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Figure 3: Site photographs 
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i Looking west along Lower Road at the proposed entrance to the Site, note the glimpse view of the 
gable end of Manor Barn and rear of Farm Cottages.

ii View looking south from Lower Road showing the Site extent, note gable of Manor Barn on right iiiLooking west across the Site showing houses along Lower Road right of shot  
and Manor Barn and Farm Cottages centre background

iv The boundary on Lower Road and the neighbouring houses

3a     The site

      

v vi Looking north at the southern façade of Manor Barn with Old Manor Farm to the left of shotLooking north west across the site towards nos. 1-3 Farm cottages, Manor Barn
and the properties along Lower Road
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Figure 3: Site photographs 
Dwg no.247803/01b/TG
December 2020 
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i 

ii iii

3b     The boundary of the conservation area as experienced from Lower Road
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Figure 3: Site photographs 
Dwg no.247803/01ci/TG
December 2020 
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3c     The principal buildings

ivThe Manor

ii Bidbury House

vSpring Lawn, Brookside Road

iii The Old Rectory iThe church

viThe Old Mill
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Figure 3: Site photographs 
Dwg no.247803/01cii/TG
December 2020 
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3c     The principal buildings 

      

viii The Old Granary, Mill Lane ixThe Willows, no 11 Lower Road - constructed 2018. Not identified within the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area Appraisal

viiThe Elms



Land south of Lower Road,  
Bedhampton  
Bargate Homes

Figure 3: Site photographs 
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December 2020 
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3c     The principal buildings 
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Figure 3: Site photographs 
Dwg no.247803/01di/TG
December 2020 
© Terence O’Rourke Ltd 2020  

3d     The lanes though the conservation area

iiThe junction of Bidbury Lane with Brookside Road and Lower Road 

iThe junction of Bidbury Lane and Mill Lane
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Figure 5Viewpoint 1 -  Looking south towards the western extent of the Appeal Site from the entrance to Manor Barn on Lower Road
Baseline. To be viewed at a comfortable arm’s length and printed at A1

Viewpoint 1
Camera: EOS 6D
Lens: 50mm (Canon EF) 

Image scaling: Monocular
AOD level: 8.25m AOD

Direction of view: South east
Camera height: 1.5m AGL

Horizontal and 
vertical field of view: 90˚ x 27˚

Date: 13/10/2020 
OS ref: 106217/469949

Time: 08.27
Projection Cylindrical
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Figure 6

Viewpoint 1

Built form based on HGP Architects drawing Proposed Site Layout 17.043 – 102-S June 2018 and detailed elevations by HGP Architects. Landscaping based on layout in Terrafirma drawings 1860-TF-00-00-DR-L-100 to 
L-005 and specification in 1860-TF-00-00-DR-L-1006. Building levels based on MJA Consulting drawing Level Strategy Layout 5992:P02 March 2019

Camera: EOS 6D
Lens: 50mm (Canon EF) 

Image scaling: Monocular
AOD level: 8.25m AOD

Direction of view: South east
Camera height: 1.5m AGL

Horizontal and 
vertical field of view: 90˚ x 27˚

Date: 13/10/2020 
OS ref: 106217/469949

Time: 08.27
Projection Cylindrical

Viewpoint 1 -  Looking south towards the western extent of the Appeal Site from the entrance to Manor Barn on Lower Road
Proposed photomontage. To be viewed at a comfortable arm’s length and printed at A1
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Figure 7

Viewpoint 2

Viewpoint 2 - Looking westwards towards the Appeal Site and Lower Road from the south-western limit of the historic core of Old Bedhampton conservation area
Baseline. To be viewed at a comfortable arm’s length and printed at A1

Camera: EOS 6D
Lens: 50mm (Canon EF) 

Image scaling: Monocular
AOD level: 8.16m AOD

Direction of view: South west
Camera height: 1.5m AGL

Horizontal and 
vertical field of view: 90˚ x 27˚

Date: 13/10/2020
OS ref: 106275/470103

Time: 07.58
Projection Cylindrical
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Figure 8

Viewpoint 2

Viewpoint 2 - Looking westwards towards the Appeal Site and Lower Road from the south-western limit of the historic core of Old Bedhampton conservation area
Proposed photomontage. To be viewed at a comfortable arm’s length and printed at A1

Camera: EOS 6D
Lens: 50mm (Canon EF) 

Image scaling: Monocular
AOD level: 8.16m AOD

Direction of view: South west
Camera height: 1.5m AGL

Horizontal and 
vertical field of view: 90˚ x 27˚

Date: 13/10/2020
OS ref: 106275/470103

Time: 07.58
Projection Cylindrical

Built form based on HGP Architects drawing Proposed Site Layout 17.043 – 102-S June 2018 and detailed elevations by HGP Architects. Landscaping based on layout in Terrafirma drawings 1860-TF-00-00-DR-L-100 to L-005 and 
specification in 1860-TF-00-00-DR-L-1006. Building levels based on MJA Consulting drawing Level Strategy Layout 5992:P02 March 2019
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Figure 9

Viewpoint 2

Viewpoint 2 - Looking westwards towards the Appeal Site and Lower Road from the south-western limit of the historic core of Old Bedhampton conservation area
Baseline (winter). To be viewed at a comfortable arm’s length and printed at A1

Camera: EOS 6D
Lens: 50mm (Canon EF) 

Image scaling: Monocular
AOD level: 8.16m AOD

Direction of view: South west
Camera height: 1.5m AGL

Horizontal and 
vertical field of view: 90˚ x 27˚

Date: 08/12/2020
OS ref: 106275/470103

Time: 09.58
Projection Cylindrical
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Figure 10

Viewpoint 2

Viewpoint 2 - Looking westwards towards the Appeal Site and Lower Road from the south-western limit of the historic core of Old Bedhampton conservation area
Proposed photomontage (winter). To be viewed at a comfortable arm’s length and printed at A1

Camera: EOS 6D
Lens: 50mm (Canon EF) 

Image scaling: Monocular
AOD level: 8.16m AOD

Direction of view: South west
Camera height: 1.5m AGL

Horizontal and 
vertical field of view: 90˚ x 27˚

Date: 08/12/2020
OS ref: 106275/470103

Time: 09.58
Projection Cylindrical

Built form based on HGP Architects drawing Proposed Site Layout 17.043 – 102-S June 2018 and detailed elevations by HGP Architects. Landscaping based on layout in Terrafirma drawings 1860-TF-00-00-DR-L-100 to L-005 and 
specification in 1860-TF-00-00-DR-L-1006. Building levels based on MJA Consulting drawing Level Strategy Layout 5992:P02 March 2019
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Figure 11

Viewpoint 3

Viewpoint 3 - Looking south along the bend in Lower Road from outside the closest listed building to the Appeal Site, The Elms
Baseline. To be viewed at a comfortable arm’s length and printed at A1

Camera: EOS 6D
Lens: 50mm (Canon EF) 

Image scaling: Monocular
AOD level: 8.54m AOD

Direction of view: South
Camera height: 1.5m AGL

Horizontal and 
vertical field of view: 90˚ x 27˚

Date: 13/10/2020
OS ref: 106357/470085

Time: 08.05
Projection Cylindrical
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Figure 12

Viewpoint 4

Viewpoint 4 - Looking north west from the vantage point of the railway bridge on Mill Lane (the proposals will be sited behind the conifer tree belt as shaded)
Baseline. To be viewed at a comfortable arm’s length and printed at A1

Camera: EOS 6D
Lens: 50mm (Canon EF) 

Image scaling: Monocular
AOD level: 10.87m AOD

Direction of view: West
Camera height: 1.5m AGL

Horizontal and 
vertical field of view: 90˚ x 27˚

Date: 13/10/2020 
OS ref: 106208/470298

Time: 08.15
Projection Cylindrical
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Figure 13

Viewpoint 4

Viewpoint 4 - Looking north west from the vantage point of the railway bridge on Mill Lane (the proposals will be sited behind the conifer tree belt as shaded)
Proposed photomontage. To be viewed at a comfortable arm’s length and printed at A1

Native Shrub planting and specimen trees to replace shelterbelt. Heights shown at initial planting.

Massing of built form screened by coniferous shelterbelt subject to phased replacement

Camera: EOS 6D
Lens: 50mm (Canon EF) 

Image scaling: Monocular
AOD level: 10.87m AOD

Direction of view: West
Camera height: 1.5m AGL

Horizontal and 
vertical field of view: 90˚ x 27˚

Date: 13/10/2020 
OS ref: 106208/470298

Time: 08.15
Projection Cylindrical
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Figure 14

Viewpoint 5

Viewpoint 5 - Looking north east towards the Appeal Site from the A27 above the railway line
Baseline. To be viewed at a comfortable arm’s length and printed at A1

Camera: EOS 6D
Lens: 50mm (Canon EF) 

Image scaling: Monocular
AOD level: 10.02m AOD

Direction of view: North east
Camera height: 1.5m AGL

Horizontal and 
vertical field of view: 90˚ x 27˚

Date: 13/10/2020 
OS ref: 105810/469794

Time: 08.37
Projection Cylindrical
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Figure 15

Viewpoint 5

Viewpoint 5 - Looking north east towards the Appeal Site from the A27 above the railway line
Proposed photomontage. To be viewed at a comfortable arm’s length and printed at A1

Camera: EOS 6D
Lens: 50mm (Canon EF) 

Image scaling: Monocular
AOD level: 10.02m AOD

Direction of view: North east
Camera height: 1.5m AGL

Horizontal and 
vertical field of view: 90˚ x 27˚

Date: 13/10/2020 
OS ref: 105810/469794

Time: 08.37
Projection Cylindrical

Built form based on HGP Architects drawing Proposed Site Layout 17.043 – 102-S June 2018 and detailed elevations by HGP Architects. Landscaping based on layout in Terrafirma drawings 1860-TF-00-00-DR-L-100 to L-005 and specification in 1860-TF-00-00-DR-L-1006. Building levels based on MJA Consulting drawing Level Strategy Layout 5992:P02 March 2019
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Heritage Assets and their Setting: Views from a
Practitioner
Dr Nigel Barker

Introduction
In a dynamic city such as London, with its pace and scale of change, the majority of complex cases
considered by Historic England involve impact on the setting of heritage assets. In many cases, especially
where tall buildings are proposed, those heritage assets will be of national or international significance
and their settings will be of a complex, largely urban character. Assessing the impact of new development
on the setting of highly valued historic places is an essential skill both for applicants and decision-makers.
Reaching a judgment on impact relies on a clear approach, ideally founded on an agreed understanding
of the significance of the historic environment being affected and a good grasp of the concept of setting.
Our experience at Historic England in London is that applicants are improving in clearly defining the

setting of heritage assets, but identifying the contribution of setting to significance is muchmore challenging
and often not carried out at all. Because of that failure, assessment of the impact of development upon
setting is often poorly carried out, usually with reference solely to visual impact, and incorporated into
townscape assessment.
Without a good understanding of the significance or special interest of the asset affected it is not possible

to clearly identify the contribution made by setting. It follows that, without an understanding of the
contribution made by setting, any assessment of impact will be flawed and meeting the statutory tests
relating to having special regard for preserving setting, and convincingly identifying the level of harm,
will be difficult to achieve. Correctly assessing the level of potential harm is important because the
appropriate approach to the planning judgement flows from it.

How to define the setting of a heritage asset
Definition of setting:

“The setting of a heritage asset is the surroundings in which it is experienced. Its extent is not fixed
and may change as its surroundings evolve. Elements of a setting may make a positive or negative
contribution to the significance of an asset, may affect the ability to appreciate that significance or
may be neutral.”1

Setting does not have a fixed boundary and cannot be definitively and permanently described as a
spatially bounded area or as lying within a set distance of a heritage asset.
Howwe experience heritage assets is largely amix of the environmental, the physical and the intellectual.2

The degree to which an individual experiences an asset and the value they place on the different methods
of experiencing it will vary. Different experiences of setting can make a greater or lesser contribution to
understanding the significance or importance of the asset to which it relates and, therefore, the enjoyment
or appreciation of it.

1 National Planning Policy Framework glossary.
2Environmentally: Through activity; traffic, pedestrian movement, remoteness, time of visit, e.g. day or night.
Physically: Formal and informal views to, from, across and within the asset, noise, vibration and tranquillity.
Intellectually: Cultural associations, historic associations artistic representations, degree of interpretation and tradition.

2015 J.P.L., Issue 13 © 2015 Thomson Reuters (Professional) UK Limited and ContributorsOP82



Take, for example, Rievaulx Abbey in Yorkshire.3 The remote rural setting contributes both physically
and intellectually to the significance of the site and was a driving factor behind the original selection of
location by the Cistercians; the remoteness supplied the spiritual needs of the religious community and
their need for land that could supply water, food and fuel. Maintaining this remote and rural character of
the setting provides a link to the reasons for the establishment of the Abbey complex and therefore
contributes to understanding its significance.
The complex also derives a layer of significance from its ruinous state, which was the result of one of

the most historically and culturally significant events in England’s history: the Reformation and dissolution
of the monasteries. The understanding of what that meant is illustrated by the partial state of the physical
remains in their rural setting which lends a romantic and picturesque quality to the site. Artistic interest
is part of the significance of such sites, especially where they have provided inspiration for artists such
as Turner, as at Tintern Abbey.4

Visiting Rievaulx at different times of the year, during the height of summer, late autumn, or indeed
winter, will bring particular aspects of the setting into sharp relief and enhance the various essential
qualities of the site. A late autumn afternoon’s sunlight can highlight the relief of the carvings and tracery
for example, enabling better appreciation of the craftsmanship and architectural interest of the surviving
buildings. Similarly, low winter sunlight raking across the ground, revealing the humps and bumps of
more ruinous buildings, enables greater understanding of the site as a whole. As many of the structures
are domestic or functional in character, a more complete understanding of the relationship between the
complex and its surrounding land can be achieved. Development that affects any of these experiences can
be therefore said to affect the contribution that the setting makes to understanding the significance of the
building.
The noise and activity at the height of summer at Rievaulx will give a different experience from the

greater solitude of the site in winter, but at all times the remoteness of the site underpins its significance.
Whilst new development that can be seen within and adjacent to the surviving buildings will have an
obvious visual impact on setting, even development that cannot easily be seen, e.g. improving or widening
an access road, can change the character of the setting by reducing the sense of remoteness, thus affecting
the experience and understanding of its significance.

Identification of the contribution of setting to significance or “special interest”
From the brief description above, it will be apparent that the first requirement for understanding what the
current setting of a heritage asset contributes to its special interest is to identify the key attributes of the
asset itself. Only then can you consider if the physical surroundings contain elements that add to the
understanding of significance. Having established the special interest of the asset and its setting, the next
step is to identify how those surroundings are experienced, physically, environmentally and/or intellectually,
in order to establish which elements of the setting contribute positively or negatively to that experience.
One method of establishing the contribution of setting to significance that is currently being tested by

Historic England is “relationship mapping”. This identifies features within the setting of an asset and
assigns weight to the relationship. Those features can be tangible or intangible and the relationship can
be expressed as contribution to an asset and contribution made by an asset. The greater the weight assigned
to the relationship, the greater its contribution to significance. Therefore, if an asset will be eroded or
harmed, the assessment of the potential degree of that harm becomes easier.5 This approach is not a

3 Founded in 1132 by St Bernard of Clairvaulx as the first Cistercian outpost in the north of England. Sited in the broad valley of the River Rye and
encircled by wooded hills, it was one of the most prestigious foundations in the country.

4 Tintern Abbey was founded 1131 for the Cistercians in Wales. It is adjacent to a tidal river with wooded hills in the setting.
5See accompanying presentation for a case study of the listed water tower on Bath Road, Reading which identifies ancillary walls, reservoir banking

and elements in the street scene which form part of the setting of the Grade II listed water tower graphically by means of arrows. Each arrow has a

OP83
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substitute for professional judgement but could provide a framework within which to make an assessment
and articulate it in a logical and transparent manner (see also below).

Setting and views
Perhaps the most easily understood way in which people experience, and therefore value, the historic
environment is through their senses. Overwhelmingly it is the visual, or views of an asset, that are often
the most valued. The contribution of setting to the significance of a heritage asset is often expressed by
reference to views, i.e. a purely visual impression of an asset or place, because this is often the easiest and
most direct way to experience, and importantly to quantify the experience of, setting. Views can often be
confused with setting, especially in trying to interpret policy and particularly in the assessment of impact.
However, views are only one element of setting.

So what is a view?
At its simplest, a view is the visual appreciation of an object or objects (without going down the route of
Schrodinger). Primarily, but not solely, visual, its value will depend upon its character or type. The time
of observation may add a different meaning and character and therefore potentially lead to a richer response
from individuals. The question of whether a view of itself is capable of being a designated, or even
undesignated, heritage asset has been hotly debated within English Heritage/Historic England, not least
during the development of, and consultation on, its publication “Seeing the History in the View”.
The location from which a view is available may itself be historic and thereby add value (largely

intellectual) to the experience. For example, the view from the south bank of the Thames across to the
Tower of London was chosen by cartographers of the capital from the time of the earliest maps. Standing
in the same location and becoming the latest in a long line of viewers can add intellectual interest to the
view and your experience of the contribution it makes to understanding and appreciation of the Tower.
Whilst this historic viewing place and the view it affords may add to the understanding of what is being
viewed, the view itself is not the asset. A view might be called historic if it has remained unchanged over
time or was deliberately designed. However, other than for those focussed on an individual asset, unchanged
viewsmust be increasingly rare when you consider howmuch even iconic historic views, e.g. the dreaming
spires of Oxford, have in fact changed constantly over time.
In summary, a view is the visual appreciation from a single location of a heritage asset, but it is only

one element of its setting. That visual appreciation of the contributionmade by the setting to the significance
of the heritage asset will change as the location or viewing point changes. Views themselves can be of
different types, e.g. panorama, townscape, or designed, and the contribution theymake to the understanding
of significance will therefore vary. Views can be static or dynamic (kinetic) and may incorporate the
settings of one or more assets nested within them. It is because a view only partly coincides or overlaps
with setting that the potential for confusion arises.
Where a view is the only one available of an asset or object, then correlation between setting and view

is very high. Where there are multiple views of an asset or object, then the correlation between setting
and an individual view is less. Where there are multiple objects within a view then the correlation between
their settings individually and in the view, will depend on what other views are available of each object
and will, therefore, vary. What is clear is that in no case is a view exactly the same as setting.
Some views are of deemed to be of such value that they are identified and managed through planning

policy, e.g. the London View Management Framework (“LVMF”) or the Oxford View Cones, but
management of the view is not the same of management of setting. In these examples (Oxford and LVMF)

summary statement of the relationship and therefore contribution made by the feature. The thicker the arrow the more important is the contribution of
the relationship to significance.

OP84 Journal of Planning & Environment Law
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the view itself is regarded as an asset, being of sufficient value to have its qualities set out as justification
for policy designation, whereas setting is not intrinsically a heritage asset, nor a heritage designation, but
is of value for its contribution to the building, structure or land that is designated.
Keeping a clear distinction between formally identified views and setting is vital because the latter has

a statutory duty attached to it, whereas the former as a policy designation does not. However, it is always
necessary to identify what a view contributes to the understanding of significance of the designated asset
within it, or to which it relates, as part of setting.
Take, for example, one of the most celebrated of the designated London views managed through the

LMVF, Townscape View 26A: St James’s Park to Horse Guards Road which incorporates a number of
individual components.6 Within those components is a designated heritage asset; the Grade I listed Foreign
and Commonwealth Office (“FCO”). The view therefore incorporates part of the setting of the designated
heritage asset but does not constitute the whole of its setting.
In this case, the viewing point for View 26A is located in another designated heritage asset, St James’s

Park, registered at Grade I. It therefore forms part of this heritage asset, as well as being in the setting of
the other asset, the FCO. In both cases the view itself is only part of the setting of the two, separately
designated, heritage assets, each of different and distinctive significances. Because of those differences,
the contribution the view makes to setting is also different in each case. Where the focus of an LVMF
view partly correlates to the setting of individual assets the same view may make a different contribution
to the significance of each individual asset, because of their different character, and each contribution has
therefore to be separately assessed.
So in this instance, the view itself is both an element of, and incorporates, part of the setting of one

heritage asset (St James’s Park) and, in addition, includes part of the setting of another asset (the FCO).
Assessing the impact of development which appears above the tree line in this view will need to identify
the contribution that the currently clear sky makes to the setting of the FCO, as an individual component
in the view, both immediately adjacent and further away towards the edges. This is distinct from considering
any impact on the FCO in the whole view. It is also necessary to separately assess the contribution the
FCO and the skyline makes to the significance of St James’s Park, before judging the impact of the proposal
on that separately designated asset.
The management of the view as identified in the LVMF is only concerned with the view from the

viewing point. The LVMF refers to the need to maintain the setting of heritage assets contained within it,
which is an explicit recognition of the fact that the view is composed of individual elements, but the policy
objectives relate to the whole view and not individual elements. It is concerned with, and provides guidance
on, where development should not affect the value of the view.
The impact of a development within a view will vary depending on its relationship to the individual

components of the view, and separately on the view as a whole. It is, therefore, not sufficient to say that
if the impact on the view as a whole is acceptable, then the impact on an individual element is automatically
similarly acceptable, particularly where that element is a designated heritage asset. However, that is what
the Inspector considering the proposals at the Shell Centre did in his assessment of the application. He
did not address the issue of whether the development affected the setting of the heritage asset from within
which the view was gained (St James’s Park), or assess separately the impact on the setting of the FCO
as an individual element in the view. The simple fact in this instance is that if a proposal fails to preserve
the setting of a designated asset, which is within the view, from harm then it fails the LVMF policy test,
and not the other way round.

6 LVMF Townscape View 26A St James’s Park to Horse Guards Road: The management guidelines state that no development is expected in the
foreground and development in the background should be of a scale, mass and form that does not dominate, overpower or compete with either of the
existing two groups of built form (Horse Guards and Whitehall Court to the left and the FCO and Shell Centre to the right) and should appear as part
of the existing group.
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How to demonstrate special regard to conserving the contribution of setting to
significance7

Following the withdrawal of the Planning Practice Guidance by the Department for Communities and
Local Government (“DCLG”) in April 2015, current advice on management of the historic environment,
including setting, can be found in the Historic England Good Practice Advice Notes 1, 2 and 3. The note
on setting advises the following broad brush approach to assessment to be taken as a series of steps that
apply proportionately depending upon the complexity of the case.
When looking at a proposal the following steps are necessary:

• Step 1:

Identify which heritage assets and their settings are affected.

• Step 2:

Assess whether, how and to what degree these settingsmake a contribution to the significance
of the heritage asset(s).

• Step 3:

Assess the effects of the proposed development, whether beneficial or harmful on that
significance.

• Step 4:

Explore the way to maximise enhancement and avoid or minimise harm.

• Step 5:

Make and document the decision and monitor outcomes.

Development proposals involving the setting of a single and less significant asset or those which have
straightforward effects on setting can be assessed using a simple checklist. This can usefully take the form
of a short narrative statement for each step supported by appropriate plans and drawings etc. More complex
proposals affecting more significant assets, multiple assets or changes considered likely to have a major
effect on significance will require a more detailed approach. This will often happen within the framework
of Environmental Impact Assessment procedures.
Each of the steps may therefore involve detailed assessment procedures and complex forms of analysis,

including view-shed analysis, sensitivity matrices and scoring systems. These may assist but they cannot
provide a systematic answer. Setting is a matter of qualitative and expert judgement and therefore technical
analyses should be used as material supporting a clearly expressed and non-technical narrative argument.
That narrative should set out what is important and why it is important in terms of heritage significance.
It should identify the setting of the assets affected, together with the effects of the development upon them.
Particular points to consider for Step 1 are:

• Having due regard for the need for proportionality, identification by the decision-maker of
which assets might be affected by a proposal should happen at pre-application or scoping
stage.

• “Areas of search” are one way of approaching this, particularly for issues such as noise and
vibration.

7Historic Environment Good Practice Advice in Planning Note 3; The Setting of Heritage Assets Historic England on behalf of the National Heritage
Forum March 2015.
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• For visual assessment, and particularly for larger schemes, Zones of Visual Influence (“ZVI”)
or Zones of Theoretical Visibility (“ZTV”) should be used to identify heritage assets and
settings that may be affected at an early stage.

Particular points to consider for Step 2 are:

• A checklist of potential attributes of special interest is provided in the guidance but not all
will apply.

• The identification of those relevant attributes at an early stage should be the goal, combined
with a clear focus on what emphasis is attached to them.

• It should be remembered that it is useful to identify how the relevant attributes have
contributed to the significance of the heritage asset in the past (e.g. when it was first built
etc) the implications of changes over time and their contribution in the present in order to
assist with the later stages of the assessment process (i.e. Step 4).

• This assessment of the contribution to significance made by setting will provide the baseline
for establishing the effects of a proposal in the next step.

Particular points to consider for Step 3 are:

• Identifying effects and evaluating the resultant degree of harm or benefit may need to extend
to cumulative and complex impacts in some cases and may not only be visual.

• The variety of circumstances in which setting may be affected, and the range of heritage
assets that may be involved, precludes a single approach to assessment, but all assessments
should consider the proposed development in terms of its location, form and appearance,
additional effects and permanence.

Particular points to consider for Step 4 are:

• Maximum advantage can only be secured from an early understanding of significance and
consideration of impact. This should be part of the basic brief for proposals.

• Enhancementmay be achieved through removing or remodelling harmful earlier interventions,
restoring lost features or views, introducing new features that add to public appreciation of
the significance of the asset and improving public access, both physical and intellectual, to
the asset and its setting.

Particular points to consider for Step 5 are:

• The true effect of a development on setting may be difficult to establish from plans, drawings
and visualisations.

• Once a development affecting setting has been implemented, reviewing and recording that
impact is important to identify lessons that can be learned and so improve decision-making
for the future.

In order to demonstrate special regard for the conservation of the contribution made by setting it is vital
that the understanding of that contribution has been understood and clearly articulated. It is also important
to set out the impact of the development with explicit reference to those contributions as they should be
underpinned by the understanding of significance. The critical stage to demonstrate special regard is
therefore Step 4, which sets out how avoiding harmful impact has been addressed and, where harm cannot
be avoided, explaining how it has been minimised or mitigated.
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The common mistakes in the definition and assessment of impact on setting
The most common mistake we see in London is the failure to distinguish between setting and townscape,
or setting and view, and therefore failing to separately assess impact on both. The second commonmistake
is to try and underplay impact. The third is to ignore the need to demonstrate that options for avoiding the
harm have been considered. Another common mistake is to approach claimed enhancements from the
perspective of public benefits in their widest sense, i.e. jobs and housing, without linking these specifically
to the impact on significance of the asset and to demonstrate whether this impact is necessary to deliver
those benefits.
The area of greatest contention is often the identification of the level of harm. It is contentious because

of a common misapplication or misunderstanding of the NPPF approach, which arises from its language,
i.e. “substantial” and “less than substantial”. Instead of taking the NPPF as a whole, applicants and
decision-makers are focussing on this binary “test”. Applicants are continually attempting to get agreement
that harm is less than substantial because they then argue that the decision becomes a “simple” balancing
exercise, as if in some way “less than substantial” harm equates with less than substantial justification.
The starting point for appropriate management of the historic environment is the understanding that its

protection is a core part of sustainable development and one of the planning principles in the NPPF.
Therefore, the aspiration should be to deliver change that is sustainable, i.e. which preserves the special
interest or significance. When any harm is caused to the historic environment it automatically fails to be
sustainable and, given the great weight attached to protecting the designated heritage assets, it has to be
convincingly justified. The expectation set by the NPPF is that for the vast majority of development that
causes harm that harm should be less than substantial, but also decisively outweighed by public benefits.
Development that causes substantial harm should be regarded as exceptional, which is an appropriately
high test within the context of delivering sustainable development.
The argument should therefore not be binary, i.e. substantial v less than substantial. A more appropriate

way of considering the issue of harm is to think of a scale or spectrum running from no harm to significance
or special interest at one end, through to total loss of significance at the other. Where an application
eventually ends up on that scale will be a combination of the impact of the proposals and the significance
of the heritage asset involved. There is no simple “trigger point”, but there will be an area on the scale
where harm could be significant and whether you regard it as substantial, in the terms of the NPPF, then
becomes a matter for professional judgement. However, the further along the spectrum you move the
greater the challenge to provide or demonstrate public benefits that decisively outweigh the harm, which
has to be necessary in order to deliver them.
A recent example illustrates these difficult and common issues surrounding the assessment of the

contribution of setting to the significance of heritage assets and the impact of development. The initial
application for redevelopment of the London Dock demonstrated:8

• A lack of clarity around the basic definition of the setting of heritage assets.
• A lack of assessment of the contribution that setting made to significance; and therefore a

failure to separately assess the impact of the proposal on the contribution made by the setting.
• A confusion between assessment of impact on setting and an assessment of impact on views.

The proposals were for a mixed-use redevelopment of the former News International site in east London.
The site contained a building of poor quality, the removal of which offered significant potential for
improving the legibility and connectivity of the site as part of its regeneration.
A master plan had suggested the site as being suitable for tall buildings with the result that, in addition

to impact on a Grade II listed warehouse within the site and the adjacent Grade I listed Tobacco Dock,

8The application in 2013 was for mixed-use regeneration of the former News International site by Berkeley Homes including a tall residential tower.
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further assets including the Tower of LondonWorld Heritage Site, the Grade I listed Tower Bridge, Grade
II listed Ivory House in St Katharine’s Dock and the Grade II listed St Paul’s Mission Room and School
would also be affected.9 Adjacent conservation areas, including those at St Katharine’sWharf andWilton’s
Music Hall, were also within the zone of visual influence of the proposed tall residential building to the
west of the site, which rose to 34 storeys high (122.3m AOD).
However, there was no clear assessment of the extent of the setting of these assets, how they interrelated

and how, or to what degree, they individually or cumulatively contributed to significance. The applicants’
assessment of impact was provided in the Environmental Impact Assessment and the Design and Access
Statement, with some further analysis in the Historic Environment Assessment (although that concentrated
on archaeological interest). The starting point for the townscape assessment was flawed as it made arbitrary
distinctions between “High Quality” and “Medium Quality” (sic) conservation areas and allocated high
importance to Grade I and II* listed buildings and only medium to Grade II, with no reference to World
Heritage Sites. The applicants then went on to use the standard townscape assessment matrices on this
flawed basis. The assessment also contained the interesting argument that the tall residential building was
justified because of the desirability for residents of the proposed apartments to be visually linked to
London’s architectural heritage. In order to achieve that visual linkage the new building appeared within
the setting of the heritage assets, thereby harming the contribution made by that setting.
The applicant’s assessment also emphasised the elegance of the design of the tower and the fact that it

would provide a positive point of interest wherever it was seen. This meant that the conclusion was reached
that, in all of the 38 views from formal assessment points, of very different character and complexity, the
tower was universally assessed as being beneficial in varying degrees. This was simply not credible, as
can be demonstrated by the impact of the proposal on one asset, for example, the Grade I listed Tower
Bridge.
Tower Bridge (1886–1894), designed by Sir Horace Jones and John Wolfe Barry, is an internationally

recognisable symbol of London. It is a highly engineered functional girder truss bridge with side suspension
spans and its engineering machinery is concealed by granite clad towers in a Gothic Revival style. Its
architectural design and composition formed of the towers, the bascules and the upper walkway is famously
distinctive. It is illustrative of both the way the structure worked (the walkway enabling pedestrian access
whilst the bascules were raised) and also cultural and architectural attitudes towards science and architecture
in the High Victorian age. The best public place to appreciate a view of the bridge is now, arguably, from
the south bank of the river along the Queen’s Walk, and particularly outside City Hall where the angled
view allows a full appreciation of the bridge in three dimensions. In this view, the rectangular space
between the towers, the upper walkway and lower bridge deck is almost completely given over to empty
sky.
Because of the degree of change to the setting of the bridge from the time of its original construction,

the contribution that the views from the Queen’s Walk make to understanding the architectural and
functional interests of the bridge are hugely important. That extent of that contribution relies on an
unchallenged silhouette against clear sky. In terms of relationship mapping, the view from immediately
outside city hall is now the most significant visually (i.e. the arrow would be the biggest) and therefore
eroding that view would have a substantial impact.
The contribution of the empty sky is fundamental to the visual presence of Tower Bridge as one of the

great monuments marking the expansion of London. This unencumbered sky space allows for full
appreciation of the silhouette of the bridge, itself the result of its function, and therefore makes a positive
contribution to understanding its significance. Whether you regard the intrusion of the tall residential
building into this currently empty sky space as substantial or less than substantial (and we thought it
substantial) it is certainly harmful. The visual intrusion was increased at dusk, potentially even more so

9 St Katharine’s Dock and the Ivory House were built 1856–1860 by George Aitchison.
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at night, and the erosion of the clarity of the silhouette could not be readily mitigated by high quality
design in this view, given the distances involved.
There is considerable debate within Historic England about whether there can ever be substantial harm

caused through impact on setting as it is such an appropriately high test. There are theoretical cases where
separately designated assets that have a clear and designed relationship and a largely unchanged setting
could be substantially harmed through new development causing severance, think of Blenheim Palace
and the view to the Doric Column (although one would hope that no one would ever contemplate such an
idea). However, it is less clear for those assets that do not have such a designed relationship with elements
of their setting or that exist in an ever-changing context. To assist in considering this, I suggest you take
a stroll along the river walk on the south bank of the Thames, moving on downstream from the view of
Tower Bridge outside City Hall. Then stop, turn and look back upstream towards the City and No.20
Fenchurch Street to see the result of a failure to appreciate and value the importance of setting and the
contribution it makes.
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APPENDIX 3 

 

CONSULTEE RESPONSES TO THE PLANNING APPLICATION AT THE APPEAL SITE 

 



Conservation Response  

Site - Lower Road, Bedhampton  

Application ʹ APP/19/00427 

Proposal ʹ Development of 50 new dwellings, together with access, landscaping and open space 

Background  

The application site is located in Bedhampton and is currently used as farmland. The site is adjacent 
to the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area and is positioned to the south west of the conservation 
area boundary, just south of Lower Road. To the south of the site lies the railway line and further south 
of this is the A27.  

The site has been identified as a housing allocation site (Policy H20) in the new Draft Local Plan 2036, 
which is currently going through the adoption process. It was also proposed as a housing site in the 
CoƵncil͛s Local Plan Housing Statement 2016, which identified the site in principle for up to 50 
dwellings.  

The Old Bedhampton Conservation Area is also in the process of being reviewed with a revised 
Character Appraisal and Management Plan updating the original appraisal from 1980.  This has been 
through the public consultation process and is awaiting final adoption by the Council.   

There are some site constraints set out in Draft Policy H20 which relate directly to heritage. These are 
as follows:    

- The site is adjacent to the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area  
- The Old Manor Farm is adjacent to the north and is of local historic interest  
- The site is near the Grade II listed buildings of the Church of St Thomas, the Old Mill House, 

the Elms, Manor Cottage, Bidbury House, Spring Lawn and Manor House.  

The application has been sƵbmitted ǁith the inclƵsion of a Heritage Statement bǇ Terence O͛RoƵrke 
Ltd, which assesses the impact on the nearby heritage assets.  

Proposal 

The proposal is for 50 dwellings with access taken from Lower Road and includes a mixture of single 
storey and two-storey dwellings. In the northern part of the site, the dwellings would be set back from 
Lower Road with the existing hedgerow retained and include detached dwellings, with single storey 
dwellings adjacent to the Old Manor Farm buildings. The development includes a central green space 
and also a landscaping buffer to the rear of the site, which will include an attenuation basin. The 
footbridge over the railway (not a PROW) will remain in situ. The new dwellings would be of a 
traditional design, proposing materials such as clay and slate roofs, brick, chimneys, black rainwater 
goods, timber windows, and timber framed porches.   

Policy Considerations  

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 recently published Good Practice Advice Notes 1, 2, 3 from Historic England, supersede the PPS 5 
Practice Guide which has now been withdrawn by Government. The Historic Environment Good 
Practice Advice (GPA) 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. 

Of particular relevance for this application, given its location adjacent to the conservation area, is 
Good Practice Advice (GPA) Note 3 ʹ The Setting of Heritage Assets. This note provides advice on 
understanding setting, how it may contribute to the significance of heritage assets and allow that 
significance to be appreciated, as well as advice on how views contribute to setting. This guidance 
note also advises that setting is not a heritage asset or a designation in itself, but its importance lies 
in what it contributes to the significance of the heritage asset.   

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 2019 sets out the policies that the Council must take 
into account when determining planning applications.  The NPPF sets out, in Section 16, the 
Conserving and Enhancing of the Historic Environment. The following paragraphs are of particular 
relevance:  

Para. 189 advises that in determining planning applications, local planning authorities should require 
an applicant to describe the significance of any heritage assets affected, including the contribution 
made by their setting. 

Para. 192 advises that 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 economic vitality; and  

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

Para. 194 states that any harm to the significance of a designated heritage asset requires clear and 
convincing justification. It should also pass certain tests depending on the magnitude of harm caused.  

Para. 196 states that where a development proposal will lead to less than substantial harm, this harm 
should be weighed up against the public benefits delivered by the proposals.   

Current Local Plan Policy CS11 (Protecting and Enhancing the Special Environment and Heritage of 
Havant Borough) at section 4, advises that planning permission will granted for development whereby 
it protects and ǁhere appropriate͕ enhances the boroƵgh͛s statƵtorǇ 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 Allocation Plan 2014 advises the planning permission will granted for 
development that conserves and enhances the historic assets of the Havant Borough and are expected 
to provide a heritage statement for developments which have the potential to affect 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 much be proportionate to the impact and 
the significance of the heritage assets and fully incorporated into the development proposals.  

Key points from Heritage Statement (Terence O’Rourke LtdͿ and Draft CAAMP (Havant Borough 
Council) 

The Heritage Statement bǇ Terence O͛RoƵrke Ltd describes the significance of Old Bedhampton in 
Chapter 3, detailing the key listed buildings and the general growth of the village. Para. 3.6 makes 
reference to the Figure 2 map (1810) which shows large square fields parallel to the coastal road and 
two narrow routes leading south from Lower Road to Broad Marsh.  Para. 3.8 makes reference to the 
1868 map (Figure 3) which shows the area beneath Lower Road as a single large field parcel, with the 
route south to the marshes retained and crossing a bridge over the new railway. Para. 3.10 highlights 
in the introduction of Manor Farm in 1909 which was a new farm comprising planned courtyard of 
farm buildings and three houses on the south side of the road. Housing on the north side of Lower 
Road continued to emerge up until the 1950s. 

The Old Bedhampton Conservation Area was first identified in 1980 and is now under review with an 
updated Character Appraisal and Management Plan (CAAMP) being considered by the Council for 
adoption.  

Para. 2.7 of this appraisal identifies ͚the immediate setting of the conservation area is an important 
aspect of its significance, particularly areas such as Bidbury Mead, lands to the south of Bidbury Lane 
and farmlands to the south and south west of Lower Road. These lands have provided a rural setting 
of the conservation area and settlement. Any proposed development with these areas would have to 
meet the requirements set out in Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas Act 1990. 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 area͛͘  

Para 2.8 goes on to identify ʹ ͚Apart from changes to the mill lands to the south and southeast, the 
conversion of Manor Farm and development to the north side of Lower Road, the historic landscape 
and field patterns remains remarkably intact, including the network of routes, tracks and paths, some 
of which have their origins recorded as far back as the 1770s͛͘  

Para 2.9 ʹ ͚Exceptions include the intrusive row of non-native coniferous trees that form a new 
boundary line between the fields to the south of Lower Road. Also the route of Narrow Marsh Lane 
which is known to have existed in circa. 17709 and on historic map dating from 1797 (Figure 6), which 
leaves Lower Road and leads to a bridge over the railway line to the land beyond. Recorded as a route 
in the late 18th century, it now a track. The link to the harbour was severed by the construction of the 
A27 by pass͛. 

Para 4.7 identifies the existing urban grain ʹ ͚Due to the limited periods of change, the spatial and 
contrasting urban grain and development patterns are legible. For example, the nucleated yet loose 
pattern within the historic core sits in contrast to the interwar and post-war development to the north 
and west. The late Victorian / early Edwardian terracing to the west is distinct in terms of its grain and 
density being much tighter than that of the interwar development north of Lower Road and the large 
detached dwellings sitting within ample grounds within the historic core. The rural setting to the 
settlement is a key feature of its character including the location of buildings that had a link with the 
working landscape͛͘ 



Para 4.12 - The farmlands to the south and south west of the current lanes are considered to reinforce 
the rural origins of the settlement. This role is evidenced by the surviving farm group to the south side 
of Lower Road and the farmland with the historic route / footpath leading to another bridge providing 
access to the severed area south of the railway line. The presence of the line of non-native conifers 
intrudes into this setting but does not remove the sense of that connection. 

Responses from local residents have been made during the consultation on the draft CAAMP, that the 
boundary of the conservation area should be to reviewed to include the land south of Lower Road 
(including former farm buildings and agricultural lands) (amongst other areas), as these have 
important historic connections to the conservation area͘ Hoǁeǀer͕ the CoƵncil͛s response has been 
that ͚although these areas form part of the setting to the conservation area, and historic connections 
can be evidenced from mapping and other sources, they are mainly fields that do not have the special 
architectural or historic interest, the character or appearance of which it is desirable to preserve or 
enhance. Therefore, these areas are not included within the recommended revised boundary of the 
conservation area͛͘ ;para ϳ͘ϳͿ͘  

Assessment  

The NPPF makes clear the importance of identifying and assessing the particular significance of any 
heritage asset and explains that this needs to be taken into account when considering the likely impact 
that development proposals may have. The NPPF also reqƵires that ͚a thorough assessment of the 
impact on setting needs to take into account, and be proportionate to, the significance of the heritage 
asset under consideration and the degree to which proposed changes enhance or detract from that 
significance and the ability to appreciate it͛. 

The NPPF also adǀises that ͚the extent and importance of setting is often expressed by reference to 
visual considerations. Although views of or from an asset will play an important part, the way in which 
we experience an asset in its setting is also influenced by other environmental factors such as noise, 
dust and vibration from other land uses in the vicinity, and by our understanding of the historic 
relationship between places. For example, buildings that are in close proximity but are not visible from 
each other may have a historic or aesthetic connection that amplifies the experience of the 
significance of each͛͘ 

In this regard the heritage assets are the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area and the important listed 
and locally listed buildings which form part of the conservation area. The significance of the Old 
Bedhampton Conservation Area derives from a dispersed pattern of development, with expansive 
green spaces and fields to the East, South and South West.  There is an eclectic mix of dwellings of 
varying styles and ages, reflective of the ǀillage͛s incremental historic groǁth͘ Oǀerall͕ this resƵlts in 
an informal, loose knit appearance, which is reinforced by the network of narrow, often windy lanes 
and the predominance of mature trees and hedges, both within gardens and as property boundaries. 
This gives the Conservation Area a sense of tranquillity and rural character, in spite of its proximity to 
the more suburban development that sits to the west and north of the area. 

Part of the analysis on the impact on setting, is to establish whether the setting of an affected heritage 
asset makes a contribution to its significance and the extent and/or nature of that contribution; both 
setting, and views which form part of the way a setting is experienced, may be assessed additionally 
for the degree to which they allow significance to be appreciated.  

 



The Conserǀation Area͛s setting to the soƵth and soƵth ǁest is dominated bǇ open coƵntrǇside͘ The 
Conservation Area derives part of its significance from this setting, which contributes to the rural 
character of the Conservation Area and is important in supporting its historic separation, both 
physically and in terms of character, from 20th century developments that encroached onto the area. 

The introduction of new dwellings south of Lower Road, will alter the landscape and increase the 
urban boundary southwards towards the railway line and closer towards Old Manor Farm, although 
this will be separated by a narrow landscape buffer and rear gardens of only single storey dwellings. 
The proposal would also extend development into the wider open countryside setting that contributes 
to the significance of the Conservation Area, diminishing the perception of largely unaltered rural 
surroundings.  

However, as in the case of the impact on the setting of the conservation area, detailed above, it is 
considered that the overall extent of harm to the setting of the consideration area, would be less than 
substantial.   

This view is formed by the understanding that the direct impact to the listed buildings and their 
immediate settings would be low and that the proposed development has been designed in such a 
way that it would minimise harm (to a degree) through the proposed site layout.   

The proposed development would be set back from the existing dense boundary hedgerow to the 
south of Lower Road and would be only marginally visible from further up Lower Road, when travelling 
south, moving outside of the conservation area boundary. The lowest density of housing is proposed 
near the Lower Road boundary and this will include extensive landscaping and be well spaced to 
provide a sense of openness and a rural character. Traditional style materials are proposed which is 
positive, which appear to be well suited to the palette of materials in the local vernacular.  

Conclusion 

Overall, is it considered the development would not either preserve or enhance the setting of the 
conservation area subject to 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. 

However, as the harm to the significance of the heritage asset can be moderated to a degree, it is 
concluded that less than substantial harm would result. 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.  

Please note at time of this response, the Old Bedhampton CAAMP 2019 is still awaiting final adoption 
by the Council. If further changes are made to this document, then an updated response will be 
provided.  

Rachael McMurray MRTPI 

Senior Conservation Officer  

3/7/2019 

 

 



Further Conservation Response  

Site - Lower Road, Bedhampton  

Application ʹ APP/19/00427 

Proposal ʹ Development of 50 new dwellings, together with access, landscaping and open space 

This further response is provided following the formal adoption of the Old Bedhampton Conservation 
Area Appraisal and Management Plan (CAAMP) by the Full Council on 25th September 2019.  Please 
refer to the original heritage response for background, legislation and assessment which still forms 
part of the overall heritage response.  

This further response considers what impact the revised CAAMP following its recent adoption. The 
original heritage response concluded that overall, is it considered the development would not either 
preserve or enhance the setting of the conservation area subject to 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. 

However, as the harm to the significance of the heritage asset can be moderated to a degree, it is 
concluded that less than substantial harm would result. 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.  

Final adopted version of the Old Bedhampton CAAMP 2019 

The Council resolved the alter the boundary of the conservation area to include three new Character 
Areas (3, 4 and 5) as shown on the map below.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Of most relevance to the consideration of the proposal APP/19/000427, is the new Character Area 5 
which includes The Old Manor Farm buildings, being adjacent to the development site.  These 
buildings have been included within the conservation area as whilst they are no longer in their 



original agricultural use, they retain some interesting architectural features and the relationship 
between the buildings is distinctly that of a farmyard arrangement. 

In the original response, the impact of the proposal on Old Manor Farm was considered as a locally 
listed building. As these buildings now form part of the conservation area, greater weight is attached 
to its status as a designated heritage asset. As stated in the original response, the Conservation 
�ƌĞĂ͛Ɛ�ƐĞƚƚŝŶŐ�ƚŽ�ƚŚĞ�ƐŽƵƚŚ�ĂŶĚ�ƐŽƵƚŚ�ǁĞƐƚ�ŝƐ�ĚŽŵŝŶĂƚĞĚ�ďǇ�ŽƉĞŶ�ĐŽƵŶƚƌǇƐŝĚĞ͘�dŚĞ��ŽŶƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶ��ƌĞĂ�
derives part of its significance from this setting, which contributes to the rural character of the 
Conservation Area and is important in supporting its historic separation, both physically and in terms 
of character, from 20th century developments that encroached onto the area. 

The introduction of new dwellings south of Lower Road, will alter the landscape and increase the 
urban boundary southwards towards the railway line and closer towards Old Manor Farm, although 
this will be separated by a narrow landscape buffer and rear gardens of only single storey dwellings. 
The proposal would also extend development into the wider open countryside setting that contributes 
to the significance of the Conservation Area, diminishing the perception of largely unaltered rural 
surroundings.  

However, as in the case of the impact on the setting of the conservation area, including the new 
Character Areas and in particular, Character Area No. 5, it is considered that the overall extent of harm 
to the setting of the consideration area, would be less than substantial.   

This view is formed by the understanding that the proposed development has been designed in such 
a way that it would minimise harm (to a degree) through the proposed site layout, with the lowest 
density of housing being proposed near the Lower Road boundary and this will include extensive 
landscaping and be well spaced to provide a sense of openness and a rural character. Traditional style 
materials are proposed which is positive, which appear to be well suited to the palette of materials in 
the local vernacular.  

If the application it to be approved, it is advised that a condition requiring materials samples to be 
provided and agreed prior to any above ground development taking place is included on any decision.  

Rachael McMurray 

Senior Conservation Officer ʹ 11/11/2019 

 



 

APPENDIX 4  

GLVIA METHODOLOGY UNDERTAKEN IN THE PREPARATION OF 

PHOTOGRAPHIC VISUALISATIONS BEFORE THIS INQUIRY (FIGURE 4) 

 

Photographic survey 

For this appraisal, a Canon EOS 6D camera was used in conjunction 

with a 50mm prime lens. The EOS 6D employs a sensor of similar size 

to a traditional SLR therefore the 50mm lens used results in a focal 
length of 50mm as no modification factor is applied. This methodology 

is in accordance with the Landscape Institute Visual Representation of 
Development Proposals technical guidance note 06/19 17 September 

2019. 

A4.1      In this appraisal, the photographs are taken at approximately 1.5 m 
above ground level using a tripod with a Pano head which provides a 

15 degree angle between adjacent shots. 

A4.2      RTK differential GPS survey equipment which records the viewpoints 

3D position with sub-metre accuracy was used to provide verified 3D 

location for each viewpoint.  

A4.3      For panoramic photographs individual shots are stitched together using 

a cylindrical projection with exposure balancing.  

Photomontages 

Baseline panorama 

A4.4      The baseline panorama shows the existing view and captures the 
overall landscape and visual context. The images are provided in 

cylindrical projection and should be viewed curved at a comfortable 

arm’s length. The images are provided in cylindrical projection at 100% 
scaled for a monocular view and should be viewed curved. 

Proposed visualisations 

A4.5      Photomontages are used to illustrate the likely view of a proposed 

development, as it would be seen in a photograph. It is important to 

note, as stated in the Landscape Institute technical guidance note 
06/19 Visual Representation of Development Proposals paragraph 

1.2.13 that “Two-dimensional visualisations, however detailed and 
sophisticated, can never fully substitute what people would see in 

reality. They should, therefore, be considered an approximation of the 

three-dimensional visual experiences that an observer might receive in 
the field.” 



 

A4.6      The photomontages contained in this study comply with the latest best 

practice guidelines and represent a type 4 photomontage/photowire 
(survey/scale verifiable) at year 0 (ie. at completion of 

construction). This type of visualisation has been used based on a 
category A user i.e. “Evidence submitted to Public Inquiry, most 

planning applications accompanied by LVIA (as part of formal EIA), 

some non-EIA development which is contrary to policy or likely to be 
contentious. Visualisations in public domain.” 

A4.7      A 3D block model of the detailed site layout (HGP Architects drawing 
Proposed Site Layout 17.043-102-S June 2018) showing the siting of 

each property and massing based on the detailed elevations and 

following the levels strategy (MJA Consulting drawing Level Strategy 
Layout 5992:P02 March 2019) was produced. 

A4.8      This has been used to generate a geometrically accurate 

photomontage illustrating the scale, mass and arrangement of the 
proposals based on the detailed layout and elevations but not 

including details of the façade treatment or secondary mitigation in the 
form of landscape planting throughout the development area. The 

extent of the proposed tree planting and hedgerow planting illustrated 

on the Terrafirma drawings 1860-TF-00-00-DR-L-100 to L-005 and 
1860-TF-00-00-DR-L-1006 has also been modelled at year 0 (at 

completion of construction). 

A4.9      The photomontage of the proposals has then been aligned and 

superimposed on to the selected viewpoint photographs. The 

photomontages have been constructed using surveyed photographs 
(surveyed with RTK differential GPS which records the viewpoints 3D 

position with sub-metre accuracy) and aligned using surveyed control 
points taken within the surrounding area. This alignment was then 

verified using 3D LIDAR data. 

A4.10   The photomontages are provided in cylindrical projection and should 
be viewed curved at a comfortable arm’s length. The images are 

provided in cylindrical projection at 100% scaled for a monocular view 

and should be viewed curved. 

 
 



APPENDIX 5  OLD BEDHAMPTON CONSERVATION AREA APPRAISAL 

 

Timeline and commentary taken from Environmental Information Regulations 

(Freedom of Information, FOI) September 2018 



 
Old Bedhampton conservation area appraisal – timeline  

 
Application details 
 
Date  
3 May 2019 Validation of Bargate planning application 19/00427 
3 October 2019 Addendum amended application 
4 December 
2019 

Application site visit by Site Viewing Working Party  

23 Jan 2020 Extraordinary Development Management Committee 
Recommendation to grant permission 
Para 8.9 “Accordingly, in what is a challenging and complex balance of heritage 
impact and sustainable development principles, and notwithstanding the 
development plan position in relation to the site, the application is recommended 
for permission.” 
Decision deferred 

5 March 2020 Development Management Committee 
Refusal of planning application against officer recommendation 

26 March 2020 Decision notice 
 
 
Conservation area review & appraisal  
 
Committees  
17 July 2019 Extraordinary Operations and Place Shaping Board – this gives the 
detail of the process and appends the versions of the appraisal, the consultation 
responses and council’s response 
11 September 2019 Cabinet – amended boundary against officers’ advice 
25 Full Council – adopted appraisal and boundary change  
 
See FOI pack for emails etc.  
 
Date  
1980 Original designation Old Bedhampton conservation area 
1994 Review & appraisal document 
Early 2017  “the Conservation Team were approached by the Friends of Bidbury Mead (BMF) 

requesting that the Old Bedhampton Conservation Area Appraisal be up-dated.” 
(from supplementary info to 17 July 2019 meeting OPSB) 

7 May 2017  Ron Tate email to Andrew Biltcliffe, Head of Planning, HBC 
Discussing process of commissioning consultant to produce CA appraisal for 
BMF 
Refers to boundary changes and UE30 (HBC draft local statement July 2016) 

21 May 2017 R Tate chasing email  
22 May 2017  A Biltcliffe agreement in principle (2 sentence email) 
29 June 2017 R Tate email to Peter Fellowes on tender process.  Refers to “Action Group” 
July 2017 (nd) Tender document.  Refers to HBC “need to do this work” and to BMF “concern” 

about effect of proposed development.    
Response required by 4 Sept 

8 Feb 2018 Draft report for Cabinet meeting March to approve appraisal for consultation.  Did 
not happen.  

8 May 2018 Save old Bedhampton (SOB) meeting minutes.  Expecting 1st draft CA appraisal 
& commissioned landscape & hedgerow reviews. Lots about lobbying councillors 
& the Local Plan.  
Drafted a series of questions for cllrs to ask at the HBC DC Forum  

Summer 2018  “the first draft of the BMF commissioned appraisal was submitted to the Council 
for consideration and review. The fifth, and last, version was submitted in October 



2018.” (OPSB) 
Review process included a meeting “with Ward Councillors, Historic England, the 
consultant and a representative of BMF to discuss areas of difference and to seek 
amendments prior to submission of the final draft from BMF and public 
consultation.” (see 13 August meeting) 

2 July 2018 Email correspondence D Hayward and Cllr Guest (Lead for Planning & Dev) on 
presentation of draft appraisal to Cabinet and issues of objectors to Lower Rd 
trying to “steer the process” 

3 July 2018 R Tate email to HBC officers. On completion of appraisal draft and officers report 
to present to Cabinet.  States that if there is any “significant departure from the 
recommendations” the residents may use the original at appeal etc., also queries 
Bargate being kept informed.  

17 July 2018 SOB meeting minutes. 2nd issue draft appraisal sent to HBC. Refers to a 
landscape review that had supported some housing to the S of Lower Rd,  
hedgerows review, raise possibility of removing TPO on the conifers & several 
items on highways 

18 July 2018 Jessica Hill (conservation officer) email to R Tate & Eimear Murphy.  Comments 
on the draft appraisal. Concerns over proposed extension at Lower Rd and S of 
the railway.  

25 July 2018 Bargate FOI/EIR request  
31 July 2018 D Hayward email to Simon Jenkins Head of Planning, giving timeline incl. 

meetings with Bargate and HE & amount of conservation officer time to review 
multiple drafts 
Notes that the BMF proposal is “inextricably linked” to the Lower Rd development.   

8 August 2018 R Tate email to D Hayward and others ahead of meeting on 13th on justification 
for CA extensions 

10 Aug 2018 D Hayward email to Cllr Turner before meeting with BMF et al on 13th.  That 
proposed extension at Lower Rd not accepted.  Also refers to Bargate producing 
their own review (in fact decided against). 

13 Aug 2018 D Hayward email to J Hill (conservation officer)  
Comments on draft appraisal document.  Refers to text in the draft on highways 
and traffic problems without evidence. 

13 August 2018 Meeting to discuss draft appraisal issue 2 with HBC officers & cllrs, BMF, Murphy 
Assoc, HE 
Extensions at Lower Road & S of the railway rejected HBC CO officer and HE.  
Confirmed change to constitution so consultation could be approved by Head of 
Planning.  Also noted Bargate EIR request.  

24 August 2018 D Hayward email to Cllr Fairhurst on meeting minutes, that officers disagree “in 
principle” to Lower Rd extension 

31 July – 1 
August 2018 

Emails R Tate, David Hayward on EIR exemption.  Draft appraisal not yet been 
reviewed by HBC so still belongs to BMF 

7 Sept 2018 EIR (FOI) info received by Bargate “3 ring binders of correspondence” 
25 October 2018 Conservation area appraisal Final Consultation draft Issue 5  

“produced on behalf the Bidbury Mead Friends and Havant Borough Council with 
funding from The Bedhampton Charitable Trust . It has been written by a 
collaboration of heritage consultations led by Murphy Associates with The 
Conservation Studio and DGC Consultants Ltd.” 
(Appended to OPSB agenda) 
Proposed extensions to the CA on Lower Rd and S of the railway line.  

Jan 2019 Old Bedhampton Conservation Area Appraisal – HBC version “based on” BMF 
document. 
Proposed extensions at Lower Rd etc. rejected paras 7.6-7.  

4 Feb – 29 
March 2019 

Consultation on draft conservation area appraisal alongside the Pre-Submission 
Local Plan consultation.   
OPSB Supplementary info notes “the document that went out to public 
consultation was largely based on the one produced by BMF. The fundamental 
differences are: 
� Omission of land at Lower Road; 
� Omission of ‘Donkey Field’ 



� Omission of Portsmouth Water land to the east  
� Removing Lower Road as a sunken lane.” 

23 May 2019 R Tate email to D Hayward and others with material concerning sunken lanes  
Reported on OPSB that additional material submitted to council outside the 
formal consultation period “Since the consultation, further viewpoints have been 
submitted, including a Definitive Map Modification Order and a report titled A 
study of the character and antiquity of the road network of the community.”  

Summer 2019 
(nd) 

Summary of reps and HBC officers’ responses (appended to OPSB) 
19 responses received. Most of the officer responses relate to a few v long & 
repetitive reps, including one on the local plan.  
Repeated comments & repeated response that Lower Rd lacks the special 
architectural or historic interest required for designation and is not a sunken lane. 
Quotes NPPF 186 several times. 

June 2019  Conservation appraisal final draft  
Does not include the extensions to the SE at Lower Rd or over the railway 

17 July 2019 Extraordinary Operations and Place Shaping Board 
Report and appendices give account of process of producing the appraisal and 
appends versions by BMF and as agreed by council & HE, consultation 
responses on the draft appraisal, and council response document 
Supplementary Information explaining differences with BMF versions relating to 
boundary changes (Lower Rd paras 3.33-3.39) 
Suggested local listing of the Manor Farm buildings 
Comment on resources “However, it should be noted that managing this 
particular conservation area re-appraisal has taken more officer time than would 
be usual for an in-house review of a conservation area.” (para 4.1) 
Risks  “can be separated into two categories: those as a direct result of the 
appraisal’s recommendations and those from the unusual process of producing 
the appraisal.” (4.12) 
Vote 3-4 against recommending the appraisal to Cabinet for adoption 

11 Sept 2019 Cabinet  
Adopted the appraisal with “a separate section to cover the Manor Farm Buildings 
located to the south of Lower Road;” 
Minutes note that “members of the Cabinet had visited the area to see at first 
hand the issues that had been raised by local residents during the consultation 
process.” 

25 Sept 2019 Full council  
Adopted conservation area appraisal & revised boundary 

 
 
 
 
 
 



APPENDIX 6 

RELEVANT HBC OFFICER OPINION ON ADJACENT PLANNING APPLICATIONS  

 
A. NO.11 LOWER ROAD, ‘THE WILLOWS’ HBC CONSERVATION OFFICER 

COMMENTS TO PLANNING APPLICATION APP/16/00473 



Consultee Comments for Planning Application APP/16/00473
 
Application Summary
Application Number: APP/16/00473
Address: 11 Lower Road, Havant, PO9 3LH
Proposal: Demolition of existing 4 bed detached house and construction of new 4 bed detached
house.
Case Officer: Heather Lealan
 
Consultee Details
Name: Mr John Heritage Team
Address: Public Service Plaza, Civic Centre Road, Havant PO9 2AX
Email: Havant.Heritage@havant.gov.uk
On Behalf Of: Conservation Officer
 
Comments
Principal Conservation Officer  No Objection
 
Site
 
11 Lower Road is lies within the Bedhampton Conservation Area. The general character of the
built environment within the Conservation Area is of detached properties set within substantial
landscaped gardens. 11 Lower Road reflects this character as a detached house set in a good
sized plot.
 
The house at present was constructed in 1958and has a number of later extensions which confuse
it appearance. It is my opinion that the existing dwelling is of no particular architectural merit,
which I would describe as having a neutral impact on the character of the area. The dwellings
demolition is therefore not contested. The site affords an opportunity to provide a development
that knits into the local landscape.
Due to the location of the building, an empty site would not preserve the character of the
Conservation Area. Therefore an acceptable scheme that enhances the character of the area is
necessary for any redevelopment that involves the demolition of the existing building.
 
Policy Context
 
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 NPPF sets out, in paragraph 17, the 12 core planning principles that local planning authorities
should consider in making planning decisions. One of these core principles relates directly to
conserving heritage assets, as follows
 
Planning should conserve heritage assets in a manner appropriate to their significance, so that
they can be enjoyed for their contribution to the quality of life of this and future generations;
 
Paragraph 132 of the National Planning Policy Framework 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 assets conservation. It also goes on to state that significance can be harmed or
lost through alteration or destruction of the heritage asset or development within its setting. As
heritage assets are irreplaceable, any harm or loss should require clear and convincing
justification. Paragraph 133 provides guidance in relation to development proposals that cause
'substantial harm'. While, paragraph 134 of the National Planning Policy states that where a
development will lead to 'less than substantial harm' to the significance of a designated heritage
asset, this harm should be weighed against the public benefits of the proposal.
 
Paragraph 64 (Section 7  Requiring Good Design) is also particularly relevant to this case in that
development should be refused for development of poor design that fails to take the opportunities
available for improving the character and quality of an area and the way it functions.
 
Impact on Conservation Area and setting of the Elms
 
It is my opinion that the proposed replacement dwelling would still allow for good appreciation of
the site and would not be out of keeping with the prevailing residential pattern and spatial quality of
the area.
 
Based on the elevations provided, I am satisfied that the building is of an appropriate scale and
mass. In terms of design I feel the proposed dwelling should be commended. Whilst the dwelling
takes a modern form it is clear the design has been inspired by the local context. The general
appearance would therefore not look out of keeping in the conservation area. The car parking
arrangement also appears appropriate for this location and does not overly dominate the site. Of
particular importance is the retention of the existing screening/hedging to the front boundary which
is to be encouraged.
 
It should also be noted that the scheme is located a sufficient distance from The Elms (Grade II*
listed) to not cause any harm to its setting. The screening of the site also ensures and views of the



proposal will be minimal.
 
Conclusion
 
The scheme will therefore not adversely harm the character of the conservation area or the setting
of the nearby grade II* listed building.
 
The detailing and quality of materials will be critical to successful execution of this scheme and
therefore conditions have been requested as outlined below.
 
CONDITIONS
1. Sample materials to be submitted prior to development
2. Window details 1:5 & 1:20 to be submitted prior to development
3. Permitted development rights removed.



APPENDIX 6 

RELEVANT HBC OFFICER OPINION ON ADJACENT PLANNING APPLICATIONS  

B. HBC PLANNING OFFICER DELEGATED REPORT TO REDEVELOPMENT 

PROPOSALS WEST OF APPEAL SITE, NOW KNOWN AS ‘MANOR BARN’  
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���� &RQGLWLRQ����ZDV�DGGHG�WR�WKH�RULJLQDO�SODQQLQJ�FRQVHQW�XQGHU�D�6���DSSOLFDWLRQ
�$33�����������WR�VHFXUH�D�PLQRU�DPHQGPHQW�WR�DOORZ�D�OLVW�RI�DSSURYHG�SODQV�WR�EH
DGGHG�WR�WKH�RULJLQDO�FRQVHQW���7KH�10&�DSSOLFDWLRQ�ZDV�VXEPLWWHG�EHFDXVH��LI�WKH
DSSOLFDQWV�ZHUH�WR�VXEPLW�D�UHYLVHG�IXOO�DSSOLFDWLRQ�LQ�DQ�DWWHPSW�WR�UHJXODULVH�WKH
FXUUHQW�EUHDFK��DQG�LI�LW�ZDV�UHFRPPHQGHG�IRU�SHUPLVVLRQ��WKHQ�WKH�EXLOG�ZRXOG�EH
&,/�OLDEOH�DQG�DV�LW�KDV�DOUHDG\�FRPPHQFHG�QR�H[HPSWLRQ�FRXOG�QRZ�EH�VRXJKW���7KH
DSSOLFDQWV�DUH�QRZ�VHHNLQJ��WKURXJK�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�VXEMHFW�RI�WKLV�UHSRUW��WR�FKDQJH
WKHVH�OLVWHG�DSSURYHG�SODQV�XQGHU�D�9DULDWLRQ�RI�&RQGLWLRQ�DSSOLFDWLRQ��6XFK�DQ
DSSURDFK�LV�DFFRPPRGDWHG�ZLWKLQ�SODQQLQJ�ODZ�DQG�KDV�DOORZHG�IRU�IXOO�QHLJKERXU
FRQVXOWDWLRQ�DQG�WKH�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�RI�WKH�PHULWV�RI�WKH�FKDQJHV�WR�WKH�KHLJKW�RI�WKH
VFKHPH�LV�VHW�RXW�ZLWKLQ�VHFWLRQ���

�������7KH�DSSOLFDQW�KDV�SUHYLRXVO\�DVVHUWHG�WKDW�WKH�VHFRQG�10&�DSSOLFDWLRQ
$33����������LQFOXGHG�SODQV�ZKLFK�UDLVHG�WKH�ULGJH�KHLJKW��,W�LV�QRW�FRQVLGHUHG�WKDW
WKLV�LV�FRUUHFW�E\�FDVH�RIILFHUV�DQG�WKDW�ERWK�WKH�10&�DSSOLFDWLRQV�FRQVLGHUHG�RQO\
PLQRU�DOWHUDWLRQV�DV�VHW�RXW�LQ�WKH�GHVFULSWLRQV�

� 3ROLF\�&RQVLGHUDWLRQV

1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN�����



+DYDQW�%RURXJK�/RFDO�3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\��0DUFK�����
&6�� �3URWHFWLQJ�DQG�(QKDQFLQJ�WKH�6SHFLDO�(QYLURQPHQW�DQG�+HULWDJH�RI

+DYDQW�%RURXJK�
&6�� �+LJK�4XDOLW\�'HVLJQ�
&6�� �&RQFHQWUDWLRQ�DQG�'LVWULEXWLRQ�RI�'HYHORSPHQW�ZLWKLQ�WKH�8UEDQ�$UHDV�
'0�� �3ROOXWLRQ�
'0�� �&DU�DQG�&\FOH�3DUNLQJ�RQ�5HVLGHQWLDO�'HYHORSPHQW�
'0� �&RQVHUYDWLRQ��3URWHFWLRQ�DQG�(QKDQFHPHQW�RI�([LVWLQJ�1DWXUDO

)HDWXUHV�

+DYDQW�%RURXJK�/RFDO�3ODQ��$OORFDWLRQV��-XO\�����
$/� �3UHVXPSWLRQ�LQ�)DYRXU�RI�6XVWDLQDEOH�'HYHORSPHQW�

� /LVWHG�%XLOGLQJ�*UDGH��1RW�DSSOLFDEOH�
� &RQVHUYDWLRQ�$UHD��1RW�DSSOLFDEOH�

� 6WDWXWRU\�DQG�1RQ�6WDWXWRU\�&RQVXOWDWLRQV

� 1RQH

� &RPPXQLW\�,QYROYHPHQW

� 7KLV�DSSOLFDWLRQ�ZDV�SXEOLFLVHG�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�&RXQFLO
V�&RGH�RI�3UDFWLFH�IRU
3XEOLFLW\�RI�3ODQQLQJ�$SSOLFDWLRQV�DSSURYHG�DW�PLQXWH�����������DV�DPHQGHG���DV�D
UHVXOW�RI�ZKLFK�WKH�IROORZLQJ�SXEOLFLW\�ZDV�XQGHUWDNHQ�

� 1XPEHU�RI�QHLJKERXU�QRWLILFDWLRQ�OHWWHUV�VHQW���

� 1XPEHU�RI�VLWH�QRWLFHV��2QH

� 6WDWXWRU\�DGYHUWLVHPHQW��1RW�DSSOLFDEOH�

� 1XPEHU�RI�UHSUHVHQWDWLRQV�UHFHLYHG���

6XPPDU\��ZLWK�RIILFHU�FRPPHQWV�LQ�LWDOLFV��

� �D��%XLOGLQJ�LV�PXFK�KLJKHU�WKDQ�SUHYLRXVO\�SHUPLWWHG�WR�WKH�GHWULPHQW�RI�WKH�DPHQLWLHV
RI�WKH�RFFXSLHUV�RI�WKH�DGMDFHQW�UHVLGHQWLDO�GZHOOLQJV�DQG�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�VKRXOG�EH
UHIXVHG�DQG�WKH�KHLJKW�UHGXFHG�WR�WKDW�RULJLQDOO\�DSSURYHG��,W�KDV�LQFUHDVHG�LQ�KHLJKW
E\�DSSUR[����PP�

� 7KH�VRXWK�ZHVWHUQ�VLGH�VHFWLRQ�RI�WKH�URRI�KDV�LQFUHDVHG�E\����PP�IURP�WKH�RULJLQDO
SHUPLVVLRQ��+RZHYHU����PP�RI�WKLV�ZDV�DSSURYHG�DV�D�10&��LW�ZDV�FRQVLGHUHG
QRQ�PDWHULDO�DV�LW�FRQFHUQHG�D�VPDOO�VHFWLRQ�RI�WKH�ULGJH�DQG�LW�GLG�QRW�H[FHHG�WKH
RYHUDOO�SHUPLWWHG�ULGJH�KHLJKW��$V�VXFK�WKH�FXUUHQW�DSSOLFDWLRQ�VHHNV�LQ�HIIHFW�WR
FRQVLGHU�WKH�DGGLWLRQDO����PP�LQFUHDVH�LQ�KHLJKW�RI�WKH�ULGJH�RYHUDOO�DQG�DVVRFLDWHG
HDYHV�DQG�ILQLVKHG�IORRU�OHYHOV�

� �E��7ZR��QRQ�PDWHULDO��DPHQGPHQWV��$33����������DQG�$33�����������ZKLFK�VDZ
WKH�DGGLWLRQ�RI�H[WUD�URRPV�LQ�WKH�� URRI�ZHUH�SDVVHG�E\�WKH�&RXQFLO�ZLWKRXW�DQ\�SXEOLF
FRQVXOWDWLRQ�

� 7KH������DSSOLFDWLRQ�LQFOXGHG�URRPV�LQ�WKH�URRI�DQG�LQWHUQDO�DOWHUDWLRQV�WR�SURYLGH



IXUWKHU�URRPV�LQ�WKH�URRI�FRXOG�KDYH�EHHQ�XQGHUWDNHQ�ZLWKRXW�WKH�QHHG�IRU�SODQQLQJ
SHUPLVVLRQ�DW�D�ODWHU�VWDJH��7KH�WZR�DSSOLFDWLRQV�TXRWHG�ZHUH�FRQVLGHUHG�WR�EH
QRQ�PDWHULDO�DV�QR�QHZ�LVVXHV�RI�RYHUORRNLQJ�RU�RI�RYHUEHDULQJ�LPSDFW�ZRXOG�KDYH
EHHQ�FUHDWHG�E\�WKH�DPHQGPHQWV�VRXJKW��3OHDVH�UHIHU�WR�IXOO�RIILFHU�UHSRUWV�IRU�WKH
WZR�QRQ�PDWHULDO�DPHQGPHQWV�

�F��$SSURYLQJ�WKLV�DSSOLFDWLRQ�ZRXOG�VHQG�RXW�WKH�ZURQJ�PHVVDJH�WR�WKLV�DQG�RWKHU
GHYHORSHUV��LW�EHLQJ�RSHQ�VHDVRQ�� LQ�+DYDQW��DV�WKH�SODQQLQJ�SURFHVV�LV�QRW�ILW�IRU
SXUSRVH�DQG�FDQ�EH�HDVLO\�PDQLSXODWHG�ZLWK�D�UHWURVSHFWLYH�� DSSOLFDWLRQ��
7KLV�LV�QRW�D�PDWHULDO�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ��HYHU\�SODQQLQJ�DSSOLFDWLRQ�PXVW�EH�FRQVLGHUHG
RQ�LWV�RZQ�PHULWV�

� �G��7KH�REVFXUHO\�JOD]HG�ZLQGRZV�LQ�WKH�QRUWKHUQ�HOHYDWLRQ�DUH�RSHQDEOH�DQG�ZLOO
FUHDWH�RYHUORRNLQJ�

� 7KH�RULJLQDO�SODQQLQJ�SHUPLVVLRQ�IRU�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW��$33�����������DQWLFLSDWHG�D
KDELWDEOH�URRP��SOD\URRP��DW�ILUVW�IORRU�OHYHO�LQ�WKLV�ORFDWLRQ�ZLWK�DQ�REVFXUH�JOD]HG�
WRS�KXQJ�FHQWUDO�FDVHPHQW�ZLQGRZ�IDFLQJ�QRUWK��:KLOVW�WKH�URRP�WR�EH�VHUYHG�E\�WKH
ZLQGRZ�LV�QRZ�SURSRVHG�WR�EH�D�EHGURRP��WKLV�FKDQJH�WR�WKH�URRP�FODVVLILFDWLRQ�LV
QRW�GHYHORSPHQW�LQ�LWVHOI�DQG�DV�VXFK�GRHV�QRW�IDOO�XQGHU�SODQQLQJ�FRQWURO�
1RWZLWKVWDQGLQJ�WKLV��WKH�LQFUHDVHG�EXON�RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�DQG�WKH�VLGH�KXQJ
FDVHPHQW�ZLQGRZV�VKRZQ�RQ�WKH�SODQV�LQGLFDWH�WKDW�WKH�ULVN�RI�DFWXDO�DQG�SHUFHLYHG
RYHUORRNLQJ�LV�JUHDWHU�XQGHU�WKLV�UHYLVHG�VFKHPH���DV�VXFK��RSHQLQJ�UHVWULFWRUV�VKRXOG
EH�FRQVLGHUHG�WR�PLWLJDWH�WKLV�LPSDFW�

� �H��7KHUH�LV�D�FDEOH�IRU�D�VHFXULW\�OLJKW�DQG�WKHUH�LV�FRQFHUQ�WKDW�WKLV�ZLOO�FDXVH
GLVUXSWLRQ�WR�QHLJKERXUV�

� 7KLV�LV�QRW�D�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�IRU�WKH�YDULDWLRQ�RI�FRQGLWLRQ�DSSOLFDWLRQ�

� �I��7KH�EXLOGLQJ�LV�DQ�RYHUSRZHULQJ�EXLOGLQJ�DQG�FDXVHV�ORVV�RI�YLHZV�RYHU�RSHQ�ILHOGV
WR�WKH�VRXWK�
/RVV�RI�YLHZ�LV�QRW�LQ�LWVHOI�D�PDWHULDO�SODQQLQJ�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ��SODQQLQJ�SHUPLVVLRQ
H[LVWV�IRU�D�EXLOGLQJ�RI�LGHQWLFDO�IRRWSULQW�DQG�VLPLODU�VFDOH�WR�WKDW�QRZ�SURSRVHG��7KH
LPSDFW�RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�RQ�UHVLGHQWLDO�DPHQLW\�LV�FRQVLGHUHG�LQ�6HFWLRQ���EHORZ�

� �J��&RQFHUQV�UHJDUGLQJ�DFFHVV�WR�GHYHORSPHQW�
� 7KLV�PDWWHU�ZDV�FRQVLGHUHG�WKURXJK�WKH�SUHYLRXV�IXOO�SODQQLQJ�DSSOLFDWLRQ�SURFHVV

�$33�����������DQG�WKH�FXUUHQW�DSSOLFDWLRQ��LQ�VHHNLQJ�WR�YDU\�RQO\�WKH�SK\VLFDO
DWWULEXWHV�RI�WKH�DSSURYHG�EXLOGLQJ��GRHV�QRW�UHVXOW�LQ�DQ\�FKDQJHV�WR�WKH�DSSURYHG
DFFHVV�DUUDQJHPHQWV�

� 3ODQQLQJ�&RQVLGHUDWLRQV

���� +DYLQJ�UHJDUG�WR�WKH�UHOHYDQW�SROLFLHV�RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�SODQ�DQG�WKH�SODQQLQJ
KLVWRU\�RI�WKH�VLWH��LW�LV�FRQVLGHUHG�WKDW�WKH�PDLQ�LVVXHV�DULVLQJ�IURP�WKH�UHYLVHG
SURSRVDOV�WKH�VXEMHFW�RI�WKLV�DSSOLFDWLRQ�DUH�

� �L�� 3ULQFLSOH�RI�GHYHORSPHQW
�LL�� ,PSDFW�XSRQ�WKH�VWUHHWVFHQH
�LLL�� ,PSDFW�XSRQ�UHVLGHQWLDO�DPHQLW\

� �L� 3ULQFLSOH�RI�GHYHORSPHQW

���� 7KH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�VLWH�LV�VLWXDWHG�ZLWKLQ�DQ�XUEDQ�DUHD�ZKHUH�IXUWKHU�GHYHORSPHQW�LV
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FRQVLGHUHG�DFFHSWDEOH�VXEMHFW�WR�WKH�XVXDO�GHYHORSPHQW�FRQWURO�FULWHULD��7KH
DFFHSWDELOLW\�RI�D�QHZ�GZHOOLQJ�RI�LGHQWLFDO�IRRWSULQW�DQG�VLPLODU�VFDOH�KDV�EHHQ
HVWDEOLVKHG�XQGHU�$33����������DQG�LQ�HVVHQFH�WKLV�YDULDWLRQ�RI�FRQGLWLRQ
DSSOLFDWLRQ�QRZ�VHHNV�WR�UHJXODULVH��GLVFUHSDQFLHV�LQ�WKH�JURXQG�HDYHV�ULGJH�OHYHOV
DQG�ILQLVKHG�IORRU�OHYHOV�FRPSDUHG�WR�WKRVH�DJUHHG�XQGHU�WKH�RULJLQDO�SODQQLQJ
SHUPLVVLRQ�DQG�VXEVHTXHQW�10&V�

�������7KH�SULQFLSOH�RI�WKH�FRQYHUVLRQ�RI�WKH�GZHOOLQJ�IURP�ZKDW�ZDV�XQGHUVWRRG�WR�EH�D

EXQJDORZ
�WR�D�WZR�VWRUH\�KRXVH�KDV�EHHQ�UDLVHG�E\�WKH�DGMRLQLQJ�UHVLGHQWV�
+RZHYHU��WKH������DQG������SODQQLQJ�SHUPLVVLRQV�DOORZHG�D�GZHOOLQJ�ZLWK�D
SOD\URRP�ZLWKLQ�WKH�URRI�VSDFH�DQG�WKHUH�ZDV�VXIILFLHQW�URRP�WR�FRQYHUW�IXUWKHU�RI�WKH
URRI�VSDFH�DW�D�ODWHU�GDWH�WKURXJK�WKH�LQWURGXFWLRQ�RI�YHOX[�ZLQGRZV��7KLV�ZRXOG�KDYH
DFFRUGHG�ZLWK�WKH�GZHOOLQJ
V�SHUPLWWHG�GHYHORSPHQW�ULJKWV��7KH�FODVVLILFDWLRQ�RI
URRPV�KDV�FKDQJHG�RYHU�WKH�FRXUVH�RI�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQV�VXEPLWWHG��:KDW�VWDUWHG�RXW
DV�EHLQJ�GHVFULEHG�DV�D�SOD\URRP�KDV�QRZ�EHHQ�FRQYHUWHG�WR�EHGURRP����7KLV
UH�FODVVLILFDWLRQ�LV�QRW�LQ�LWVHOI�GHYHORSPHQW�DQG�GRHV�QRW�UHTXLUH�SODQQLQJ�SHUPLVVLRQ�
KRZHYHU�WKH�LPSDFW�RI�WKH�UHYLVHG�EXON�DQG�GHVLJQ�RI�WKH�VFKHPH�PXVW�EH�JLYHQ�GXH
FRQVLGHUDWLRQ�DQG�WKLV�LV�VHW�RXW�EHORZ��

�LL� ,PSDFW�XSRQ�WKH�VWUHHWVFHQH

����� ,W�LV�QRW�FRQVLGHUHG�WKDW�WKH�FKDQJHV�WR�WKH�DSSURYHG�SODQV�DV�OLVWHG�LQ�����ZLOO�KDYH�D
GHWULPHQWDO�LPSDFW�RQ�WKH�YLVXDO�DPHQLWLHV�RI�WKH�� � VWUHHWVFHQH�DQG�SXEOLF�UHDOP�DV
WKH�SURSHUW\�LV�ORFDWHG�WR�WKH�UHDU�RI�WKH�WHUUDFH�RI�GZHOOLQJV�IURQWLQJ�/RZHU�5RDG�DQG�GRHV
QRW�KROG�D�SURPLQHQW�� � SRVLWLRQ�LQ�SXEOLF�YLHZV�DORQJ�/RZHU�5RDG�

�LLL� ,PSDFW�XSRQ�UHVLGHQWLDO�DPHQLW\

������,W�LV�FRQVLGHUHG�WKDW�WKH�LQFUHDVH�LQ�WKH�KHLJKW�RI�WKH�GZHOOLQJ�IURP�WKH�SODQV�DSSURYHG
DW�LQLWLDO�DSSOLFDWLRQ�VWDJH�DQG�WKH�IXUWKHU�10&��WKLV�EHLQJ����PP��ZLOO�QRW�FDXVH�DQ
XQDFFHSWDEOH� GHWULPHQW� WR� WKH� RFFXSLHUV� RI� WKH� GZHOOLQJV� WR� WKH� ZHVW� RI� WKH� VLWH�
)URP�WKLV�YDQWDJH�SRLQW� WKH�DGGLWLRQDO�EXLOGLQJ�EXON�ZLOO�EH�PRVWO\�VFUHHQHG�E\� WKH
ERXQGDU\� IHQFH� DQG� YHJHWDWLRQ� DQG� LV� VHW� VXIILFLHQW� GLVWDQFH� IURP� WKH� DGMDFHQW
SURSHUW\�VR�DV�QRW�WR�EH�RYHUEHDULQJ�WR�WKHLU�DPHQLW\�

���� 7KH�UHVLGHQWV�RI�0DQRU�)DUP�FRWWDJHV�WR�WKH�QRUWK�KDYH�UDLVHG�FRQFHUQV�UHJDUGLQJ�D
QXPEHU�RI� LVVXHV��PRVW�RI�ZKLFK�KDYH�EHHQ�GLUHFWO\� DGGUHVVHG�ZLWKLQ�VHFWLRQ���RI
WKLV�UHSRUW��7KLV�DSSOLFDWLRQ�WR�YDU\�WKH�VXEPLWWHG�SODQV�SULQFLSDOO\�FRQFHUQV�D�KHLJKW
LQFUHDVH�RI�WKH�GZHOOLQJ�RQO\�DQG�DV�VXFK�WKLV�LV�WKH�SULQFLSDO�PDWHULDO�FRQVLGHUDWLRQ
RI� WKLV� DSSOLFDWLRQ� �� DOO� RWKHU�PDWWHUV�� VXFK� DV� WKH� SULQFLSOH�RI� GHYHORSPHQW� LQ� WKLV
ORFDWLRQ�DQG� WKH�DFFHVV� WR� LW�� EHLQJ�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK� WKH�SUHYLRXV�DSSURYDO�� ,W� LV�QRW
FRQVLGHUHG�WKDW��JLYHQ�WKH�VHSDUDWLRQ�GLVWDQFH�RI�������PHWUHV�RI�WKH�PDLQ�VHFWLRQ�RI
WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�GZHOOLQJ�IURP�WKH�DGMDFHQW�WHUUDFH��WKH�LQFUHDVH�RI����P�LQ�WKH�RYHUDOO
KHLJKW� RI� WKH� GZHOOLQJ� XQGHU� FRQVWUXFWLRQ� ZRXOG� GHWULPHQW� WKH� DPHQLWLHV� RI� WKH
RFFXSLHUV�RI�WKH�DGMDFHQW�UHVLGHQWLDO�GZHOOLQJV�LQ�WHUPV�RI�RXWORRN��FRPSDUHG�WR�WKH
H[LVWLQJ�DSSURYHG�SODQV��WR�DQ�H[WHQW�WR�ZDUUDQW�D�UHIXVDO�RI�WKH�DSSOLFDWLRQ�

���� :LWK�UHJDUG� WR� WKH�FRQFHUQV�UDLVHG�UHJDUGLQJ�RYHUORRNLQJ��LW� LV�QRWHG�WKDW� WKH�SODQV
DSSURYHG�XQGHU�$33���������� FOHDUO\� VSHFLILHG� WKDW� WKH� WKHQ�SOD\URRP�ZLQGRZ�DW
ILUVW� IORRU� ZRXOG� EH� REVFXUH� JOD]HG� ZLWK� RQO\� WKH� FHQWUDO� FDVHPHQW� VKRZQ� DV
RSHQDEOH���DQG�WKLV�EHLQJ�WRS�KXQJ��7KLV�ZRXOG�KDYH�OLPLWHG�RYHUORRNLQJ�WR�WKH�QRUWK�
7KH�FXUUHQW�DSSOLFDWLRQ�VXJJHVWV�WKH�XVH�RI�VLGH�KXQJ�ZLQGRZV�DQG�FRXSOHG�ZLWK�WKH
LQFUHDVHG� EXLOGLQJ� EXON�� WKLV� LV� OLNHO\� WR� LQFUHDVH� WKH� OLNHOLKRRG� RI� DFWXDO� DQG
SHUFHLYHG�RYHUORRNLQJ��$�UHDVRQDEOH�FRPSURPLVH�WR�DGGUHVV�WKLV�LVVXH�ZRXOG�EH�WR
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UHTXLUH�WKH�XVH�RI�RSHQLQJ�UHVWULFWRUV�WR�WKH�QRUWK�IDFLQJ�%HGURRP���ZLQGRZ�WR�OLPLW
WKH�YLHZV�DQG�SURWHFW� WKH�DPHQLW\�RI� WKH�DGMRLQLQJ� UHVLGHQWV� �� WKH� URRIOLJKW� VHUYLQJ
WKLV� URRP� LQ� WKH� HDVW� HOHYDWLRQ� ZLOO� SURYLGH� UHDVRQDEOH� RXWORRN� DQG� YHQWLODWLRQ� WR
RFFXSLHUV�RI�WKH�URRP�QRWZLWKVWDQGLQJ�

���� :LWK� WKLV� IXUWKHU� FRQGLWLRQ� LPSRVHG� WR� VDIHJXDUG� SULYDF\� DQG� DPHQLW\� RI� WKH
QHLJKERXUV� WR� WKH� QRUWK�� LW� LV� FRQVLGHUHG� WKDW� WKH� SURSRVHG� DPHQGPHQWV� DUH� LQ
DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�SROLF\�&6���RI�WKH�&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�

� &RQFOXVLRQ

�������,W�LV�FRQVLGHUHG�WKDW�WKH�YDULDWLRQ�WR�WKH�VXEPLWWHG�SODQV�DUH�DFFHSWDEOH�DQG�WKDW�WKLV
DSSOLFDWLRQ�VKRXOG�EH�SHUPLWWHG�VXEMHFW�WR�UHOHYDQW�FRQGLWLRQV�UHIOHFWLQJ�WKRVH�RQ
SODQQLQJ�FRQVHQW�$33�����������DQG�D�IXUWKHU�FRQGLWLRQ�UHJDUGLQJ�RSHQLQJ�UHVWULFWRUV
WR�WKH�QRUWK�IDFLQJ�EHGURRP�ZLQGRZ�DV�VHW�RXW�EHORZ�

� 5(&200(1'$7,21�

7KDW�WKH�([HFXWLYH�+HDG�RI�3ODQQLQJ�DQG�%XLOW�(QYLURQPHQW�EH�DXWKRULVHG�WR *5$17
3(50,66,21�IRU�DSSOLFDWLRQ�$33����������VXEMHFW�WR�WKH�IROORZLQJ�FRQGLWLRQV�

� 7KH�GHYHORSPHQW�KHUHE\�SHUPLWWHG�VKDOO�EH�FDUULHG�RXW�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH
IROORZLQJ�DSSURYHG�SODQV�

3ODQV�UHFHLYHG���2FWREHU������
6LWH�OD\RXW�3ODQ�VKRZLQJ�SURSRVHG�SODQWLQJ��VLWH�OHYHOV��IHQFLQJ�	�VXUIDFH
PDWHULDOV�GUZJ��QR�/6���UHY�%
*URXQG�)ORRU�GUZJ��QR����������UHY�/
)LUVW�)ORRU�GUZJ��QR����������UHY�/
6RXWK�DQG�1RUWK�(OHYDWLRQV�GUZJ��QR����������UHY�/
(DVW�DQG�:HVW�(OHYDWLRQV�GUZJ��QR����������UHY�/
6HFWLRQV�GUZJ��QR��������(���UHY�*

5HDVRQ����7R�HQVXUH�SURYLVLRQ�RI�D�VDWLVIDFWRU\�GHYHORSPHQW�

� 7KH�GZHOOLQJ�WKH�VXEMHFW�RI� WKLV�SHUPLVVLRQ�VKDOO�QRW�EH�RFFXSLHG�XQOHVV�DQG
XQWLO� RSHQLQJ� UHVWULFWRUV� KDYH� EHHQ� LQVWDOOHG� WR� WKH� QRUWK� IDFLQJ� 
%HG� �

ZLQGRZV�� LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�GHWDLOV�WR�EH� ILUVW�VXEPLWWHG�WR�DQG�DSSURYHG�LQ
ZULWLQJ� E\� WKH� /RFDO� 3ODQQLQJ� $XWKRULW\�� 6XFK� RSHQLQJ� UHVWULFWRUV� VKDOO� EH
UHWDLQHG�DW�DOO�WLPHV�WKHUHDIWHU�
5HDVRQ���,Q�WKH�LQWHUHVWV�RI�WKH�DPHQLWLHV�RI�WKH�RFFXSLHUV�RI�QHDUE\
SURSHUWLHV�DQG�KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG�WR�SROLF\�&6���RI�WKH +DYDQW�%RURXJK�/RFDO
3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�������DQG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN������

� $OO�ZLQGRZV�LQ�WKH�QRUWKHUQ�HOHYDWLRQ�RI�WKH�EXLOGLQJ�VKDOO�DW�DOO�WLPHV�EH�DQG
UHPDLQ�JOD]HG�HQWLUHO\�ZLWK�REVFXUH�JODVV��WKH�SDUWLFXODU�W\SH�RI�ZKLFK�JODVV
VKDOO�SURYLGH�D�GHJUHH�RI�REVFXUDWLRQ�QR�OHVV�REVFXUH�WKDQ�WKDW�ZKLFK�LV
SURYLGHG�E\�3LONLQJWRQ
V�7H[WXUH�*ODVV�2EVFXUDWLRQ�/HYHO���
5HDVRQ� ,Q�WKH�LQWHUHVWV�RI�WKH�DPHQLWLHV�RI�WKH�RFFXSLHUV�RI�QHDUE\



SURSHUWLHV�DQG�KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG�WR�3ROLF\�&6���RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK
/RFDO�3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�������DQG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN
�����

� 7KH�H[LVWLQJ�+DZWKRUQ�DQG�,Y\ KHGJHURZ�DORQJ�WKH�HDVWHUQ ERXQGDU\�RI� WKH
VLWH�VKDOO�EH�UHWDLQHG�DQG�UHLQIRUFHG�ZKHUH�QHFHVVDU\�WR�D�PLQLPXP�KHLJKW�RI
��� PHWUHV�DQG�WR�D�VWDQGDUG�FRQVLVWHQW�ZLWK�JRRG�DUERULFXOWXUDO�SUDFWLFH�
5HDVRQ� 7R�HQVXUH�WKH�PDLQWHQDQFH�RI�VFUHHQLQJ�WR�WKH�VLWH�DQG�WR�SURWHFW
WKH�DSSHDUDQFH�DQG�FKDUDFWHU�RI�WKH�DUHD�DQG�KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG�WR�3ROLFLHV
&6���DQG�'0��RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK�/RFDO�3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�������DQG
WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN������

� 7KH� GHYHORSPHQW� VKDOO� EH� FDUULHG� RXW� LQ� DFFRUGDQFH� ZLWK� WKH� GHWDLOHG
SURSRVDOV�IRU�WKH�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�WKH�H[LVWLQJ�+DZWKRUQ�DQG�,Y\�KHGJHURZ�WR�WKH
HDVWHUQ�ERXQGDU\�DQG�V\FDPRUH�WUHH�DSSURYHG�XQGHU�'LVFKDUJH�RI�&RQGLWLRQ
DSSOLFDWLRQ�$33����������GDWHG����-XQH�������ZKLFK�VKDOO�EH� LQVWDOOHG�DQG
PDLQWDLQHG�DW�DOO�WLPHV�GXULQJ�WKH�FRXUVH�RI�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�RQ�WKH�VLWH�
5HDVRQ� ,Q�WKH�LQWHUHVW�RI�PDLQWDLQLQJ�WKH�DPHQLW\�YDOXH�RI�WKH�DUHD�DQG
KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG�WR�3ROLFLHV�&6���DQG�'0��RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK�/RFDO
3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�������DQG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN������

� 1R� ZRUNV� LQYROYLQJ� QRLVH� DQG� KHDY\� PDFKLQHU\� VKRXOG� RFFXU� ZLWKLQ� WKH
ZDWHUIRZO�RYHU�ZLQWHULQJ�SHULRG���2FWREHU�WR����0DUFK�LQFOXVLYH�
5HDVRQ� 7R�HQVXUH�WKH�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�ZLOGOLIH�LQWHUHVWV�LQ�WKH�ORFDOLW\�DQG
KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG�WR �3ROLFLHV�&6���DQG�&6���RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK�/RFDO
3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�������DQG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN������

� $OO� HTXLSPHQW�� PDWHULDOV� RU�PDFKLQHU\�PXVW� EH� UHWDLQHG�ZLWKLQ� WKH� VLWH� DQG
VKRXOG�QRW�FURVV�WKH�ERXQGDU\�LQWR�WKH�6,1&�$UHD�
5HDVRQ� 7R�HQVXUH�WKH�SURWHFWLRQ�RI�ZLOGOLIH�LQWHUHVWV�LQ�WKH�ORFDOLW\�DQG
KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG�WR �3ROLFLHV�&6���DQG�&6���RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK�/RFDO
3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�������DQG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN������

� 'HPROLWLRQ��FOHDUDQFH��H[FDYDWLRQ��URDG�RU�FRQVWUXFWLRQ�ZRUNV�VKDOO�WDNH�SODFH
RQO\� EHWZHHQ� WKH� KRXUV�RI������ DQG� �����KRXUV�RQ�0RQGD\V� WR�6DWXUGD\V
DQG�QRW�DW�DOO�RQ�6XQGD\V�DQG�DOO�UHFRJQLVHG�SXEOLF�KROLGD\V�
5HDVRQ� 7R�SURWHFW�WKH�DPHQLW\�RI�DGMRLQLQJ�UHVLGHQWV�DQG�KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG
WR 3ROLFLHV�&6���DQG�'0���RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK�/RFDO�3ODQ��&RUH
6WUDWHJ\�������DQG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN������

� &RQVWUXFWLRQ�RI�WKH�GZHOOLQJ�KHUHE\�SHUPLWWHG�VKDOO�XWLOLVH�WKH�H[WHUQDO� IDFLQJ
DQG� URRILQJ� PDWHULDOV� DSSURYHG� XQGHU� 'LVFKDUJH� RI� &RQGLWLRQ� DSSOLFDWLRQV
$33����������GDWHG����-XQH������RU�$33����������GDWHG���-XQH�������
5HDVRQ� 7R�HQVXUH�WKH�DSSHDUDQFH�RI�WKH�GHYHORSPHQW�LV�VDWLVIDFWRU\�DQG
KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG�WR 3ROLF\�&6���RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK�/RFDO�3ODQ��&RUH
6WUDWHJ\�������DQG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN������

�� 7KH�ODQGVFDSLQJ�VFKHPH�DSSURYHG�XQGHU�'LVFKDUJH�RI�&RQGLWLRQ�DSSOLFDWLRQ
$33����������GDWHG����-XQH������VKDOO�EH�FRPSOHWHG�SULRU�WR�WKH�RFFXSDWLRQ
RI� WKH� GZHOOLQJ� KHUHE\� DSSURYHG�� RU� VXFK� RWKHU� GDWH� DV�PD\� EH� DJUHHG� LQ
ZULWLQJ�ZLWK�WKH�/RFDO�3ODQQLQJ�$XWKRULW\���$Q\�WUHHV�RU�SODQWV�ZKLFK�GLH�GXULQJ
WKH�ILUVW�� \HDUV�VKDOO�EH�UHSODFHG�ZLWK�DQRWKHU�RI�WKH�VDPH�VSHFLHV�DQG�VL]H
LQ�WKH�VDPH�SRVLWLRQ�GXULQJ�WKH�ILUVW�DYDLODEOH�SODQWLQJ�VHDVRQ�



5HDVRQ���7R�HQVXUH�WKDW�WKH�ODQGVFDSH�VFKHPH�LV�FRPSOHWHG�LQ�WKH�LQWHUHVWV
RI�WKH�DSSHDUDQFH�RI�GHYHORSPHQW�DQG�KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG�WR�3ROLFLHV�&6��
DQG�'0��RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK�/RFDO�3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�������DQG�WKH
1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN������

�� 7KH� PDWHULDOV� WR� EH� XVHG� IRU� WKH� VXUIDFLQJ� RI� DOO� RSHQ� SDUWV� RI� WKH� VLWH
SURSRVHG�WR�EH�KDUGVXUIDFHG�VKDOO�EH�LQ�DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKH�GHWDLOV�DSSURYHG
XQGHU�'LVFKDUJH�RI�&RQGLWLRQ�DSSOLFDWLRQ�$33����������GDWHG����-XQH������
7KH� GHYHORSPHQW� KHUHE\� SHUPLWWHG� VKDOO� QRW� EH� EURXJKW� LQWR� XVH� XQWLO� WKH
LPSOHPHQWDWLRQ� RI� DOO� VXFK� KDUGVXUIDFLQJ� KDV� EHHQ� FRPSOHWHG� LQ� IXOO
DFFRUGDQFH�ZLWK�WKDW�VSHFLILFDWLRQ�
5HDVRQ� ,Q�WKH�LQWHUHVWV�RI�WKH�DPHQLWLHV�RI�WKH�ORFDOLW\�DQG�KDYLQJ�GXH
UHJDUG�WR 3ROLF\�&6���RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK�/RFDO�3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�
�����DQG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN������

�� 1RWZLWKVWDQGLQJ� WKH� SURYLVLRQV� RI� DQ\� 7RZQ� DQG� &RXQWU\� 3ODQQLQJ�*HQHUDO
3HUPLWWHG�'HYHORSPHQW� 2UGHU�� QR� H[WHQVLRQ�� EXLOGLQJ� RU� VWUXFWXUH� SHUPLWWHG
E\�3DUW����&ODVVHV�$�DQG�(�RI�WKH������2UGHU��DV�DPHQGHG��VKDOO�EH�HUHFWHG
ZLWKLQ� WKH�FXUWLODJH�RI� WKH�VLWH�ZLWKRXW� WKH�SULRU�ZULWWHQ�DSSURYDO�RI� WKH�/RFDO
3ODQQLQJ�$XWKRULW\�
5HDVRQ� ,Q�WKH�LQWHUHVWV�RI�WKH�DPHQLWLHV�RI�WKH�RFFXSLHUV�RI�QHDUE\
SURSHUWLHV�DQG�KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG�WR �3ROLF\�&6���RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK
/RFDO�3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�������DQG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN
�����

�� 1RWZLWKVWDQGLQJ� WKH� SURYLVLRQV� RI� DQ\� 7RZQ� DQG� &RXQWU\� 3ODQQLQJ�*HQHUDO
3HUPLWWHG�'HYHORSPHQW�2UGHU��QR�IXUWKHU�DOWHUDWLRQ�WR�WKH�URRI�RI�WKH�GZHOOLQJ
KHUHE\� DSSURYHG� LQFOXGLQJ� WKH� DGGLWLRQ� RI� ZLQGRZV� SHUPLWWHG� E\� 3DUW� ��
&ODVVHV� %� DQG� &� RI� WKH� ����� 2UGHU�� DV� DPHQGHG�� VKDOO� EH� FRQVWUXFWHG
ZLWKRXW�WKH�SULRU�ZULWWHQ�DSSURYDO�RI�WKH�/RFDO�3ODQQLQJ�$XWKRULW\�
5HDVRQ� ,Q�WKH�LQWHUHVWV�RI�WKH�DPHQLWLHV�RI�WKH�RFFXSLHUV�RI�QHDUE\
SURSHUWLHV�DQG�KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG�WR �3ROLF\�&6���RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK
/RFDO�3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�������DQG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN
�����

�� 1RWZLWKVWDQGLQJ� WKH� SURYLVLRQV� RI� DQ\� 7RZQ� DQG� &RXQWU\� 3ODQQLQJ�*HQHUDO
3HUPLWWHG�'HYHORSPHQW�2UGHU��QR�DGGLWLRQDO�ZLQGRZV�GRRUV�RU�RWKHU�RSHQLQJV
VKDOO�EH�FRQVWUXFWHG�ZLWKLQ�WKH�HDVW��ZHVW�RU�QRUWK�HOHYDWLRQV�ZLWKRXW�WKH�SULRU
ZULWWHQ�DSSURYDO�RI�WKH�/RFDO�3ODQQLQJ�$XWKRULW\�
5HDVRQ� ,Q�WKH�LQWHUHVWV�RI�WKH�DPHQLWLHV�RI�WKH�RFFXSLHUV�RI�QHDUE\
SURSHUWLHV�DQG�KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG�WR �3ROLF\�&6���RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK
/RFDO�3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�������DQG�WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN
�����

�� 7KH�GHYHORSPHQW�VKDOO�QRW�EH�EURXJKW� LQWR�XVH�XQWLO�D�PLQLPXP�RI���SDUNLQJ
VSDFHV�KDYH�EHHQ�SURYLGHG�ZLWKLQ�WKH�FXUWLODJH�RI�WKH�VLWH�DQG�WKHUHDIWHU�DOO�RI
WKRVH�VSDFHV�NHSW�DYDLODEOH�IRU�VXFK�SXUSRVHV�
5HDVRQ� ,Q�WKH�LQWHUHVWV�RI�KLJKZD\�VDIHW\�DQG�KDYLQJ�GXH�UHJDUG�WR �3ROLFLHV
&6���DQG�'0���RI�WKH�+DYDQW�%RURXJK�/RFDO�3ODQ��&RUH�6WUDWHJ\�������DQG
WKH�1DWLRQDO�3ODQQLQJ�3ROLF\�)UDPHZRUN������


