' The Planning Inspectorate

Appeal Decisions
Hearing held on 25 July 2017 & 12 September 2017
Site visit made on 12 September 2017

by Robert Parker BSc (Hons) Dip TP MRTPI

an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government

Decision date: 13 October 2017

Appeal A Ref: APP/J0405/W/17/3173201

Land to the west of New Road, Dinton

e The appeal is made under section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning permission.

e The appeal is made by Rectory Homes Limited against the dea@of Aylesbury Vale
District Council.

e The application Ref 16/02519/APP, dated 8 July 2016, w ed by notice dated
7 October 2016.

e The development proposed is erection of 10 no. two- dwellings with associated
access, parking, garaging, public open space, Izyd g and all enabling works.

Appeal B Ref: APP/J0405/W/17/3173203
Land to the west of New Road, Dinto

e The appeal is made under section 78 of own and Country Planning Act 1990
against a refusal to grant planning

e The appeal is made by Rectory H mited against the decision of Aylesbury Vale
District Council.

e The application Ref 16/0440 dated 8 December 2016, was refused by notice

dated 2 March 2017.

e The development propoﬂ erection of 4 no. two storey detached and semi-detached
dwellings with garag ther with associated access, parking, landscaping and all
enabling works. = ¢~ A

\V
Decisions Q

1. Appeal A is dismissed.

2. Appeal B is allowed and planning permission is granted for erection of 4 no.
two storey detached and semi-detached dwellings with garaging, together with
associated access, parking, landscaping and all enabling works at Land to the
west of New Road, Dinton in accordance with the terms of the application, Ref
16/04408/APP, dated 8 December 2016, subject to the conditions set out in the
attached schedule.

Application for costs

3. At the hearing an application for costs was made by Rectory Homes Limited
against Aylesbury Vale District Council. This application is the subject of a
separate decision.
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Appeal Decisions APP/J0405/W/17/3173201 & APP/10405/W/17/3173203

Procedural Matters

4. The hearing opened on 25 July 2017 but was adjourned after it was established
that the Council had not notified all interested parties. The substantive
discussions and site visit took place when the event resumed.

5. During the adjournment the Council submitted its latest five-year housing land
supply position statement dated August 2017. The appellant was given the
opportunity to comment on this document before resumption of the hearing.

Main Issues
6. The main issues common to both cases are:

a) the effect of the proposed development on the character and appearance of
the area, with particular reference to whether the scheme would lead to a
harmful coalescence of Dinton and Gibraltar;

b) whether the scheme would result in an unacceptable loss of best and most
versatile agricultural land; é

c) whether future occupants of the development wo@ve reasonable access
to shops and services; and

d) whether, in light of my findings on the oéatters and the Council’s
housing land supply position, the propgs Id constitute sustainable

development.

Reasons :Q

Character and appearance

7. The settlement of Dinton lie @we south of the A418 which follows the top of
the ridgeline between Ayl ry and Thame. The village was established some
distance from the main r ut subsequent development has brought it
closer, with modern g extended in a linear fashion along New Road to a

point approximate\@ m short of the A418.

8. The cluster ogf@g which comprises Gibraltar is significantly smaller. There

are a coup idential properties on the south side of the A418 but the
main built-upypart of the settlement lies to the north, concentrated on the
Bottle and Glass public house and a short spur of lane which runs perpendicular
to the main road. This contains a humber of attractive thatched cottages which
contribute to a distinctive rural character. Despite being relatively close to its
neighbour, Gibraltar maintains its own separate identity.

9. Both appeals relate to parcels of grazing land in between the two settlements,
immediately to the north of existing development in New Road. This general
area contains a patchwork of smaller fields and paddocks, with occasional small
holdings, running down the gently sloping valley sides adjacent to the A418. In
contrast to the open intensively arable landscapes further to the west, this area
feels more intimate with mature hedges providing a high degree of enclosure.
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Appeal A

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

The land to which Appeal A relates is hedged on both roadside boundaries and
its frontage onto New Road contains a number of trees which contribute
positively to the rural scene. Although the mature hedging along the A418
provides an effective screen to passing road users, there is sufficient
permeability in the vegetation along New Road, including at the northern corner
where it meets the A418, to facilitate public views across the site. I saw during
my site inspection that this is the case even when the trees are in leaf.

The appellant argued at the hearing that most public views are brief glimpses
from vehicles. This may be true for those traveling along the A418 corridor, but
for persons heading into and out of Dinton along New Road there is greater
opportunity to take in the surroundings. The appeal site is nothing out of the
ordinary in landscape terms, but it is attractive and in my view it forms part of
the rural setting for Dinton.

of this setting. That the new houses would only be visibleGsocalised views

t would be
pattern of housing
w strip of public open
d not provide adequate
ult from this in-depth estate

The proposed development of 10 dwellings would represe?:t a harmful erosion

does not alter my opinion on this point. The cul-de-
uncharacteristically suburban and at odds with the Ji
development along New Road. The provision of
space at the end of the site closest to the A41
mitigation for the urbanising effects that

type development.

It is contended that existing paddock@ween the site and Hare Folly would
maintain sufficient separation betw inton and Gibraltar. Whilst the
settlements would not physically e, the gap between them would
significantly reduce and the p n of leaving one settlement and entering
another would be all but los would compromise the sense of identity of
each settlement, particul {Gibraltar.

Relevant developme policy is contained within saved Policies RA2 and
GP35 of the Ayles e District Local Plan (2004) (AVDLP). Policy RA2 of
the AVDLP state in considering applications for building in rural areas
regard will maintaining the individual identity of villages and avoiding
extension -up areas that might lead to coalescence between
settlements. Rolicy GP35 is a general development management policy which
seeks to ensure that the design of proposals respects and complements the
surrounding context.

Although the above policies pre-date publication of the National Planning Policy
Framework (the Framework) they are broadly consistent with its core principle
that planning should take account of the different roles and characters of
different areas. By eroding the rural setting of Dinton and reducing the gap with
the neighbouring settlement of Gibraltar, I conclude that the proposal would
cause significant harm to the character and appearance of the area. This would
bring the scheme into conflict with saved Policies RA2 and GP35.
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Appeal B

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

Appeal B relates to a significantly smaller parcel of land than Appeal A. At
0.25 ha the site is less than a third of the size. The frontage onto New Road
stops approximately 50 m short of the junction with the A418 and the site is
shallower. The proposed layout of dwellings fronting the road would be in
general conformity with the prevailing grain of single plot depth development
along New Road. Some harm would arise from the encroachment of built form
into this previously undeveloped paddock. However, the adverse impacts could
be satisfactorily mitigated by the planting of a landscape buffer along the rear
and north-west boundaries of the development.

The Council’s Landscape Architect contended at the hearing that the planting
buffer would have no relationship with the surrounding landscape and would
exist only to justify the scheme. My attention was drawn to the Guidelines for
Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment which warn that mitigation measures
can themselves have a detrimental impact. Given the enclosed nature of the
landscape local to the site and the variety of field shapes d sizes in the area,
I do not consider that the proposed buffer would resuI reciable harm to
landscape interests. It would be important to preve |duaI householders
removing sections of planting, but this objective c met using a planning
condition to secure long term management and nance.

settlements of Dinton and Gibraltar. Howe he development would relate
more closely to Dinton than under Appgal A @nd it would retain sufficient land
phyrsical gap and the perception of
gped paddocks from the vicinity of the

I acknowledge that the proposal would re@ distance between the

within the paddock to maintain both g
separation. Open views across undé
A418 junction would be maintai

and Economic Land Avail Assessment (HELAA) as having the potential to
accommodate 3 or 4 dye s. The Council contended at the hearing that its
inclusion does not prg @‘ the outcome of a planning application. Whilst I
agree, it is evident™Mrom the text of the HELAA that some consideration has been
given to Iandsca@ ues, informed by the earlier application for 10-units.
Although n@ inative, this lends some weight to my findings on this issue.

The appeal site is identified i§® the latest draft of the Aylesbury Vale Housing

Accordingly, Wconclude that with appropriate mitigation in place the proposal
would not cause material harm to the character or appearance of the area, or
result in actual or perceived coalescence of neighbouring settlements. The
scheme would therefore comply with saved Policies RA2 and GP35 of the AVDLP.

Agricultural land

21.

There can be no disputing that the proposals would result in the loss of
agricultural land. The submitted soil quality report concludes that much of the
land falls within Grade 3a of the Agricultural Land Classification. This places it
within the best and most versatile agricultural land category, albeit at the
lower end.
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22.

23.

24.

Paragraph 112 of the Framework 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, areas of poorer quality land should be used in
preference to that of a higher quality.

The Framework does not explain the meaning of ‘significant’ but in my
judgement neither site would fall into this category. Although the Council has
suggested that the land could revert from paddock to arable use, this seems
unlikely given the limited size of the field parcel. Moreover, I give some weight
to the appellant’s point that much of the land surrounding Dinton is of similar
quality, making it difficult to identify a preferable site.

The Council conceded at the hearing that the harm arising from the loss of best
and most versatile agricultural land would be limited. I concur. Neither appeal
turns on this issue, but it is a small negative factor to be weighed in the
planning balance.

Access to shops and services 6
25. The Council does not seek to rely upon the housing 3@ policies within the
AVDLP as it considers them to be ‘time expired efore out-of-date.

26.

27.

28.

29.

until such time as they are superseded or They are therefore my

Regardless of their age, the saved policies for@' f the development plan
starting point.

Paragraph 10.43 of the AVDLP expla| at It is appropriate to allow limited
small-scale development at settlem hat have some community facilities like
shops, pubs and post offices, are %ably accessible and may provide some
employment opportunities. The ents are listed in Appendix 4 and this list
includes Dinton.

Saved Policies RA13 and @&of the AVDLP, which set out the detailed criteria
for assessing applica ppendix 4 villages, impose a maximum size limit of
5 dwellings on sit N@(ceedlng 0.2 ha. Whilst the policies are conditional
upon certain req ts being met, they are demonstrative of the fact that the
Council has Ily been supportive of some housing development in Dinton,
at least in

The Council’s Yatest thinking is set out in the Draft Settlement Hierarchy
Assessment (July 2016) (SHA) which forms part of the evidence base for the
Vale of Aylesbury Local Plan. It is common ground that the emerging plan is not
sufficiently far advanced to carry any significant weight in decision making.
However, I give some weight to the evidence base which provides a clear
indication as to the Council’s direction of travel.

The SHA lists Dinton as a ‘Smaller Village’. These are described as smaller, less
sustainable villages which have poor access to services and facilities. According
to the definition within Table 2, it is expected that small scale development
could be accommodated without causing any environmental harm. Such
development is likely to help maintain existing communities.
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30.
31.

32.

33.

34.

v
shops and% :
Housing land stpply

35.

The Council did not divulge how the forthcoming draft local plan will interpret
the term ‘small scale development’. Nonetheless, there is no compelling
evidence to persuade me that the Council is intending to shift away from the
general approach taken under Policies RA13 and RA14.

Dinton has a population of 325. The settlement contains a basic core of services
and facilities which include a junior school?, church, village hall, public house
and cricket ground. There is also a restaurant and residents are able to walk
the short distance to the Bottle and Glass public house at Gibraltar.

It is contended that there would be significant reliance upon the private car,
making both appeal schemes locationally unsustainable. I appreciate that
occupants of the new dwellings would need to travel to other settlements to
access key services such as shops, secondary schooling and healthcare. Some
of those residents may choose to drive. However, they would also have the
option to use public transport. There are good quality bus services operating
from passenger shelters within 100 m of both sites. These provide access to
larger higher order settlements? and connections to the inline rail network.
The services are frequent and provide genuine opportué%to use the bus for

the daily commute to work or school and evening/w leisure trips.
I recognise that the larger of the two schemes xceed the 5-unit
threshold set out in saved Policies RA13 and owever by the Council’s

would be a proportionate addition to the housing stock. In arriving at
this view I have given considerable wei Paragraph 55 of the Framework
which states that in the interests of ing sustainable development in rural
areas housing should be located w, it will enhance or maintain the vitality of
rural communities.

own admission these policies are out-of-d ﬁ E nsider that both schemes
tt

Paragraph 29 of the Frame laces an emphasis on facilitating the use of
sustainable modes of traré@ and giving people a real choice of how they

travel. It recognises th opportunities to do so will vary from urban to rural
areas. Having regar is aspect of national policy, the development plan and
the evidence base emerging local plan, I am satisfied that future

occupants of the sed developments would have reasonable access to

The latest five-year housing land supply position statement concludes that the
Council can demonstrate a 9.0 year supply of housing land. This figure is
challenged on the basis that it does not take account of unmet need in
adjoining authorities that form part of the Housing Market Area. The Council
has recently signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MoU) in which it agrees
to accommodate an additional 8,000 dwellings within the emerging Vale of
Aylesbury Local Plan. It was put to me that this figure should be included as
part of the five-year land requirement. The appellant calculates that, were this
to be done, the supply of housing land would reduce to around 4 years.

! The infant site is located in Cuddington
2 This includes Aylesbury, Haddenham, Thame and Oxford
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36.

37.

38.

Notwithstanding the clear intent on the part of the Council to accommodate its
neighbours’ unmet housing needs, the figures within the MoU have yet to be
tested through the local plan process. Consequently, I agree with the Inspectors
for the Buckingham Road and Long Chilton Road appeals? that to include figures
which have not been examined and found to be sound within the five-year
housing supply requirement would amount to the application of a ‘policy-on’
approach. This would not be appropriate in the context of a S78 appeal.

The appellant contends that the Council’s calculation of Objectively Assessed
Need (OAN) is similarly untested and therefore the above approach is
inconsistent. However, in the absence of any up-to-date housing requirement
in the development plan, the Council’s assessment of OAN - which has been
accepted by a number of S78 appeal Inspectors - is the best available figure
upon which to base land supply calculations.

Even if I am wrong, neither appeal turns on this point. The Council accepts that
the housing supply policies in the AVDLP are out-of-date and this in itself is
sufficient to trigger the ‘tilted balance’ within Paragraph of the Framework.

Other Matters

39.

40.

41.

42.

Although I have had regard to the appeal decisi n@blied by the appellant in
relation to sites at Chearsley* and Blunsdon®, f ils are not before me and
therefore I am unable to establish whethergth cumstances in those cases are
directly comparable. I have determined t@ als before me on their own
planning merits.

itted unilateral undertaking (UU)

in respect of the 10-unit scheme. The
towards education infrastructure and
village. It would also ensure the provision

The Council has confirmed that the
would address the second refusal
UU would secure financial contrj
sports and leisure projects i @
and future ongoing mainte gﬂ of public open space on the appeal site,
including delivery of a suable drainage scheme. The secured measures,
which are either spec he development or mitigate for its impact on local
services, are neut rs in the overall planning balance.

Concerns are r’x regarding the effect of the developments on the local
primary sc e UU would secure monies to mitigate the impact of the
10-unit devélgpment on the school. However, based on the figures provided by
the Education Authority, sufficient capacity exists to meet the demands of the
4-unit scheme.

Both appeal sites lie some distance outside of the conservation area boundaries
for Gibraltar and Dinton. Agricultural land surrounding the settlements forms a
component part of the setting to these heritage assets. That said, I have seen
nothing to persuade me that the scale of agricultural land loss in either scheme
would cause demonstrable harm to heritage significance.

3 PINS References APP/]J0405/W/16/3154432 and APP/]J0405/W/16/3142524
4 APP/J0405/A/14/2223105
> APP/U3935/W/15/3133674
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43. I have noted the concerns regarding the design of the proposed dwellings.
However, I do not consider that they would appear out of keeping given the
varied mix of building types and architectural styles along New Road.

44, Although concerns have been raised over traffic, neither proposal is likely to
generate a significant number of vehicle movements. Most would head directly
onto the A418 without needing to pass other residential properties in the
village.

45. The parish council has argued that the developments would overload the
sewerage facilities in Boot Lane. However, the water authority has not objected.
In the absence of any firm evidence this issue would not constitute a reason to
dismiss either appeal.

46. All other matters raised have been taken into account, including the loss of
greenfield land and the potential for residents to be affected by noise and air
pollution from the A418. However, no other matter is of such strength or
significance, individually or cumulatively, as to outweigh the considerations that
led me to my conclusions. %

Planning balance \@

47. Paragraph 14 of the Framework explains that w levant policies of the
development plan are out-of-date, plannin pﬁ ion should be granted unless
any adverse impacts of doing so would si ly and demonstrably outweigh
the benefits, when assessed against the pofigi€s in the Framework taken as a

whole; or specific policies in the Fra k indicate development should be

restricted. The outcome of this bala exercise dictates whether the proposal

constitutes sustainable developm in the terms of the Framework.
Appeal A

48. The 10-unit scheme woul
requirement both local

'ver market housing for which there is a

nationally. I attach this benefit considerable

weight. The Council’ d ability to demonstrate a five-year supply of

housing land is ng iling to development, particularly if — as seems likely -

it needs to acceldrate’the future rate of housing growth to accommodate
GE\ bouring authorities.

unmet neeQ~

49. The additionahpopulation in the village would enhance the vitality of the rural
community and this would constitute a further social benefit. The scheme would
also bring economic benefits by providing employment in the construction
phase and in the longer term the additional spending power would help to
support local services such as the public houses.

50. Against these benefits I must balance the significant harm to the character and
appearance of the area and the small loss of best and most versatile
agricultural land. These combined environmental harms would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits of the scheme. As such, I find that the
proposal would not constitute sustainable development.
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Appeal B

51.

52.

The 4-unit proposal would bring similar benefits to the larger scheme, albeit the
scale of those benefits would be tempered by the reduced number of units. The
development would make a modest but nonetheless important contribution to
the supply of new homes. It would generate employment during the construction
phase and thereafter the additional residents in the village would enhance the
vitality of the rural community and provide support for local services and
facilities.

The smaller scheme would cause some harm to the character and appearance
of the area but, unlike the 10-unit proposal, this harm would be modest in scale
and it would be capable of being satisfactorily mitigated. Any residual harm
would not be of such magnitude, even combined with the limited loss of
agricultural land, as to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits.
Accordingly, I conclude that the scheme would constitute a sustainable form of
development for which the Framework provides a presumption in favour.

Conditions %

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

and these were discussed at the hearing. I have cgnsid€red each condition
against the six tests set out in paragraph 206 ramework and advice
within the Planning Practice Guidance (PPGy. re necessary I have adjusted
the wording to improve precision and enfs abllity.

The Council has provided a list of suggested condi%é the 4-unit scheme

In addition to the standard time limit
condition to define the plans with w
provide certainty regarding the sc
character and appearance of theNgré
submission of details of mat
scheme.

To prevent flooding i s are required to procure a sustainable drainage
scheme and a ma t plan to secure its long term maintenance. I have

modified the Iattmn ition to include provision for the long term maintenance

@gndition it is necessary to include a
Nthe scheme shall accord. This will

the permission. To safeguard the
will also be necessary to require the
3, slab levels and a hard and soft landscaping

r

of the landsc er.

In the inte highway and pedestrian safety conditions are necessary in
relation to the’laying out and surfacing of the access, parking and turning
areas, and to secure the provision a new section of footway with crossing point
on New Road.

An Ecological Management Plan will be needed secure the mitigation and
enhancement measures which are set out in the Phase 1 Habitat Survey
Report. This should include protection for retained sections of hedgerow and
trees along the site’s road frontage.

The Council has suggested a requirement for a Construction Environmental
Management Plan, but this would be too onerous given the limited size and
location of the development. Similarly, a condition to remove permitted
development rights for the erection of extensions and garages cannot be
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justified. The PPG advises that this type of condition will rarely pass the test of
necessity and should only be used in exceptional circumstances.

Conclusion

59. For the reasons given above, and taking all other matters raised into account, I
conclude that Appeal A should be dismissed and Appeal B allowed.

Robert Parker

INSPECTOR
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APPEARANCES

FOR THE APPELLANT:
Tim Northey BA (Hons) MRTPI Planning Manager, Rectory Homes Ltd
Jolande Bowater BSc Dip TP MRTPI Planning Manager, Rectory Homes Ltd

Ben Croot BSc MSc CMLI PIEMA FRGS Landscape Architect, LDA Design

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:

Anne James® Consultant PIanne%

James Wilson’ Consultant \g r

Hanna McGrory BA (Hons) MLA CMLI Lands \chhitect

Louise Anderson BSc MSc MRTPI Sen lanning Policy Officer

David Broadley &ﬂor Planning Policy Officer

INTERESTED PARTIES: O

Chairman, Dinton with Ford and Upton

Parish Council
’ OQ
Judy Brandis 2\ Councillor (AVDC)

Martin Usherwood

5 Present on 25 July 2017
7 Present on 12 September 2017

https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate 11



https://www.gov.uk/planning-inspectorate

Appeal Decisions APP/J0405/W/17/3173201 & APP/10405/W/17/3173203

DOCUMENTS SUBMITTED AFTER OPENING OF HEARING

1. Missing application documents in respect of the 10-unit scheme:
e Arboricultural Report Rev A
e Heritage Statement version 1.2
e Soils, Agricultural Use & Quality of Land Report

2. Missing application documents in respect of the 4-unit scheme:
e Third party representations
e Planning Statement
e Phase 1 Habitat Survey dated November 2016
e Drawing no. P.189.P3+4.02

3. Missing appendix from the appellant’s statement of case:
e Appeal Decision Ref: APP/U3935/W/15/3133674 —é@wrth of High

Street, Blunsdon \

4. Lists of suggested conditions for both appeals \@'

5. Draft Statements of Common Ground (un@

6. Hearing notification letters and circulatjgn list for second sitting

7. Certified copy of unilateral underta Ih respect of the 10-unit scheme

8. Extract (p.167) from Final Ayl Vale Draft Housing and Economic
Development Land Availabilj essment Report v4 (January 2017)

9. Buckinghamshire Me m of Understanding dated 13 July 2017

10. Appeal Decision R@ /J0405/W/16/3152120 & APP/J0405/W/16/3152132
Littleton Manog F@, Bicester Road, Waddesdon, Buckinghamshire HP18 0JR

11. Appeal De@v‘lef: APP/]J0405/W/16/3142524 - Land adjacent to 80 Long
Chilton Road NLong Crendon, Buckinghamshire

12. Five year housing land supply position statement (AVDC, August 2017)

13. Appellant’s response to five year housing land supply position statement

14. Policies RA13 and RA14 and Appendix 4 of the Aylesbury Vale District Local Plan
15. Supplementary Planning Guidance ‘Sport and Leisure Facilities’ (2004)

16. Appendix 1 Buckinghamshire County Council Guidance on Planning Obligations
for Education Provision

17. Education Statement, Buckinghamshire County Council
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SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS

(Appeal Ref: APP/J0405/W/17/3173203)

1) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than 3 years from the
date of this decision.

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the
following approved plans: Drawing nos. P.189.LP.01 B, P.189.5P.01 D,
P.189.SP.02 D, P.189.P1.01, P.189.P1.02, P.189.P2.01 A, P.189.P2.02,
P.189.P3+4.01 A, P.189.P3+4.02, P.189.G1.01 and P.186.5S.01 A.

3) No development shall commence until full details of both hard and soft
landscape works have been submitted to and approved in writing by the local
planning authority. These details shall include the following:

a) finished levels or contours in relation to existing levels and a fixed datum

point;

b) details of any walls, fences or other means of @

c) specification for all surface treatments for go\' driveways and
parking/manoeuvring areas;

d) a plan showing all new planting, whi nclude those existing trees

and hedging which are to be retained?

e) a schedule of new plants, includ@pecies, plant sizes and plant
numbers/densities; and qﬁ

f) written specifications for allﬁy nting (including cultivation and other
operations associated wi t and grass establishment).

These works shall be car, '&out as approved prior to the first occupation of the
dwellings so far as har. @jscaping is concerned and, for soft landscaping,
within the first plant eason following the first occupation of the dwellings or

ich forms part of the approved landscaping scheme
riod of five years from planting fails to become established,

shall be replaced in the next planting season by a tree or shrub of a species,
size and maturity to be approved by the local planning authority.

4) No development shall commence until details of the slab levels of the
buildings in relation to the existing and proposed levels of the site and the
surrounding land (with reference to a fixed datum point) have been submitted
to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. Development shall
be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

5) No development shall commence until samples and details of the materials for
the external walls and roofs of the buildings have been submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority. The development shall be
carried out in accordance with the approved details.
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6)

7)

8)

No development shall commence until an Ecological Management Plan has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority.

The submitted details shall incorporate the recommendations of the Phase 1

Habitat Survey. The approved Ecological Management Plan shall be
implemented in full.

No development shall commence until a surface water drainage scheme for
the site, based on sustainable drainage principles and an assessment of the
hydrological and hydro-geological context of the development, has been
submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The
scheme shall include:

e Discharge Rates
e Discharge Volumes
e Sizing of features - attenuation volume

e Infiltration in accordance with BRE365

e Detailed drainage layout with pipe numbers comp(ﬁ%th full
construction details, together with storage volu\ f all SuDS features

e An investigation of all SuDS components ag@suitability of their
inclusion in a drainage strategy. Justifi a'@ ust be provided for all
SuDS excluded.

e Details of any phasing of construction

e Calculations to demonstrate thatthe proposed drainage system can
contain up to the 1 in 30 sto ent without flooding. Any on-site
flooding between the 1 in e 1 in 100 plus climate change storm

event should be safely @i ed on site.
The surface water drain {cheme shall be implemented in accordance with
the approved detail@the development is first occupied.
mence until a whole life management and

No development
maintenance pl he site has been submitted to and approved in writing
by the loca )| iflg authority. This plan should set out:

a) how a n the surface water drainage system will be maintained (e.g.
a maintémnance schedule for each drainage/SuDS component) following
construction with details of who is to be responsible for the maintenance;
and

b) the means by which the landscape buffer to the rear and north-west
boundaries of the site will be managed and maintained over the lifetime of
the development, and by whom, such details to preclude the removal of
trees and hedging plants by individual householders.

The plan shall subsequently be implemented strictly in accordance with the
approved details.
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9) No dwelling shall be occupied until:

a) the vehicular and pedestrian accesses onto New Road have been
constructed in accordance with details to be first submitted to and
approved in writing by the local planning authority;

b) the parking and manoeuvring areas have been laid out and properly
surfaced in accordance with the landscaping scheme approved under
condition 3; and

c) the proposed footway along the site frontage and uncontrolled
pedestrian crossing have been constructed in accordance with details
to be first submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning
authority.

10) No dwelling shall be occupied until minimum vehicular visibility splays of
113m from 2.4m back from the edge of the carriageway from both sides
of the access onto New Road have been provided in accordance with the
approved plans. Thereafter the visibility splays shall be kept clear from
any obstruction between 0.6m and 2.0m above gro@ level.

%)
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