2)

Water Treatment

Evidence that sufficient water treatment has been provided in accordance with the
methodology in the Ciria SuDS Manual. (3)

Exceedance Flows

This should highlight the overland flow routes post development if the drainage
system blocked to ensure that properties and key access / egress points are kept | Drawing(s)
clear. If flooding is shown at the 1:100 + climate change storm, this should be
highlighted on the plan with accurate extents and depths of any ponding shown.
Urban Creep

Evidence that Urban Creep has been considered in the application and that a 10%
increase in impermeable area has been used in calculations. (4)

Calculations

Report /
Statement

Report /
Statement.




N Hampshire
Countprouncil
Maintenance

Maintenance schedules must be provided for each drainage feature type regardless
of ownership. Confirmation of maintenance responsibilities / adoption will also be
required. If features are to be adopted by third parties i.e. Highways Authority, Water
Company etc, evidence will be required that they will accept the adoption. If adoption
is still to be progressed, a fall back position needs to be identified in case the adoption
of the drainage can not be agreed. (5)

Report /
Statement

Guidance notes:

(1) The drainage features should have the same reference as those used in the hydraulic calculations.

(2) Calculations should consider the hydraulic connectivity of the between the entire proposed drainage
system, including the discharge allowance. The results should include the half-drain time for the 1 in
10year event and the 1 in 100year event (plus climate change allowance).

(3) Inaccordance with the Ciria SuDS Manual C753 and using the Simple index Criteria (Box 26.2). If the
methodology in the Design Manual for Roads and Bridges is used then the Simple Index Approach
should also be assessed and the most onerous treatment requirements followed.

(4) Urban Creep is only applicable for residential developments and excludes flats or apartments.

(5) For larger/phased sites, we need to see evidence of measures taken to protect and ensure continued
operation of drainage features during construction.



Appendix B — Environment Agency correspondence re. APP/21/01071



From: Varney, lain [

Sent: 06 October 2022 09:13
To: Callaway, Thomas
Subject: RE: Deep bore soakaways in planning

Caution: This is an external email and could contain malicious content. Do not open any links or
attachments if you were not expecting them. If the e-mail looks suspicious, please report via the
‘Report Phishing' Button found on your toolbar.

Hi Tom,

I’'ve had a response from our Groundwater and Contaminated Land team, so have copied this in below
for you. | hope this helps!

We would raise issue in relation to the protection of groundwater quality. In this regards we would only
support the use of borehole soakaways as a last resort, as they bypass the attenuation capacity of the
unsaturated zone.

Given the extent of the attenuation and likely limited sources of attenuation it is unlikely that significant
contamination would reach any boreholes. Though it is on a principal aquifer, it is outside any source
protection zone, the nearby source protection zone is upgradient of the site so highly unlikely to be
impacted by any discharge from the borehole. While it is a principal aquifer, there are no obvious
directed groundwater receptors down gradient of the site, potential the most sensitive water receptor in
the close vicinity would surface water such as within the nearby estuaries. These may be in continuity
with groundwater.

As such from a risk based approach, it is unlikely we raise significant concerns.

We would still though recommend that wherever possible our position of deep borehole soakaways is
adhered to. This can be found here.

Groundwater protection position statements - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk)

With regards to infiltration capacity, we don’t have an exact figure for the unsaturated. Mapping does
suggest that the ground levels is around 3-4 mAOD. Groundwater levels are likely to be a little over
ordinance datum. As such there may only be c2-3m of unsaturated Zone. As such in may be that only the
top few m of any borehole that would not be permanently saturated.

Is the adjacent attenuation basin unlined? If this is unlined it remains to be seen how much additional
drainage capacity 8 boreholes with a few m unsaturated zone would provide. It would be seem sensible
that the lead local flood authority enquires on this point.

Cheers,

lain



Appendix C — Deep-bore soakaway failure case study summary



Local Planning Authority:
Hart District Council

Planning references:
13/00720/MAJOR, 17/01017/FUL

Application details:

The conversion of the existing lodge into 4no. residential dwellings, with the erection of
4no. residential apartments, 2 semi-detached and 6 x detached dwellings, all with
associated car parking and landscaping (Part retrospective application consisting of
minor design amendments to the previously approved application reference
13/00720/MAJOR). | Winchfield Lodge Old Potbridge Road Winchfield Hook Hampshire

Excerpt from Drainage Report:

‘Therefore, further ground investigations were carried out on the site to ascertain if deep
bored soakaways would be a suitable method of discharging surface water runoff from
the development to the ground. A borehole was installed to a depth of 20.26m with
falling head tests carried out a 5.00m, 10.00m, 17.00m and 20.0m depths. Soakage
rates better Housing Development at Winchfield Lodge, Old Potbridge Road,
Winchfield, Hook, RG27 8BT March 2018 4 than 1 x 10-6 m/s were found at all the tests
depths except 10.00m. Groundwater was encountered at 18.40mBGL in the borehole
rising to 16.15mBGL. It therefore appeared that conventional soakaways taken below
the shallower more impermeable soils to a depth greater than 5.00m would be viable
and not within groundwater. Soakaways were designed using an infiltration rate of 6.5 x
10-6 m/s (0.0234m/h) as established in borehole 1 on 26/10/2016 at a depth of 5.00m
and sized upon the critical 1 in 100-year return period storm plus 40% for climate
change. All soakaways were taken to at least 6.00m deep. Hart District Council’s
Drainage Engineer approved these proposals and the condition 3 was discharged. The
deep soakaways have now been constructed at the site under the previous planning
consent, but performance has proved to be very poor. Subsequent BRE 365 infiltration
tests of the constructed soakaways have determined infiltration rates, a magnitude
lower than the design rate, in the range of 2.9 — 8.1 x 10-7 m/s. Infiltration into the
ground is occurring from the soakaways but the rate is very slow.” (Martin J Harvey,
March 2018)

Relevance to Lower Road application:

Deep-bore soakaways were proposed for the Hart site based on significantly lower
groundwater levels, and with more infiltration testing undertaken at different depths,
than for the Lower Road site. The evidence submitted was sufficient for the approval of
the surface water drainage strategy, however in practice the deep-bore soakaways
failed to function as expected with significantly lower infiltration rates experienced when
further infiltration testing was undertaken after completion (Enzygo, December 2017).
Water levels in deep-bore soakaways across the site remained higher than the
maximum depth of the soakaways even after rainfall events (Hart DC, January 2018).
The surface water system required retrospective amendments to ensure that it
functioned effectively for the site.




Appendix D — Deep-bore soakaway failure case study site monitoring records



File Note

Site: Winchfield Lodge
Date: 16/01/2018

Address: Winchfield Lodge, Old Potbridge
Road, RG27 8BT

Grid Reference:
Attendees:

Darren Waters (DW) (Kirkby Homes) Site
manager

Susanna Hope (SH) (HDC)

Contact details:

DW 07776255546,
James Harris (not present) |IEEEGzGEE
|

I

Aim: Site is being built without all formal permissions in place. Inspecting the surface water

soakaways to check that they are working. Important in light of the foul system being installed

involving a Package Treatment Works and a soakaway (not yet installed). Residents have raised

concerns about whether the soakaways are working.

Summary of discussions:

DW took SH to inspect all the soakaway where the manholes were accessible. All soakaways were

very full of water. Between 65% and 76% full of water. Given that these soakaway are allegedly 6m

deep and sized for the 1 in 100 plus climate change storm events.

Agreed actions:
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Mail - susanna.hope@hart.gov.uk Page 1 of 1

soakaway details

Simon Jones-Parry I

Sat 21/10/2017 00:03

To:Susanna Hope <susanna.hope@hart.gov.uk>;

1 attachments (2 MB)

IMG_3581.JPG;

Lowest soakaway on western side of site

Depth top of shaft to top of "base" of chamber 6.25 metres

Depth top of shaft to water 2.95 metres

100 mm thick cover and frame are loose on top of shaft, not included in
above measurements

Top of cover is about 600 mm lower than the general site ground level
Photograph taken at 22:55 hrs 20 October. All personal details have
been removed.

https://outlook.office.com/owa/?realm=hart.gov.uk&exsvurl=1&ll-cc=1033&modurl=0&path=/mail/search 221212017



Mail - susanna.hope@hart.gov.uk Page 1 of 2

Re: Winchfield Lodge -soakaway at top of drive

Susanna Hope

Mon 23/10/2017 11:21

Sent Items

ToSimon Jones-Parry I

Thanks, Simon.

Susanna Hope BSc MSc
Flood Risk Infrastructure Engineer
Hart District Council

Civic Offices, Harlington Way, Fleet, Hampshire GU51 4AE

Please consider completing our short Customer Feedback Form so that we know how we handled your query and
can continue to improve the service that we provide.

From: Simon Jones-Parry I
Sent: 23 October 2017 10:54:28

To: Susanna Hope
Subject: Re: Winchfield Lodge -soakaway at top of drive

Susanna,

First inspection was Thursday evening 18:45 hrs, it rained afterwards. The water level on Saturday night wasn't obviously different based on the
number of steps exposed. Sunday's inspection was of a completely different SA, just uphill from the proposed STW.

Beware that if you lift any covers they are dangerous, although the halves are bolted, if a key slips the cover is quite likely to fall into the chamber.
S

On 23/10/2017 10:16, Susanna Hope wrote:

Hi Simon,

Thanks for sending me this and the photo. | have been looking up the rainfall that we had. Sadly Met
office Hazard manager only displays the last 24 hours. So | have been using the Crondall weather station
which does show that Thursday had some rain. See below.

Rainfall Last 7 Days

| i
[l 2
- — j=—] i
T W T F 5 s

M

W s U v

Rainfall [mm

Day of the week

Rainfall Last T Days M

| know that you looked at the soakaway a few days before this when the weather was drier. Which day
did you look at it previously and was the water levels very different from what you observed on Friday?

Thanks again for your help.

https://outlook.office.com/owa/?realm=hart.gov.uk&exsvurl=1&ll-cc=1033&modurl=0&path=/mail/search 221212017



Mail - susanna.hope@hart.gov.uk Page 2 of 2

Kind Regards,

Susanna Hope BSc MSc
Flood Risk Infrastructure Engineer
Hart District Council

Civic Offices, Harlington Way, Fleet, Hampshire GU51 4AE

Please consider completing our short Customer Feedback Form so that we know how we handled your
query and can continue to improve the service that we provide.

From: Simon Jones-Parry [
Sent: 23 October 2017 09:06:02

To: Susanna Hope
Subject: Winchfield Lodge -soakaway at top of drive

The water level last evening was 2.8 metres below cover level, the
soakaway is 5.7 metres deep.

Simon Jones-Parry

https://outlook.office.com/owa/?realm=hart.gov.uk&exsvurl=1&ll-cc=1033&modurl=0&path=/mail/search 22/12/2017



I
Re: WL soakaway dips

Susanna Hope

Fri 08/12/2017 09:24

Sent Items

To:Simon Jones-Parry <jonesparry@btinternet.com>;

Thanks, Simon. This is very helpful.

Susanna Hope BSc MSc
Flood Risk Infrastructure Engineer

Hart District Council
Civic Offices, Harlington Way, Fleet, Hampshire GU51 4AE

|
QU

Page 1 of 2

Please consider completing our short Customer Feedback Form so that we know how we handled your query and

can continue to improve the service that we provide.

From: Simon Jones-Parry I

Sent: 05 December 2017 13:03:25
To: Susanna Hope
Subject: Fwd: WL soakaway dips

Susanna,

Good to meet earlier. Here is a copy of my dips at two Winchfield Lodge soakaways for the record.

I'll look out drainage design info for St Mary's Park.

Let me know if you would like me to introduce you to Mr and Mrs Andrew Wigram, the owners of Winchfield House.

Here are some local weather resources:
http://www.woksat.info/wwp1.html
http://www.wokinghamweather.co.uk
http://www.sandhurstweather.org.uk/index.php
http://www.weatherstations.co.uk/aws map.htm
Regards

Simon

———————— Forwarded Message --------
Subject:WL soakaway dips
Date:Mon, 4 Dec 2017 20:05:01 +0000

From:Simon Jones-Parry
Torkim Hull I

Top of drive
OA depth 5.27
WL 23/10 2.8 dip

WL 4/12 2.44 dip (0.36 higher)

Western bank
OA depth (shaft level with top of bank) 6.25
WL 20/10 2.95

WL 4/12 2.70 (0.25 higher)

https://outlook.office.com/owa/?realm=hart.gov.uk&exsvurl=1&ll-cc=1033&modurl=0&path=/mail/search

221212017



Page 2 of 2

https://outlook.office.com/owa/?realm=hart.gov.uk&exsvurl=1&ll-cc=1033&modurl=0&path=/mail/search 22/12/2017



Mail - susanna.hope@hart.gov.uk Page 1 of 1

Re: Winchfield Lodge - soakaway water level monitoriing

Susanna Hope

Thu 21/12/2017 09:03

Sent Items

ToSimon Jones-Parry I
cekim Hull I

Hi Simon,
Thanks. That could well be the case.
Kind regards,

Susanna Hope BSc MSc
Flood Risk Infrastructure Engineer

Hart District Council
Civic Offices, Harlington Way, Fleet, Hampshire GU51 4AE

Please consider completing our short Customer Feedback Form so that we know how we handled your query and
can continue to improve the service that we provide.

From: Simon Jones-Parry I
Sent: 20 December 2017 21:54:23

To: Susanna Hope
Cc: Kim Hull
Subject: Winchfield Lodge - soakaway water level monitoriing

Susanna,

Tonight the water level in the soakaway on the western side of the site had risen a further 51 cm, to just 50 cm below GL at the adjacent boundary.
New measurements are shown in red below.

Western bank (all depths in metres measured from top of access shaft, not cover)
OA depth (shaft top is at similar level to top of bank) 6.25

Depth to underside of cover slab 0.95

Depth to ground level at boundary about 1.7

WL 20/10 2.95

WL 4/12 2.70 (0.25 higher)

WL 21/12 2.19 (0.51 higher)

I think it is likely that measured water levels mainly reflect rising ground water, and suspect that as Winter progresses water level will rise
significantly above that seen today.
Regards

Simon Jones-Parry

https://outlook.office.com/owa/?realm=hart.gov.uk&exsvurl=1&ll-cc=1033&modurl=0&path=/mail/search 221212017



Enzygo Geoenvironmental Limited
The Byre, Woodend Lane
geo environmental Crombhall, Gloucestershire GL12 8AA

WAGS

Tel: 01454 269237
www.enzygo.com

James Harris

Kirkby Homes Ltd Our Ref: CRM.1128.007. GE.L.001.A
The old Court House

London Road

Ascot 4™ December 2017
SL5 7EN

Sent via email [

Dear James

Winchfield Lodge Soakaways

Enzygo Limited has undertaken tests within exiting soakaway chambers at the above-named site. Due to
the low soakage achieved the tests were undertaken over several weeks each with regular inspection
visits used to supplement the on-site monitoring.

Due to periods of rainfall affecting the water levels within the soakaway chambers some manual
adjustment of values has been undertaken to correct the water levels based on the negative exponential
soakage curve.

Results are summarised on Table 1, overleaf, and the soakaway sheets are attached.

We hope that we have correctly interpreted your requirements.

Yours sincerely,
For and on behalf of Enzygo

¥

Steve Rhodes
Director

Registered in England No. 10044180 at Stag House, The Chipping, Wotton Under Edge, GL12 7AD



environmental consultantyg ;

Depth (m bgl)

Soakaway No Test No Soil Infiltration Rate (m/s)
Chamber Groundwater

1 7.2E7
SK2 6.0 2.55 2 7.2E7
3 8.4E7
1 4.1E7
SK5 6.0 2.72 2 3.4E7
3 49E7
1 29E7
SK7 6.0 2.33 2 29E7
3 29E7
1 3.1E7
SK9 6.0 2.04 2 2.4E7
3 6.4 E7
1 1.4E*
SK11 6.0 3.84 2 5.1E7
3 43E7
1 8.0E7
SK13 6.0 3.03 2 3.6 E7
3 8.1E7




SE

\ Site i Winchfield lodge Soakaway Number............ SK2
Z v Job Number............ CRM.1128.007 Diameter 2.70 m
Date of Test............ Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 m
Groundwater Level 2.55 m
SOIL INFILTRATION RATE TEST Depth 6 m
See B.R.E. Digest 365, 1991, Soakaway Design.
Remarks - TEST 1 TEST 2 TEST 3
Time(min) Depth to Water (m) Time(min) Depth to Water (m) Time(min) Depth to Water (m)
0.0 0.95 0.0 0.93 0.0 1.21
1.0 0.96 1.0 0.94 5.0 1.24
2.0 0.96 2.0 0.94 12.0 1.24
3.0 0.97 3.0 0.94 30.0 1.25
4.0 0.97 4.0 0.95 63.0 1.26
5.0 0.98 5.0 0.95 124.0 1.29
10.0 1.00 10.0 0.98 180.0 1.29
30.0 1.03 20.0 1.00 240.0 1.31
60.0 1.05 30.0 1.02 1723.0 1.55
150.0 1.08 60.0 1.05 7438.0 2.18
300.0 1.17 120.0 1.07 11565.0 2.36
1740.0 1.52 270.0 1.11 11610.0 2.36
4320.0 1.70 1440.0 1.38 11800.0 2.37
6000.00 1.85 3370.0 1.63 13060.0 2.45
10080.00 2.20 8760.00 2.08
11420.00 2.24
Effective Storage Depth m 1.60 1.62 1.34
75% Effective Storage Depth m 1.20 1.22 1.01
(i.e. depth below GL) m 1.35 1.34 1.55
25% Effective Storage Depth m 0.40 0.41 0.34
(i.e. depth below GL) m 2.15 2.15 2.22
Effective Storage Depth 75%-25% m 0.80 0.81 0.67
Time to fall to 75% effective depth mins 1040.50 996.60 1723.00
Time to fall to 25% effective depth mins 9497.00 9748.75 8355.10
V (75%-25%) m3 4,58 4.64 3.84
a (50%) m2 12.51 12.60 11.41
t (75%-25%) mins 8456.50 8752.15 6632.10
SOIL INFILTRATION RATE m/s 7.22E-07 7.01E-07 7.2E-7m/s 8.45E-07
DESIGN SOIL INFILTRATION RATE, f 7.01E-07 m/s
0.00 +
0.20 +
0.40 - —{—TEST 1 —A—TEST 2 —0—TEST 3
0.60 +
0.80 +
E 1000
5
g 1.20 g
S 140
=
& 160
[a)
1.80
2.00
2.20
2.40
260 —m™W—b—m7-7+7—-——"74t—r-—-7+rrtt -t ettt
0.00 1000.00 2000.00 3000.00 4000.00 5000.00 6000.00 7000.00 8000.00 9000.00 10000.00 11000.00 12000.00 13000.00 14000.00
Time (mins)
Compiled By: Date: Checked By: Date: Approved By: Date:
G.Parr R.Hamilton S.Rhodes




\ Site i Winchfield lodge Soakaway Number............ SK5
Zy@ Job Number............ CRM.1128.007 Diameter 3.60 m
Date of Test............ Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 m
Groundwater Level 2.72 m
SOIL INFILTRATION RATE TEST Depth 6.5 m
See B.R.E. Digest 365, 1991, Soakaway Design.
Remarks - TEST 1 TEST 2 TEST 3
Time(min) Depth to Water (m) Time(min) Depth to Water (m) Time(min) Depth to Water (m)
0.0 1.38 0.0 0.97 0.0 0.72
1.0 1.39 1.0 0.99 5.0 0.78
2.0 1.40 2.0 1.00 10.0 0.81
3.0 141 3.0 1.01 30.0 0.89
4.0 141 4.0 1.02 60.0 0.97
5.0 1.42 5.0 1.03 120.0 1.07
10.0 1.46 10.0 1.07 183.0 1.14
20.0 1.49 20.0 1.12 240.0 1.17
30.0 1.51 30.0 1.15 392.0 1.19
60.0 1.54 60.0 1.18 1880.0 1.48
90.0 1.55 90.0 121 7593.0 1.88
150.0 1.57 1470.0 1.54 11520.0 2.05
1320.0 1.80 3350.0 1.64 11640.0 2.06
1500.00 1.83 8780.0 1.88 11770.0 2.06
4140.00 2.05 22600.00 2.28 16700.0 2.22
5760.00 2.12
16200.00 2.39
Effective Storage Depth m 1.34 1.75 2.00
75% Effective Storage Depth m 1.01 1.31 1.50
(i.e. depth below GL) m 1.72 1.41 1.22
25% Effective Storage Depth m 0.34 0.44 0.50
(i.e. depth below GL) m 2.39 2.28 2.22
Effective Storage Depth 75%-25% m 0.67 0.88 1.00
Time to fall to 75% effective depth mins 913.00 926.30 545.00
Time to fall to 25% effective depth mins 16200.00 22600.00 16700.00
V (75%-25%) m3 6.82 8.91 10.18
a (50%) m2 17.76 20.08 21.49
t (75%-25%) mins 15287.00 21673.70 16155.00
SOIL INFILTRATION RATE m/s 4.19E-07 3.41E-07 4.89E-07
DESIGN SOIL INFILTRATION RATE, f 3.41E-07 m/s
0.00
0.50 —{—TEST 1 ——TEST 2 —0—TEST 3

1.00

1.50

Depth to water (m)

2.00 -

2.50 +
3.00 1 ‘ 1 ‘ ‘ 1 ‘ ‘ 1 ‘ ‘ |
0.00 5000.00 10000.00 15000.00 20000.00 25000.00
Time (mins)
Compiled By: Date: Checked By: Date: Approved By: Date:
G.Parr R.Hamilton S.Rhodes
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\ Site i Winchfield lodge Soakaway Number............ SK7
Z v Job Number............ CRM.1128.007 Diameter 2.70 m
Date of Test............ Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 m
Groundwater Level 2.33 m
SOIL INFILTRATION RATE TEST Depth 6 m
See B.R.E. Digest 365, 1991, Soakaway Design.
Remarks - TEST 1 TEST 2 TEST 3
Time(min) Depth to Water (m) Time(min) Depth to Water (m) Time(min) Depth to Water (m)
0.0 1.00 0.0 0.90 0.0 1.00
1.0 1.01 1.0 0.90 10.0 1.00
2.0 1.01 2.0 0.90 20.0 1.00
3.0 1.01 3.0 0.90 30.0 1.00
4.0 1.01 4.0 0.90 60.0 1.01
5.0 1.01 5.0 0.90 89.0 1.02
10.0 1.01 10.0 0.91 1558.0 1.15
20.0 1.02 20.0 0.91 7272.0 1.47
60.0 1.03 30.0 0.91 11290.0 1.60
165.0 1.05 60.0 0.92 11350.0 161
390.0 1.12 90.0 0.92 11415.0 1.61
1440.0 1.25 1435.0 1.07 11480.0 1.61
1560.0 1.26 3350.0 1.18 11560.0 1.62
1680.00 1.27 8750.0 1.44 22700.0 2.00
4320.00 1.47 24600.00 1.97
6000.00 1.54
21300.00 2.00
Effective Storage Depth m 1.33 1.43 1.33
75% Effective Storage Depth m 1.00 1.07 1.00
(i.e. depth below GL) m 1.33 1.26 1.33
25% Effective Storage Depth m 0.33 0.36 0.33
(i.e. depth below GL) m 2.00 1.97 2.00
Effective Storage Depth 75%-25% m 0.67 0.72 0.67
Time to fall to 75% effective depth mins 2604.00 5011.00 3802.00
Time to fall to 25% effective depth mins 21300.00 24600.00 22700.00
V (75%-25%) m3 3.81 4.09 3.81
a (50%) m2 11.37 11.79 11.37
t (75%-25%) mins 18696.00 19589.00 18898.00
SOIL INFILTRATION RATE m/s 2.99E-07 2.95E-07 2.95E-07
DESIGN SOIL INFILTRATION RATE, f 2.95E-07 m/s
0.00
——TEST 1 ——TEST 2 —0—TEST 3
0.50
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E 100 0
s § 2\
= Iim
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0.00 5000.00 10000.00 15000.00 20000.00 25000.00 30000.00
Time (mins)
Compiled By: Date: Checked By: Date: Approved By: Date:
G.Parr R.Hamilton S.Rhodes




\ Site i Winchfield lodge Soakaway Number............ SK9
Z v Job Number............ CRM.1128.007 Diameter 2.25 m
Date of Test............ Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 2.25 m
Groundwater Level 2.04 m
SOIL INFILTRATION RATE TEST Depth 6 m
See B.R.E. Digest 365, 1991, Soakaway Design.
Remarks - TEST 1 TEST 2 TEST 3
Time(min) Depth to Water (m) Time(min) Depth to Water (m) Time(min) Depth to Water (m)
0.0 0.93 0.0 0.86 0.0 0.25
1.0 0.94 1.0 0.86 16.0 0.30
2.0 0.95 2.0 0.86 46.0 0.36
3.0 0.95 3.0 0.86 106.0 0.41
4.0 0.95 4.0 0.86 178.0 0.44
5.0 0.95 5.0 0.87 236.0 0.47
10.0 0.95 10.0 0.87 260.0 0.48
30.0 0.97 20.0 0.88 1735.0 0.83
60.0 0.99 30.0 0.88 7449.0 1.37
120.0 1.01 90.0 0.91 11490.0 1.50
1170.0 1.20 1450.0 1.11 11540.0 1.50
1290.0 1.24 3380.0 1.22 11660.0 1.51
1440.0 1.28 8765.0 1.44 11735.0 1.51
4110.00 1.36 22100.0 1.50 23200.0 1.56
5730.00 1.42
9900.00 1.48
16200.00 1.49
Effective Storage Depth m 1.11 1.18 1.79
75% Effective Storage Depth m 0.83 0.89 1.34
(i.e. depth below GL) m 1.21 1.16 0.70
25% Effective Storage Depth m 0.28 0.30 0.45
(i.e. depth below GL) m 1.76 1.75 1.59
Effective Storage Depth 75%-25% m 0.56 0.59 0.90
Time to fall to 75% effective depth mins 1200.00 2370.00 14200.00
Time to fall to 25% effective depth mins 16200.00 22100.00 23200.00
V (75%-25%) m3 2.21 2.35 3.56
a (50%) m2 7.90 8.15 10.30
t (75%-25%) mins 15000.00 19730.00 9000.00
SOIL INFILTRATION RATE m/s 3.10E-07 2.43E-07 6.40E-07
DESIGN SOIL INFILTRATION RATE, f 2.43E-07 m/s
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\ Site i Winchfield lodge Soakaway Number............ SK11
Zy@ Job Number............ CRM.1128.007 Diameter 3.60 m
Date of Test............ Test1 Test 2 Test 3 3.60 m
06.11.17 14,11.17 22.11.17 Groundwater Level 3.84 m
SOIL INFILTRATION RATE TEST Depth 6 m
See B.R.E. Digest 365, 1991, Soakaway Design.
Remarks - TEST 1 TEST 2 TEST 3
Time(min) Depth to Water (m) Time(min) Depth to Water (m) Time(min) Depth to Water (m)
0.0 1.50 0.0 0.97 0.0 1.00
1.0 1.50 1.0 0.98 10.0 1.04
2.0 151 2.0 0.99 26.0 1.09
3.0 151 3.0 1.00 40.0 1.10
4.0 151 4.0 1.01 62.0 1.15
5.0 1.52 5.0 1.02 89.0 1.16
10.0 1.54 10.0 1.04 1572.0 1.65
30.0 1.58 20.0 1.06 7286.0 2.39
150.0 1.68 30.0 1.08 11460.0 2.66
1200.0 221 60.0 1.14 11520.0 2.67
1320.0 2.23 90.0 1.20 11580.0 2.68
1440.0 2.25 120.0 1.24 11640.0 2.68
4080.0 3.10 270.0 131 11720.0 2.69
4140.00 3.11 1740.0 1.70 23250.0 3.13
4320.00 3.14 3240.00 1.94
9810.00 3.45 8770.00 2.48
19802.00 3.12
Effective Storage Depth m 2.34 2.87 2.84
75% Effective Storage Depth m 1.76 2.15 2.13
(i.e. depth below GL) m 2.09 1.69 1.71
25% Effective Storage Depth m 0.59 0.72 0.71
(i.e. depth below GL) m 3.26 3.12 3.13
Effective Storage Depth 75%-25% m 1.17 1.44 1.42
Time to fall to 75% effective depth mins 1640.00 1702.00 2035.00
Time to fall to 25% effective depth mins 7457.00 19800.00 23200.00
V (75%-25%) m3 11.91 14.61 14.46
a (50%) m2 23.41 26.41 26.24
t (75%-25%) mins 5817.00 18098.00 21165.00
SOIL INFILTRATION RATE m/s 1.46E-06 5.09E-07 4.34E-07
DESIGN SOIL INFILTRATION RATE, f 4.34E-07 m/s
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\ Site i Winchfield lodge Soakaway Number............ SK13
Zv Job Number............ CRM.1128.007 Diameter 2.70 m
Date of Test............ Test 1 Test 2 Test 3 m
06.11.17 14,11.17 22.11.17 Groundwater Level 3.03 m
SOIL INFILTRATION RATE TEST Depth 6 m
See B.R.E. Digest 365, 1991, Soakaway Design.
Remarks - TEST 1 TEST 2 TEST 3
Time(min) Depth to Water (m) Time(min) Depth to Water (m) Time(min) Depth to Water (m)
0.0 0.87 0.0 1.00 0.0 0.21
1.0 0.89 1.0 1.01 5.0 0.31
2.0 0.90 2.0 1.01 25.0 0.47
3.0 0.91 3.0 1.01 55.0 0.53
4.0 0.92 4.0 1.02 117.0 0.61
5.0 0.93 5.0 1.02 187.0 0.69
10.0 0.94 10.0 1.03 235.0 0.73
30.0 0.98 20.0 1.05 295.0 0.78
60.0 1.03 30.0 1.06 1789.0 1.42
90.0 1.07 60.0 1.08 7503.0 2.24
150.0 1.13 120.0 1.12 11530.0 2.39
270.0 1.23 240.0 1.19 11770.0 2.40
360.0 131 330.0 1.24 13050.0 2.46
1440.00 1.82 1440.0 1.71
1710.00 1.93 3000.00 1.98
4380.00 2.21 8840.00 2.30
9105.00 2.49 19710.00 2.52
Effective Storage Depth m 2.16 2.03 2.82
75% Effective Storage Depth m 1.62 1.52 2.12
(i.e. depth below GL) m 1.41 151 0.92
25% Effective Storage Depth m 0.54 0.51 0.71
(i.e. depth below GL) m 2.49 2.52 2.33
Effective Storage Depth 75%-25% m 1.08 1.02 1.41
Time to fall to 75% effective depth mins 471.00 967.00 621.00
Time to fall to 25% effective depth mins 9100.00 19700.00 9919.00
V (75%-25%) m3 6.18 5.81 8.07
a (50%) m2 14.89 14.34 17.69
t (75%-25%) mins 8629.00 18733.00 9298.00
SOIL INFILTRATION RATE m/s 8.02E-07 3.61E-07 8.18E-07
DESIGN SOIL INFILTRATION RATE, f 3.61E-07 m/s
0.00
0.50 —{—TEST 1 —A—TEST 2 —0—TEST 3
1.00
E
)
‘(.—5‘ ]
s 1.50
8 4
E
o
[}
2 i
2.00
2.50
3.00 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 1 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 1 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 1 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ 1 ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ |
0.00 5000.00 10000.00 15000.00 20000.00 25000.00
Time (mins)
Compiled By: Date: Checked By: Date: Approved By: Date:
G.Parr R.Hamilton S.Rhodes




Appendix E — Deep-bore soakaway failure case study site drainage report
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Introduction

A part retrospective planning application (17/01017/FUL) has been submitted consisting
of minor design amendments to the previously approved application reference
13/00720/MAJOR. Hampshire County Council as Lead Local Flood Authority have been
consulted in respect of the application and have requested additional information in letter
dated 7 March 2018 reference SWM/2017/0514.

This report, with calculations and drawings presented in the Appendices, is to provide this
further information and clarification requested on the surface water drainage proposals.

This report and drainage design has been prepared by M J Harvey BSc. (Hons), C.Eng.,
M.I.C.E.

Surface Water Drainage as carried out on the site under Consent 13/00720/MAJOR

A site investigation was carried out at the site by Enzygo and the findings presented in a
report dated December 2015. The site is underlain by strata of the Windlesham Formation
comprising light brown sandy clay. A soakaway test was carried out in a window sampler
borehole but insufficient soakage was achieved to estimate a soil infiltration rate.

Further BRE Digest 365 soakaway testing was carried out in trial pits approximately 2.0m
deep on the site in January 2016. Again, insufficient soakage was achieved to estimate a
soil infiltration rates.

The site of 1.014 hectares is on a hill top with the western portion, amounting to 0.919
hectares, falling towards a watercourse to the west which forms the main natural
catchment of the site and the eastern portion, amounting to 0.095 hectares, sloping
towards the east and Potbridge Road. There are not any watercourses adjacent to the site
on the western boundary but there is a watercourse on the eastern boundary alongside
Potbridge Road.

Following the surface water drainage hierarchy of the Building Regulations, as the use of
shallow soakaways was not considered viable, the second option to discharge surface
water to a watercourse was investigated.

A surface water drainage scheme was prepared, to address planning condition 3 of the
original consent, with surface water being attenuated on the site to below existing
greenfield runoff rates and with an outfall sewer to the natural catchment watercourse to
the west crossing the adjoining farm land, subject to the adjoining landowners consent.
Surface water runoff from the site naturally travels across the adjoining farmland to reach
the watercourse and it was proposed not to increase the rate of runoff, unfortunately, the
Developer could not reach a commercially satisfactory agreement with the adjoining
landowner to lay the required outfall sewer. Thames Water are not able to requisition a
sewer from the site to a watercourse and therefore this scheme, although in principal
acceptable to Hart DC, had to be abandoned.

Therefore, further ground investigations were carried out on the site to ascertain if deep
bored soakaways would be a suitable method of discharging surface water runoff from the
development to the ground. A borehole was installed to a depth of 20.26m with falling
head tests carried out a 5.00m, 10.00m, 17.00m and 20.0m depths. Soakage rates better

Housing Development at Winchfield Lodge, Old Potbridge Road, Winchfield, Hook, RG27 8BT
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than 1 x 10° m/s were found at all the tests depths except 10.00m. Groundwater was
encountered at 18.40mBGL in the borehole rising to 16.15mBGL.

It therefore appeared that conventional soakaways taken below the shallower more
impermeable soils to a depth greater than 5.00m would be viable and not within
groundwater. Soakaways were designed using an infiltration rate of 6.5 x 10°® m/s
(0.0234m/h) as established in borehole 1 on 26/10/2016 at a depth of 5.00m and sized
upon the critical 1 in 100-year return period storm plus 40% for climate change. All
soakaways were taken to at least 6.00m deep. Hart District Council’s Drainage Engineer
approved these proposals and the condition 3 was discharged.

The deep soakaways have now been constructed at the site under the previous planning
consent, but performance has proved to be very poor. Subsequent BRE 365 infiltration
tests of the constructed soakaways have determined infiltration rates, a magnitude lower
than the design rate, in the range of 2.9 — 8.1 x 107 m/s. Infiltration into the ground is
occurring from the soakaways but the rate is very slow.

Proposed Further Surface Water Drainage

Due to the risk of flooding on the site due to the poor performance of the soakaways, after
discussions with Hart DC Flood Risk Infrastructure Engineer, it is proposed to provide a
high-level overflow from each soakaway with drainage back to an underground geocellular
attenuation tank with a controlled discharge to the existing watercourse at the eastern
edge of the site adjacent Old Potbridge Road. Due to the higher level of the watercourse
it is necessary to pump the discharge. The pumping station will be provided with a duty
and standby pump and battery backup power system. The attenuation tank is sized for the
total impermeable area, ighoring any storage within the soakaways, and for the critical 1
in 100-year storm event plus 40% allowance for climate change.

Following further discussions with Hart DC Flood Risk Infrastructure Engineer, the
discharge from the attenuation tank is to be controlled by a vortex flow control prior to the
pumping station and the flow rate reduced from the proposed 3.0 I/s to 2.0 I/s to mitigate
discharging to a different catchment. Whilst, infiltration from the soakaways is very slow,
it is considered that their retention will provide some reduction in the volume of water
discharged from the site.

As a residential development the risk of pollution is low and water from vehicular areas is
collected in road gullies and sumps. Water passes through a silt trap before being
discharged into the underground geocellular attenuation tank.

Micro Drainage Source Control calculations for the attenuation tank based upon the critical
1 in 100-year storm event with an allowance of 40% for climate change are presented in
Appendix A.

Greenfield runoff calculations for the total site area, western and eastern areas are
presented in Appendix B but summarised in the table below:
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Greenfield Runoff Rates

Storm Event

Total Site Area

1.014 hectares

Western Site Area

0.919 hectares

Eastern Site Area

0.095 hectares

1-year 3.8 l/s 3.4 /s 0.4 l/s
QBAR 4.5 |/s 4.0 /s 0.4 /s
30-year 10.11/s 9.11/s 0.91/s
100-year 14.2 /s 12.91/s 1.3 /s

The discharge point for the surface water is proposed as a connection onto the existing
culvert where this passes under the access road into the site. The Developer has had the
culvert cleaned and CCTV surveyed. The watercourse is not a Main River and the surface
water from the development has not passed through contaminated land. An application
for Ordinary Watercourse Consent is to be made for the connection to the watercourse.

Schedule 3 of the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 is unlikely to be enacted which
would enable the SUDS Approving Body (the ‘SAB’) at county or unitary local authority
level to approve and adopt Sustainable Drainage systems (SUDS). It is unlikely that the
Hart DC or Thames Water would take over maintenance of the surface water drainage
system. Therefore, maintenance responsibilities of the SW drainage system will be
transferred with the ownership of the dwellings to a Management Company. Drainage
serving more than one property will all be maintained by the Management Company.

Maintenance requirements of the drainage scheme is provided in a schedule included in
Appendix C.

Drawings detailing the drainage proposals are included in Appendix D.

In the unlikely event of a drainage system failure or extreme rainfall event, greater than 1
in 100 years + 40%CC, so that the storage capacity of the surface water system is
exceeded, water would surcharge from the system and flow overland from the lowest
points on the site to the rear of Plots 7-10 westwards towards the adjoining farm land. As
the existing ground slopes down as a bank from the site to the farm land, exceedance
water is unlikely to be retained on the site. However, any exceedance water would not
flood any properties. Flow exceedance routes are indicated on the Engineering Layouts
included in Appendix D.
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Appendix A

Micro Drainage Source Control Storage Calculations for Attenuation
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Martin J Harvey

Page 1

3 Orwell Road
Petersfield
Hampshire

GU31 4LQ

Winchfield Lodge
Winchfield
SW attenuation -

Overflow - A

Date 14/03/2018 15:28
File ATTENUATION-OVERFLOW-HYDRO-

Designed by mjh
Checked by

Micro Drainage

Source Control 2017.1

15
30
60
120
180
240
360
480
600
720
960
1440
2160
2880
4320
5760
7200
8640
10080
15
30
60
120
180

Summary of Results for 1 year Return Period

Half Drain Time 375 minutes.

Storm Max Max Max Max Max Max
Event Level Depth Infiltration Control & Outflow Volume
(m) (m) (1/s) (1/s) (1/s) (m?)

min Summer 46.188 0.188 0.0 1.2 1.2 21.7
min Summer 46.241 0.241 0.0 1.2 1.2 27.8
min Summer 46.296 0.296 0.0 1.2 1.2 34.2
min Summer 46.348 0.348 0.0 1.2 1.2 40.1
min Summer 46.373 0.373 0.0 1.2 1.2 43.1
min Summer 46.387 0.387 0.0 1.2 1.2 44.6
min Summer 46.396 0.396 0.0 1.2 1.2 45.7
min Summer 46.396 0.396 0.0 1.2 1.2 45.7
min Summer 46.392 0.392 0.0 1.2 1.2 45.3
min Summer 46.387 0.387 0.0 1.2 1.2 44 .7
min Summer 46.373 0.373 0.0 1.2 1.2 43.1
min Summer 46.341 0.341 0.0 1.2 1.2 39.4
min Summer 46.292 0.292 0.0 1.2 1.2 33.7
min Summer 46.248 0.248 0.0 1.2 1.2 28.6
min Summer 46.177 0.177 0.0 1.2 1.2 20.4
min Summer 46.131 0.131 0.0 1.2 1.2 15.1
min Summer 46.102 0.102 0.0 1.1 1.1 11.7
min Summer 46.084 0.084 0.0 1.1 1.1 9.7
min Summer 46.075 0.075 0.0 1.0 1.0 8.7
min Winter 46.211 0.211 0.0 1.2 1.2 24.4
min Winter 46.271 0.271 0.0 1.2 1.2 31.3
min Winter 46.335 0.335 0.0 1.2 1.2 38.7
min Winter 46.396 0.396 0.0 1.2 1.2 45.7
min Winter 46.428 0.428 0.0 1.2 1.2 49.4

Storm Rain Flooded Discharge Time-Peak

Event (mm/hr) Volume Volume (mins)
(m3) (m?3)

15 min Summer 29.381 0.0 22.4 25

30 min Summer 19.105 0.0 29.2 39

60 min Summer 12.084 0.0 37.3 68

120 min Summer 7.489 0.0 46.3 126

180 min Summer 5.634 0.0 52.3 184

240 min Summer 4.599 0.0 56.9 242

360 min Summer 3.448 0.0 64.0 330

480 min Summer 2.794 0.0 69.2 390

600 min Summer 2.373 0.0 73.4 452

720 min Summer 2.077 0.0 77.1 518

960 min Summer 1.683 0.0 83.3 654

1440 min Summer 1.252 0.0 92.9 924

2160 min Summer 0.932 0.0 104.1 1320

2880 min Summer 0.756 0.0 112.5 1700

4320 min Summer 0.562 0.0 125.3 2420

5760 min Summer 0.455 0.0 135.7 3112

7200 min Summer 0.387 0.0 144.2 3760

8640 min Summer 0.339 0.0 151.5 4424

10080 min Summer 0.303 0.0 157.8 5152

15 min Winter 29.381 0.0 25.1 25

30 min Winter 19.105 0.0 32.8 39

60 min Winter 12.084 0.0 41.8 68

120 min Winter 7.489 0.0 51.9 124

180 min Winter 5.634 0.0 58.6 182

Status
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Martin J Harvey

Page 2

3 Orwell Road
Petersfield
Hampshire GU31 4LQ

Winchfield Lodge
Winchfield
SW attenuation -

Overflow - A

Date 14/03/2018 15:28
File ATTENUATION-OVERFLOW-HYDRO-

Designed by mjh
Checked by

Micro Drainage

Source Control 2017.1

Summary of Results for 1 year Return Period

Storm Max Max Max Max Max Max
Event Level Depth Infiltration Control & Outflow Volume
(m) (m) (1/s) (1/s) (1/s) (m?)

240 min Winter 46.448 0.448 0.0 1.2 1.2 51.7
360 min Winter 46.466 0.466 0.0 1.2 1.2 53.8
480 min Winter 46.466 0.466 0.0 1.2 1.2 53.8
600 min Winter 46.457 0.457 0.0 1.2 1.2 52.8
720 min Winter 46.448 0.448 0.0 1.2 1.2 51.7
960 min Winter 46.425 0.425 0.0 1.2 1.2 49.1
1440 min Winter 46.371 0.371 0.0 1.2 1.2 42.8
2160 min Winter 46.291 0.291 0.0 1.2 1.2 33.6
2880 min Winter 46.222 0.222 0.0 1.2 1.2 25.6
4320 min Winter 46.130 0.130 0.0 1.2 1.2 15.0
5760 min Winter 46.086 0.086 0.0 1.1 1.1 9.9
7200 min Winter 46.071 0.071 0.0 0.9 0.9 8.2
8640 min Winter 46.061 0.061 0.0 0.8 0.8 7.0
10080 min Winter 46.054 0.054 0.0 0.7 0.7 6.3

Storm Rain Flooded Discharge Time-Peak

Event (mm/hr) Volume Volume (mins)
(m3) (m?3)

240 min Winter 4.599 0.0 63.7 238

360 min Winter 3.448 0.0 71.7 352

480 min Winter 2.794 0.0 77.5 460

600 min Winter 2.373 0.0 82.2 556

720 min Winter 2.077 0.0 86.4 574

960 min Winter 1.683 0.0 93.3 722

1440 min Winter 1.252 0.0 104.1 1010

2160 min Winter 0.932 0.0 116.6 1412

2880 min Winter 0.756 0.0 126.1 1788

4320 min Winter 0.562 0.0 140.4 2464

5760 min Winter 0.455 0.0 152.0 3064

7200 min Winter 0.387 0.0 161.5 3752

8640 min Winter 0.339 0.0 169.7 4416

10080 min Winter 0.303 0.0 176.8 5152

Status
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Martin J Harvey

Page 3

3 Orwell Road
Petersfield
Hampshire GU31 4LQ

Winchfield Lodge
Winchfield

SW attenuation - Overflow - A

Date 14/03/2018 15:28
File ATTENUATION-OVERFLOW-HYDRO-

Designed by mjh
Checked by

Micro Drainage

Source Control 2017.1

Rainfall Model
Return Period (years)

M5-60 (mm)
Ratio R
Summer Storms

Time (mins) Area
From: To: (ha)
0 4 0.138

Region England and Wales

Rainfall Details

FSR Winter Storms
1 Cv (Summer
Cv (Winter

)
)
Shortest Storm (mins)
)

19.000
0.400 Longest Storm (mins
Yes Climate Change

Time Area Diagram

Total Area (ha) 0.414
Time (mins) Area | Time (mins) Area
From: To: (ha) |From: To: (ha)
4 8 0.138 8 12 0.138

Yes
0.750
0.840

15
10080
+0
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Martin J Harvey Page 4
3 Orwell Road Winchfield Lodge

Petersfield Winchfield

Hampshire GU31 4LQ SW attenuation - Overflow - A

Date 14/03/2018 15:28 Designed by mjh

File ATTENUATION-OVERFLOW-HYDRO- ... Checked by

Micro Drainage Source Control 2017.1

Model Details

Storage is Online Cover Level (m) 48.500

Cellular Storage Structure

Invert Level (m) 46.000 Safety Factor 2.0
Infiltration Coefficient Base (m/hr) 0.00000 Porosity 0.95
Infiltration Coefficient Side (m/hr) 0.00000

Depth (m) Area (m?) Inf. Area (m?) |Depth (m) Area (m?) Inf. Area (m?) |[Depth (m) Area (m?) Inf. Area (m?)

0.000 121.5 0.0 2.400 121.5 0.0 2.401 0.0 0.

Hydro-Brake® Optimum Outflow Control

Unit Reference MD-SCL-0052-2000-2400-2000

Design Head (m) 2.400

Design Flow (1/s) 2.0

Flush-Flo™ Calculated

Objective Minimise blockage risk

Application Surface

Sump Available Yes

Diameter (mm) 52

Invert Level (m) 46.000

Minimum Outlet Pipe Diameter (mm) 75

Suggested Manhole Diameter (mm) 1200
Control Points Head (m) Flow (1l/s) Control Points Head (m) Flow (1l/s)
Design Point (Calculated) 2.400 2.0 Kick-Flo® 0.464 1.0
Flush-Flo™ 0.212 1.2 |Mean Flow over Head Range - 1.5

The hydrological calculations have been based on the Head/Discharge relationship for the Hydro-Brake®
Optimum as specified. Should another type of control device other than a Hydro-Brake Optimum® be
utilised then these storage routing calculations will be invalidated

0

Depth (m) Flow (l1/s) |Depth (m) Flow (1/s) |Depth (m) Flow (1/s) |[Depth (m) Flow (1/s) |Depth (m) Flow (1/s)
0.100 1.1 0.800 1.2 2.000 1.8 4.000 2.5 7.000
0.200 1.2 1.000 1.3 2.200 1.9 4.500 2.7 7.500
0.300 1.2 1.200 1.5 2.400 2.0 5.000 2.8 8.000
0.400 1.1 1.400 1.6 2.600 2.1 5.500 2.9 8.500
0.500 1.0 1.600 1.7 3.000 2.2 6.000 3.0 9.000
0.600 1.1 1.800 1.8 3.500 2.4 6.500 3.1 9.500
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Martin J Harvey

Page 1

3 Orwell Road
Petersfield
Hampshire

GU31 4LQ

Winchfield Lodge
Winchfield
SW attenuation -

Overflow - A

Date 14/03/2018 15:29
File ATTENUATION-OVERFLOW-HYDRO-

Designed by mjh
Checked by

Micro Drainage

Source Control 2017.1

15
30
60
120
180
240
360
480
600
720
960
1440
2160
2880
4320
5760
7200
8640
10080
15
30
60
120
180

Summary of Results for 30 year Return Period

Half Drain Time 915 minutes.

Storm Max Max Max Max Max Max
Event Level Depth Infiltration Control & Outflow Volume
(m) (m) (1/s) (1/s) (1/s) (m?)

min Summer 46.473 0.473 0.0 1.2 1.2 54.6
min Summer 46.613 0.613 0.0 1.2 1.2 70.8
min Summer 46.753 0.753 0.0 1.2 1.2 87.0
min Summer 46.886 0.886 0.0 1.3 1.3 102.3
min Summer 46.954 0.954 0.0 1.3 1.3 110.1
min Summer 46.994 0.994 0.0 1.3 1.3 114.8
min Summer 47.033 1.033 0.0 1.4 1.4 119.2
min Summer 47.047 1.047 0.0 1.4 1.4 120.8
min Summer 47.046 1.046 0.0 1.4 1.4 120.7
min Summer 47.037 1.037 0.0 1.4 1.4 119.7
min Summer 47.017 1.017 0.0 1.4 1.4 117.3
min Summer 46.972 0.972 0.0 1.3 1.3 112.2
min Summer 46.907 0.907 0.0 1.3 1.3 104.7
min Summer 46.845 0.845 0.0 1.2 1.2 97.5
min Summer 46.731 0.731 0.0 1.2 1.2 84.4
min Summer 46.626 0.626 0.0 1.2 1.2 72.3
min Summer 46.525 0.525 0.0 1.2 1.2 60.6
min Summer 46.397 0.397 0.0 1.2 1.2 45.8
min Summer 46.304 0.304 0.0 1.2 1.2 35.1
min Winter 46.531 0.531 0.0 1.2 1.2 61.3
min Winter 46.689 0.689 0.0 1.2 1.2 79.5
min Winter 46.847 0.847 0.0 1.2 1.2 97.8
min Winter 47.000 1.000 0.0 1.3 1.3 115.4
min Winter 47.080 1.080 0.0 1.4 1.4 124.6

Storm Rain Flooded Discharge Time-Peak

Event (mm/hr) Volume Volume (mins)
(m3) (m?3)

15 min Summer 72.014 0.0 55.2 26

30 min Summer 46.909 0.0 71.7 41

60 min Summer 29.238 0.0 90.5 70

120 min Summer 17.704 0.0 109.6 128

180 min Summer 13.070 0.0 121.3 188

240 min Summer 10.495 0.0 129.9 246

360 min Summer 7.666 0.0 142.3 364

480 min Summer 6.135 0.0 151.7 482

600 min Summer 5.158 0.0 159.4 600

720 min Summer 4.475 0.0 165.8 676

960 min Summer 3.575 0.0 176.2 788

1440 min Summer 2.602 0.0 187.5 1044

2160 min Summer 1.892 0.0 211.3 1456

2880 min Summer 1.508 0.0 224.5 1876

4320 min Summer 1.094 0.0 244 .2 2692

5760 min Summer 0.871 0.0 259.5 3520

7200 min Summer 0.729 0.0 271.7 4328

8640 min Summer 0.631 0.0 281.9 5016

10080 min Summer 0.558 0.0 290.7 5648

15 min Winter 72.014 0.0 61.8 26

30 min Winter 46.909 0.0 80.0 41

60 min Winter 29.238 0.0 101.3 70

120 min Winter 17.704 0.0 122.7 126

180 min Winter 13.070 0.0 135.9 184

Status

OO O O0OO0OO0O00O0O0D0bODODODObObOOOOOOoOOoOOo
AARAARAARAAAANANANAATAAAAITAIAAARARNAN RN AN

©1982-2017 XP Solutions




Martin J Harvey

Page 2

3 Orwell Road
Petersfield
Hampshire GU31 4LQ

Winchfield Lodge
Winchfield
SW attenuation -

Overflow - A

Date 14/03/2018 15:29
File ATTENUATION-OVERFLOW-HYDRO-

Designed by mjh
Checked by

Micro Drainage

Source Control 2017.1

Summary of

Results for 30 year Return Period

Storm Max Max Max Max Max Max
Event Level Depth Infiltration Control & Outflow Volume
(m) (m) (1/s) (1/s) (1/s) (m?)

240 min Winter 47.128 1.128 0.0 1.4 1.4 130.2
360 min Winter 47.179 1.179 0.0 1.4 1.4 136.1
480 min Winter 47.202 1.202 0.0 1.5 1.5 138.8
600 min Winter 47.209 1.209 0.0 1.5 1.5 139.5
720 min Winter 47.205 1.205 0.0 1.5 1.5 139.0
960 min Winter 47.180 1.180 0.0 1.4 1.4 136.1
1440 min Winter 47.124 1.124 0.0 1.4 1.4 129.8
2160 min Winter 47.033 1.033 0.0 1.4 1.4 119.3
2880 min Winter 46.942 0.942 0.0 1.3 1.3 108.7
4320 min Winter 46.771 0.771 0.0 1.2 1.2 89.0
5760 min Winter 46.613 0.613 0.0 1.2 1.2 70.7
7200 min Winter 46.418 0.418 0.0 1.2 1.2 48.2
8640 min Winter 46.261 0.261 0.0 1.2 1.2 30.1
10080 min Winter 46.172 0.172 0.0 1.2 1.2 19.8

Storm Rain Flooded Discharge Time-Peak

Event (mm/hr) Volume Volume (mins)
(m3) (m?3)

240 min Winter 10.495 0.0 145.4 242

360 min Winter 7.666 0.0 159.2 358

480 min Winter 6.135 0.0 169.8 470

600 min Winter 5.158 0.0 178.2 582

720 min Winter 4.475 0.0 185.2 690

960 min Winter 3.575 0.0 195.6 892

1440 min Winter 2.602 0.0 195.7 1110

2160 min Winter 1.892 0.0 236.6 1576

2880 min Winter 1.508 0.0 251.4 2024

4320 min Winter 1.094 0.0 273.4 2904

5760 min Winter 0.871 0.0 290.7 3800

7200 min Winter 0.729 0.0 304.3 4544

8640 min Winter 0.631 0.0 315.8 5032

10080 min Winter 0.558 0.0 325.7 5640

Status
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Martin J Harvey

Page 3

3 Orwell Road
Petersfield
Hampshire GU31 4LQ

Winchfield Lodge
Winchfield

SW attenuation - Overflow - A

Date 14/03/2018 15:29
File ATTENUATION-OVERFLOW-HYDRO-

Designed by mjh
Checked by

Micro Drainage

Source Control 2017.1

Rainfall Model
Return Period (years)

M5-60 (mm)
Ratio R
Summer Storms

Time (mins) Area
From: To: (ha)
0 4 0.138

Region England and Wales

Rainfall Details

FSR Winter Storms
30 Cv (Summer
Cv (Winter

)
)
Shortest Storm (mins)
)

19.000
0.400 Longest Storm (mins
Yes Climate Change

Time Area Diagram

Total Area (ha) 0.414
Time (mins) Area | Time (mins) Area
From: To: (ha) |From: To: (ha)
4 8 0.138 8 12 0.138

Yes
0.750
0.840

15
10080
+0
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Martin J Harvey Page 4
3 Orwell Road Winchfield Lodge

Petersfield Winchfield

Hampshire GU31 4LQ SW attenuation - Overflow - A

Date 14/03/2018 15:29 Designed by mjh

File ATTENUATION-OVERFLOW-HYDRO- ... Checked by

Micro Drainage Source Control 2017.1

Model Details

Storage is Online Cover Level (m) 48.500

Cellular Storage Structure

Invert Level (m) 46.000 Safety Factor 2.0
Infiltration Coefficient Base (m/hr) 0.00000 Porosity 0.95
Infiltration Coefficient Side (m/hr) 0.00000

Depth (m) Area (m?) Inf. Area (m?) |Depth (m) Area (m?) Inf. Area (m?) |[Depth (m) Area (m?) Inf. Area (m?)

0.000 121.5 0.0 2.400 121.5 0.0 2.401 0.0 0.

Hydro-Brake® Optimum Outflow Control

Unit Reference MD-SCL-0052-2000-2400-2000

Design Head (m) 2.400

Design Flow (1/s) 2.0

Flush-Flo™ Calculated

Objective Minimise blockage risk

Application Surface

Sump Available Yes

Diameter (mm) 52

Invert Level (m) 46.000

Minimum Outlet Pipe Diameter (mm) 75

Suggested Manhole Diameter (mm) 1200
Control Points Head (m) Flow (1l/s) Control Points Head (m) Flow (1l/s)
Design Point (Calculated) 2.400 2.0 Kick-Flo® 0.464 1.0
Flush-Flo™ 0.212 1.2 |Mean Flow over Head Range - 1.5

The hydrological calculations have been based on the Head/Discharge relationship for the Hydro-Brake®
Optimum as specified. Should another type of control device other than a Hydro-Brake Optimum® be
utilised then these storage routing calculations will be invalidated

0

Depth (m) Flow (l1/s) |Depth (m) Flow (1/s) |Depth (m) Flow (1/s) |[Depth (m) Flow (1/s) |Depth (m) Flow (1/s)
0.100 1.1 0.800 1.2 2.000 1.8 4.000 2.5 7.000
0.200 1.2 1.000 1.3 2.200 1.9 4.500 2.7 7.500
0.300 1.2 1.200 1.5 2.400 2.0 5.000 2.8 8.000
0.400 1.1 1.400 1.6 2.600 2.1 5.500 2.9 8.500
0.500 1.0 1.600 1.7 3.000 2.2 6.000 3.0 9.000
0.600 1.1 1.800 1.8 3.500 2.4 6.500 3.1 9.500
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Martin J Harvey

Page 1

3 Orwell Road
Petersfield
Hampshire GU31 4LQ

Winchfield Lodge
Winchfield

SW attenuation - Overflow - A

Date 14/03/2018 15:27
File ATTENUATION-OVERFLOW-HYDRO.SRCX

Designed by mjh
Checked by

Micro Drainage

Source Control 2017.1

Summary of Results for 100 year Return Period (+40%)
Half Drain Time 1339 minutes.

Storm Max Max Max Max Max
Event Level Depth Infiltration Control & Outflow Volume

(m) (m) (1/s) (1/s) (1/s) (m?)
15 min Summer 46.866 0.866 0.0 1.3 1.3 99.9
30 min Summer 47.133 1.133 0.0 1.4 1.4 130.7
60 min Summer 47.405 1.405 0.0 1.6 1.6 162.1
120 min Summer 47.670 1.670 0.0 1.7 1.7 192.7
180 min Summer 47.810 1.810 0.0 1.8 1.8 209.0
240 min Summer 47.898 1.898 0.0 1.8 1.8 219.0
360 min Summer 47.993 1.993 0.0 1.8 1.8 230.0
480 min Summer 48.046 2.046 0.0 1.9 1.9 236.1
600 min Summer 48.071 2.071 0.0 1.9 1.9 239.1
720 min Summer 48.079 2.079 0.0 1.9 1.9 239.9
960 min Summer 48.061 2.061 0.0 1.9 1.9 237.9
1440 min Summer 48.000 2.000 0.0 1.8 1.8 230.8
2160 min Summer 47.900 1.900 0.0 1.8 1.8 219.3
2880 min Summer 47.804 1.804 0.0 1.8 1.8 208.3
4320 min Summer 47.637 1.637 0.0 1.7 1.7 189.0
5760 min Summer 47.490 1.490 0.0 1.6 1.6 172.0
7200 min Summer 47.357 1.357 0.0 1.5 1.5 156.7
8640 min Summer 47.237 1.237 0.0 1.5 1.5 142.7
10080 min Summer 47.126 1.126 0.0 1.4 1.4 129.9
15 min Winter 46.970 0.970 0.0 1.3 1.3 112.0
30 min Winter 47.271 1.271 0.0 1.5 1.5 146.6
60 min Winter 47.578 1.578 0.0 1.6 1.6 182.1
120 min Winter 47.879 1.879 0.0 1.8 1.8 216.9
180 min Winter 48.042 2.042 0.0 1.9 1.9 235.7

(mins)

27
41
70
130
188
248
366
484
604
722
936
1154
1540
1960
2772
3592
4400
5192
5960
26
41
70
128

Storm Rain Flooded Discharge Time-Peak

Event (mm/hr) Volume Volume
(m3) (m?3)

15 min Summer 130.597 0.0 95.
30 min Summer 85.825 0.0 101.
60 min Summer 53.779 0.0 166.
120 min Summer 32.595 0.0 201.
180 min Summer 24.012 0.0 220.
240 min Summer 19.224 0.0 229.
360 min Summer 13.954 0.0 234.
480 min Summer 11.125 0.0 238.
600 min Summer 9.325 0.0 242.
720 min Summer 8.069 0.0 245,
960 min Summer 6.417 0.0 250.
1440 min Summer 4.640 0.0 251.
2160 min Summer 3.350 0.0 374.
2880 min Summer 2.656 0.0 395.
4320 min Summer 1.912 0.0 406.
5760 min Summer 1.513 0.0 450.
7200 min Summer 1.261 0.0 469.
8640 min Summer 1.086 0.0 485.
10080 min Summer 0.957 0.0 498.
15 min Winter 130.597 0.0 98.
30 min Winter 85.825 0.0 104.
60 min Winter 53.779 0.0 186.
120 min Winter 32.595 0.0 223.
180 min Winter 24.012 0.0 234.

0O O U W W J0O0JO O VR O JWOUWERENOWN O

186

Status

OO O O0OO0OO0O00O0O0D0bODODODObObOOOOOOoOOoOOo
AARAARAARAAAANANANAATAAAAITAIAAARARNAN RN AN

©1982-2017 XP Solutions




Martin J Harvey

Page 2

3 Orwell Road
Petersfield

Hampshire GU31 4LQ

Winchfield Lodge
Winchfield
SW attenuation - Overflow - A

Date 14/03/2018 15:27

Designed by mjh

File ATTENUATION-OVERFLOW-HYDRO.SRCX |Checked by

Micro Drainage

Source Control 2017.1

240
360
480
600
720
960
1440
2160
2880
4320
5760
7200
8640
10080

Summary of Results for 100 year Return Period (+40%)

Storm
Event

min
min
min
min
min
min
min
min
min
min
min
min
min
min

Winter
Winter
Winter
Winter
Winter
Winter
Winter
Winter
Winter
Winter
Winter
Winter
Winter
Winter

240
360
480
600
720
960
1440
2160
2880
4320
5760
7200
8640
10080

Max Max Max Max Max Max
Level Depth Infiltration Control & Outflow Volume
(m) (m) (1/s) (1/s) (1/s) (m?)
48.144 2.144 0.0 1.9 1.9 247.5
48.261 2.261 0.0 1.9 1.9 261.0
48.330 2.330 0.0 2.0 2.0 268.9
48.368 2.368 0.0 2.0 2.0 273.3
48.387 2.387 0.0 2.0 2.0 275.5
48.387 2.387 0.0 2.0 2.0 275.5
48.315 2.315 0.0 2.0 2.0 267.2
48.199 2.199 0.0 1.9 1.9 253.8
48.070 2.070 0.0 1.9 1.9 239.0
47.830 1.830 0.0 1.8 1.8 211.2
47.617 1.617 0.0 1.7 1.7 186.6
47.426 1.426 0.0 1.6 1.6 164.6
47.258 1.258 0.0 1.5 1.5 145.2
47.107 1.107 0.0 1.4 1.4 127.7
Storm Rain Flooded Discharge Time-Peak

Event (mm/hr) Volume Volume (mins)

(m3) (m?3)

min Winter 19.224 0.0 239.9 244
min Winter 13.954 0.0 247.1 360
min Winter 11.125 0.0 253.9 476
min Winter 9.325 0.0 259.3 590
min Winter 8.069 0.0 263.1 702
min Winter 6.417 0.0 267.4 922
min Winter 4.640 0.0 268.0 1312
min Winter 3.350 0.0 418.7 1644
min Winter 2.656 0.0 441.8 2108
min Winter 1.912 0.0 434.5 2996
min Winter 1.513 0.0 504.9 3872
min Winter 1.261 0.0 526.0 4696
min Winter 1.086 0.0 543.7 5536
min Winter 0.957 0.0 558.8 6360

Status
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Martin J Harvey

Page 3

3 Orwell Road Winchfield Lodge

Petersfield Winchfield

Hampshire GU31 4LQ SW attenuation - Overflow - A
Date 14/03/2018 15:27 Designed by mjh

File ATTENUATION-OVERFLOW-HYDRO.SRCX |Checked by

Micro Drainage Source Control 2017.1

Rainfall Details

Time Area Diagram

Total Area (ha) 0.414

From: To: (ha) |From: To: (ha) |From:

0 4 0.138 4 8 0.138 8

Rainfall Model FSR Winter Storms Yes

Return Period (years) 100 Cv (Summer) 0.750
Region England and Wales Cv (Winter) 0.840

M5-60 (mm) 19.000 Shortest Storm (mins) 15

Ratio R 0.400 Longest Storm (mins) 10080

Summer Storms Yes Climate Change % +40

Time (mins) Area | Time (mins) Area | Time (mins) Area
To:

(ha)

12 0.138
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Martin J Harvey Page 4
3 Orwell Road Winchfield Lodge

Petersfield Winchfield

Hampshire GU31 4LQ SW attenuation - Overflow - A

Date 14/03/2018 15:27 Designed by mjh

File ATTENUATION-OVERFLOW-HYDRO.SRCX |Checked by

Micro Drainage Source Control 2017.1

Model Details

Storage is Online Cover Level (m) 48.500

Cellular Storage Structure

Invert Level (m) 46.000 Safety Factor 2.0
Infiltration Coefficient Base (m/hr) 0.00000 Porosity 0.95
Infiltration Coefficient Side (m/hr) 0.00000

Depth (m) Area (m?) Inf. Area (m?) |Depth (m) Area (m?) Inf. Area (m?) |[Depth (m) Area (m?) Inf. Area (m?)

0.000 121.5 0.0 2.400 121.5 0.0 2.401 0.0 0.

Hydro-Brake® Optimum Outflow Control

Unit Reference MD-SCL-0052-2000-2400-2000

Design Head (m) 2.400

Design Flow (1/s) 2.0

Flush-Flo™ Calculated

Objective Minimise blockage risk

Application Surface

Sump Available Yes

Diameter (mm) 52

Invert Level (m) 46.000

Minimum Outlet Pipe Diameter (mm) 75

Suggested Manhole Diameter (mm) 1200
Control Points Head (m) Flow (1l/s) Control Points Head (m) Flow (1l/s)
Design Point (Calculated) 2.400 2.0 Kick-Flo® 0.464 1.0
Flush-Flo™ 0.212 1.2 |Mean Flow over Head Range - 1.5

The hydrological calculations have been based on the Head/Discharge relationship for the Hydro-Brake®
Optimum as specified. Should another type of control device other than a Hydro-Brake Optimum® be
utilised then these storage routing calculations will be invalidated

0

Depth (m) Flow (l1/s) |Depth (m) Flow (1/s) |Depth (m) Flow (1/s) |[Depth (m) Flow (1/s) |Depth (m) Flow (1/s)
0.100 1.1 0.800 1.2 2.000 1.8 4.000 2.5 7.000
0.200 1.2 1.000 1.3 2.200 1.9 4.500 2.7 7.500
0.300 1.2 1.200 1.5 2.400 2.0 5.000 2.8 8.000
0.400 1.1 1.400 1.6 2.600 2.1 5.500 2.9 8.500
0.500 1.0 1.600 1.7 3.000 2.2 6.000 3.0 9.000
0.600 1.1 1.800 1.8 3.500 2.4 6.500 3.1 9.500
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Appendix B

Greenfield Runoff Calculations

Housing Development at Winchfield Lodge, Old Potbridge Road, Winchfield, Hook, RG27 8BT
March 2018



Martin J Harvey

3 Orwell Road
Petersfield

Winchfield
Greenfield Runoff

Hampshire GU31 4LQ Total Site
Date 14/03/2018 11:49 Designed by mjh
File GREENFIELD.srcx Checked by
Micro Drainage Source Control 2017.1
ICP SUDS Mean Annual Flood
Input
Return Period (years) 2 SAAR (mm) 700 Urban 0.000
Area (ha) 1.014 Soil 0.450 Region Number Region 6

Results 1/s

QOBAR Rural 4.5
QOBAR Urban 4.5

Q2 years 3.9
Q1 year 3.8

Q30 years 10.
Q100 years 14.2

=
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Martin J Harvey

3 Orwell Road
Petersfield

Winchfield
Greenfield Runoff

Hampshire GU31 4LQ West Area of Site
Date 14/03/2018 11:54 Designed by mjh
File GREENFIELD.srcx Checked by
Micro Drainage Source Control 2017.1
ICP SUDS Mean Annual Flood
Input
Return Period (years) 2 SAAR (mm) 700 Urban 0.000
Area (ha) 0.919 Soil 0.450 Region Number Region 6

Results 1/s

QOBAR Rural 4.0
QOBAR Urban 4.0

Q2 years 3.6
Q1 year 3.4

Q30 years 9.1
Q100 years 12.9
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Martin J Harvey

3 Orwell Road
Petersfield

Winchfield
Greenfield Runoff

Hampshire GU31 4LQ East Area of Site
Date 14/03/2018 11:52 Designed by mjh
File GREENFIELD.srcx Checked by
Micro Drainage Source Control 2017.1
ICP SUDS Mean Annual Flood
Input
Return Period (years) 2 SAAR (mm) 700 Urban 0.000
Area (ha) 0.095 Soil 0.450 Region Number Region 6

Results 1/s

QOBAR Rural 0.4
QOBAR Urban 0.4

Q2 years 0.4
Q1 year 0.4

Q30 years 0.
Q100 years 1.3

\\e}
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Appendix C

Drainage Maintenance Schedule

Housing Development at Winchfield Lodge, Old Potbridge Road, Winchfield, Hook, RG27 8BT
March 2018



Sustainable Drainage Scheme
Management and Maintenance Plan
Timetable for implementation

Surface water is proposed to be disposed of by means of sustainable urban drainage
systems (SuDS).

All shared SuDS will be installed prior to the occupation of the first dwelling. All SuDS serving
a single dwelling will be installed prior to occupation of that dwelling.

The SuDS on the site have been designed to cater for a 1 in 100-year storm event with a
40% allowance for climate change.

Under the ‘Flood Water Management Act 2010’ all SuDS features which dispose of water
from two or more dwellings will be maintained by private management company. This would
include the main access road and gullies, visitor parking, any shared pipework, attenuation
tank and pumping station. Any outlet pipework serving a single dwelling but located beneath
the shared roads or footway / cycleway, will be maintained by the management company.

All SuDS serving a single property, such as a soakaway, and any drainage channels or yard
gullies, as well as connecting pipework within the demise of the property, will be owned and
maintained by the owner of that property.

Below Ground pipework

Maintenance Activity: Lift Inspection chamber covers and check for signs of blockages and
silt / debris build up.

Remedial Action: Jet clean and remove debris as required to ensure correct operation of
the system.
Frequency: Typically, annually or as required.

All maintenance operations are to be carried out in accordance with the manufacturer’s
recommendations.

System inlets

Maintenance Activity: Check gullies, drainage channels, etc. for build-up of silt or other
detrimental materials.

Remedial Action: Ensure all items are clear and operating correctly.
Frequency: Typically, every 6 months or as required.

All maintenance operations are to be carried out in accordance with the manufacturer’s
recommendations.

Pre-treatment structures (silt traps)

Maintenance Activity: Inspect for build-up of sediment.

Remedial Action: Remove debris as required to ensure correct operation of system.
Frequency: 3-4 times during the first year, then annually or as required thereafter.

All maintenance operations are to be carried out in accordance with the manufacturer’s
recommendations.



Underground Surface Water Geocellular Structures and Soakaways

Maintenance Activity: Inspect upstream drainage channel, gullies and silt traps to check for
correct operation of the inlet pipework.

Geocellular structures should not require regular maintenance
providing all gullies, drainage channels and silt traps are kept clear of
silt and debris, so this cannot enter the tank. Precast concrete ring
soakaways would need removal of any silt build up in the bottom of the
chamber if this found to be present during the regular inspections.

Remedial Action: Take remedial action as required to ensure correct operation of the
system.
Frequency: 3-4 times during the first year, then annually or as required thereafter.

All maintenance operations are to be carried out in accordance with the manufacturer's
recommendations

Vortex Flow Controls (Hydrobrake)

Maintenance Activity: Inspect for build-up of sediment.

Remedial Action: Remove debris as required to ensure correct operation of system.
Frequency: 3-4 times during the first year, then annually or as required thereafter.

All maintenance operations are to be carried out in accordance with the manufacturer's
recommendations.

Underground Surface Water Pumping Stations

Maintenance Activity: Inspect pumping stations to the attenuation tank discharge to
watercourse for correct operation.

Remedial Action: Take remedial action as required and if there is any failure to ensure
correct operation of the system.

Frequency: Set up maintenance contract for the pumping systems with the pump
supplier(s) with emergency callout and frequency of visits as
recommended by the supplier(s).



Appendix D

Drawings
K2-01-31-L Engineering Layout — Sheet 1 of 2
K2-01-32-H Engineering Layout — Sheet 2 of 2

Housing Development at Winchfield Lodge, Old Potbridge Road, Winchfield, Hook, RG27 8BT
March 2018



FOUL WATER PUMPING STATION

EDINCARE MAGNAGRAND TWIN (VORTEX) FW
PUMP PACKAGE PUMPING STATION 3.0m@ x
4.5m DEEP CHAMBER OR SIMILAR WITH DUTY

AND STANDBY PUMP

TANK TO HAVE A MINIMUM OF 24 HOUR

EMERGENCY STORAGE CAPACITY IN THE EVENT
OF POWER OR PUMP FAILURE.
WITH TOTAL 90 PERSONS @ 150 LITRE/PERSON

16 DWELLINGS

= 13.5m3. STORAGE IN PUMP SUMP

COVER LEVEL 49.10

BASE OF SUMP 44.50 TBC

SOAKAWAY | IMP. AREA | PCC RING | P SIDES DEPTH | BASE LEVEL | COVER | GROUND LEVEL
EF. m m X m m m m m
K2 mww ﬁ.ms WW X WW m.m @.mm w.mw uw.mm 1 All drainage shall be 100mm dia. unless
SK2 3 B0 7 x 2. : 44.50 5 50. .
e 14 \ m_Mw 480 2.40 3.6 x 3.6 6.0 43.45 0.50 49.60 otherwise shown and pipework shall be either PVC—-U
1828 X 1osp +48.50 v ke 0 b6 | 36 %36 e 2200 050 1024 to BS EN 1401 or Vitrified clayware to BS EN 295.
x —* SK6 450 2.40 3.6 x 3.6 6.0 44,40 0.50 50.40
/ -~ 48.93 (338 X 250 AR A T ¥ 4422 £.50 50.50 2  Backfill to trenches in under footpaths or areas
_U_|O|_| ”_.O L7 X ¥ % X SK9 160 ‘S 295 x 2.95 6.0 43.00 0.50 29.00 with vehicular access or within 1.0m of such areas
4856 49.18
48.39 x P O 49.10 48.13 SK10 300 .89 2.7 x 2.7 6.0 41.00 0.50 47.00 shall be with Type 1 granular material.
K N , 48.67 siLaz87 FFIN48.8 SK11 400 2.49 3.6 x 3.6 6.0 42.64 0.50 48.64
4 4
48.64 \\ Y 48.75 b 48.77 . SKi3 www “”mn WW x WW m“m Nw”mw w“ww Nm”ww 3 Precast lintelled opening to give 50mm space
. \ SIL47.6245. ——— =T T L&A x around pipe to be provided when pipes pass through
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SOAKAWAY SCHEDULE

SOAKAWAY IMP. AREA PCC RING PIT SIDES DEPTH BASE LEVEL COVER GROUND LEVEL
REF. m2 m m x m m m m m
SK1 300 1.80 2.7 x 2.7 6.0 44.18 0.50 50.30
SK2 320 1.80 2.7 x 2.7 6.0 44.50 0.50 50.46
SK3 480 2.49 3.6 x 3.6 6.0 43.45 0.50 49.60
SK4 300 1.80 2.7 x 2.7 6.0 43.60 0.50 49.24
SK5 470 2.49 3.6 x 3.8 6.5 43.20 0.50 49.70
SK6 450 2.49 3.6 x 3.6 6.0 44.40 0.50 50.40
SK7 250 .89 2.7 x 2.7 6.0 44.50 0.50 50.50
SK8 200 .50 2.25 x 2.25 6.0 43.00 0.50 49.00
SK9 160 .59 2.25 x 2.25 6.0 43.00 0.50 49.00
SK10 300 .89 2.7 x 2.7 6.0 41.00 0.50 47.00
SK 400 2.49 3.6 x 3.6 6.0 42.64 0.50 48.64
SK12 200 1.80 2.7 x 2.7 6.0 43.50 0.50 49.36
SK13 300 1.89 2.7 x 2.7 6.0 43.83 0.50 49.60

SOAKAWAYS HAVE BEEN DESIGNED USING AN INFILTRATION RATE OF 6.5e—6m/s (0.0234m/h) AS ESTABLISHED
IN BOREHOLE 1 ON 26/10/2016 AT A DEPTH OF 5.0m AND BASED UPON THE CRITICAL 1 IN 100 YEAR
RETURN PERIOD STORM PLUS 40% FOR CLIMATE CHANGE. ALL SOAKAWAYS TO BE TAKEN TO 6.0m DEEP AS
SOAKAGE AT SHALLOWER DEPTH IS POOR.

MICRO DRAINAGE HAS BEEN USED IN CALCULATING THE SOAKAWAY SIZES USING THE CIRIA METHOD WHICH
INCLUDES INFILTRATION THROUGH THE BASE AND SIDES WITH A FACTOR OF SAFETY OF 1.5 WHERE
CONSEQUENCES OF FAILURE WOULD RESULT IN NO DAMAGE OR INCONVENIENCE. FACTORS OF SAFETY GIVEN IN
CIRIA REPORT 156 ARE SUGGESTIONS RATHER THAN BASED UPON HISTORICAL DATA AND SUBJECT TO
ENGINEERING JUDGEMENT. SOAKAWAYS ARE DESIGNED TO MORE ONEROUS 100—YEAR STORM CRITERIA RATHER
THAN 10-YEAR RETURN PERIODS SO THERE IS ADDITIONAL CAPACITY PROVIDED IN THE STRUCTURE TO ALLOW
ADOPTION OF LOWER FACTORS OF SAFETY. SURFACE STORAGE OF WATER FOR 100—YEAR EVENTS IS
ACCEPTABLE PROVIDING FLOODING OF PROPERTIES DOES NOT OCCUR.

SOAKAWAYS TO BE LOCATED A MINIMUM OF 5.0m FROM BUILDINGS.
SOAKAWAYS ARE BASED UPON THE USE OF PRECAST CONCRETE SOAKAWAY RINGS WITHIN A SQUARE PIT
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NOTES - DRAINAGE

1 All drainage shall be 100mm dia. unless
otherwise shown and pipework shall be either PVC—U
to BS EN 1401 or Vitrified clayware to BS EN 295.

2 Backfill to trenches in under footpaths or areas
with vehicular access or within 1.0m of such areas
shall be with Type 1 granular material.

3 Precast lintelled opening to give 50mm space
around pipe to be provided when pipes pass through
walls. Opening to be masked both sides to prevent
entry of fill or vermin.

4  Clay pipes (rigid) to be laid to Class S or Z
bedding details and PVC—U pipe (flexible) to have
Class T or Z bedding details as appropriate to
depth, location and proximity to foundations as
required by Building Regulations.

5 External RWP’s to discharge to access gullies.
Where RWPs are connected direct to a drain, rodding
access plates are to be provided.
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