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Item No 01:-

15/01376/OUT (CT.9103)

Land East Of Bell Lane

Pouiton

Gloucestershire
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Item No Oil-

Outline planning application for the erection of up to 9 dwellings and associated
access (appearance, layout, landscape and scale reserved for future consideration)

at Land East Of Bell Lane

Poulton

Outline Application
15/01376/OUT(CT.9103)

Applicant: Mr & Mrs Wigram

Agent: Hunter Page Planning Ltd

Case Officer: Katharine Brommage

Ward l\/lember(s): Councillor David Fowles

Committee Date: 14th December 2016

RECOMMENDATION: PERMIT, subject to conditions

Main Issues:

(a) Residential Development Outside a Development Boundary
(b) Sustainability of Location
(c) Access, Highway Safety and Traffic Generation
(d) Landscape Impact
(e) Loss of Agricultural Land
(f) Impact on Biodiversity
(g) Flooding and Drainage
(h) Impact on Heritage Assets
(I) Arborlcultural Issues
(j) Other Matters

Reasons for Referral:

This application has been referred to Committee In consultation with the Ward Member and
further to the All Member Site Inspection Briefings held In December 2015 and 2016.

1. Site Description:

This application relates to a greenfield site measuring approximately 0.98 hectares in size. The
application site is currently used for agriculture (arable) but is not actively farmed at present
although it does form part of a larger arable field that Is.

The site is located within the existing settlement of Poulton to the east of Bell Lane on previously
undeveloped/agricultural land. Houses are present on the opposite (west) side of the road, to the
north and south of the site but not to the east of the site.

There is currently no eastern boundary which Is currently contiguous with the adjacent open
agriculturai field. The application site is bounded to the north, south and west by a mature hedge
and tree belt. The topographical survey submitted with the application shows a level difference of
approx. 2 metres between the lane and site (see attached).

There are no Public Rights of Way (PROW) located immediately adjacent or that cross the
application site. The nearest PROW is located approx. 154 metres to the south of the site at the
Bell Lane junction and runs west alongside 'Elf Meadow' before separating and running south
west and north-east, to Ashbrook Lane.
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The application site is located outside a Development Boundary as designated in the Cotswold
District Local Plan 2001-2011. The site is not located within the Cotswold Area of Outstanding
Natural Beauty (AONB) the boundary of which is approx. 3km to the north. The edge of Poulton's
Conservation Area is approx. 75 metres from the site. The closest listed building is approx. 135
metres away to the south (The Old Forge).

2. Relevant Planning History:

There is no known relevant planning history in connection with the application site. It is however,
noted that pre-application discussions were held with the District Council in October 2014. A copy
of the comments made at the time have been included with the application submission and form
part of the submitted Statement of Community Involvement.

Applicants are advised in respect of any advice pre-application advice given by Council officers,
whether verbal or In writing, that such views do not indicate any formal decision by the Council as
Local Planning Authority. Any view or opinion expressed are given in good faith, to the best
abilities and on the basis of the information provided, without prejudice to the formal consideration
of any planning application following statutory public consultation, the issues raised and
evaluation of ail available information.

Officers give no guarantees about the final formal decision. However, the advice note is a
material consideration in the determination of the future planning related application(s), subject to
the proviso that circumstances and information may change or come to light that could alter that
position/advice.

The weight to be accorded to pre-application advice therefore declines over time. In this case it is
notable that there are have been significant changes in circumstances in respect of the weight to
be accorded to adopted planning policy, the conclusions drawn in respect of recent appeal
decisions, emerging planning policy and the receipt of comments as a result of formal public
consultations. The views held by officers at the time will have therefore moved on in this context.

3. Planning Policies:

LPR05 Pollution and Safety
LPR09 Biodiversity, Geology and Geomorphology
LPR10 Trees, Woodlands and Hedgerows
LPR15 Conservation Areas

LPR19 Development outside Development Boundaries
LPR21 Affordable Housing
LPR34 Open Spaces &Play Areas in Residential Development
LPR38 Accessibility to &within New Development
LPR39 Parking Provision
LPR42 Cotswold Design Code
LPR45 Landscaping in New Development
LPR46 Privacy &Gardens in Residential Development
LPR47 Community Safety & Crime Prevention
LPR49 Planning Obligations & Conditions
NPPF National Planning Policy Framework

4. Observations of Consultees:

Lead Local Flood Authority:

No objection, subject to conditions (comments included in 'Officers Assessment').

Thames Water:

No objection, subject to informative (comments included in 'Officers Assessment').
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Landscape Officer/Consultant:

No objections, subject to reserved matters (comments included in 'Officers Assessment').

Conservation Officer: No objection, subject to reserved matters (comments included in 'Officers
Assessment').

Gloucestershire County Council Highways:

No objection, subject to conditions (comments included in 'Officers Assessment*).

CDC Drainage:

No comments.

No requirement to consult. LLFA Statutory Consultee.

Tree Officer:

No objection, subject to conditions (comments included in 'Officers Assessment')

Biodiversity Officer:

No objection, subject to conditions (comments included in 'Officers Assessment*)

Environmental Health Officer:

No objection, subject to conditions (comments included in 'Officers Assessment')

Contamination Officer:

No objection, subject to conditions (comments included in 'Officers Assessment')

GCC Community Infrastructure Officer:

No contributions required (comments included in 'Officers Assessment')

Housing Strategy (verbal consultation):

No objections (comments included in 'Officers Assessment')

County Archaeologist:

No objections (comments included in 'Officers Assessment').

UBICO (Waste):

No objections, general comments in respect of access road finish. If block paving proposed then
this will need to be suitable for a 26 tonne waste vehicle.

5. View of Town/Parish Council:

Numerous letters of objection have been received on behalf of the Parish Council and are
available to view online via the Planning Register. The Parish Council has raised similar grounds
to those listed below. As such there is considered to be no merit in repeating that list.
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Officers note that the Parish Council heve consistently objected to the application, with significant
concerns expressed witH regard to the proposals impact in respect of flood risk and drainage,
including foul sewerage, Iri which regard the Parish Council has submitted a significant amount of
information.

Other concerns Including dissatisfaction with the handling of the application, concerns regarding
the accuracy and quality of the information submitted with the application, lack of public
consultation/community engagement, highway impact, effects on the character and appearance
of the village, sustainability of Poulton (or lack thereof), the need for new homes bearing in mind
that the Council can demonstrate a five year housing land supply and that there is considered to
be other more suitable sites available within Poulton.

It Is also noted that the Parish Council has requested a Grampion condition to allow time for the
cause of the faults in the foul drainage system to be established and resolved. Matters which are
considered by officers in more detail below. Members are however, encouraged to read the
Parish Council's comments in full, which can be viewed via the online Planning Register.

6. Other Representations:

Letters of Objection

184 people have submitted letters of objection to the application. With regard to the
advertisement of the revised 9 dwelling scheme it is noted that 142 objectors have submitted
letters/comments (although since no objections have been formally withdrawn the total of 184
objections still stand).

A number of letters received are in the form of a standard proforma/letter and therefore raise the
same Issues.

Set out below is a summary of the matters raised in the objections received to date;

i. Significant concerns regarding flood risk, surface water and foul drainage.
ii. Significant concerns regarding lack of sewerage infrastructure capacity and the impact of
addition dwellings on the existing sewerage infrastructure.
iii. Significant concerns regarding the drainage information submitted in support of the application
which is considered to be inaccurate and unreliable.

iv. The development will only exacerbate the existing drainage problems in Poulton.
V. The site is totally impermeable.
vi. There is no realistic prospect of Thames Water upgrading the infrastructure in Poulton in the
foreseeable future.

vii. The health issues associated with having raw sewage in homes and gardens is a major
problem and needs to be taken seriously.
viii. It should be noted that 8 of the 18 dwellings in Bell Lane are not connected to the foul
drainage system.
ix. The proposed development in in direct conflictwith the adopted development plan.
X. Poulton is an unsustainable location for new developrhent.
xi. When the Role and Function of Settlements Study was undertaken Poutlon had a post office
but it does not any longer, the village would therefore now score lower than it did before.
xii. There is no requirement for housing in Poulton and the Council can demonstrate a five year
housing land supply. The Council should not feel under pressure to approved this development,
xill. Poulton has not been Identified for growth In the emerging Local Plan.
xiv. Poulton does not have a school, post office, doctor's surgery or pharmacy.
XV. There is no evidence that the development would support of enhance the economic viability of
the village.
xvi. Poulton does not have the necessary infrastructure or services to accommodate such a large
amount of new-build housing.
xvii. The 'regular bus service' is unreliable and lack sufficient regularity and no return service from
Poulton.

xviii. Residents will not cycle on the A417 and is known to be one of the worst roads in
Gloucestershire for accidents.
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xix. Amenities such as the church, sports facilities, village hall and village pub are located on the
other side of the village and can only be accessed via the busy A417.
XX. Three houses have been permitted in Poulton already.
xxi. The proposed development is out of scale (almost doubling the number of homes in Bell
Lane) and will constitute a suburban development disproportionate and out of keeping with the
character and appearance of Bell Lane and the rest of the village.
xxii. The development of this rural site will completely destroy the village.
xxiii. This greenfield site provides an important sense of transition between the village fringe and
open countryside beyond. It is clearly visible and prominent.
xxiv. The style and scale of the proposed development is more in keeping with a development
you may expect on the edge of a sustainable development centre such as Cirencester.
XXV. The number of dwellings should have to be reduced to 4 or 5 at most to not be 'estate like'.
xxvi. The proposals do not constitute "infill" development.
xxvii. The scheme amounts to over-development of the site.
xxviii. The houses are too close-together and the plots too small. The surrounding properties have
larger gardens. As such the development runs contrary to the established urban grain.
xxix. Concerns regarding increased traffic generation along Bell Lane and highway/pedestrian
safety, particularly at peak times.
XXX. The Traffic Survey should have been undertaken in the summer, no realistic data can be
obtained over one week in November.

xxxi. Bell Lane is unlit and has no footways.
xxxli. Reference has been made to the Top Farm Kemble appeal but one cannot compare
Poulton to Kemble in terms of transport facilities and sustainability.
xxxiii. There is no proven need for affordable housing in Poulton.
xxxiv. Concerns that damage may result to nearby properties/boundaries as a result of
construction traffic.

XXXV. The development is speculative and the only rationale for the proposed development is to
make money.
xxxvi. There are not enough amenities in the area.
xxxvii. It is disputed that the development will benefit wildlife.
xxxviii. The application should not be determined until a full Bat Survey has been undertaken.
xxxix. The contention that there are no 'European protected species on the site' is incorrect,
xl. The gardens shown are too small with Insufficient landscaping.
xli. The village suffers with poor Broadband and mobile service together with frequent power cuts.
xlil. The new housing estate would completelyalter the outlookfrom existing properties.
xliii. Due to the slope of the site the proposals will directlyoverlook nearby properties.
xliv. Aggrieved that views were not reported on by Hunter Page in the Statement of Community
Involvement: the document is not representative of the view of the community towards the
development.
xiv. The 'exhibition' was insufficient and not a true consultation. No offer of additional consultation
was made despite the community's strong desire to be consulted further.
xlvi. The principle of "infill" between two houses is setting a bad precedent of building on
farmland.

xlvii. The proposals will result in the loss of agricultural land.
xlviii. The land until recentlywas under cultivation and is only in its present condition leaving it for
development.
xlix. If the proposal is permitted then is will create an open season for anybody to continue
developing on unsuitable sites like this one.
I. Whilst not adverse to some further development in the village the proposed development is not
sustainable.

li. The existing field gate has not been used for years. Itwas just before the 'exhibition' that itwas
uncovered and cleared. Likewise the hedge was cut and ditch cleared.
III. Do not understand why other small and genuine infill sites have been turned down in the past
because Poulton was 'an unsustainable village' and now an application for 11 houses has been
submitted.

lili. The shop is a community shop which the villages hopes to keep open but it is on a short
lease.

liv. There is no evidence that small scale developmentsaves facilities or encourages new ones.
Iv. Mention has been made that the developments not dissimilar in number to Elf Meadow but
that was a fully functioning garage with forecourt. No comparison.



Ivi. If the proposals are approved and connected to an inadequate sewage system then residents'
human rights, under the Human Rights Act could be breached which is a material consideration.
Ivii. Whilst the height of homes to the south have been reduced building heights to the north have
been increased where the land rises.

Iviii. Given the site is 2m above the lane car headlights from the road within the proposed
development will sweep across the bedroom windows of homes opposite, particularly during the
winter months, and will result in a statutory nuisance due to light pollution,
lix. The proposals will result in overlooking, loss of privacy and loss of light, particularly in respect
of Oakwood to the north of the site.

Ix. No provision has been made within the revised layout to enable maintenance of adjacent
boundaries.

Ixi. The applicants have not provided site section to show views to/from the north.
Ixii. It is not acceptable that the applicant can submit a vague and unproven drainage plan whose
calculations are merely indicative.
Ixiii. The proposals will result in increased levels of pollution as a result of increase traffic
generation.
Ixiv. Lack of time to comment on the amended proposals in comparison to the time given to the
applicant is neither fair nor reasonable.
Ixv. The reduction in the number of units from 11 to 9 has done nothing to negate the
problems/objections associated with the proposals.
Ixvi. The narrow nature of Bell Lane will inevitably lead to congestion at peak times.
Ixvii. Surrounding schools are at capacity.
Ixviii. Affordable housing is required not executive homes.
Ixix. It is questioned whether the Council is acting in the best interests of the village but looking
after the interests of the applicant, demonstrated by the number of amendments that the
applicants have been allowed to make and the time taken to deal with the application generally. A
Judicial Review would have to be a serious consideration.

Ixx. The Council must be prepared to accept that it may face legal proceedings from those
affected by flooding when they are on notice of pre-existing problems.
Ixxi. The land has not attracted waste tipping or illegal campers and could perhaps be better used
as a nature reserve.

Ixxii. There has been a continued failure of the applicant to answer all of the questions posed by
the LLFA.

Ixxiii. The proposals will mount to a 7.8% increase in housing in Poulton and 67% increase in
housing along Bell Lane.
Ixxiv. An increase of 7.8% is the same as the target levels that has been set for key settlements,
which is to be spread across a period up to 2031 not 3 years.
Ixxv. The cumulative impact of the proposed development has not been taken into account
because CDC. Thames water and LLFA have ignored the 26% increase in housing stock in Bell
Lane approved since the application was submitted.
Ixxvi. The proposals fail to meet the requirements of Policy DS3 as it does not complement the
form and character of the settlement.

Ixxvii. There are other more appropriate sites that would be suitable for development in Poulton.
Ixxviii. The presumption in favour of sustainable development is not triggered in this case.
Ixxix. Concerns that the application has not been assessed properly and that due diligence and
duty of care has not been carried out.
Ixxx. The flood risk and drainage information submitted in support of the application should ideally
be the subject of an independent review to ensure that the input data is checked.
Ixxxi. The proposals constitute inappropriate ribbon development resulting in a 100m gap from the
current village.
Ixxxii. Brownfield development should be a priority not greenfield.
Ixxxiii. Questions whether the same rules apply to the site as per the Humpty Dumps, where the
harm to the character, appearance, and setting were the basis for refusal.
Ixxxiv. Despite the Conservation Officer's comments the proposals will be seen from the rear
garden's of properties located within the Conservation Area.
Ixxxv. None of the supporters of the application live in the village.

Full copies of the letters of objection received can be viewed via the online Planning Register,
including lengthy submissions submitted on behalf of the Poulton Working Group and the
Campaign to Protect Rural England (CPRE).
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Letters of Support

10 people have written in support of the proposals, 2 of which have provided further letters of
support in response to the amended proposals. Set out below is a summary of the matters raised
in the letters of support received to date:

i. The application will help to ease the housing shortage in the area.
ii. The site is ideal for development as it is a waste land which is not suitable for agriculture and
sits within the curtilage of the village.
iii. The proposed planting would enhance a scrubby piece of ground which currently has no
amenity value.
iv. Relatively small developments should be permitted around existing villages in order to support
and preserve local amenities (eg shop, pub, church, school, garage workshop, bus network etc).
V. A mix of housing is essential which seems to have been provided.
vi. There is a mix of housing giving a range of choice to suit different needs.
vii. The proposals are a reasonable development of infilling in the village.
viii. More houses are required urgently, especially affordable homes.
Ix. Rainwater from roofs should be saved In underground tanks for garden use, therefore reducing
flood risk.

X. The layout is discreet.
xi. The proposals will support the village shop.
xii. Most villages dying from lack of housing so fully supportive.
xiii. A village cannot remain static so some change is to be welcomed.
xiv. The retention of the hedge and the addition road will aid privacy for those living in the houses
opposite the proposed site. Overall the proposals appear to be well thought out.
XV. Affordable housing should be subject to nomination rights and retained locally for local young
people.

General Comments

1 person has submitted general comments raising concerns regarding how the Council will
ensure that the developer adheres to planning constraints, making reference to another scheme
on the junction of Bell Lane and the A417 as an example of the incompetency of Planning in
allowing the developer of this structure to seemingly construct without accountability.

Again, full copies of the all third party letters and comments can be viewed via the online Planning
Register.

7. Applicant's Supporting Information:

The following documents are attached to this schedule:

- Site Location Plan

- Illustrative Plans (DLA.1615.L003.01 Rev D &Master Plan Scheme D)
- Illustrative Sections (Master Plan: Site Section A-A, B-B, C-C, D-D)
- Illustrative Ridge Heights and Levels Plan (Master Plan D: Ridge Heights and Levels)
- Illustrative Plots (Master Plan D: Plots)
- Landscape and Boundary Proposals (DLA.1615.L003.02 Rev D)
- Indicative Drainage Layout (SHF.1109.005.HY.D.009.H)
- Topographical Survey
- Site Access Plan (SK03A)

The following documents have also been submitted on behalf of the applicant and pertain to this
application and can be viewed via the online Public Register:

- Flood Risk Assessment, March 2015 (SHF.1109.005.HY.R.001.A)
- Statement of Community Involvement, March 2015
- Planning Design and Access Statement, March 2015
- Ecological Appraisal, October 2014 (as amended)
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-Transport Note, September2015
- Landscape and Visual Baseline Assessment, March 2015
- Design Response to Landscape and Conservation Consultation, September 2015
- Tree Survey and Constraints Plan
- Drainage (Enzygo) Letter, 4th June 2015
- Hunter Page Response to Consultation, 24th September 2015
- Drainage File Note, September 2015
- Drainage Rebuttal Letter to LLFA, 15th October 2015
- Drainage Matters Clarification Letter, 23rd September 2015
- Detailed Design Works File Note, June 2016
- Addendum to Detailed Design Works, August 2016
- Non-Technical Summary & Rebuttal of New Evidence, November 2016

8. Officers Assessment:

Proposed Development

The applicant is seeking outline permission for up to 9 dwellings. -Vehicular access Is proposed
via the existing access off Bell Lane, subject to improvements including the provision of visibility
splays and appropriate surfacing.

The application is seeking to establish the principle of development on the site and means of
access only. Other matters relating to Landscaping, Layout, Scale and Appearance are reserved
matters and fall to be applied for and considered at a later date. Members have the ability to
request that any such reserved matters application is brought before Planning Committee In
making a decision on this application Ifthey so wish.

The current layout, as shown on the submitted Illustrative Masterplan, is purely Indicative and
Intended to demonstrate how the site could accommodate the proposed level of development.

(a) Residential Development Outside a Development Boundary

Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 states that 'If regard Is to be
had to the development plan for the purpose of any determination to be made under the planning
Acts the determination must be made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations
indicate othenwise.' The starting point for the determination of this application is therefore the
adopted development plan for the District which Is the Cotswoid District Local Plan 2001-2011.

The application site is located outside a development boundary as designated in the
aforementioned Local Plan. Development on the site is therefore primarily subject to Local Plan
Policy 19: Development Outside Development Boundaries. Criterion (a) of Local Plan Policy 19
has a general presumption against the erection of new build open market housing (other than
those which would help to meet the social and economic needs of those living in rural areas) in
locations outside designated Development Boundaries. Provision of the open market dwellings
proposed in this instance would therefore contravene Local Plan Policy 19 criterion (a).
Notwithstanding this, the Council must also have regard to other material considerations when
reaching its decision. In particular, It Is necessary to have regard to the guidance and policies
contained in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF). Paragraph 2 of the NPPF states
that the Framework 'Is a material consideration in planning decisions.'

The NPPF has at its heart a 'presumption in favour of sustainable development'. It states that
'there are three dimensions to sustainable development: economic, social and environmental.
These dimensions give rise to the need for the planning system to perform a number of roles'.
These are an economic role whereby it supports growth and innovation and contributes to a
strong, responsive and competitive economy. The second role Is a social one where it supports
'strong, vibrant and healthy communities, by providing the supply of housing required to meet the
needs of present and future generations'. The third role is an environmental one where it
contributes to protecting and enhancing the natural, built and historic environment.
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Paragraph 8 of the NPPF states that the three 'roles should not be undertaken in Isolation,
because they are mutually dependent'. It goes on to state that the 'planning system should play
an active role In guiding development to sustainable solutions.'

Paragraph 47 of the NPPF states that Councils should identify a supply .of deliverable sites
sufficient to provide five years worth of housing. It also advises that an additional buffer of 5% or
20% should be added to the five year supply 'to ensure choice and competition, in the market for
land'. In instances when the Council , cannot demonstrate a five year supply, of deliverable
housing sites Paragraph 49 states that the 'relevant policies for the supply of housing should not
be considered up-to-date'.

In such instances the Council has to have regard to Paragraph 14 of the-NPPF which states that
where the development plan is absent, silerit dr^ relevant policies are out-of -date permission
should be granted unless;

' - any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits,
when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole; or

- specific policies in the Framework indicate development should be restrictedQ'

In accordance with Footnote 9 (page 4 of the NPPF) the application site is subject to no specific
policies in the Framework that indicate development should be restricted. The site Is not located
within the Conservation Area or the Cotswold Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty.

In May 2016 an updated five year housing land supply report was published as part of the
Council's usual annual monitoring. The May 2016 report identifies that the Council is able to
demonstrate a five year housing land supply of 7.54 years against an annual Objectively
Assessed Need (OAN) of 420 dwellings per annum, plus a 5% buffer. The Council's positive land
supply position is a material consideration in the determination of this application

Notwithstanding the above, it must be noted that even if the Council can demonstrate the
requisite minimum supply of housing land it does not in itself mean that proposals for residential
development outside existing Development Boundaries should automatically be refused. The 5
year (plus buffer) figure is a minimum and, as such, the Council should continually be seeking to
ensure that housing land supply stays above this minimum in the future. As a result there will
continue to be a need to release suitable sites outside Development Boundaries identified in the
current Local Plan for residential development. If such sites are not released the Council's
housing land supply will fall back into deficit. At a recent appeal for up to 15 dwellings in
Honeyboume in Worcestershire (APR/HI840/A/13/2205247) the Planning Inspector stated 'the
fact that the Council do currently have a 5-year supply is not in itself a reason to prevent other
housing sites being approved, particularly in light of the Framework's attempt to boost significantly
the supply of housing.'

In relation to an appeal relating to a proposal for 100 dwellings in Launceston in Cornwall dating
from the 8th April 2014 (APP/D0840/A13/2209757) the Inspector stated (Para 51)' Nevertheless,
irrespective of whether the five-year housing land supply figure is met or not, NPPF does not
suggest that this has to be regarded as a celling or upper limit on permissions. On the basis that
there would be no harm from a scheme, or that the benefits would demonstrably outweigh the
harm, then the view that satisfying a 5 year housing land supply figure should represent some
kind of limit or bar to further permissions Is considerably diminished, if not rendered irrelevant. An
excess of permissions in a situation where supply may already meet the estimated level of need
does not represent harm, having regard to the objectives of the NPPF.'

It is also evident that the continuing supply of housing land will only be achieved, prior to the
adoption of the new Local Plan, through the planning application process. Allocated sites in the
current adopted Local, Plan have essentially been exhausted and the emerging Local Plan, whilst
indicative of the Council's direction of travel in plan making terms, cannot at this stage be
accorded any significant weight. Therefore, in order to meet its requirement to provide an on
going supply of housing land there will remain a continuing need to release suitable sites outside
Development Boundaries for residential development. If the Council does not continue to release
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such sites the land supply will fall into deficit. It is considered that the need to release suitable
sites for residential development represents a material consideration that must be taken fully into
account during the decision making process.

Despite the 'in principle' objection to new open market housing outside existing Development
Boundaries set out in Local Plan Policy 19 there will be instances, in accordance with Paragraph
14 of the NPPF, where new open market housing outside existing Development Boundaries can
constitute sustainable development as required by the NPPF.

Paragraph 215 of the NPPF states that 'due weight should be given to relevant policies in existing
plans according to their degree of consistency with this framework (the closer the policies in the
plan to the policies in the framework, the greater the weight they can be given)*.

it is noted by officers that Local Plan Policy 19 was intended to be very restrictive and was
devised to conform to a strategy where all new open market dwellings 'beyond development
boundaries' were deemed to be unwarranted. Local Plan Policy 19 therefore effectively placed a
blanket ban on all development outside of development boundaries; the exact approach that the
NPPF seeks to prevent, it is therefore apparent that the policy is time expired, conforms to a
superseded strategy and fails to reflect the advice in the NPPF, in severely restricting rather than
'significantly boosting* the supply of housing. Local Plan Policy 19 is therefore 'out-of-date'.

Such an assessment is in line with the Inspector's Decision for the appeal at Broad Marston
Road, Mickieton (PINS Ref; APP/F1610/A/14/2228762).Therefore, whilst the site is located
outside of an adopted Development Boundary and must therefore be acknowledged to be in
conflict with Local Plan Policy 19, Local Plan Policy 19 is 'out of date' and carries only little weight
in accordance with Paragraph 215 of the NPPF.

The wider implication of this pertains to Paragraph 14 of the NPPF. Prior to the receipt of the
Mickieton Appeal Decision it was the Council's position that the second bullet point of the second
limb of Paragraph 14 - 'to grant planning permission where the development plan is absent, silent
or relevant policies are out of date unless ....* - only applied in the Cotswolds in the event that a
five year housing land supply could not be demonstrated. This however, is no longer the case.
Given the wording of Local Plan Policy 19, the implication of the Mickieton Decision is that all
applications for new dwellings which engage Local Plan Policy 19 fall to be considered in
accordance with Paragraph 14 of the NPPF.

In accordance with Paragraph 14, as the proposals do not accord with the development plan
there is no obligation to approve the development 'without delay'. However, relevant housing
policy (Local Plan Policy 19) is out-of-date. Therefore, in accordance with Paragraph 14, planning
permission should be granted where the adverse impacts of doing so would not significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, unless the conditions of Footnote 9 applies (which they do
not in this case).

(b) Sustainability of Location

Paragraph 55 of the NPPF states that 'where there are groups of smaller settlements,
development in one village may support services in a village nearby.' This is reinforced in the
Government's Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG). The Government's Planning Practice
Guidance states;

'it is important to recognise the particular issues facing rural areas in terms of housing supply and
affordability, and the role of housing in supporting the broader sustainability of villages and
smaller settlements. This is clearly set out in the National Planning Policy Framework, in the core
planning principles, the section on supporting a prosperous rural economy and the section on
housing.

A thriving rural community in a living, working countryside depends, in part, on retaining local
services and community facilities such as schools, local shops, cultural venues, public houses
and places of worship. Rural housing is essential to ensure viable use of these local facilities.'



It goes on to say; '̂ 11 settlements can play a role in delivering sustainable development in rural
areas and so bl^ket policies restricting housing development in some settlements and
preventing other Settlements from expanding should be avoided unless their use can be
supported by robust evidence.'

Poulton is a modest sized village and in the 'Role and Function of Settlements Study' (July 2012)
(an evidence base report to the Cotswold District Local Plan) ranked 23rd in the District in terms
of its social and economic sustainability; three points behind Siddington and out-performing
settlements such as Kempsford, Ampney Crucis, BIrdlip and Coates. It is noted that whilst the
study considered 31 settlements that there are in fact 160+ rural settlements in the District.

Poulton contains a number of services and facilities Including a shop, pub, community/village hall,
church, sports/play facilities and employment, with the 'Role and Function of Settlements Study'
describing the village as a local service centre. However, like many settlements In the District, the
self-containment of Poulton is/was considered to be low.

For public transport services, the study graded Poulton as 'Good' (the highest grading); with
public transport to Cirencester from Poulton enabling access to both employment and leisure.

The study states that 'The assessment of public transport provision (bus services) provides a
good indicator of the opportunity people have to use a more sustainable form of transport for
employment and/or leisure purposes. The assessment grading Is relative to other settlements in
the District.'

With respect to those settlements that were deemed to have a 'good' bus service the study
considers that 'these settlements are considered potentially more sustainable than other
settlements due to access to more existing sustainable transport opportunities'.

The study Identifies that the community service role of Poulton is vulnerable. It Is considered that
to an extent, the provision of additional dwellings will assist In supporting existing services and
facilities that enable Poulton to playthis role, which constitutes a benefit of the proposals.

The Cotswold District Local Plan 2011-2031: Submission Draft Reg.19 (June 2016) does not
propose any allocations for new residential development in the period up until 2031. As such, the
settlement is not included in the list of 17 settlements which makes up the development strategy
set out in emerging Policy DS1. With regard to the 17 principal settlements listed under Policy
DS1 the subtext states that:

'The Principal Settlements listed in Policy DS1 have been identified as the most sustainable
location to deliver future growth, with Cirencester being the District's main centre by a very
considered margin. These settlements were selected on the basis of their social and economic
sustainability, including accessibility to services and facilities. The availability of suitable land
capable of delivering sustainable development during the plan period also helped determine
which settlements to include in the Development Strategy'.

The list of 17 settlements is not exclusive and notably does not include settlements such as
Siddington which was deemed to be a sustainable location for future growth but was
subsequently excluded on the basis that there was considered, at the time of drafting Policy DS1,
to be no suitable sites capable of delivering sustainable development.

Critically, Policy DS1 does not impose or infer a blanket ban on development outside of the 17
settlements. Indeed, if itdid, then one would have to question its consistencywith the NPPF given
the conclusions drawn by recent Appeal Inspectors (i.e. the Mickleton Inspector) In respect of
adopted Local Plan Policy 19.

To this end it is notable that Draft Policy DS3 (Residential Development Outside The Principal
Settlements) confirms support for the erection of small-scale residential development outside of
principal settlements. Policy DS3 states that small-scale residential development will be permitted
provided it is within or adjacent to a rural settlement; demonstrably supports or enhances the
vitality of the local community and the continues availability ofservices and facilities locally; is ofa



proportionate scale and maintains and enhances sustainable -patterns of development;
complements the form and character of the settlement; and does not have an adverse cumulative
impact on the settlement having regard to other development permitted during the Local Plan
period.

Policy DS3 also states that for applications for two or more residential units outside of
development boundaries will need to complete a rural housing pro-forma. Exactly what this
proforma entails however, Is not clear from the policy.

The subtext to Policy DS3 explains that due to generally low levels of service provision, job
opportunities and public transport availability that many of the 160+ villages and hamlets (rural
settlements) are not sustainable locations for residential development. However, some rural
settlements have greater sustainabillty credentials than others and may, for example, have
'everyday facilities' such as a shop/post office, school and/or good public transport access to
neighbouring services/employment centres. Accordingly, Policy DS3 applies to those rural
settlements in the District that have reasonable access to everyday services, facilities and/or
employment opportunities within the rural settlement itself, at a Principal Settlement and /or
neighbouring rural settlement (including in adjacent Local Authority Areas).

Notwithstanding the above, the emerging Local Plan is still at a stage where it carries limited
weight. Whilst the latest Local Plan document indicates a direction of travel, the policies contained
therein are not final versions and allocations and/or policies within them are not therefore cast in
stone and could be subject to change or deletion. It is only once the emerging Local Plan has
been submitted for Examination in Public that it will carry more weight and will only carry
significant weight once approved for adoption. In the interim therefore, proposals such as the
current application proposal falls to be considered primarily In accordance with Paragraph 14 of
the NPPF.

It is considered by officers that it is not appropriate to accommodate strategic residential
development in Poulton and that there will inevitably be a limit as to the number of dwellings that
Poulton can sustalnably accommodate in accordance with local and national planning policy -
which is a matter of judgement. In this case, the proposals will constitute a 5% increase in the
number of households within the Parish (based on ONS 2011 household data). Taking into
account the three dwellings approved In Poulton since 2011 then the percentage increase is
approx. 7 %. Given the services/facilities available within Poulton and Poulton's accessibility to
Cirencester, a percentage increase of this level is judged by officers to be reasonable on balance.

Note: A number of third parties have raised concern regarding the loss of the Post Office
within the viliage shop and suggest that Poulton would now rank lower than in 2012.
Officers can confirm having studied the methodology that 3 points would have been
awarded to Poulton in connection with the Post Office thereby reducing the total number
of points awarded to Pouiton to 21. On which basis Poulton would rank 24th below
Kempsford but above Ampney Crucis, Birdlip and Coates which does not materially alter
the conclusions drawn under this section.

It is noted that there are concerns locally, given the land that is known to be in control of the
applicant, that the current application will be a pre-curser to further development. Whilst this
concern is appreciated by officers It is not a sound planning reason to refuse a planning
application. If another application were to come foiward either as an alternative on this site or
another site then any such proposal would fall to be assessed on its own merits. Although, If a
further application were to be submitted in addition to the current proposals (If permitted) then it
would be appropriate to consider the cumulative impact.

It also remains prudent to assess, in accordance with Paragraph 14 of the NPPF, whether there
are any adverse Impacts related to the proposals that would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits. Assessed in more detail under the following sections.
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(c) Access, Highway Safety and Traffic Generation

The site is located within the existing settiement of Poulton to the east of Beil Lane on previousiy
undeveioped/agricultural land. Houses are present on the opposite (west) side of the road, to the
north and south of the site but not to the east of the site.

The site is located within 400m of the iocai shop and bus stops. The bus stops serve routes 77,
861 and 865. Route 77 does provides a frequency and timetable that could be used for travel to
work In Cirencester for people working normal working hours. Therefore it is considered that
opportunities for sustainable transport have been taken up.

Bell Lane is rural in character but subject to a SOmph speed restriction to the north of the
settlement the speed limit Increases to 60mph. No footways are present in line with the rural
character of the road. In the vicinity of the site Bell Lane is narrow with a width of 4.1m, no street
lights are present. South of the site Bell Lane narrows further such that oncoming vehicles would
need to establish priority. Research published by TRL and TAL2/04 indicates that single lane
roads with passing places could be used without causing excessive delays with two way vehicle
flows up to 300 vehicles per hour. The ATC recorded significantly fewer vehicles than the 300 that
could be accommodated without excessive delay.

The characteristics of Bell Lane fail within the definition of a Quiet Lane as set out in TAL 3/04.
Quiet Lanes are 'Minor rural roads which are appropriate for shared use by walkers, cyclists,
horse riders and motorised users. They should have low traffic flows travelling at low speeds'. Bell
Lane forms a junction with the A417 to the south of the application site.'

The A417 traverses Poulton providing links to Cirencester to the west and Fairford to the east, the
A417 also links to the A419 which enables access to the wider highway network and locations
further afield. An ATC on Bell Lane revealed the peak hour to be 08:00 - 09:00 where 35 vehicle
movements were recorded. 29 vehicles were recorded between 15:00 -16:00 and again between
16:00 - 17:00. Bell Lane is considered to be lightly trafficked. A review of the recorded personal
injury collision data indicates that there have been no reported incidents in the last 5 years.

Following discussions with the applicant's Transport Consultant, a further ATC has been
undertaken to differentiate between cars and HGVs. A Technical Note has been submitted with
the application that details the technical aspects of calculating the visibility splays. The Technical
Note is accepted and the resulting visibilitysplays have been demonstrated and are considered to
be acceptable.

A Stage 1 Road Safety Audit has been undertaken and has raised no safety problems in respect
of the proposed access onto Bell Lane. Furthermore, the site access has been subject to a Swept
Path Analysis using a 11.51m long refuse vehicle and is considered to be acceptable.

The trip generation arising from the proposals is not considered to be severe and therefore the
proposal is considered to comply with paragraph 32 of the NPPF.

Matters related to internal site layout are not for consideration at this stage however, Gloucester
County Highway Authority has set out within their response advice which should be considered
when a full or reserved matters application is made, including details of junction visibility
throughout the layout, Emerging and forward visibility, parking, details of ail carriageway,
footways/cycleways and shared surface widths, junction radii's, turning heads and vehicle
tracking.

On this basis, Gloucestershire County Council (GCC) Highway Authority has confirmed that they
have no objections to the amended proposals, subject to conditions (See list at the end of this
report).
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(d) Landscape Impact

The site Is located on the eastern side of Bell Lane towards the northern edge of the village of
Poulton. It is located in a small section of an agricultural field which fronts the lane with a native
species boundary hedge on a low (1.5m) bank forming the boundary. To the north there are
single depth dwellings fronting the lane on both the east and west sides. To the west single depth
housing, predominantly detached and set in large gardens fronts the lane. To the south, towards
the village centre a belt of trees separates the site from a small paddock and beyond that there is
housing on both sides of the lane.

Views into the site are limited by landform, tree cover and the existing built form, however, there
are close views that will be affected by development proposals on the site, in terms of character,
the site is currently used as pasture with a road side boundary hedge of approximately 2.5 metres
In height set on a 1.5 metre bank. There are a few small trees in the hedge but they are not
dominant features. The site rises gently to the east from the lane. To the north an existing hedge
with trees separates the site from the modern housing beyond, and to the south a hedgebank with
trees forms the boundary between the site and the adjacent paddock. The eastern boundary is
open. Access to the site is through a field gate with trees on either side. The site does not contain
any key landscape features. Bell Lane itself is characterises by a low density ribbon development
form with a mixture of boundary treatments including: stone walls, fencing and hedges.

Core Planning Principles Include ones that state that the Intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside should be recognised and that planning should contribute to conserving and
enhancing the natural environment. Paragraph 109 adds that valued landscapes should be
protected and enhanced. The site is not considered to fall within a protected or valued landscape.
As such, in landscape terms, there is no objection in principle to the development of the site with
low density housing fronting the road.

With regard to the revised (9 unit) application, the Council's Landscape Consultant has advised
that:

The latest amended plans have removed the two plots to the north of the access (formerly Plots 1
& 2) and the garage on the most northerly plot (formerly Plot 11 and now Plot 9), all of which
constituted uncharacteristically prominent features in their elevated locations on the Bell Lane
road frontage. This and the reduction in dwelling numbers from 11 to 9 are of benefit to the
scheme and Its setting on Bell Lane. Likewise, the provision of a maintenance access to the rear
is beneficial for the management of the field boundary hedge although the width of this could be
reduced to allow pedestrian access only, as it is clear that no vehicles could turn into it without
damaging the planting.

2. The visibility splays will not have a significant Impact on the roadside hedge, which is to be
welcomed. The ridge heights of the buildings are acceptable and commensurate with the
character of Bell Lane. The proposed landscape proposals will integrate the development into its
surroundings and create an interesting and verdant setting for the housing, softening the
appearance of the development.

3. However, there remains a problem on Plots 5 & 6 in that the built form abuts the plot
boundaries and will give the appearance, from some angles, of an unbroken stretch of
development. As stated In my previous response (8th October 2015), there needs to be space for
access around the dwellings and garages, and this also applies between Plots 8 &9. At present
there is no access for maintenance and the proposed hedging will have limited chance of success
being too close, or up against, the buildings.

4. To conclude: 1consider that the proposals are an improvement on the previous schemes, but
that the Issue of the location of the buildings on the plots discussed in Paragraph 3. remains to be
addressed. If this Is resolved and there is shown to be a requirement for housing in this area I
consider that the proposals will be acceptable. Full landscape detail, planting specifications,
landscape maintenance and management will need to form a Reserved Matter in any future
application.'
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It should be noted with regard to point 3. that such comments relate to matters of layout and
therefore detail. The issue raised could simply be resolved by reducing the size of the
aforementioned units and do not therefore go to the heart of the acceptability of the proposals In
principle. Such matters however, fall to be considered at the reserved matters stage, along with
the detailed landscape proposals.

(e) Loss of Agricultural Land

The application site comprises approximately 0.98 hectares of agricultural land. Paragraph 112 of
the NPPF states that 'Local planning authorities should take Into account the economic and other
benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of
agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use
poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality.' The best and most versatile (BMV)
land is classed as that falling within Grade 1, 2 and 3a.

Natural England Agricultural Land Classification (ALC) maps based on 1960s/1970s data identify
the site as Grade 3. However, the maps do not distinguish whether the Grade 3 land is Grade 3a
or Grade 3b. Natural England advises that These maps are not sufficiently accurate for use In
assessment of individual fields or sites and any enlargement could be misleading.' The applicant
has not submitted an Agricultural Land Classification report with the application. It Is not therefore
possible, at this time, to conclude if any of the application site is in fact Grade 3b and therefore
not BMV. Accordingly, as a precaution. It is considered appropriate to have regard to Paragraph
112 of the NPPF.

Paragraph 112 of the NPPF does not provide a definition of what is meant by 'significant
development' and as such this element of the aforementioned Paragraph is open to a degree of
interpretation. However, it is of note that the threshold for consulting Natural England in relation to
proposals for the loss of BMV land is 20 hectares. The application site is substantially below this
threshold. The land around Poulton is recognised as being of equal quality. It is not therefore the
case that what is to be lost as a result of the development Is an isolated area of higher quality
agricultural land in an area that is of generally lower quality. It is understood that the application
site is not currently under any agricultural tenancy.

On balance, it is considered that the proposals would not constitute the significant developmentof
agricultural land and as such the proposal could be undertaken without conflicting with guidance
in Paragraph 112 of the NPPF.

(f) Impact on Biodiversity

Paragraph 109, Chapter 11, of the NPPF states that 'The planning system should contribute to
and enhance the natural and local environment by; ' minimising impacts on biodiversity and
providing net gains in biodiversitywhere possible, contributing to the Government's commitment
to halt the overall decline in biodiversity'.

Paragraph 118 states that when determining planning application, local planning authorities
should aim to conserve and enhance biodiversity by applying three principles. The first principle
states that:

'..if significant harm resulting from development cannot be avoided (through locating on an
alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated or, as a last resort, compensated
for, the planning permission should be refused.'

The development plan position in respect of biodiversity matters is set out in saved Local Plan
Policy 9. Local Plan Policy 9 states that the Council will not permitdevelopment that harms, either
directly or indirectly, a site supporting any legally protected species or its habitat unless
safeguarding measures can be provided. Where development is permitted , the Council will
require the retention and management of any significant species, their habitats and features and
opportunities, where possible, should be taken to enhance, or create, habitats and populations of
species identified as priorities. Local Plan Policy 9 is therefore considered to be consistent with
the aforementioned aims of the NPPF.
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The Biodiversity Officer has confirmed that having looked through ail the submitted documents
and revised plans/documents, Including The Ecological Appraisal, it Is apparent that the main
habitats identified are poor semi- improved grassland, species poor hedgerows, scrub and
boundary trees.

Throughout the whole application process the boundary hedgerows has been retained with the
exception of the removal required to facilitate the proposed access works. The majority of the
trees, including the mature Ash in the corner of the north eastern boundary, are to be retained.

The Biodiversity Officer considers that the revised layout allows for better protection and
connectivity of the existing trees and existing hedgerow, as well as further wild flower features to
be created alongside the new native hedgerow to be provided along the eastern boundary which
is considered to be of benefit. The most recently submitted illustrative master plans and
landscape drawings (attached to this report) show how the identified important habitats
hedgerows and trees can be retained and the areas enhanced to compensate for the minimal
loss of habitats (species poor hedgerow and young trees) including a new traditional spaced
orchard and wild flower meadow planting. The landscape plan also shows how ecological
enhancements can be achieved.

Nonetheless, it is considered necessary to condition the submission of a Ten -Year Ecological
Enhancement and Landscape Management Plan to ensure that appropriate ecological
enhancements are indeed achieved and achieved within a reasonable timescale, which Is
considered to be reasonable given the relevant iegisiative/pianning policy requirements and the
Biodiversity Officer's comments.

Members should note that the Ecological Appraisal Get 2015 has been revised (submitted on
26.09.16) and now Includes an amended 'Plan 2' that reflects the revised illustrative layout in
accordance with the Biodiversity Officer's comments.

On this basis, the Biodiversity Officer has confirmed that if all the recommended mitigation,
enhancements and conditions are implemented/imposed, then the development will not cause
harm to any protected species and therefore the policy and guidance requirements of Local Plan
Policy 9 of the Cotswoid Local Plan, the NPPF (including paragraphs 109 and 118) and the
NPPG would be met.

(g) Flooding and Drainage

Surface Water Drainage

Paragraph 103 of the NPPF states that 'When determining planning applications, local planning
authorities should ensure flood risk is not increased elsewhere and only consider development
appropriate in areas at risk of flooding where, informed by a site-specific flood risk assessment
following the Sequential Test, and if required the Exception test, it can be demonstrated that:

- within the site, the most vulnerable development is located in areas of lowest flood risk unless
there are overriding reasons to prefer a different location; and

- development is appropriately flood resilient and resistant, including a safe access and escape
routes where required.'

The application site is located In Flood Zone 1 as demonstrated by the Environment Agency's
(EA) interactive web based mapping service. Flood Zone 1 is the lowest designation of Flood
Zone with an annual risk of flooding of less than 1 in 1000 (<0.1%). Since the application site is
located in Flood Zone 1 then neither the Sequential or Exception Test Is required however, there
remains a requirement to ensure that flood risk is not increased elsewhere. Despite being less
than 1 hectare in size a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) (dated March 2015) was submitted with
the application.
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The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) have been consulted throughout the application process.
With regard to Flooding and Drainage matters it should iDe noted that the LLFA originally objected
to the proposals and raised, In particular, concerns about the proposed use of the cut-off land
drain along the rear of the site, to maintain the existing drainage arrangement for the wider
catchment of land to the east. In short, it was considered at this time, by the LLFA, that the site
was prone to overland flow and that the new development and proposed surface water drainage
system could intercept this overland flow, leading to concerns that a significant amount of runoff
could cause flooding. Such matters were considered to require further consideration/resolution. A
request for additional information and a revised drainage strategy to show how a drainage system
would cope with the runoff from land to the east was therefore made. .

Further to receipt of these comments, the applicant's consultants and agents have undertaken
further consultation with the LLFA and significant site investigations culminating in the submission
of A Detailed Design Works File Note in June 2016. The Detailed Design Works File Note (June
2016) reported on the detailed design carried out up to that point and included:

- A capacity check of the highway drain
- Capacity check of the watercourse between the highway drain and downstream road bridge
- Capacity check of downstream road bridge and
- Hydraulic drainage model of a piped system to attenuate the overland flows from the western
hillside across the site.

The applicant's drainage consultant's (Enzygo) confirmed that, on the basis of this information,
the drainage strategy is designed to attenuate surface water from the site, up to the
100yr+40%CC (climate change) and to intercept and attenuate surface water runoff from the 1.37
hectare catchment to the east, which falls towards the site. The conclusion being that
management of the surface water In the way proposed will lead to a betterment over and above
the existing conditions, where surface water from the site and receiving catchment would flow
freely into the adjacent land/highway drain. Thus, resulting in an overall reduction in surface water
flooding.

Whilst the LLFA required some further clarification from the applicant, leading to the submission
of Enzygo's Letter dated 23rd September 2016, the LLFA has since confirmed that there are no
objections subject to conditions and that the strategy submitted is of sufficient detail for outline
status.

This view is not however, accepted by those who have objected to the application on this basis.
Numerous comments have been made regarding the (perceived) inadequacy of the information
submitted on behalf of the applicant, with the majority (if not all) of third party objectors remaining
of the view that the proposals will unacceptably increase the risk of flooding both on and offsite in
conflict with the National Planning Policy Framework. A view which has been supported through
the submission of a rebuttal drainage assessment, prepared by PFA and commissioned by the
Poulton Working Group, which was submitted and discussed with officers at a meeting held on
the 16th November 2016. The PFA Report, Questions and Minutes of this meeting are attached
to this report for Member's perusal.

In response to the PFA Report and questions raised by the Parish Council/Poulton Working
Group (which have been shared with both the applicant and the LLFA) the applicant has provided
a Non-Technical Summary/Rebuttal Statement (prepared by Enzygo and dated November 2016)
to provide formal explanation behind the amendments made to the drainage scheme and a
response to the questions raised by the Parish CounciiAWorking Group. For Member's ease of
reference a copy of this Non-Technical Summary can be found attached to this report. Attached
to that Rebuttal is the most recent version of the Indicative Drainage Scheme
SHF.1109.005.HY.D.009 Rev H.

At the time of writing the Non-Technical Summary was in the process of being consulted on.
Furthercomments on the document will therefore be provided to. members on Additional Pages.



91 ;
I

The LLFA has however, formally commented as follows:

*1 refer to the above application previously responded as No objection subject to condition on 5th
September 2016, by the lead local flood authority (LLFA) . LLFA position remain unchanged as
no comment / observation to make after reviewing the information submitted by Poulton working
group and Enzygo Non- technical summary rebuttal.

it is also observed that latest Enzygo rebuttal answered all queries raised by Poulton working
group. This is an outline application and some queries raised by third parties can be resolved at
detail design stage. LLFA recommends the proposed swale should be outside the fence line but
inside the site boundary.

It is also mentioned that later at detail design stage attenuation is proposed in manholes along
with oversized pipes and manholes /gullies will need to accessible for maintenance and included
In a full maintenance schedule for all of the drainage /SuDS.'

From the information available at the time of writing this report, officers are satisfied that the
proposed development will not create any increased risk of flooding in the village or elsewhere
with regard to surface water drainage in accordance with the National Planning Policy
Framework. Drainage details and future management of the SUDs are matters to be dealt with by
the Local Planning Authority which will be controlled/secured by condition.

Officers will take account of all further representations received prior to Planning Committee and
will provide an update on such matters at the meeting.

Foul Drainage

Thames Water has confirmed that they have no objections to the proposals with regard to
sewerage/foul infrastructure capacity. Officers have however, sought further clarification from
Thames Water given the nature and strength of the local objections received in this regard.

it is understood that that existing foul drainage system was installed in 1960s. It is apparent from
the comments submitted with the application, including but not limited to those provided by the
Parish Council, that the existing foul drainage system is frequentiy overwhelmed, particularly
during peak rain events, leading to issues for some occupiers within Poulton being unable to flush
their toilets as well as issues of the system 'backing' up, with occasions where the ingress of raw
sewage into properties and gardens experienced. It is understood that the issues extend beyond
Poulton and also affects AmpneySt Peter. Naturally therefore, there are significant local concerns
regarding the impact of an additional 9 residential units on the existing foul drainage network.

Thames Water has confirmed that the sewerage system in Poulton is formally a foul onlysystem
and not combined. It has been explained that the reason for Thames Water not raising capacity
concerns is because the foul flow from a proposed development of 9 new dwellings will take up
only a fraction of the pipe capacity (less than 1%) and as such the impact on existing customers
is considered to be negligible. Also, flows of this size are too small to model hydraulically, which is
normally the way detriment is assessed.

Nevertheless. Thames Water has confirmed that they are aware that Poulton has experienced
problems during wet weather in the past. For this reason Thames Water are undertaking a
drainage strategy study for the whole of Ampney St Peter catchment area, of which Poulton forms
part. It is understood that the first stage of the study has been completed with the "solution
development stage' programmed to be completed by the end of next year.

Stage 1 of the study explains that the existing issues within the catchment area may relate to
problems arising as a result of infiltration of broken pipes, causing blockages, and unauthorised
surface water connections to a foul only mains having been made. This however, is a list of what
may be causing issues at Poulton either cumulatively or in isolation. Until Thames Water have
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been able to complete their Stage 2 study it cannot be known exactly what or where the issues is
and/or how such matters can be best resolved.

It is understood that the drainage strategy study Is a four stage process and that whilst Thames
Water will endeavour to fix any issues as they find them that a catchment solution may not be
forthcoming for at least another two years. Correspondence with Thames Water is attached to
this report for information.

Matters of surface water and drainage are quite understandably a very serious concern locally
and there is a clear perplexity surrounding how, where an existing issue has been acknowledged,
it could be permissible to add to the existing sewerage system. Whilst the local concern and
frustration with regard to this matter is understood and noted it remains the case that for the Local
Planning Authority to be in a position to refuse a planning application then it must be satisfied that
there is sufficient evidence to substantiate a reason for refusal. In this case, the Council's
technical consultee in respect of this matter (Thames Water) considers that the impact of the
development in respect of foul drainage will be negligible. On this basis, officers are of the view
that, despite the local community's serious concerns, that there is insufficient evidence to
substantiate a reason for refusal on grounds of drainage.

Furthermore, it is to be noted that, in accordance with Paragraph 14 of the NPPF, which applies
in this case, that planning permission should be granted unless the impacts significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits. It is not considered in this case that a negligible drainage
impact (as advised by Thames Water) would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits.

The Parish Council has requested, in their capacity as a statutory consuitee, in the event that the
application Is approved, imposition of a 'Grampian' condition to prevent commencement of the
development until such time that a drainage solution is found and is resolved. In the particular
circumstances of this case the Parish Council considers that such a condition would comply with
the relevant tests set out in the NPPF for the following reasons (as set out in comments dated
17.10.16):

1. It is necessary in view of the sewage ingress issues and restricted toilet use already being
suffered by residents.

2. it is relevant to planning because of the impact of any new development on the broken and
insufficient sewage system in Poulton and on the Ampney St Peter works especially in view of the
deficiencies that currently exist.

3. It is relevant to the development to be permitted because of the impact of the Local Road/Bell
Lane junction where sewage issues arise and towards where sewage from the development will
flow which affects the lives of the residents and the enjoyment of their own properties.

4. It is enforceable because Thames Water have already started a process to establish the issues
involved, thereby admitting the faults which need to be corrected. There will therefore be no
change in the procedure which they have already proposed to follow.

5. It is precise because Thames Water has already admitted that there are problems which need
to be investigated under their drainage strategy.

6. It is reasonable in all other respects in that neither this council nor the planners can expect, nor
should we and they, allow, residents to live under such adverse conditions which impacts on their
quality of life and the saleability of their properties. In this respect we, and they as individuals
would not accept such a situation ifwe, or they, were similar affected.

The reasoning behind the Parish Council's request is understood and the suggestion is
appreciated as a proactive way of attempting to alleviate the issue to enable planning permission
to be granted, in the event that Members are minded to do so. However, unfortunately officers do
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not agree with the Parish Councirs assessment with regard to the reasonableness of a Grampion
condition. Whilst similar Grampion conditions may well have been used successfully elsewhere,
in the particular circumstances of this case, it is not considered to comply with the relevant tests.

Firstly, it is to be noted that it is not reasonable to require contributions or works from a
development so as to rectify historic deficiencies. The existing drainage issues within Poulton are
historic and it is the responsibility of the statutory undertaker i.e. Thames Water to resolve such
issues. The only matter to be assessed in respect of the current application is the impact of the
proposals over and above the existing baseline situation. In this case the impact has been
deemed, by the relevant statutory consuitee, to be negligible. Officers are not therefore in a
position to conclude that preventing development on the site through condition, for the same
reasons that it is not considered possible, in the particular circumstances of this case, to
substantiate a reason for refusal on flood risk/surface water drainage grounds. Fundamentally,
Grampion conditions should only be imposed on a planning permission where, without such a
condition, a proposal would be refusable.

Furthermore, Thames Water are unable to advise exactly where and what the issues are in
respect of drainage issues in Poulton and will unlikely be in a position to do so until the end of
next year. The Local Planning Authority will therefore be unable to specify in any Grampion
condition the specific works that are required to be undertaken and in what timeframe; effectively
embargoing the development of the site for an unspecified period of time. It is also considered
unreasonable to grant planning permission where the ability to commence a development relies
upon a third party/statutory undertaking works that the developer is neither involved in nor in
control of, in the same way that it is considered unreasonable to require developers to deliver
development (i.e. provision of footpaths etc.) through land not controlled by the application. A
Grampion condition, as suggested, will therefore lack the necessary precision required to meet
the tests which will in turn result in an inabilityto enforce it.

In conclusion therefore, whilst the condition may well be relevant to the concerns that have been
raised, in the particular circumstances of this case, it is not necessary, precise, enforceable or
reasonable and, as such, fails to meet the relevant tests, it is the viewof officers that imposition of
any such condition could put the Council at risk of challenge/appeal.

On balance therefore, whilst the serious concerns raised by third parties have been carefully
considered by officers, in the particular circumstances of this case, officers are not content that,
for the reasons above, there would be sufficient evidence to substantiate a refusal of the
application on flood risk and drainage grounds in accordance with Section 10 of the NPPF.

(h) Heritage and Design

The site lies at a little distance beyond the boundary of the Poulton Conservation Area (approx.
75 metres), wherein the Local Planning Authority is statutorily obliged to pay special attention to
the desirability of preserving or enhancing the character or appearance of the area, in accordance
with Section 72(1) of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation Areas) Act 1990.
Development outside of the boundary can have the potential to impact on character and
appearance, and the setting of a conservation area is agreed to be a material consideration.

Section 12 of the National Planning Policy Framework asks that Local Planning Authorities should
take account of the desirability of sustaining or enhancing the significance of heritage assets.

Paragraph 132states that when considering the impact of the proposed works on the significance
of a designated heritage asset, great weight should be given to the asset's conservation. It also
states that significance can be harmed through alteration or development within the setting.
Paragraph 134 states that where proposals will cause harm to the significance of a designated
heritage asset that is less than substantial harm, that harm is weighed against the public benefits
of those works.

Section 7 of the NPPF requires good design. Paragraph 58 states that decisions should ensure
that developments: function well in the long term and add to the overall quality of an area;
establish a strong sense of place, creating attractive and comfortable places; and respond to local
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character and history, reflecting the identity of the surroundings and materials, whilst not stifling
innovation. Paragraph 60 states that local distinctlveness should be promoted or reinforced and
Paragraph 61 that connections between people and places, with the integration of new
development into the built and historic environment.

Policy 42 of the Local Plan requires that development should be environmentally sustainable and
designed in a manner that respects the character, appearance and local distinctiveness of the
Cotswold District with regard to style, setting, harmony, street scene, proportion, simplicity,
materials and craftsmanship.

The main heritage consideration in respect of this application is the setting of the Conservation
Area.

With regard to the proposed layout it is to be noted that the layout shown on the submitted
drawings are illustrative only, their purpose being to indicate how a development of up to 9
residential homes could be accommodated on the application site. Matters of Landscaping,
Layout, Scale and Appearance fail to be considered at the reserved matters stage once the
principle has been established. Having said that however, access Is applied for and, as shown on
the submitted plans, only one point of access has been shown into the site.

A number of third parties have expressed concerns regarding the impact of the proposals on the
character of Bell Lane, expressing the opinion that the 'urban* 'cul de sac' nature of the proposals
are not reflective of the existing pattern of development along Bell Lane which all benefit from
separate private drives. There also appears to be an assumption that alternatives have not been
considered by officers.

in response to such comments officers wish to note that there are often numerous ways in which
a site can be developed. It is generally encouraged that developers seek to use existing points of
access wherever possible, rather than introduce new accesses. Although in some circumstances
stopping up an existing access In favour of a new access could be beneficial depending on
visibility etc. it is not therefore unusual for new developments to be assessed via a single pointof
access such as this.

Officers did explore the option of having more than one point of access with the applicant's
consultant team, in consultation with the Landscape and Conservation Officer, but it was clear
that individual access points would be difficult to achieve in this location in part because such
works would require the removal of the entire boundary hedge (which was considered to be an
existing landscape feature worthy of retention in landscape and biodiversity terms) and concerns
that sufficient visibility would not be able to be demonstrated along the entire frontage of the site
due to being on the wrong side of the bend. Whilst such matters have been explored and
amendments made to the application in response, officers are not of the opinion that Bell Lane is
so sensitive that the proposals, in their illustrative form, particularly now that they have been
amended to include a reduction in units and more linear form of development, would on balance
have a significant impact on the character and/or appearance of Bell Lane. Moreover, matters of
landscaping, layout, scale and appearance are reserved.

Notwithstanding the outline nature of the proposals, the Council's Heritage and Design Officer has
been consulted on the application. In a response to the amended scheme it is noted that the
previously problematic units closest to the lane have been omitted. These were a particular
concern in relation to their placement, prominence and height (given the higher levels within the
site). It is also noted that the units adjacent the southern boundary have been reduced from a
terrace of three and one detached, with a restricted ridge height. Both changes are considered to
have reduced the potential impact on views out of the Conservation Area and set a clear
parameter for the proposals going fonward.

it is recognised by officers that the relationship between the proposed dwellings and the lane is
somewhat unusual but that this has been designed as such in order to maintain the existing
hedgerow and bank, both of which are considered important rural qualities of the site. The
proposals indicatively show green open space and orchard planting behind which is a positive in
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reducing visual impact from the iane. Essentially the dwellings do now all address the lane and an
attractive open space has been created, which is positive in design terms.

Cotswold vernacular dwellings could be negotiated at reserved matters stage if appropriate,
ensuring simple massing, restricted gable widths, steep roof pitches, convincing composition of
elevations and scaling of windows, as well as suitable design of features such as porches and
chimneys. However, it is recognised that the vernacular would be less easy to reconcile with
single storey dwellings, it is therefore suggested that perhaps agricultural references and
something of a more contemporary appearance could be explored at reserved matters. In the
event that outline planning permission is granted, officers would recommend that further pre-
application advice is sought prior to any reserved matters stage submission.

In conclusion, it is considered that the setting of the conservation area is preserved, sustaining its
significance as a designated heritage asset, and therefore being in accordance with Section 72(1)
of the Planning (LBCA) Act 1990, Section 12 of the NPPF and Policy 15 of the Local Plan. With a
high quality of design, materials and landscaping ensured at reserved matters stage, it is also
considered that the scheme will meet the requirements for high quality design as set out in
Section 7 of the NPPF and Policy 42 of the Local Plan.

(i) Residential Amenity

A number of concerns have been raised by third parties regarding the impact of the proposed
development on residential amenity, particularly during construction. Environmental Health has
been consulted on the application. The Environmental Health Officer has assessed the
appiicatlon and has recommended a condition restricting hours of construction in recognition of
the proximity of existing residential development (the wording of which has been updated to
ensure enforceability).

The Environmental Health Officer has also assessed the application against the WHO (World
Health Organisation) standards for noise and have advised the imposition of conditions to ensure
the protection of the new dwellings against external noise nuisance, it is however, considered by
the Environmental Health Officerthat given there are already a number of residential properties in
the area with no known complaints against traffic noise that it would be onerous to request the
submission of any noise surveys to verify compliance, as would usually be required for schemes
adjacent major roads. With that in mind, officers consider it pertinent to test the need for the
acoustic/noise design condition and will update members in this respect at/prior to the meeting.

With regard to privacy and overlooking, it is noted that the distance between existing residential
properties opposite and those proposed (having regard to the illustrative layout)will be approx. 45
metres at their closest, which is considerably more than the recognised '21 metre' standard for
distance between windows to habitable rooms. Notwithstanding, such matters fall to be assessed
in detail at the reserved matters stage.

Concerns regarding the difference in height between the road and the site have been raised. In
response, indicative site sections have been submitted to illustrate the difference in height
between the land and site and shows a reasonable relationship between existing residential
properties along Bell Lane (opposite) and those proposed (see Site Sections attached).

It is clear from the submitted illustrative layout that the proposed site is of a sufficient size to
accommodate 9 units plus adequate sized gardens. Whilst the Illustrative layout is not 'set in
stone' given the point of the proposed vehicular access and the necessary highway requirements
in play then there is likely to be a separation distance of in excess of 21m between the frontage of
the proposed dwellings and existing properties along Bell Lane, opposite the application site.

Concerns have been raised by occupiers on the north side of the site who consider that their
residential amenity will be significantly at risk as a result of loss of privacy (due to overlooking
across a higher vantage point and through the indicate pedestrian access shown on the
landscape drawings), loss of light and disturbance as a result of the proposals.
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Such matters are not however, considered to be insurmountable and can be adequately dealt
with through design at the reserved matters stage.- Officers are satisfied that the proposals are
acceptable in residential amenity terms, subject to the imposition of conditions and an appropriate
scheme being submitted at reserved matters, and as such is capable of complying with the
provisions of Local Plan Policy 5 and 46 and Section 7 of the NPPF.

(j) Other Matters

Affordable Housino

Local Plan Policy 21 of the adopted Local Plan states that the Council will seek a proportion of
affordable housing on any significant sites in Cirencester. Tetbury, Moreton-in-Marsh, Bourton-on-
the-Water and any site elsewhere. Where affordable housing is provided then this shall be
integrated, in terms of design and layout, in a 'tenure blind' form.

Planning applications for single residential dwellings fall under the threshold for the provision of
affordable housing. However, applications for more than one dwelling, outside of the settlements
listed under Policy 21 (such as Poulton), would ordinarily be expected to provide 50% affordable
housing, subject to viability.

Notwithstanding this, the National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) has recently introduced a
small sites threshold which make provision for specific circumstances where contributions for
affordable housing and tariff style planning obligations (section 106 planning obligations) should
not be sought from small scale and self-build development. This follows the order of the Court of
Appeal dated 13 May 2016, which give legal effect to the policy set out in the Written Ministerial
Statement of 28 November 2014 and is a material consideration in planning decisions. These
specific circumstances are that:

- contributions should not be sought from developments of 10-units or less, and which have a
maximum combined gross floorspace of no more than lOOOsqm

- in designated rural areas, local planning authorities may choose to apply a lower threshold of 5-
units or less. No affordable housing or tariff-style contributions should then be sought from these
developments. In addition, in a rural area where the lower 5-unit or less threshhold is applied,
affordable housing and tariff style contributions should be sought from developments of between
6 and 10-units in the form of cash payments which are commuted until after completion of units
within the development. This applies to rural areas described under section 157(1) of the Housing
Act 1985, which includes National Parks and Areas of Outstanding Natural Beauty

- affordable housing and tariff-style contributions should not be sought from any development
consisting only of the construction of a residential annex or extension to an existing home

Since the proposals will have a total gross floorspace of less than 1,000 square metres (to be
conditioned) it would be exempted from the need to provide affordable housing (see NPPG,
'Planning Obligations', paragraph 031). On this basis, the applicant does not propose any
affordable housing contribution, although a condition will need to be imposed to restrict the total
size of the development to ensure compliance with the NPPG.

The NPPG is a material consideration that should be given significant weight in the determination
of applications as the most up to date form of guidance from the Government. It Is also important
to acknowledge the primary purpose of this particular part of the NPPG which seeks specifically
to make the delivery of small residential developments, such as this, easier. Reinforcing the
Government's support of housing delivery in supporting economic growth.

Therefore, whilst it must be acknowledged that the proposals are in conflict with Local Plan Policy
21 and therefore, the development plan that there are material considerations in play that indicate
that this particular policy conflict should be set aside in favour of the guidance contained In the
NPPG.
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Notwithstanding this, officers consider that the mix of housing, which currentiy includes smaller 2
and 3 bedroom homes, would be of benefit to the range and mix of housing available in the
village and have therefore agreed with the applicant that it would be appropriate to condition not
only the total floorspace of the eventual development but also the size of the individual units in
order to reduce the potential for exceptionally large residential units coming fon/vard at reserved
matters stage, in the hope of ensuring a more appropriate mix.

Education Contributions

With regard to financial contributions Gloucestershire County Council has examined pre-schooi,
primary and secondary education provision and projections. Having regard to updated forecast
data, it has been advised that there is insufficient capacity within Meysey Hampton Primary
School and Farmers School to accommodate the primary (2.4) and secondary (1.26) pupils
arising from the proposed development.

Meysey Hampton is currentiy at capacity (Capacity = 105, with 108 on roii and forecast to reduce
to 103). Farmer's School has a small surplus at present but is within the 5% recommended
surplus places. It is forecast to be at or over its building capacity from 2019 onwards.

This gives rise to the need for financial contributions totalling £57,092 to accommodate the
additional places. Calculated as follows:

Meysey Hampton Primary: 2.4 X£13,211 =£31,706
Farmer's Secondary: 1.26 x £20,148 = £25,386.

The County Council's SI 06 Community Infrastructure Officer has confirmed that the above
contributions will be spent at the specific facility/school named. The contribution is considered
necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms (there is insufficient capacity at
the locai schools), directly related to the development (because the developments generate the
need for 1.26 secondary, and 2.4 primary aged places, and fairly and reasonably related in scale
and kind (because the contributions reflect the number of places needed).

The SI 06 Community Infrastructure Officer has confirmed that In his view the contributions
sought comply with the relevant provisions of the NPPF and Regulation 122 of the OIL
Regulations 2010. The S106 Community infrastructure Officer has also provided justification to
demonstrate that, in his opinion, the NPPG small sites threshold would not apply to education
contributions in this case, essentially because in each case, where there is evidence to support a
contribution, the contribution will be spent at the specific faciiity/schooi.
A recent appeal decision at Havering (Appeal Ref: APP/B5480/W/16/3156253) has come to
officers attention indicating otherwise. In the Havering case the Inspector considered that the
education contributions sought met the PPG definition of tariff-style contributions being a
contribution pooled to a funding 'pot' intended to fund the provision of general infrastructure in the
wider area, and what was being asked for was not a necessary site specific infrastructure
requirement.

There has not been sufficient time, at the time of writing this report, to confirm the County's
position in this regard. Officers are not therefore currently in a position to advise members
whether the education contribution in this case is indeed reasonable in the context of the NPPG.
Officers will therefore update Planning Committee in this regard either before or at the meeting
and will update the officer's recommendation ifrequired (i.e. to include agreement of a SI 06).

Open Space

The Local Planning Authority no longer adopts areas of open space. A Landscape Management
Plan (including management/maintenance in perpetuity) will therefore need to be secured via
condition (incorporated into the suggested Landscape and Ecological Management Plan below).
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Archaeology

The County Archaeologist has checked the proposed development area against the County
Historic Environment Record. No archaeology is known at this location. It is therefore the view of
the County Archaeologist that the development proposal has low potential to have an adverse
impact on any significant archaeological remains. It is therefore recommended that no
archaeological investigation or recording should be required in connection with this development
proposal in accordance with the NPPF.

Contamination

The Council's Contamination Officer has provided comments on this application and has
confirmed that there are no serious concerns in relation to contamination land and the proposed
development. Whilst it is noted from the Design and Access Statement that the site is used for
grazing/agriculture, given the proposed residential end use then it is recommended that the
Council's standard 'unexpected contamination' conditions is imposed on any grant of planning
permission. On the basis that the proposals are for a more sensitive end use of the land then
officers are satisfied that the imposition of the condition recommended is both reasonable and
necessary and complies with Local Plan Policy 5 and the relevant provisions of the NPPF and
NPPG.

Benefits of the Proposals

A number of benefits of the proposals have been referred to in the report above, the most
significant benefit being the delivery of housing which is recognised by the Government as being
a key social and economic benefit. There is a requirement for Local Planning Authorities to boost
significantly the supply of homes, and as part of that requirement, provided a continued supply of
housing. In this case it is acknowledged by officers that the proposals present an opportunity to
develop a mix of housing on a small site in accordance with national planning guidance.

In addition, to the delivery of housing are a number of other social and economic benefits
including, investment in construction and support to local businesses and services as a result of
increased expenditure/increased number of households. Environmental benefits of the proposals
include the enhancement of biodiversity, in addition to public open space (subject to reserved
matters and conditions).

It is acknowledged by officers that apart from the delivery of housing, the additional social,
economic and environmental benefits are somewhat 'run of the mill' and, in part, required in order
to complywith planning policy. Such benefits are not therefore accorded significant weight but are
pertinent positive benefits that should be assessed cumulatively in the planning balance.

9. Conclusion:

Following careful consideration of the site and its context, it is considered by officers that the
provision of 9 additional dwellings in Poulton on the site is acceptable in principle. The site is
located within the limits of the village and does not extend into open countryside. The village
itself contains 'everyday facilities' including a shop, pub, community/village hall, church,
sports/play facilities and employment. Whilst the village does not have a school, which is to its
disadvantage, it does have public transport facilities to Cirencester which are deemed to be good.

Local Plan Policy 19 is out-of-date as such only limited weight can be accorded to it. As set out in
the NPPF, there is a presumption in favour of sustainable development unless specific policies in
the Framework indicate that development should be restricted. The application site is note located
within the Cotswold AONB or Poulton Conservation Area. As such, there are no specific policies
in the Framework that indicate development should be restricted, and given that relevant policies
are out-of-date, then, in accordance with Paragraph 14 of the NPPF, planning permission must be
granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the NPPF as a whole.
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It Is acknowledged above that the proposals will provide social (provision of market), economic
(increased expenditure and construction jobs which would contribute to supporting existing
services and facilities in the village) and environmental (biodiversity enhancement) benefits.
Whilst the Council is able to demonstrate a five year housing land supply, for the reasons
discussed above, it remains a requirement for the Council to continue to prioritise the delivery of
housing to ensure a continued and rolling supply.

Despite the objections received from third parties and the Parish Council it is considered by
officers that the proposals will not give rise to any significant adverse impacts, subject to
conditions. Furthermore, it is not considered, in the particular circumstances of this case, that the
proposals would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits. Accordingly, whilst finely
balanced, it is recommended that the proposals are approved in accordance with Paragraph 14 of
the NPPF, subject to conditions.

10. Proposed conditions;

The development shall be started either by five years from the date of this decision notice or
before the end of 2 years from the date that the last of the reserved matters Is approved,
whichever is the later.

Reason: To comply with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 (as amended).

Application for the approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the Local Planning Authority
by three years from the date of this decision notice.

Reason: To comply with the requirements of Section 92 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 (as amended).

The development shall not be started before approval of the details relating to Appearance,
Layout, Landscaping and Scale have been given in writing bythe Local Planning Authority.

Reason: These are "reserved matters" and were listed in the application for laterapproval. This
is only an outline planning permission and these matters require further consideration by the
Local Planning Authority. This condition is imposed to comply with the requirements of the Town
and Country Planning Act 1990 as amended.

The development hereby approved shall be implemented in accordance with the following
drawing number(s): Site Location Plan and SK03A.

Reason: For purposes of clarity and for the avoidance of doubt, in accordance with the National
Planning Practice Guidance.

Development shall not take place until a scheme for surface water drainage has been submitted
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Also it should include a strategy to
show how the overland flow drains to oversized pipes inside property boundary and measures to
ensure overland flow routes and interception drainage will be kept clear from any obstructions.
The maintenance plan should set out appropriate means of access. The scheme shall
subsequently be completed in accordance with the approved details before the development is
first brought into use/occupied.

Reason: To reduce the Impact of this development on the surrounding surface water
infrastructure. It is important that these details are agreed prior to the commencement of
development as any works on site could have implications for drainage In the locality in
accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework.

No development shall be put in to use/occupied until a SUDS maintenance plan for all
SuDS/attenuation features and associated pipework has been submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority. The approved SUDS maintenance plan shall be
implemented in full in accordance with the agreed terms and conditions.
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Reason; To ensure the continued operation and maintenance of drainage features serving the
site and avoid flooding in accordance with the National Planning Policy Framework.

Prior to the erection of any external wall of the development hereby approved, details of a
scheme to protect the dwellings from external noise and the means to provide adequate
ventilation to the dwellings shall be forwarded to the local planning authority for approval. Such a
scheme shall achieve the following standards in accordance with BS 8233:2014:

- The internal noise levels to be achieved in bedrooms and living rooms In residential properties
post construction is 30 dSLAeq T (where T is 23:00 - 07:00) and 35 dBLAeq T (where T is 07:00 -
23:00).

- Noise levels in gardens and public open spaces should not exceed 55 dB LAeq 1 hour when
measured at any period in accordance with the WHO figure 688233:2014.

Reason: To protect people within the development from noise in accordance with Cotswold
District Council Plan Policy 5 and PPG 24.

The following construction times shall be observed:

07:30 - 18:00 Monday to Friday
08:00 -14:00 Saturdays
No working on Sundays or bank holidays

Reason: To protect the amenity of the locality, especially for people living and/or working nearby,
in accordance with Cotswold District Council Plan Policy 5 and PPG 24.

in the event that contamination is found at any time when carrying out the approved development,
it must be reported in writing immediately to the Local Planning Authority. An investigation and
risk assessment must be undertaken in accordance with the requirements of Environment
Agency's Model Procedures for the Management of Land Contamination, CLR 11, and where
remediation is necessary a remediation scheme must be prepared, to bring the site to a condition
suitable for the intended use by removing unacceptable risks to human health, buildings and
other property, and which is subject to the approval inwriting of the Local PlanningAuthority.

Reason: To prevent pollution of the environment in the interests of the amenity in accordance with
Cotswold District Local Plan Policy 5 and Section 11 of the National Planning Policy Framework.

The building(s) hereby permitted shall not be occupied until the parking and turning facilities
approved at reserved matters stage have been provided in accordance with the approved plans
and shall be maintained available for those purposes for the duration of the development.

Reason: To ensure that a safe, suitable and secure means of access for all people that
minimises the conflict between traffic and cyclists and pedestrians Is provided in accordance with
the paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy Framework and Policy 38 of Cotswold District
Council Local Plan.

No dwelling on the development shall be occupied until the carriageway(s) (including surface
water drainage/disposal, vehicular turning head(s) and street lighting) providing access from the
nearest public Highway to that dwelling have been completed to at least binder course level and
the footway(s) to surface course level.

Reason: To minimise hazards and inconvenience for users of the development by ensuring that
there is a safe, suitable and secure means of access for all people that minimises the conflict
between traffic and cyclists and pedestrians in accordance with paragraph 35 of the National
Planning Policy Framework and Policy 38 of Cotswold District Council Local Plan.
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No works shall commence on site (other than those required by this condition) on the
development hereby permitted until the first 10m of the proposed access road, including the
junction with the existing public road and associated visibility splays, has been completed to at
least binder course level.

Reason: To minimise hazards and inconvenience for users of the development by ensuring that
there is a safe, suitable and secure means of access for all people that minimises the conflict
between traffic and cyclists and pedestrians in accordance with paragraph 32 of the National
Planning Policy Framework and Policy 38 of Cotswold District Council. It is important that these
details are agreed prior to the commencement of development to ensure safe, suitable and
secure means of access is provided during construction and the earliest practical stage.

. The vehicular access hereby permitted shall not be brought into use until the existing roadside
frontage boundanes have been set back to provide visibility splays extending from a point 2.4m
back along the centre of the access measured from the public road carriageway edge (the X
point) to a point on the nearer carriageway edge of the public road 46m distant in both directions
(the Y points). The area between those splays and the carriageway shall be reduced in level and
thereafter maintained so as to provide clear visibility between 1.05m and 2.0m at the X point and
between 0.26m and 2.0m at the Y point above the adjacent carriageway level.

Reason: To reduce potential highway Impact by ensuring that adequate visibility is provided and
maintained and to ensure that a safe, suitable and secure means of access for all people that
minimises the conflict between traffic and cyclists and pedestrians is provided in accordance with
the National Planning Policy Framework.

No development shall take place. Including any works of demolition, until a Construction Method
Statement has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The
approved Statement shall be adhered to throughout the construction period. The Statement shall:

i. specify the type and number of vehicles;
11. provide for the parking of vehicles of site operatives and visitors;
ill. provide for the loading and unloading of plant and materials;
iv. provide for the storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development;
V. provide for wheel washing facilities;
vl. specify the intended hours of construction operations;
vll. measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction

Reason: To reduce the potential impact on the public highway and accommodate the efficient
delivery of goods and supplies in accordance with paragraph 35 of the National Planning Policy
Framework and Policy 38 of Cotswold District Council Local Plan. The Construction Method
Statement will need to be submitted to the Council and approved prior to construction in order for
it to be effective.

15. The development shall not be occupied until details of the proposed arrangements for future
management and maintenance of the proposed streets within the development have been
submitted to and approved In writing by the local planning authority. The streets shall thereafter
be maintained In accordance with the approved management and maintenance details until such
time as either a dedication agreement has been entered into or a private management and
maintenance company has been established.

Reason: To ensure that safe, suitable and secure access is achieved and maintained for all
people that minimises the conflict between traffic and cyclists and pedestrians in accordance with
the National Planning Policy Framework and to establish and maintain a strong sense of place to
create attractive and comfortable places to live, work and visit as required by paragraph 58 of the
Framework.

16. No works shall begin on site until a Ten Year Ecological Enhancement and Landscape
Management Plan based on the recommendations in the amended Ecological Appraisal (Ail
Ecology Oct 14) and Illustrated in drawing no DLA-1615-L003-02 Rev D is submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.
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The LEMP shall also include details of the legal and funding mechanlsm(s) by which the long-
term implementation of the plan will be secured by the developer with the management body/ies
responsible for its delivery. The LEMP shall also set out (where the results from monitoring show
that the conservation aims and objectives of the LEMP are not being met) how contingencies
and/or remedial action will be identified, agreed and implemented. The LEMP shall be
implemented in full in accordance with the approved details.

All the works must be carried out as per the approved Ten Year Management Plan and there after
permanently maintained.

Reason: In order for the Council to comply with Part 3 of the Natural Environment and Rural
Communities Act 2006 and to ensure that birds & bats and their roosts are protected In
accordance with the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010, the Wildlife and
Countryside Act 1981 as amended, the National Planning Policy Framework (in particular Section
11) and Cotswold District Local Plan Policies.

No development shall take place until a full Tree Protection Strategy has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

The Protection Strategy (to be prepared by a suitably qualified arboriculturalist and in accordance
with BS5837:2012 Trees in relation to design, demolition and construction - recommendations')
shall include where appropriate -

1. Arboricultural Implications Assessment
2. Arboricultural method statement

3. Tree Protection Plan

4. A timetable of arboricultural site inspections (to be carried out by a suitably qualified
Arboriculturalist and all findings reported in writing to the Local Planning Authority.

The approved strategy shall be implemented in full according to the timescales laid out in the
strategy, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To safeguard the retained/protected tree/s in accordance with Cotswold District Local
Plan Policies 10 and 45. It is important that these details are agreed prior to the commencement
of development as works undertaken during the course of construction could have an adverse
impact on the well-being of existing trees.

Any trees or plants shown on the approved landscaping scheme to be planted or retained which
die, are removed, are damaged or become diseased, or grassed areas which become eroded or
damaged, within 5 years of the completion of the approved landscaping scheme, shall be
replaced by the end of the next planting season. Replacement trees and plants shall be of the
same size and species as those lost, unless the Local Planning Authority approves alternatives in
writing.

Reason: To ensure that the planting becomes established and thereby achieves the objective of
Cotswold District Local Plan Policy 45.

Notwithstanding any other approved plans shown on any outline planning permission, any
reserved matters application shall show the existing and proposed ground levels on the site and
on neighbouring land, the slab level(s) of the proposed building(s) and the slab level of adjacent
buildings. Such details shall be agreed In writing and any works shall only be carried out in
accordance with the agreed details.

Reason: It is important to clarify the height of the development in relation to existing levels and
structures both on and off the site. The information is necessary to allow the impact of the
development to be accurately assessed.
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Prior to the development being brought into use, surface water attenuation/storage works for the
dwellings hereby permitted shall be provided by the installation of a functioning water butt
(minimum capacity 200 litres) in accordance with positions to be shown on plans that have been
submitted to and agreed in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The water butt(s) shall
thereafter be permanently maintained In working order in the agreed positions unless an
alternative siting is submitted to and approved In writing by the Local Planning Authority.

Reason: To enhance water conservation and as a precautionary measure to reduce the possible
increased risks of flooding associated with water runoff.

Informatives:

LLFA Notes to applicant/developer:

NOTE 1:The Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) will give consideration to how the proposed
sustainable drainage system can incorporate measures to help protect water quality, however
pollution control is the responsibilityof the Environment Agency.

NOTE 2: Future management of Sustainable Drainage Systems is a matter that will be dealt with
by the Local Planning Authority and has not, therefore, been considered by the LLFA.

NOTE 3: Any revised documentation will only be considered by the LLFA when resubmitted
through suds@gloucestershire.gov.uk e-mail address. Please quote the planning application
number in the subject field.

GOG Highways notes to applicant/developer:

The applicant is advised that to discharge condition 15 the Local Planning Authority requires a
copy of a completed dedication agreement between the applicant and the local highway authority
or the constitution and details of a Private Management and Maintenance Company confirming
funding, management and maintenance regimes.

Note to applicant/developer regarding biodiversity:

The applicant should note that under the terms of the Wildlife and Countryside Act 1981 (as
amended) and the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (as amended) it is an
offence to disturb or harm any protected species, or to damage or disturb their habitat or resting
place. Please note that this consent does not override the statutory protection afforded to any
such species. In the event that your proposals could potentially affect a protected species you
should seek the advice of a suitably qualified and experienced ecologist and consider the need
for a licence from Natural England prior to commencing works. Further information can be found
at the following websites:

Cotswold District Council website:

http://www.cotswold.gov.uk/residents/planning-building/wildllfe-biodiversity/biodiversity-
development-management/
http://www.cotswold.gov.uk/residents/planning-building/wildlife-biodiversity/ecological-consultants/

Biodiversity Planning toolkit:
http://www.biodiversityplanningtoolkit.com/stylesheet.asp?file=621_what_are_nationally_protecte
d_species

Bat Conservation Trust:

http://www.bats.org.uk/

Natural England:
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/bats-protection-surveys-and-licences



lue Qua Bungalow

araz on

Vemal

Threepen
Piece

Stonecroft

Alberta

C>

homage
May House

AshbrooJi douse

reyroof

bbde

§

Coach Ho

il Brow

m
se Cottage

99.3ih

heter

Land East of Bell Lane Poulton
Organisation: Cotswold District Council

Department:

101.4m

ulton Chase

•S"As. Jolifleur

Date: 30/11/2016 Scale:1:2500

NORTH



wQuar

Thomage

Ashbfoo

TibMden

House

cj.cj*cf.

cj.4cf.•=?
cj.c{.

c{«cf'

Threepeni^
Piece

Lathams

Vsmals

Alberta

UCDe

Orchard/j

MayHouse

uebeil
Cottage

«LOiDCN>

88.7m

app

^gaiow

0

CoachHous

hfill,Srow

Ros^oltage

TheOld

Forge

PoultonChase

4-
Cgx^

^cfi*

PoM

4

4

79tn



I

Oin K>»i

Lintftctp* i Vttytt AIM tim»<>t

Land off Bell Lane,
Poulton

Oo b«half <4

Mr & Mrs Wigram

Illustrative MastarplanProducM frjr

oavieslamdscape
AuguM 2016 vim£I500©A3

-H'.*,,. .. '6I5L00J01 RbvO



LANOATPOULTON

CIRENCESTER, GLOUCESTERSHIRE

MARCH 2015

®

11

Master Plan : Scheme D
Scale 1:5009A3

f

-9



w
*

*
t^

p
ro

p
g

ff
v

L
A

N
D

A
T

P
O

U
L

T
O

N

C
IR

E
N

C
E

S
T

E
R

,
G

L
O

U
C

E
S

T
E

R
S

H
IR

E
M

A
R

C
H

2
0

1
S

M
a
s
te

r
P

la
n

:
S

it
e

S
e
c
ti

o
n

A
-A

S
c
a
le

1
:2

0
0

@
A

3

1
u

l«
m

1
0

0
.0

0

^
•n

aH
ii«

na
nc

t>
«

c
c
«

n
n

B
i

j



H
ij

f<
p

fo
p

ft
n

y

L
A

N
D

A
T

P
O

U
L

T
O

N

C
IR

E
N

C
E

S
T

E
R

,
G

L
O

U
C

E
S

T
E

R
S

H
IR

E

M
A

R
C

H
2

0
1

5

M
a
s
te

r
P

la
n

;
S

it
e

S
e
c
ti

o
n

&
-B

S
c
a
le

1
:2

0
0

9
A

3

T
T

ji
M

ir
H

Jc
w

em
it

la
m

^
'

A
^

*
*

*
•^

J/n
w

nw
un

cT
N

l
_

/K
IK

C
T

M
W

tti
A



L
A

N
D

A
T

P
O

U
L

T
O

N

C
IR

E
N

C
£

S
T

E
R

,
G

L
O

U
C

E
S

T
E

R
S

H
IR

E

M
A

R
C

H
2

0
1

S

J
U

L

'«fp
j:

»«iiu
w

«-
jsr

rsg
l:

I
I

I
I

M
a
s
te

r
P

la
n

:
S

it
e

S
e
c
ti

o
n

C
-C

S
c
a
le

1
:2

0
0

0
A

3

4
\r

jM
i.



L
A

N
D

A
T

P
O

U
L

T
O

N

C
IR

E
N

C
eS

T
E

R
,

G
L

O
U

C
E

S
T

E
R

S
H

IR
E

M
A

R
C

H
2

0
1

S

WU
-.

jr

M
a
s
te

r
P

la
n

:
S

it
e

S
e
c
ti

o
n

D
-D

S
c
a
le

1
:2

0
0

@
A

3

A



*17 U

LAND AT POULTON

CIRENCESTEft. GLOUCESTERSHIRE
MARCH 201S

/

®

®
®

®
®

®

ieo.sa

Master Ptan D : Rfdge Heights ft Levels
Scale 1:500@A3

1DX00

•2.4aO(roniMs>WdfldOrlevel

-M.200 froni finished noo> level

*5.000 ^{wnfMshed fleer level

*€.000 Irom fifu^ed floor level

*7.700 from finshed floor level

*7.400 from finished floor level

*8.400 from finished floor level

B^^B *8.800 from fintshed floor level

•101.90 Plot ground level

*101.80 Firashed floor level
m.



LAND AT POULTON

CtRENCESTEft. GLOUCESTERSHmE
MARCH 2015

®

®

®

43

Master Plan 0 : Plots

Scale 1:5OO0 A3

V<v/

PM PM Sad HeUM

No. SON No. AtmOW
1 S90 3 85

2 1G0 2 75

3 155 3 75
4 ISO 3 75

5 BSC 4 125
6 1005 5 225
7 SOS 3 85

S 460 I 95
e 1160 4 130



OU
tUn

gTn
atRMM

nM
/•

T
rM

ii
e
B

*
R

w
n

e
ii

M

.
E

it
M

n
g

M
aM

v*
ll

id
g

ir
p

*
'-

ig
ba

m
an

ag
M

al
4.

5r
nn

«l
sM

al
an

a«
m

M
m

bo
ui

K
la

ry

P
ro

g
o

p
ad

N
aU

va
H

ad
g

ar
ew

to
tm

pt
an

la
o

nl
7

p
ts

rl
s

pa
r

In
n>

er
>

•
aU

g
g

ar
ad

iw
at

SO
cm

ap
ad

n
g

i.
P

ta
n

u
o

al
g

tV
lZ

O
cm

b
ar

ar
o

at
aM

p
a

H
o

w
th

o
m

C
re

te
eg

u
s

m
o

n
o

g
^

<
0

%

B
la

c
k

th
o

rn
P

ru
n

u
s

sp
tn

o
as

1
5

%
H

a
a
a
l

C
o

rp
u

s
av

al
an

a
1

0
%

H
o

ly
Ia

n
aa

u
V

o
lu

n
i

5
%

D
o

g
R

o
ae

R
o

s
s

c
a
n

in
e

5
%

F
M

d
U

ap
d

a
A

ce
r

c
e
n

v
a
e
tr

e
1

0
%

Sp
tn

dt
e

E
u

o
n

y
m

o
u

a
eu

rg
p

ae
u

a
5

%
W

H
d

P
rt

v
a
l

L
ig

u
il

ru
m

v
u

lg
ar

i
5

%
W

yc
h

E
lm

ll
m

u
a
g

la
b

ra
5

%

P
re

g
e
a
a
d

O
m

am
an

td
H

a
d

g
a
n

w
•

la
do

A
na

M
am

al
be

un
da

rt
aa

.
n

a
n

d
C

b
p

ta
rX

a
d

n
lO

O
-t

T
O

cm
h

o
tg

n
i.

ro
o

tb
al

at
S

p
a
r
in

m
,

T
P

pt
ar

M
O

at
20

•
ao

cm
na

tg
nt

rM
tn

a
S

p
a
ri

n
m

C
ha

ny
L

su
ro

l
Pm

nu
a

ta
ur

pc
ar

aa
ua

H
o

m
P

aa
m

C
ar

pt
nu

a
Pe

lu
bi

Y
a
w

T
a
n

ia
B

a
c
a
ta

C
at

aw
ot

d
S

te
m

W
aM

ng
•

1.
2n

i
M

gh

P
o

o
l

an
d

R
aH

P
an

ca
•

f.
2m

M
gl

|

P
ra

p
o

aa
d

T
ra

aa
•

N
ol

hr
ea

to
be

pt
ai

da
d

aa
H

aa
vy

S
ta

nd
ar

da
•

2.
5

•
3.

Sm
ta

l.
1

2
-I

4
«

m
gt

rm
.

ro
o

lb
al

ad

O
a
k

F
M

H
M

v
Ie

H
a
w

th
o

rn

R
o

w
a
n

W
U

C
he

rr
y

H
o

m
b

a
a
m

O
ua

tcu
sr

otr
ur

lln
to

ea
lia

ni
th

at
alo

w
m

atu
itl

y)
^

v
j'

A
ce

rc
am

pa
at

n
^

C
ra

ta
eg

u
a

rn
on

og
yn

a
'P

au
la

S
ea

da
T

S
o

rt
iu

s
au

cu
p

ar
ta

P
rv

T
H

js
a
w

tu
m

t

C
ar

pk
M

ia
P

al
u

la

A
P

rg
po

ae
d

Y
aa

a
to

l>
ap

la
rr

ta
d

In
g

ar
d

an
a

lo
b

an
ef

tw
U

if
a

^1
10

-1
2e

m
gk

m
.r

oo
tb

ai
aa

'i5
01

eo
nt

H
na

r

W
M

ar
Ft

ow
an

ng
C

ha
rr

y
Pr

un
va

au
lM

na
ia

au
lu

m
na

la
M

ag
m

la
M

ag
n

o
la

al
al

al
a

O
m

a
m

a
n

ta
l

M
n

o
n

d
P

ru
n

u
a

d
u

k
lt

hH
m

id
ay

an
B

lr
cn

B
ak

iC
au

tR
a

'O
oo

ra
nb

oa
'

P
n

in
u

s
aa

rg
an

la
n

a
'

A
m

ab
at

ry
A

m
al

an
cn

ia
r

oa
na

da
rt

al
a

P
re

p
e
a
a
d

O
rc

h
ar

d
T

ia
aa

•t
ob

ep
la

rt
te

dR
oo

ta
U

M
di

.
b

ar
e

ro
ca

fo
r

(d
an

ft
ig

•
10

b
e

ag
re

ed
w

itn
th

e
O

o
u

ce
st

er
ah

lf
e

O
rc

h
ai

d
T

ru
ai

A
p

p
ir

O
nc

oy
ar

y
E

sr
em

o
n

l
R

u
sa

o
l

A
a
tv

n
e
a
d

K
e
rn

e
l

Ja
m

a
a

O
d

e
v

e

W
N

a
m

B
o

n
C

h
ra

tl
e
n

O
oy

ar
m

a
O

u
C

o
m

ea

o o

*
to

b*
p

la
n

tM
u

2/
3

fe
rc

o
n

la
lr

w
f

A
ca

rc
h

u
i

«
to

o
M

/W
to

m
m

#
X

«»
|fb

rl
d

"H
on

or
to

*

O
W

to
lt

K
lH

ip
M

lJ
O

Ib
lii

lO
H

to
O

M
l'

C
M

ft
yb

to
rr

vU
i

D
tg

U
A

*
p

u
rp

^r
v

a

E
M

to
to

rt
to

A
m

N
8l

D
M

om
'

H
*

M
'O

rM
(

O
rm

a
'

V
A

u
m

u
m

*
M

to
n

tr
to

n
M

'D
to

w
i'

d
iN

to
ll

to
M

p
li

M
M

A
t

tt
o

co
n

tt
ln

A
r

•
Sp

A
C

to
t

to
d

o
lM

«
V

i
«

i
*

tu
ft

tt
it

o
to

r
tA

M
y

*
A

|u
O

A
to

p
U

A
t

*
A

lc
h

to
n

ft
i

rv
to

A
t

*
E

u
p

A
o

ft
it

6
«

«
n

lu
m

'J
o

h
A

to
ft

t
B

lu
i'

Q
to

to
i

ri
vA

ii
A

vA
rt

t

H
A

b
A

m
iv

G
^

'

'H
aM

M
rw

tn
tg

to

*
H

«
iG

A
«

ri
p

W
e
n

O
W

V
to

e
c
e

P
v

p
to

'

tA
W

K
to

u
to

H
d

e
e
to

*U
rt

(t
oA

fn
us

ca
rf

'
^t

ft
o

cA
ft

o
b

W
o

rt
u

tn
S

v
p

v
tt

u
in

*

W
m

u
to

v
u

lQ
W

to

R
o

M
m

v
V

H
to

o
J
I
d

n
*

S
a
M

A
o

A
M

I
t

S
t^

u
m

tp
A

d
A

b
Is

*
T

tl
m

t
y

rw
Io

fA

o
A

li
if

to
ft

t

^
A

p
»

A
A

<
F

v
b

ft
o

A
fM

t
jm

tf
V

v
rg

t*
C

«
to

w
a
to

O
h

m
S

M
0

t
O

M
to

tf
e
n

U
r

C
c
tt

M
v

to
W

U
H

p
tb

R
«

r
M

tX
fL

O

So
w

to
fl

rt
fr

^0
kp

pA
ra

to
*

IK
It

ft
iti

A
,2

.S
pa

n*
)

C
ar

dB
tg

ot
on

m
on

bt
oA

pm
M

C
an

M
tA

to
A

fl
tM

A
of

ito
al

C
w

to
rw

d
A

l
sw

A
A

lv
am

el
y

iM

C
tr

to
lA

d
iT

to
tf

c
a
tt

to
l

C
to

lX
to

d
lA

O
A

ci
fe

tc
u

A

C
A

fA
fl

od
ch

ew
en

g
i

to
te

u
A

C
«r

A
(t

o(
lw

no
ot

h
ti

ji
to

d
m

u
d

p
f

Q
m

t

C
o

w
tl

a

P
to

to
d

c
A

b
to

u
t

U
d

y
te

a
tf

tt
tA

W

L
A

A
A

ir
K

nA
fl

w
A

A
d

M
aa

A
O

W
au

R
A

T
O

to
M

A
A

fl
P

W
H

A
A

l

O
iH

iy
A

D
A

to
y

It
e9

C
am

pt
oA

R
to

tt
to

i
P

lA
ff

ti
to

S
a
ff

H
A

A
l

S
a
M

B
u

m
to

C
o

m
m

o
n

S
o

tv
I

W
M

A
C

to
n

p
to

fi

V
W

d
C

A
m

M

Y
a
m

w

Y
ft

o
w

R
tf

iA

C
o

m
C

o
d

*

C
o

m
M

ar
to

o
W

C
o

m
tt

M
to

F
to

to
P

o
p

p
v

C
o

tv
w

A
tt

Q
iA

tA
S

iA
d

t
D

If
A

C
tt

oa
lm

ll
to

M
to

d
W

A
A

A
ng

L
A

W
^

ry
A

O
TA

A
A

M
b

R
A

f:
M

U
H

A
ft

.

s
%

1
0

%

3
0

%

1
6

%

1
6

%

-P
»

-

-P
=

>
.

IR
m

A
aa

fi
B

w
d

S
fX

M
ar

y
fr

O
A

A
t*

D
A

V
IE

S
L

A
N

lJ
b

C
A

P
L



C
on

fl
nn

ed
pa

th
of

C
C

T
V

h
ig

h
M

y
dr

ai
n

O
u

t^
ll

to
la

n
d

d
ra

m

(s
e
e

^
0

1
0

2
a
n

d
3)

O
ve

rs
iz

ed
pi

pi
ng

w
ou

ld
st

or
e

2
3

0
m

'
(I

.e
.

up
to

M
IO

O
's

A
O

tx
ev

en
t)

C
O

N
T

E
X

T
P

L
A

N
S

c
a
le

1
:5

.0
0

0

C
e
lc

h
m

s
n

t
A

re
a

s
1

.3
7

h
e

',
7

40
%

PI
M

P
=

0.
85

ha

J
.U

E
n

ta
ra

C
u

h
rs

rl

O
va

ra
z
e
d

pi
pi

ng
w

ou
ld

st
o

re
3

3
7

m
'

e.
u

p
to

M
10

0+
40

C
C

ev
en

t)

O
v

e
rl

a
n

d
fl

o
o

d
w

a
te

r
w

ill
fl

o
w

o
n

<
*

to
th

e
pr

op
os

ed
hi

gh
w

ay
th

en
to

th
e

ex
is

ti
ng

d
ra

in
ag

e
di

tc
h

P
w

••

M
a
n

o
r

W
h

o
l

p
IH
o

u
se

,-
''

V
M

e
m

i

S
u

rf
a
c
e

W
a
te

r
F

lo
w

s

P
ro

p
o

se
d

ou
tf

al
l

to
la

n
d

d
ra

in
at

m
in

im
u

m
g

re
en

fi
ei

d
ru

no
ff

of
5

l/s

P
ro

p
o

se
d

ou
tf

al
l

to
d

ra
in

H
ig

hw
ay

D
ra

in

T
h

a
m

e
s

w
a
te

r

F
o

u
l

S
e
w

e
r

L
a
n

d
D

ra
in

%
#

r

F
lo

w
c
o

n
tr

o
l

m
a
n

h
o

le
S

I/
s
e
c

Si
ts

B
ou

nd
sj

y

T
h

a
m

e
s

W
a
te

r
F

o
u

l
S

e
w

e
r

u
n

d
D

ra
m

C
C

T
V

C
on

fi
rm

ed
Pa

th
of

H
ig

hw
ay

D
ra

in

P
ro

p
o

se
d

W
at

er
F

o
jl

S
ew

er

P
ro

p
o

se
d

O
v

er
si

ze
d

P
ip

es
(e

ei
l*

ca
ng

of
f

»
(•

do
od

u
n

to
i)

P
ro

po
M

d
Su

rt
ac

A
W

at
ar

D
ra

in
ag

a
(c

oK
fc

tn
g

ef
t

it
o

fl
oo

d
w

e
li

ri

P
ro

po
se

d
O

va
rs

iz
ad

Pf
pe

s
(c

o
H

c
e
n

a
ft

u
fe

c
e

w
st

e
t

rr
e<

n
th

e
ir

ti
i

P
ro

po
se

d
S

u
rm

*
W

at
er

D
ra

in
ag

e
la

il
K

a
n

e
lu

f
te

w
ia

r
fr

si
n

si
i

m

H
e
a
d

w
a
l

Fl
ow

P
at

hw
ay

C
a
tc

h
m

e
n

t
A

re
a

1
;8

0
0

(a
A

3

iu
(i

3
fi

«
fl

.e
li

T

C
U

E
N

T

M
R

/S
W

ig
ra

m

K
tO

J
E

C
T

R
E

F

S
H

F
.1

1
0

9
.0

0
5

S
ep

2
0

1
6

p
n

o
jE

C
T

L
an

d
of

f
B

el
l

L
an

e,
P

o
u

lt
o

n

In
di

ca
ti

ve
D

ra
in

ag
e

L
ay

ou
t

S
H

F
.1

1
0

9
.0

0
5

,H
Y

.D
.0

0
9

.H





O
R

IG
IN

A
I

I'L
O

TS
iZ

E

IN
D

IC
A

TI
V

E

C
O

PY
R

IG
H

IR
ES

ER
V

ED

2
.4

m
x

4
«

m
V

U
B

M
IV

M
A

W

iB
A

S
B

iO
N

A
T

q

i2
Jm

x4
«m

N
«a

iL
ff

Y

in
A

se
jo

N
A

tg

SI
TE

A
C

C
E

SS
W

IT
H

V
IS

IB
IL

IT
Y

SP
LA

Y
S

1:
50

0)

2
1

m
K

>
8W

A
Ii

O
N

^S
ft

U
ilY

SP
L

A
Y

(S
A

S
ra

O
N

30
M

PH
D

E
SI

G
N

SP
E

B
S

A
W

ItM
W

ET
W

EA
TH

ER
R

K
JU

C
nO

N
j

.1
M

.M

W
H

P^
Q

If
S.

•
•
•

'-
9

«
v

r
«

^
:'
^

1
W

f
>

^
C

>
«M

A
r*

1<
»

rr
«

1K
A

d«
ni

T
l

[
•

"
N

1 H
il

:»
ll

?l

B
E

L
L

L
A

N
E

P
O

U
L

T
O

N

P
R

O
P

O
S

E
D

SI
T

E
A

C
C

E
S

S

IN
F

O
R

M
A

T
IO

N

K
'A

L
i

A
S

L
IA

II

0
9

/1
5

U
V

A
W

N

J
C

r
'N

i
c
H

o

M
A

Jt
.J

B
M

'
1

1
4

-0
0

3
3

4

U
H

A
W

IN
ii

t<
C

>
.

S
K

0
3

(f
!

V
IS

IO
N

A
J


