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Barton Willmore LLP APP/H1705/A/12/2188137
Beansheaf Farmhouse

Bourne Close

Calcot

Reading RG31 7BW

Dear Sir,

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 (SECTION 78)
APPEALS BY DAVID WILSON HOMES SOUTHERN

LAND NORTH OF MARNEL PARK, POPLEY;"BASINGSTOKE
APPLICATION REFS. BDB/75761 ANDBDPB/75762

1.

| am directed by the Secretary @f'State to say that consideration has been given to
the report of the Inspector, K'D\Barton BA(Hons) DipArch DipArb RIBA FCIArb,
who held a public local inguiry=¥vhich opened on 30 April 2013, into your client’s
appeals against the deeisiga of Basingstoke and Dean Borough Council (BDBC) to
refuse:

Appeal A: @utliné planning permission for up to 450 dwellings, a community
centre, a 1 f6km entry primary school and associated access, open space and
landscaping (means of access into the site to be considered but all other matters
are reserved)(application reference BDB/75761 dated 25 January 2012); and

Appeal B: planning permission for 200 dwellings with associated access, open
space and landscaping (application reference BDB/75762 dated 19 January
2012).

The appeals were recovered for the Secretary of State’s determination on 29
November 2012, in pursuance of section 79 of, and paragraph 3 of Schedule 6 to,
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, because they involve proposals for
residential development of over 150 units on a site of over 5 hectares, which would
significantly impact on the Government’s objective to secure a better balance
between housing demand and supply and create high quality, sustainable, mixed
and inclusive communities.

Richard Watson Tel: 0303 4441627

Department for Communities and Local Government Email: PCC@communities.gsi.gov.uk
Planning Central Casework Division,

1/J2, Eland House

Bressenden Place

London SW1E 5DU



Inspector’s recommendation and summary of the decision

3. The Inspector recommended that the appeals be allowed and planning permission
granted, subject to conditions. For the reasons given below, the Secretary of State
agrees with the Inspector’'s recommendations. A copy of the Inspector’s report (IR)
is enclosed. All references to paragraph numbers, unless otherwise stated, are to
the IR.

Procedural Matters

4. Inreaching his decision on these appeals the Secretary of State has taken into
account the Environmental Statement submitted in accordance with the Town and
Country Planning (Environmental Impact Assessment) (England) Regulations
2011, the clarification of the points raised by the Inspector at the pre-inquiry
meeting, the updated Non-Technical Summary, consultees comments, and
environmental information arising from questioning (IR1.3). He is satisfied that the
environmental information supplied is adequate and satisfies the requirements of
the EIA Regulations.

Policy considerations

5. In determining these appeals, the Secretary of StateédaS had regard to section
38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase ACi=2004 which requires that
proposals be determined in accordance with thesdev€lopment plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. In this case,%olfowing the partial revocation of
the Regional Strategy for the South East(RS) on 25 March 2013, the development
plan comprises the saved policies of the*Basingstoke and Deane Borough Local
Plan (LP) adopted in July 2006. The Seeketary of State considers that the
development plan policies most relewant to this case are those set out at IR3.1-3.2.

6. The Secretary of State notes that'the appeal sites have been promoted for
residential led development§inge 2010 and remain part of BDBC's latest Strategic
Housing Land AvailabiliyAsSessment prepared as part of the evidence base for
the emerging Local Rlam, ‘He also notes that officers recommended that the overall
appeal site remainssarnallocated site; that on 28 February 2013 the Council’s
Cabinet agreed.L and.North of Marnel Park (450 homes) as one of a number of
suggested sitesdar development; and that this was confirmed again at Cabinet on
15 April 2013 (IR3.4).

7. The Secretary of State also notes that on 23 August BDBC began a six week
consultation on a Pre-Submission Local Plan 2011 to 2029 which includes a
housing target figure of 748 units per annum over the plan period; and that Policy
SS3.4 of the Plan concerns the provision of approximately 450 dwellings on land
“North of Popley Fields”. However, as the emerging Local Plan is only at the public
consultation stage and still subject to change, he gives it little weight in the
determination of these appeals.

8. Although the Inspector states at IR3.5 that a boundary for the Sherborne St John
Neighbourhood Area has yet to be agreed, the Secretary of State notes that on 22
March BDBC approved the designation of the Sherborne St John Neighbourhood
Area in accordance with the Neighbourhood Planning (General) Regulations 2012.

9. Material considerations which the Secretary of State has taken into account
include: The National Planning Policy Framework (“the Framework”); Technical
Guidance to the National Planning Policy Framework; The Planning System:



General Principles; Circular 11/95: The Use of Conditions in Planning Permission;
the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL) Regulations (2010 and 2011); the
Ministerial Statement “Planning for Growth” (2011); and the Supplementary
Planning Documents adopted by BDBC.

10.The Secretary of State has had regard to the fact that on 28 August 2013
Government opened a new national planning practice guidance web-based
resource. However, given that the guidance is currently in test mode and for public
comment, he has attributed it little weight.

Main issues

Landscape and Visual Impact

11.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that the appeal site is contained
by topography, and existing and new landscaping (IR10.1.8). For the reasons in
IR9.2.1-9.2.18 and 10.1.8, he agrees with the Inspector that the landscape and
visual impact in this case would conflict with saved LP Policy E6%but that the
impact would be slight (IR10.1.8).

Transportation

12.For the reasons in IR9.3.1-9.3.9, the Secretaryof State agrees with the Inspector
that there would be no material conflict with the&ingS of saved LP Policy E1; that
provision would be made for the use of sustainable modes of transport and the
impact of the proposals would fall far shokt ofithe ‘severe’ test set by the
Framework (IR9.3.10).

Ecology

13.For the reasons in IR9.4.1-9.4.16, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector
that there would be no advegse impact on great crested newts, and that the
Secretary of State could grant planning permission as the test in Morge would be
met (IR10.1.4).

Land Supply and Prematusity

14.For the reasopSYNNR9.5.1, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that
the two appeals are made against a background of a “serious and significant”
shortfall in housing and land supply in Basingstoke (IR10.1.2). He also agrees with
the Inspector that, as BDBC cannot demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply, its
housing supply policies should be considered out of date in accordance with
paragraph 49 of the Framework. In these circumstances paragraph 14 of the
Framework indicates that planning permission should be granted unless in the
balance between benefits and harm the latter ‘significantly and demonstrably’
outweigh the former (IR9.1.1).

15.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that, against the background of a
serious and significant shortfall in housing land supply in Basingstoke, the
proposals would provide between 11 and 26% of the shortfall in the first 5 years of
the emerging Local Plan period with a mix to meet local needs; and that the Appeal
B scheme could commence on site as soon as pre-commencement conditions
have been discharged. He also notes that the proposals would provide 180
affordable houses quickly in accordance with policy ((IR9.6.10 and 10.1.2).



16.The Secretary of State notes that there is a difference in interpretation of

paragraphs 17 and 18 of The Planning System: General Principles. However, for
the reasons in IR9.5.1-9.5.8, he agrees with the Inspector that, regardless of which
interpretation is accepted, there is no justification for a prematurity argument in this
case (IR10.1.1). He considers that the publication on 23 August of the Pre-
Submission Local Plan 2011 to 2029 has not changed the position in relation to
prematurity.

Other Matters

17.The Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector that, although noise and

18.

19.

disturbance might affect the enjoyment of people’s homes and cause some stress,
the construction would be for a finite period; that, in any event, it would add little in
the way of disturbance due to construction activity at Merton Rise; and that impacts
could be minimised by conditions and a Construction Method Statement (IR9.6.2
and 10.1.7).

The Secretary of State notes that bus services now run through Marnel Park and
could be diverted through the development; and that there atg“Some services and
facilities within a 10 minute walking distance and a rangeaithin a 25 minute walk
or easy cycling distance (IR9.6.4, 9.6.5 and 10.1.5). Fewthe reasons in IR9.6.5, he
agrees with the Inspector that, given open space, landscape and habitat
improvements, the proposal would satisfy the envifoamental dimension to
sustainable development (IR10.1.5).

For the reasons in IR9.6.6-9.6.9, the Secretary of State agrees with the Inspector
that: the Best and Most Versatile AgriculttsalYand that would be lost in this case
would be of minor significance; that waterijsupply and waste water management
can be satisfied; and that that there\would4e no significant impact on the setting of
the Sherborne St John Conservation Area or the Grade Il listed Kiln Farm and Kiln
Farm Cottages (IR10.1.6). HesalSe’notes that some construction jobs would be
created (IR9.6.11 and 10.1.3).

Planning Obligations and Conditions

20.

The Secretary of State\agrees with the Inspector’s reasoning and conclusions on
the planning obligatiop’and conditions in IR9.7.1-9.7.12. He agrees that in the case
of both Appedlsthe*Section 106 Agreements would make provision for a number of
matters and would meet the tests in CIL Regulation 122 and are necessary to
make the proposal acceptable. He also agrees that a number of conditions are
needed, and that these would meet the tests of Circular 11/95 (IR10.1.9).

Overall Conclusions

21.

The Secretary of State concludes that in the case of both Appeal A and B the
benefits, in the context of a serious and significant shortfall in housing land supply,
would clearly outweigh the temporary, albeit lengthy, construction impacts that the
local community would have to endure and the slight impact on landscape
character and visual intrusion in the wider locality that would, in time, be mitigated
by the reinforced landscaping.

Formal Decision

22.

Accordingly, for the reasons given above, the Secretary of State agrees with the
Inspector’'s recommendation. He hereby grants:



Appeal A: outline planning permission for up to 450 dwellings, a community
centre, a 1 form entry primary school and associated access, open space and
landscaping (means of access into the site to be considered but all other matters
are reserved)(application reference BDB/75761 dated 25 January 2012) subject
to the conditions listed at Annex A to this letter; and

Appeal B: planning permission for 200 dwellings with associated access, open
space and landscaping (application reference BDB/75762 dated 19 January
2012) subject to the conditions listed at Annex B to this letter.

23.An applicant for any consent, agreement or approval required by a condition of this
permission for agreement of reserved matters has a statutory right of appeal to the
Secretary of State if consent, agreement or approval is refused or granted
conditionally or if the Local Planning Authority fail to give notice of their decision
within the prescribed period.

24.This letter does not convey any approval or consent which may, be required under
any enactment, bye-law, order or regulation other than sectioh*57 of the Town and
Country Planning Act 1990.

Right to challenge the decision

25. A separate note is attached setting out the circumgtanees in which the validity of
the Secretary of State’s decision may be challénged.by making an application to
the High Court within six weeks from the date 6f this letter.

26. A copy of this letter has been sent to BDBC,"Sherborne St John Parish Council
and James Arbuthnot MP. A notification Yetter has been sent to other parties who
asked to be informed of the decision.

Yours faithfully

Richard Watson
Authorised by the Secretary of State
to sign in that behalf



Annex A

Conditions
Appeal A
1) Details of the layout, scale, external appearance of the proposed

2)

3)

4)

buildings, and the landscaping of the site (hereinafter called "the
reserved matters") shall be submitted to, and approved in writing
by, the local planning authority before any development begins
and the development shall be carried out as approved.

Application for approval of the reserved mattdrssshall be made to
the local planning authority not later than three“years from the
date of this permission.

The development hereby permitted Shall begin not later than two
years from the date of approval ofghe fast of the reserved
matters to be approved.

The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in
accordance with the following“approved plans:

Outline Planning Application, Boundary Plan (drawing ref 53 Rev
A) received on 19" Janbary 2012;

Land Use Parameters Plan (drawing ref 23 Rev K) received on 19
January 2012;

Residential’Density Parameters Plan (drawing ref 24 Rev K)
received Mg January 2012;

BuildingyMeights Parameters Plan (drawing ref 25 Rev K) received
on, 1QYanuary 2012;

AOD Heights Parameters Plan (drawing ref 26 Rev K) received on
19 January 2012;

Primary Access to Phase 2 off Jersey Close (Drawing no.
HBH10090/D09 Rev G) received 12 April 2012;

Road Link A between Phase 1 and 2 (Drawing no. HBH10090/D19
Rev C) received 2 May 2012;

Primary Access to Phase 1 off Hutchins Way (Drawing no.
HBH10090/D20 Rev B) received 12 April 2012;

Secondary Access to Phase 1 off Hewitt Road (Drawing no.
HBH10090/D21 Rev B) received 12 April 2012;

Footway/Cycleway Access to Phase 1 off Carter Drive (Drawing
no. HBH10090/D22 Rev B) received 12 April 2012;

Secondary Access to Phase 2 off Cleeve Road (Drawing no.
HBH10090/D23 Rev B) received 12 April 2012;



Landscape Strategy for Access Proposals to Phase 2 Jersey Close
(Drawing no. L101 Rev A) received 12 April 2012;

Landscape Strategy for Access Proposals to Phase 2 Cleeve Road
(Drawing no. L102 Rev A) received 12 April 2012;

Landscape Strategy for Access Proposals to Phase 1 Hewitt Road
(Drawing no. L103 Rev A) received 12 April 2012;

Landscape Strategy for Access Proposals to Phase 1 Hutchins
Way (Drawing no. L104 Rev A) received 12 April 2012;

Landscape Strategy for Footway/Cycleway to Phase 1 Carter
Drive (Drawing no. L105 Rev C) received 2 May 2012;

Landscape Strategy for Access Road Link A Between Phase 1 and
2 (Drawing no. L113 Rev B) received 2 May 2012;

Access of Jersey Close Proposed Footway Impact on Tree Roots
(Drawing no. HBH10090/SK12 Rev A) received, 2 May 2012;

Tree Protection Plan, Jersey Close Access (Drawing no. 30-
1020.03 Rev A) received 2 May 2012.

In addition, the reserved matters appligations for this
development shall broadly accord withhthe following drawings:

Master Plan (Drawing no. 12 Rey’M)*received 12 April 2012;

lllustrative Layout (Drawing,no. 84 Rev D) received 12 April
2012;

Buffer Planting Strategyn(Drawing no. L114 Rev A) detailing
reinforcement of planting to existing landscape buffer along
western site boundany received 12 April 2012;

Annotated verSigh of Ecological Master Plan (Figure 9.4a of
EnvironmgptakStatement) detailing protected species habitat
creatign ang.translocation strategy received 12 April 2012;

Annotated version of drawing no. 34 Rev C detailing woodland
paitigation/management measures received 12 April 2012;

WYseable Open Space Assessment (Drawing no. 55) received 12
April 2012;

Traffic Calming Strategy for Cleeve Road and Access (Drawing
no. 127 Rev A) received 12 April 2012;

Main Square School pick-up / Drop-off point (Drawing no. 127
Rev AY) received 12 April 2012;

Phase 2 open space ground modelling plan (Drawing no. 129)
received 12 April 2012;

Perspective View from Southern Site Access (Drawing no. 1058)
received 12 April 2012.

5) No development shall take place until a phasing scheme has been
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning

! There are two drawings no 127 Rev A but they are distinguishable by the drawing titles.



6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

authority. Development shall be carried out in accordance with
the approved phasing scheme.

Applications for the approval of reserved matters shall be in
accordance with the principles described and illustrated in the
Design and Access Statement January 2012 and additional
information (including the Indicative Master Plan,Drawing No 12
Rev M, received 12 April 2012) and the approved Environmental
Statement Parameter Plans detailed in condition 4.

The level of market sector dwellings of 2 bedrooms or less within
the development shall not exceed 30% of the total of market
sector dwellings within the overall scheme. 80% of small
dwellings (dwellings of 1 and 2 bedrooms) on any Phase shall
have a gross internal floor area not exceeding 70m=2. Not less
than 15% of the market dwellings shall be built to Lifetime
Mobility Standards.

No development shall take place in any phase{asyagreed under
condition 5 of this permission until a materjals,s€hedule detailing
the types and colours of external materials te’be used in that
phase, including colour of mortar, has bgen submitted to, and
approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The
development shall be carried oyt infa¢cordance with the approved
details and thereafter retained\as sech.

The development of eachqlrase hereby permitted shall not
commence until full details ‘af both hard and soft landscape
proposals for that phase\hawve been submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the local plannifg authority. These details shall
include, as appropriate, proposed site levels or contours, means
of enclosure and'botindary treatments, pedestrian and cycle
access and circulation areas, hard surfacing materials, water
features agd minor artefacts and structure (e.g. furniture,
boardwalks,'signs, street lighting, external services, etc).

Soft landscape works shall include planting plans; written
specifications (including cultivation and other operations
assoCiated with plant and grass establishment); schedules of
plants, noting species, plant sizes and proposed
numbers/densities where appropriate; and an implementation
programme.

All hard and soft landscape works shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved details. The works shall be carried
out prior to the occupation of any part of the development or in
accordance with a programme submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the local planning authority.

The development of each phase hereby permitted shall not
commence until:

1) a plan showing the location of, and allocating a reference
number to, each existing tree on the site which has a stem
with a diameter, measured over the bark at a point 1.5
metres above ground level, exceeding 75 mm, showing



13)

14)

which trees are to be retained and the crown spread of each
retained tree;

2) details of the species, diameter (measured in accordance
with paragraph (i) above), and the approximate height, and
an assessment of the general state of health and stability, of
each retained tree and of each tree which is on land adjacent
to the site and to which paragraphs (iii) and (iv) below
apply;

3) details of any proposed topping or lopping of any retained
tree, or of any tree on land adjacent to the site;

4) details of any proposed alterations in existing ground levels,
and of the position of any proposed excavation, within the
crown spread of any retained tree or of any tree on land
adjacent to the site;

5) details of the specification and position of fencing and of any
other measures to be taken for the protegtion of any retained
tree from damage before or during the,eourse of
development.

In this condition “retained tree” meansfan existing tree which is to
be retained in accordance with the plan“éferred to in paragraph
(i) above.

The plans and particulars submitted in accordance with condition
12 above shall include details of the size, species and positions or
density of all trees to be planted, and the proposed time of
planting.

In this condition “retained tree” means an existing tree which is to
be retained in acg@rdance with the approved plans and
particulars; and,paragraphs (i) and (ii) below shall have effect
until the expiration of 5 years from the date of the
commencement of the permitted use.

)} Nojretained tree shall be cut down, uprooted or destroyed,
non shall any retained tree be topped or lopped other than in
accordance with the approved plans and particulars, without
the written approval of the local planning authority. Any
topping or lopping approved shall be carried out in
accordance with British Standard 3998 (Tree Work).

ii) If any retained tree is removed, uprooted or destroyed or
dies, another tree shall be planted at the same place and
that tree shall be of such size and species, and shall be
planted at such time, as may be specified in writing by the
local planning authority.

iii) The erection of fencing for the protection of any retained tree
shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved plans
and particulars before any equipment, machinery or
materials are brought on to the site for the purposes of the
development, and shall be maintained until all equipment,
machinery and surplus materials have been removed from
the site. Nothing shall be stored or placed in any area
fenced in accordance with this condition and the ground
levels within those areas shall not be altered, nor shall any



15)

16)

17)

18)

excavation be made, without the written approval of the local
planning authority.

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the
Buffer Planting Strategy (Drawing no. L114 Rev A) detailing
reinforcement of planting to the existing landscape buffer along
the western site boundary. Planting will be carried out in
accordance with a timetable that has been submitted to, and
approved in writing by, the local planning authority prior to
commencement of development.

A landscape management plan, including long term design
objectives, management responsibilities and maintenance
schedules for all landscape areas, other than small, privately
owned, domestic gardens, shall be submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the local planning authority prior to the occupation of
the development or any phase of the development, whichever is
the sooner, for its permitted use. The landscape management
plan shall be carried out as approved.

Prior to the first occupation within each residential phase of
development as agreed under conditiofn B%.a ‘Code for Sustainable
Homes’, ‘Design Stage Assessment,.0f\the residential
development, hereby approved¢’ musStibe carried out by an
independent licensed Code for'Sdstainable Homes assessor, and
the results of the assessment incérporating the ‘Design Stage
Assessment’ report and ‘interim certificate’ from the BRE, must be
submitted to the local plamaihg authority in writing.

The BRE Design Stage AsseSsment ‘interim certification’ must
show that the residential development is likely to achieve a 'Code
Level 3 standards’ of ‘Code Level 3 equivalent percentage points
score’ for theldeyvelopment in accordance with the approved plans
and partiedlaks.

Prior tofoceupation of each dwelling a ‘Code for Sustainable
Homes’ {Post Construction Stage Review’ is to be completed by
an independent licensed Code for Sustainable Homes assessor
demonstrating that the dwelling is expected to achieve ‘Code 3
standards’ or ‘Code Level 3 equivalent percentage points score’
and the results of the review must be submitted to the local
planning authority in writing.

‘Final Certification’ from BRE or equivalent body, for each
dwelling within a phase, must be submitted to the local planning
authority within 3 months of completion of the development
phase.

The ‘Final Certification’ must show that the residential dwelling
has been constructed and completed to achieve ‘Code 3
standards’ or ‘Code Level 3 equivalent percentage points score’.

Prior to the commencement of development, details of any
bridges proposed on site shall be submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the local planning authority in consultation with the
Lead Local Flood Authority. Thereafter the bridges shall be
constructed as set out in the approved details.



19)

20)

21)

22)

No development in any phase shall take place until a surface
water drainage scheme for that phase, 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. This
should include demonstrating that each phase is wholly self
sufficient. The scheme shall subsequently be implemented in
accordance with the approved details before the development of
that phase is complete. The scheme shall include:

)} Demonstration that the SUDs hierarchy has been clearly
followed, with justification for the methods chosen.

i) Demonstration of the conveyance of water across the site

iii) Demonstration that the proposed drainage strategy is able
to cope with up to the 1 in 100 year plus suitable allowance
for climate change storm event.

iv)  Details of the maintenance and general*management of the
proposed drainage strategy.

No development shall take place until @ sgheme for the provision
and management of a buffer zone alongside the Vyne Brook has
been submitted to, and agreed_n writing by, the local planning
authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance
with the approved scheme whichnshall include:

) Plans showing the_eXtent and layout of the buffer zone;
i) Details of the plagting scheme (for example, native
species);

iii) Details denonstrating how the buffer zone will be protected
during devwelopment and managed/maintained over the
longeTrsterm

iv) Details of any footpaths, fencing, lighting etc.

No*development, including any demolition works, soil moving, or
Storage of materials shall take place until a European Protected
Species Licence has been granted by Natural England, a copy of
which shall be submitted to the local planning authority. All
works are to be carried out in strict accordance with the approved
Licence, and the Detailed Mitigation Method Statement and
Protected Species Management Plan as secured by a S106
Agreement dated 10 May 2013.

Prior to first occupation of any part of the development, a baseline
survey of visitor use of the Basing Forest Sites of Importance for
Nature Conservation (SINC), (including number of visitors,
starting point, seasonal variation, single or multiple visit, duration
and purpose of visit etc.) shall be undertaken and submitted to
the local planning authority. The baseline survey will establish
the level of recreational access to the woodland.

Prior to occupation of any part of Phase 2, installation of signage
to actively direct pedestrians to use the Public Right of Way; and
installation of simple, focussed interpretation facilities at



23)

24)

woodland access points to encourage understanding of, and
respect for, the woodland shall be provided in accordance with
details submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local
planning authority.

Upon occupation of the 250th unit (Phase 1 and 50 units in Phase
2) a repeat visitor survey shall be undertaken to identify changes
in numbers and characteristics of woodland access. This shall be
submitted to the local planning authority. In the event that the
findings of the repeat survey conclude that a significant change in
the biodiversity resource/condition is evident, a mitigation
scheme will be submitted to the local planning authority that will
outline targeted mitigation and long-term monitoring
requirements and is to include a timetable for the implementation
of the scheme. This mitigation scheme must be approved in
writing by the local planning authority and thereafter
implemented in accordance with the approved timetable.

A monitoring survey will be undertaken angually/for the duration
of 5 years following completion of the deyvelopment hereby
approved, and will be submitted annually te the local planning
authority.

No works within a phase pursuahnt %6 this permission shall
commence until there has beengubmitted to, and approved in
writing by, the local planning authority for that phase:

) A site investigatiopareport documenting the ground
conditions of the Sitetand incorporating chemical and gas
analysis identifiedvas”being appropriate by a desk study in
accordance Wwith BS10175:2001- Investigation of Potentially
Contaminated”Sites - Code of Practice; and, unless
otherwise Jagreed by the local planning authority,

i) A detailed scheme for remedial works and measures to be
undértaken to avoid risk from contaminants/or gases when
the'site is developed and proposals for future maintenance
and monitoring. Such scheme shall include nomination of a
competent person to oversee the implementation of the
works.

If during any works contamination is encountered which has not
been previously identified then the additional contamination shall
be fully assessed and an appropriate remediation scheme shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning
authority.

The development of each phase hereby permitted shall not be
occupied/brought into use until there has been submitted to the
local planning authority a verification report prepared by the
competent person approved under the provisions of condition 23
i) that any remediation scheme required and approved under the
provisions of condition 23 ii) has been implemented fully in
accordance with the approved details. The verification report to
be submitted shall comprise;

)} As built drawings of the implemented scheme;



25)

26)

i) Photographs of the remediation works in progress;

iii) Certificates demonstrating that imported and/or material
left in situ is free of contamination.

Thereafter the scheme shall be monitored and maintained in
accordance with the scheme approved under condition 23 ii).

No development within a phase shall commence on site until an
archaeological investigation of that phase has been carried out in
accordance with a written scheme of investigation submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The
investigation shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
details.

No development shall take place within each phase until a
Construction Method Statement for that phase 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 provide
for:

i) The routing, parking and turning of y»ehicles of site operatives
and visitors (all to be establishedwithin one week of the
commencement of developmehit)}

i) The provision of details of AOti€es to be displayed at the site
exit indicating to constpuction workers and drivers details of
routing to leave the site, The approved signs shall be
displayed before any operations commence on site and shall
be maintained throlighaut the construction period. The signs
shall be permanently removed before the first occupation of
the penultimate=dwelling on the site;

iii) Loading.ahd/unloading of plant and materials;

iv) Steragesef plant and materials used in constructing the
development;

vy Wheel washing facilities or an explanation why they are not
mecessary;

vi) The erection and maintenance of security hoarding including
decorative displays and facilities for public viewing, where
appropriate;

vii) Measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during
construction;

viii) A scheme for recycling and disposing of waste resulting from
demolition and construction work; and

iX) Deliveries of construction materials, plant and machinery, and
any removal of spoil from the site shall take place only
between the hours of 0730 and 1800 Monday to Friday, and
0800 and 1300 Saturdays. No deliveries shall take place on
Sundays or recognised public holidays. These hours shall be
adhered to for the duration of the construction period. The
contractor(s) should avoid movements to/from the site during



27)

28)

29)

30)

31)

32)

the AM Peak (08:00 — 09:00) and the PM Peak (16:30 —
18:00) Monday to Friday.

X) No work relating to the construction of the development
hereby approved, including works of demolition or
preparation prior to operations, or internal painting or fitting
out, shall take place before 0730 nor after 1800 hours
Monday to Friday, before 0800 nor after 1300 hours
Saturdays nor at all on Sundays or recognised public
holidays.

No development within each phase shall take place on site until
details of the width, alignment, drainage, gradient and type of
construction proposed for the pathways, roadways, structures and
parking areas, including all relevant horizontal cross sections and
longitudinal sections for that phase plus a programme for their
implementation have been submitted to, and approved in writing
by the local planning authority, in consultationswith the highway
authority for that phase. The agreed details-shall be fully
implemented in accordance with the appsevwedprogramme.

Notwithstanding the details shown on Drawing no.
HBH10090/D09 Rev G (Primary Access to Phase 2 off Jersey
Close) the footway to the west 6f Marls Lane shall be constructed
using a bound material, details\@f which shall be submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the lecal planning authority prior to
commencement of any work with regard to this access.

No residential unit shall ge/accupied within a phase of
development until alhNpropesed vehicular accesses, driveways,
parking and turning areas serving that residential unit have been
constructed in atcordance with details that have been submitted
to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority.

Prior to the\cammencement of development within each phase
details of the cycle parking for that phase shall be submitted to,
and appnoved in writing by, the local planning authority. No
dweling within that phase shall be occupied until the approved
eycle’parking serving that dwelling has been provided on site.
The approved cycle parking shall be retained thereafter for its
intended purpose.

No development shall take place on site until details of fences or
other means of enclosure at road and pathway junctions and the
sight lines so formed have been submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the local planning authority. The land within the sight
lines and anything on it, including any vegetation, shall not
interrupt the space between 0.6 metres and 2.0 metres above the
level of the carriageway. The resultant visibility splays shall
thereafter be kept free of obstacles.

The school and community building hereby permitted shall not be
occupied until the provision for the turning of vehicles and the
parking of commercial and staff vehicles, including for disabled
use, and the secure storage of bicycles has been made in
compliance with current parking standards in order to serve that
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34)

35)

36)

37)

38)

39)

part of the development. The areas of land provided for these
uses shall not be used for any other purposes than parking,
storage and turning.

No development, including any demolition works, soil moving,
temporary access construction/widening, or storage of materials
shall take place other than in strict accordance with the
Environmental Statement, Ecology chapter, by Landmark Practice,
dated January 2012, Section 9.

Prior to commencement of each phase, a scheme for external
lighting and street lighting of that phase within 20m of Vyne
Brook shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local
planning authority. Artificial lighting should be directed away
from the river corridor and focused with cowlings.

There shall be no burning on site of waste materials including
demolished materials, trees, greenery etc.

Prior to the commencement of developmentwithin each relevant
phase, details of the layout, phasing andyspecification for
children’s play areas, kickabout areas andermal sports provision
serving that phase shall be submitteg t@, /and approved in writing
by, the local planning authority. Th€ dewvelopment shall be carried
out in accordance with the appfoyeds«details.

Prior to the commencement of development within phase 2,
details of the layout phasing and specification for the proposed
park and allotments shall he‘submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the local plagnihg authority. The development shall be
carried out in accopdahee with the approved details.

The development hereby approved shall be constructed in
accordance withthe details of the vehicular and footway/cycle
accesses ag shown on the following drawings:

HBH100904AD09 REV G

HBHR1Q090/D019 REV C
BH+0090/D020 REV B
HBH10090/D021 REV B
HBH10090/D022 REV B
HBH10090/D023 REV B

The accesses shall be constructed in accordance with a
programme to be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the
local planning authority prior to the occupation of any dwelling.

Prior to the commencement of development, details of the
required off site highway works on Carter Drive onto Hutchins
Way in accordance with the principles shown on drawing No
HBH10090/SK11 and including a programme for implementation,
shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local
planning authority. The approved details shall be constructed in
accordance with the approved programme.



40)

No development shall take place in any phase as agreed under
condition 5 of this permission until a measured survey for that
phase has been undertaken and a plan, prepared to a scale of not
less than 1:500 showing details of existing and intended final
ground and finished floor levels from a specified bench mark, has
been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning
authority. The works shall be completed in accordance with the
approved details.



Annex B

Conditions

Appeal B

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

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in
accordance with the following approved plans:

Full Planning Application boundary plan (Drawing/no. 1054 Rev A);
Land Use Parameters Plan (Drawing no. 23\ReV K);
Residential Density Parameters Plan (Rrawing no. 24 Rev K);
Building Heights Parameters Play (Dfawing no. 25 Rev K);
AOD Heights Parameters Plan (Dkawing no. 26 Rev K);
S01048 Rev A received 19Nanuvary 2012;

S01047 Rev A received, 19 January 2012;

S01649 Rev A recejved 19 January 2012;

S01650 Rev A received 19 January 2012;

S0O1651 received /19 January 2012;

S741/09 ReWA received 19 January 2012;

S741/40 Rev A received 19 January 2012;

3741/%41 Rev A received 19 January 2012;

H2414/SWF/01 received 19 January 2012;

BS220277/01 Rev B received 19 January 2012;

H2050/KR received 19 January 2012;

Autotracks Sheet 1 of 3 (Refuse Vehicle) (drawing ref H----
/AT/01);

Autotracks Sheet 2 of 3 (Refuse Vehicle) (drawing ref H----
/AT/02);

Autotracks Sheet 3 of 3 (Refuse Vehicle) (drawing no H----
/AT/03);

Vehicular Priority Change (Drawing no. HBH10090/SK11);

House Type X406B5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;

House Type ZFC3 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;



House Type X332D5 Planning received 19 January 2012;

House Type X341D5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;

House Type X406BE5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 2 February
2012;

House Type X286BE4 - X286BI14 Planning received 19 January
2012;

House Type X286D4 Planning received 19 January 2012;
House Type X286RG4 Planning received 19 January 2012;

House Type ZH46BE5/ZH46BI15 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19
January 2012;

House Type Z206BE5 Planning received 19 January 2012;
House Type Z206BI5 Planning received 19 January 2012;

House Type ZH234--5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2sreCeived 2 February
2012;

House Type Z286BE4/2286BI14 Planning Ajand 2 of 2 received 19
January 2012;

House Type Z323ERH5 Rev A Rlaphing 1 of 2 received 2 February
2012;

House Type Z323ERH5 Planging 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type Z326ERH5{Rev/A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February
2012;

House Type Z326ERHS5 Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type Z323%1-5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;

House Typenz341-E-5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;

House Type XH332-D5 Planning received 19 January 2012;
Howuse Type XH332-E5 Planning received 19 January 2012;
House Type X332-E5 Planning received 19 January 2012;

House Type ZH17E5/ZH1715 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19
January 2012;

House Type ZH19E5/ZH1915 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19
January 2012;

House Type ZH34-EH4 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;

House Type XH19-15/XH19-E5 Rev A Planning 1 and 2 of 2
received 2 February 2012;

House Type XH341-D5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;



House Type XH341-WD5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19
January 2012;

House Type X436B-5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;

House Type X469---5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;

House Type X469---H5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 2 February
2012;

House Type X497B--5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;

House Type X433B5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;

House Type X341E5 Planning 1 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type X341E5 Rev A Planning 2 of 2 received 2 February
2012;

House Type X341WD5 Rev A Planning 1_0f2 received 2 February
2012;

House Type X341WD5 Planning 2 of 2aréceived 19 January 2012;

House Type X323IR5 Rev A Planding 1 of 2 received 2 February
2012;

House Type X323IR5 Plaphing 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type X323ERH5 ReV_A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February
2012;

House Type X323ERH5 Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type ZH426EH5 Rev A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February
2012;

HouseAype ZH426EHS Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House\Iype Z341-WD5 Planning 1 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

Hause Type Z341-WD5 Rev A Planning 2 of 2 received 2 February
2012;

House Type ZH34-1-4 Planning 1 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type ZH34-1-4 Rev A Planning 2 of 2 received 2 February
2012;

House Type X497-H5 Rev A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February
2012;

House Type X497-H5 Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type XH17-15/XH17-E5 Rev A Planning 1 and 2 of 2
received 2 February 2012;

House Type XH341-WE5 Rev A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February
2012;



House Type XH341-WE5 Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;

Revised Plot Schedule received 12 April 2012;

Buffer Planting Strategy (Drawing no. L114 Rev A) received 12
April 2012;

Materials Plan (Drawing no. H----/MP/01 Rev A) received 12 April
2012;

Drainage Strategy (Drawing no. 10186-C005 Rev B) received 12
April 2012;

Tree Protection Plan Phase 1 (Drawing no. 30-1020.02 Rev A)
received 12 April 2012;

Tree Protection Plan Jersey Close Access (Drawing no. 30-
1020.03) received 12 April 2012;

Provisional Finish Floor Levels (Drawing no. C10186-@004 Rev B) received
12 April 2012;

Affordable Plan (Drawing no. H----/AP/01 ReV"A) received 12 April
2012;

Storey Heights Plan (Drawing nos H=>=+/SHP/01 Rev A) received 12
April 2012;

X & Z House Type Plan (Drawing Ro. H----/XZHP/01 Rev A)
received 12 April 2012;

Surveillance & Protection®Rlan (Drawing no. H----/SPP/01 Rev A)
received 12 April 2012y

Streetscenes Sheét\lL{Drawing no. H----/SS/01 Rev B) received
12 April 2012;

Streetscenes Sheet 2 (Drawing no. H----/SS/02 Rev B) received
12 April204.2%

Autemated Entrance Gates to FOG's (Drawing no. H2114:AG:02B)
received 12 April 2012;

Swept Path Analysis of Phoenix 2 One-Pass (Refuse Vehicle)
(Drawing no. HBH10090/AT20) received 12 April 2012;

Swept Path Analysis of Dart SLF 11.20m Bus (Drawing no.
HBH10090/AT21) received 12 April 2012;

Footway/Cycleway Access to Phase 1 off Carter Drive (Drawing no.
HBH10090/D08 Rev D) received 12 April 2012;

Annual phasing dwelling completion plan (Drawing no.
HNP5/PP/01) received 12 April 2012;

1.5m wide Gravel Pathway Detail (Drawing no. LS5/POPO7 Rev A)
received 12 April 2012;

Bar Railing Detail (Drawing no. SO-10-46) received 12 April 2012;

House Type X433BS-5 (Floor plans and Elevations) Sheets 1 and 2
of 2 received 12 April 2012;



House Type X206BE-5 (Floor plans and Elevations) received 12
April 2012;

House Type ZSB7 (Floor plans and Elevations) Sheets 1, 2 and 3 of
3 received 12 April 2012;

Refuse Collection Plan (Drawing no. HXXXX/RC/01 Rev A);
Car Parking Access Plan (Drawing no. HXXXX/CP/01 Rev A);

Road Link A between Phase 1 and 2 (Drawing no. HBH10090/D17
Rev G) received 2 May 2012;

Primary Access to Phase 1 off Hutchins Way (Drawing no.
HBH10090/D06 Rev D) received 2 May 2012;

Secondary Access to Phase 1 off Hewitt Road (Drawing no.
HBH10090/D07 Rev F) received 2 May 2012;

Phase 1 S38 Highway Adoption Plan (Drawing no. HNP5/538/01
Rev B) received 2 May 2012;

House Type Z230---5 Revision C (Floor planssand Elevations)
received 2 May 2012;

Garages G1C, G1D, G2H, G2G Rev CHG3H and G4H (Floor plans
and Elevations) received 2 May 2012;

House Type ZH230-1-5 (Plot 8)¢Rey C received 2 May 2012;

House Type ZH230-1-5 (Plets™.60 & 185) Rev C received 2 May
2012;

House Type XH231VD5 (Plats 165 & 166) Rev C received 2 May
2012;

House Type XH2341VD5 (Plot 76) Rev C received 2 May 2012;
Cycle Shelteg(Brawing ref. H2114/CS/01) received 2 May 2012;

SSE Contracting Outdoor Lighting Report and associated Drawing
ref. SSE465060-01 Rev B received 2 May 2012;

El€etric Gate Specification for FOG under passes received 2 May
20125

Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 1 of 6 (Drawing no. L106 Rev C)
received 6 June 2012;

Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 2 of 6 (Drawing no. L107 Rev C)
received 6 June 2012;

Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 3 of 6 (Drawing no. L108 Rev C)
received 6 June 2012;

Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 4 of 6 (Drawing no. L109 Rev C)
received 6 June 2012;

Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 5 of 6 (Drawing no. L110 Rev C)
received 6 June 2012;

Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 6 of 6 (Drawing no. L111 Rev C)
received 6 June 2012;



3)

4)

5)

Planting Plan Phase 1 Overall (Drawing no. L112 Rev C) received 6
June 2012;

Planning Layout (Drawing no. HNP5/PL/01 Rev P) received 6 June
2012;

Landscape Management Plan (Drawing no. L115) received 24
August 2012.

No development, including any soil moving, or storage of materials
shall take place until a European Protected Species Licence has
been granted by Natural England, a copy of which shall be
submitted to the local planning authority. All works are to be
carried out in strict accordance with the approved Licence, and the
Detailed Mitigation Method Statement and Protected Species
Habitat Management Plan as secured by a S106 Agreement dated
10 May 2013.

No works pursuant to this permission shall commence until there
has been submitted to, and approved in writing”by, the local
planning authority:

i) A site investigation report documenging, the ground conditions
of the site and incorporating chegiicalland gas analysis
identified as being appropriate by*a desk study in accordance
with BS10175:2001- Investigation of Potentially Contaminated
Sites -,Code of Practice; and,Wnless otherwise agrees in
writing by the local planhing authority,

i) A detailed scheme fof, remedial works and measures to be
undertaken to avaid tisk/from contaminants/or gases when the
site is developed and proposals for future maintenance and
monitoring. Such*Scheme shall include nomination of a
competent{peyson to oversee the implementation of the works.

If during any works contamination is encountered which has not
been previously identified then the additional contamination shall
be fully assessed and an appropriate remediation scheme shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning
authority.

The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied/brought
into use until there has been submitted to the local planning
authority a verification report prepared by the competent person
approved under the provisions of condition 4 ii) that any
remediation scheme required and approved under the provisions of
condition 4 ii) has been implemented fully in accordance with the
approved details. The verification report to be submitted shall
comprise:

)} As built drawings of the implemented scheme;
i) Photographs of the remediation works in progress;

iii) Certificates demonstrating that imported and/or material left
in situ is free of contamination.

Thereafter the scheme shall be monitored and maintained in
accordance with the scheme approved under condition 4 ii).



6)

7)

8)

9)

No development within a phase shall commence on site until an
archaeological investigation has been carried out in accordance
with a written scheme of investigation submitted to, and approved
in writing by, the local planning authority. The investigation shall
be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

Prior to the commencement of development, details of the
required off site highway works on Carter Drive onto Hutchins Way
in accordance with the principles shown on drawing No
HBH10090/SK11 and including a programme for implementation,
shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local
planning authority. The approved details shall be constructed in
accordance with the approved programme.

No part of the development hereby approved shall be commenced
until details of a temporary construction access from Jersey Close
and associated haul road to the north of the existing Marnel Park
development, including details of the restoratiom of the land
following completion of the development and-a"programme, have
been submitted to, and approved in writing 8y} the local planning
authority. The approved details shall besgonstructed and the land
subsequently restored in accordance with the approved
programme.

No development shall take plaCedintil 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 thie €onstruction period. The Statement
shall provide for:

)} The routing, (parking and turning of vehicles of site
operatives*and-visitors (all to be established within one
week of({the commencement of development);

i) The provision of details of notices to be displayed at the site
eXit Indicating to construction workers and drivers details of
routing to leave the site. The approved signs shall be
displayed before any operations commence on site and shall
be maintained throughout the construction period. The
signs shall be permanently removed before the first
occupation of the penultimate dwelling on the site;

iii) Loading and unloading of plant and materials;

iv) Storage of plant and materials used in constructing the
development;

V) Wheel washing facilities or an explanation why they are not
necessary;

vi) The erection and maintenance of security hoarding including
decorative displays and facilities for public viewing, where
appropriate;

vii)  Measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during
construction;



10)

11)

12)

viii) A scheme for recycling and disposing of waste resulting from
demolition and construction work; and

iX) Deliveries of construction materials, plant and machinery,
and any removal of spoil from the site shall take place only
between the hours of 0730 and 1800 Monday to Friday, and
0800 and 1300 Saturdays. No deliveries shall take place on
Sundays or recognised public holidays. These hours shall be
adhered to for the duration of the construction period,
unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local Planning
Authority. The contractor(s) should avoid movements
to/from the site during the AM Peak (08:00 — 09:00) and
the PM Peak (16:30 — 18:00) Monday to Friday.

X) No work relating to the construction of the development
hereby approved, including works of demolition or
preparation prior to operations, or internal painting or fitting
out, shall take place before 0730 nor after 1800 hours
Monday to Friday, before 0800 nor after1300 hours
Saturdays nor on Sundays or recogriSéd public holidays.

No development shall take place on sitd until details of the width,
alignment, drainage, gradient and type,of'construction proposed
for the pathways, roadways, stpdctores and parking areas,
including all relevant horizontalkgfoss sections and longitudinal
sections plus a programme for their implementation have been
submitted to, and approvediin‘writing by, the local planning
authority in consultation with*the highway authority. The agreed
details shall be fully implemented in accordance with the approved
programme.

No development Shall’commence until details of the private
parking driveways, including means of construction, materials and
methods toycontain surface water on-site and prevent run-off to
the publi¢c“highway, have been submitted to, and approved in
writingbw, the local planning authority. No dwelling hereby
permitted shall be occupied until the car parking spaces, bicycle
Storage and (if shown) garaging serving that residential dwelling
as\detailed on the approved planning layout drawing have been
constructed in accordance with the approved details. The parking
shall be allocated in accordance with the plot numbers shown on
the approved planning layout drawing. The areas shown for car
parking, including any garages, shall not be used for any purpose
other than parking, loading and unloading of vehicles.

No development shall commence on site until details of

the surfacing, marking-out, signage of the unallocated spaces,
means of preventing vehicle overhang of adjacent pathways and
the provision to be made for ongoing maintenance, have been
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning
authority. The areas of unallocated visitor parking shall thereafter
be constructed in accordance with the approved details. There
shall be no restriction on the use of the unallocated car parking
spaces shown on the approved plan by either occupiers of, or
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14)

15)

visitors to, any of the dwellings hereby permitted and they shall
remain available for general community usage.

Prior to the commencement of development, details of any bridges
proposed on site shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by,
the local planning authority, in consultation with the Lead Local
Flood Authority. Thereafter the bridges shall be constructed as set
out in the approved details.

No development shall take place until a surface water drainage
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. This should include demonstrating that the
development is wholly self sufficient. The scheme shall
subsequently be implemented in accordance with the approved
details before the development is complete. The scheme shall
include:

)} Demonstration that the SUDs hierarcliy?has been clearly
followed, with justification for the metheds chosen;

i) Demonstration of the conveyanee ©f water across the site;

iii) Demonstration that the propas€d drainage strategy is able
to cope with up to the 1%%/100 year plus suitable allowance
for climate change storm ewént;

iv) Details of the maintenance and general management of the
proposed drainage\strategy.

Prior to the first occupation a ‘Code for Sustainable Homes’,
‘Design Stage Assessment’ of the residential development, hereby
approved, musi=he,carried out by an independent licensed Code
for Sustainable\Homes assessor, and the results of the assessment
incorporating the ‘Design Stage Assessment’ report and ‘interim
certificate’ fsom the BRE, must be submitted to the local planning
authorityyih writing.

fhe BRE Design Stage Assessment ‘interim certification’ must
show that the residential development is likely to achieve a '‘Code
Level 3 standard’ or ‘Code Level 3 equivalent percentage points
score’ for the development in accordance with the approved plans
and particulars.

Prior to occupation of each dwelling a ‘Code for Sustainable
Homes’ ‘Post Construction Stage Review’ is to be completed by an
independent licensed Code for Sustainable Homes assessor
demonstrating that the dwelling is expected to achieve ‘Code 3
standards’ or ‘Code Level 3 equivalent percentage points score’
and the results of the review must be submitted to the local
planning authority in writing.

‘Final Certification’ from BRE or equivalent body for each dwelling
must be submitted to the local planning authority within 3 months
of completion of the development.
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17)

18)

19)

20)

21)

22)

The ‘Final Certification’ must show that the residential dwelling has
been constructed and completed to achieve ‘Code 3 standards’ or
‘Code Level 3 equivalent percentage points score’.

Prior to commencement of development, a scheme for external
lighting and street lighting within 20m of Vyne Brook shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning
authority. Artificial lighting should be directed away from the river
corridor and focused with cowlings. The approved scheme shall be
implemented before the completion of the development.

The development hereby approved shall be constructed in
accordance with the details of the vehicular and footway/cycle
accesses as shown on drawings:

HBH10090/D06 REV D
HBH10090/D07 REV F
HBH10090/D17 REV G
HBH10090/D08 REV D

The accesses shall be constructed in acgordanhce with a programme
to be submitted to, and approved in wkitiag by, the local planning
authority prior to the occupationgoflany dwelling.

Any vehicular access gates providegd’ (for the avoidance of doubt
this excludes approved gardeqn gates) shall be set back a minimum
distance of 6 metres fromhe eédge of the carriageway of the
adjoining highway and shalljbe thereafter retained.

No part of the propased buildings and structures, including any
projections, doorway and window openings, roof eaves and
drainage down_pipes shall overhang or project into the public
highway.

No development shall take place on site until details of fences or
other means of enclosure at road and pathway junctions and the
sightt, lipes so formed have been submitted to, and approved in
writinogbby, the local planning authority. The land within the sight
lines and anything on it, including vegetation, shall not interrupt
the space between 0.6 metres and 2.0 metres above the level of
the carriageway. The resultant visibility splays shall thereafter be
kept free of obstacles.

No building erected on the land shall be occupied until there is a
direct connection from it, less the final carriageway and footpath
surfacing, to an existing highway made up in accordance with the
approved specification programme and details. The final
carriageway and footway surfacing shall be commenced within
three months and completed within six months from the date upon
which erection is commenced of the penultimate building for which
permission is hereby granted.

The development site shall be constructed in accordance with the
approved layout drawing ref: HNP5/PL/01 Rev P; including
visibility splays, road and footway geometry, access points and bin
collection points. Notwithstanding the approved layout, minor



details may subsequently be altered to comply with the necessary
safety and technical requirements of a road adoption agreement.

23) The accesses to dwellings hereby approved shall be provided with
splays to the highway at an angle of 45 degrees for a distance of
1metre and shall thereafter be retained.

24) No development shall take place until protective measures,
including fencing, ground protection, supervision, working
procedures and special engineering solutions have been carried
out in accordance with the ‘Tree Protection Plan Phase 1’ drawing
submitted by Forbes-Laird Arboricultural Consultancy referenced
30-1020.02 Rev A.

25) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved Materials Plan (Drawing no. H----/MP/01 Rev A) received
12 April 2012 and retained as such thereafter.

26) The development shall be landscaped in accordance with the
following approved plans:

)} Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 1 of 6 (Brawing no. L106 Rev

C);

i) Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 27of & (Drawing no. L107 Rev
OF

i) Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheét/3 of 6 (Drawing no. L108 Rev
C):

iv) Planting Plan Phase 1pSheet 4 of 6 (Drawing no. L109 Rev
C):

V) Planting Plan\Phase 1 Sheet 5 of 6 (Drawing no. L110 Rev
C);

Vi) Plantirg,Rlan Phase 1 Sheet 6 of 6 (Drawing no. L111 Rev
Q;

vii) ., Planting Plan Phase 1 Overall (Drawing no. L112 Rev C).

Jhe landscape works shall be carried out in the first planting and
seeding seasons following the first occupation of the dwellings
hereby permitted. Any trees or plants which, within a period of 5
years from the date of planting, die, are removed or become
seriously damaged or diseased shall be replaced in the next
planting season with others of similar size and species, to be
agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

27) The development shall be carried out in accordance with the
means of enclosure as shown on the approved Planning Layout
(Drawing no. HNP5/PL/01 Rev P) received 6 June 2012. The
approved means of enclosure for each dwelling shall be erected
prior to the occupation of the dwelling served by that means of
enclosure and shall subsequently be retained.

28) There shall be no burning on site of waste materials including
demolished materials, trees, greenery etc.

29) No development shall take place until full details of the layout and
design of the LEAP and Kickabout area, including, where



30)

31)

32)

33)

appropriate, a programme for implementation, details of hard
surfacing materials and minor artefacts and structure (eg
furniture, refuse or other storage units, signs, lighting, external
services, etc) have been submitted to, and agreed in writing by,
the local planning authority. The approved details shall be
implemented in accordance with the approved programme.

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved Landscape Management Plan (Drawing no. L115)
received on 24 August 2012, the Revised Landscape Specification
dated 24™ August, 2012 and Revised Landscape Management
Report dated 23" August, 2012.

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the Buffer
Planting Strategy (Drawing no. L114 Rev A) detailing
reinforcement of planting to the existing landscape buffer along
the western site boundary. Planting will be carried out in
accordance with a timetable to be submitted tosand approved in
writing by the local planning authority prior te,first occupation of
any dwelling hereby permitted.

A landscape management plan for thg lapdscape buffer along the
western site boundary, including a programme for implementation,
long term design objectives, long terfm management
responsibilities and maintenancesschedules, shall be submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the Io€al planning authority prior to
the commencement of development. The landscape management
plan shall be carried out @s‘approved.

Notwithstanding the information shown on drawing no C10186-
C004 Rev B, no develgpment shall take place until a measured
survey of the sitéthas been undertaken and a plan, prepared to a
scale of not less than 1:500 showing details of existing and
intended fimal ground and finished floor levels from a specified
bench mark, ¥las been submitted to, and approved in writing by,
the local planning authority. The works shall be completed in
aceordance with the approved details.



P The Planning
=% Inspectorate

Report to the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government

by K D Barton BA(Hons) DipArch DipArb RIBA FCIArb

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

Date 8 July 2013

TOWN AND COUNTRY PL @ACT 1990

APP% BY
DAVID WIL@ MES SOUTHERN

BASING@AND DEANE BOROUGH COUNCIL
.\(\\,

Inquiry opened 30 April 2013
Land North of Marnel Park

File Refs: APP/H1705/A/12/2188125 & APP/H1705/A/12/2188137




Report APP/H1705/A/12/2188125 & APP/H1705/A/12/2188137

CONTENTS

SECTION

1.0

2.0

3.0

4.0
4.1
4.2
4.3
4.4
4.5
4.6
4.7

5.0
51
5.2
53
54
5.5
5.6
5.7

6.0

7.0

8.0
8.1
8.2
8.3
8.4
8.5
8.6
8.7

9.0
9.1
9.2
9.3
9.4
9.5
9.6
9.7

10.0
10.1
10.2

App 1

App 2

App 3

App 4

App 5

TITLE

Preliminary Matters

The Site and Its Surroundings
Planning Policy

The Case for Basingstoke and Deane Borough
Council

Introduction

Landscape and Visual Impact
Transportation

Ecology

Prematurity and Land Supply

Other Matters

Conditions and Section 106 Undertakings
The Case for Sherborne St John Parish Council
Introduction

Landscape and Visual Impact
Transportation

Ecology

Prematurity and Land Supply

Other Matters

Conditions and Section 106 Undertakings
The Cases for Interested PerSons
Written Representations

The Case for David WilsomHomes Southern
Introduction

Landscape and Visual“\mpact
Transportation

Ecology

Prematurity and ‘khand Supply

Other MattetS

Conditions\and Section 106 Undertakings
Inspe€tors Conclusions

Introdugtion

LandsCape and Visual Impact
Jransportation

Ecology

Prematurity and Land Supply

Other Matters

Conditions and Section 106 Undertakings
Overall Conclusions and Recommendations
Overall Conclusions

Recommendations

Appearances

Documents

Schedule of Conditions to be attached should Appeal

A be allowed

Schedule of Conditions to be attached should Appeal

B be allowed
Glossary

PAGE

WNNPRE

P O~NDW
|—\

14
15
15
15
16
18
19
19
22
22
27
30
30
30
33
35
39
41
46
47
47
47
51
53
56
58
61
63
63
65
66
68
77

87

98



Report APP/H1705/A/12/2188125 & APP/H1705/A/12/2188137

Appeal A: APP/H1705/A/12/2188125
Appeal B: APP/H1705/A/12/2188137
Land North of Marnel Park, Popley, Basingstoke, Hampshire

e The appeals are made under Section 78 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
against refusals to grant outline and full planning permissions.

e The appeals are made by David Wilson Homes Southern (a division of BDW Trading
Limited) (DWH) against the decisions of Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council (BDBC).

e The applications Ref BDB/75761 and BDB/75762, dated 25 and 19 January 2012
respectively, were refused by notices dated 2 August and 1 October 2012.

e The development proposed in Appeal A is outline for up to 450 dwellings, a community
centre, a 1 form entry primary school and associated access, open space and landscaping
(means of access into the site to be considered but all other matters are reserved).

e The development proposed in Appeal B is 200 dwellings with associated access, open
space and landscaping.

Summary of Recommendations: The appeals be allowed, and planning
permissions granted, subject to conditions in the Schedules attached.

1.0 Preliminary Matters

1.1. Both appeals were recovered by the Secretary of S§tat€ (SoS), under Section
79 and paragraph 3 of Schedule 6 of the Town_and*Country Planning Act
1990, in a letter dated 29 November 2012, Theyeason for the direction is
that the appeals involve proposals for residential development of over 150
units on sites of over 5 hectares, whigh weéuld significantly impact on the
Government’s objective to secure a Dettep balance between housing demand
and supply and create high quality, sustainable, mixed and inclusive
communities.

1.2. A Pre-Inquiry Meeting (PIM) tWwas-held on 19 February 2013 to set out the
administrative arrangements,for the Inquiry, which sat for 8 days between
30 April and 10 May 2048. JAn accompanied site visit, including views from
a number of locations=stiggested by the main parties, was made on 29 April
2013."

1.3. The Inspectoratithe PIM raised a number of points in relation to the
Environmengal Statement (ES). | have taken the ES, submitted in
accordancée with the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact
Assessmeint)’ (England) Regulations 2011, the clarification of the points
raised by, the Inspector, an updated Non-Technical Summary, and
comments made by consultees into account. Account has also been taken
of environmental information arising from questioning. The advocates for
both BDBC and Sherborne St John Parish Council (SSJ) confirmed at the PIM
that no issues were raised concerning the legality of the ES.?

1.4. This report includes a description of the site and its surroundings, a
summary of the planning policy background, the gist of the representations
made at the Inquiry, and in writing, and my conclusions and
recommendations. Lists of appearances and documents, schedules of
conditions should the SoS be minded to allow either, or both, of the appeals,
and a glossary of abbreviations are also attached as appendices. It was

1 INQ/1
2 CcD2/4, CD2/5, CD2/6, CD3/9, CD3/10, CD3/11, DWH/5, INQ/1

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 1
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2.0
2.1.

2.2.

2.3.

2.4,

3.0
3.1.

agreed at the PIM that the decisions on the two appeals are not co-
dependent.?

The Site and Its Surroundings?

Appeal A consists of two phases in outline with only access to be considered.
Appeal B represents the detailed elements relating to Phase 1 and its site is
wholly encompassed within that of Appeal A. The overall site comprises two
arable fields entirely outside the development boundary of Basingstoke on
its northern edge. Landscape features include a ditch that runs through the
centre of the Appeal A site on the boundary between the two fields. Appeal
site B comprises the southern field that rises gradually towards the south-
west and includes three mature oaks. The northern field rises to the north-
east where there is a ridge at an elevation of approximately 85-90 metres.
Beyond the ridge the land falls slightly into the north-east corner of the site.

Existing woodland, known as Spier’s Copse, adjoins the northern boundary
of the Appeal A site in part. A substantial hedgerow with numerous mature
trees forms the eastern boundary of the site and is adjdined by the existing
woodland of Carpenter’s Barn and Barn Copse that/ferm part of Basing
Forest. To the south, the overall site adjoins thexneéwly constructed
residential development of Marnel Park. Lamdgcape planting, implemented
as part of the Marnel Park residential development, adjoins the south and
west boundaries of the appeal sites. #Jlo,the/west of the western buffer fields
separate the buffer planting from Shexbaorhe St John. Further to the west on
the opposite side of the village is the A340 Aldermaston Road.

A Public Right of Way (PROW) @7 runs through the centre of the Appeal A
site and forms the northern beumdary of the Appeal B site adjacent to a
ditch that separates the twe@%ields. This connects to a wider network of
PROWSs, to the north apdWwest of the overall site connecting to Sherborne St
John, and to the norgiznand west edges of the existing residential
development adjoiaingsthe sites.

Neither appealfsite‘is the subject of any national landscape designations,
and no vegetation on, nor immediately adjoining, the overall site is covered
by a Tree, Pgesérvation Order. BDBC and DWH agree that, due to distance
and inteyvening topography and built form, the North Wessex Downs Area of
Outstanding Natural Beauty (AONB) would not be affected by the proposals.
The nearest listed buildings are Popley Fields Farm some 200m to the south
within the Marnel Park development and Kiln Farm approximately 325m to
the west of the overall site. There are several listed buildings in Sherborne
St John and both the western and eastern parts of the village are designated
as Conservation Areas.

Planning Policy®

Following the revocation of the Regional Strategy on 25 March 2013 the
development plan consists of the saved policies of the Basingstoke and
Deane Borough Local Plan (LP) adopted in July 2006. The most relevant

S INQ/1

4 cb1/5 2.1, 10.1-12
5 CD1/5 2.3-2.9 and Section 6, CD9.1

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 2
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3.2.

3.3.

3.4.

3.5.

3.6.

4.0
4.1.
4.1.1.

policies include E1, E6, E7 and A2. The National Planning Policy Framework
(Framework) is a material consideration, as are a number of Supplementary
Planning Documents (SPD) adopted by the Council.

Policy E1 sets out a number of criteria to be met and requires development
to be of a high standard of design, make efficient use of land, respect the
amenities of neighbouring occupiers and not result in inappropriate traffic
generation or compromise highway safety. Criteria in Policy E6 seek to
ensure that development would be sympathetic to the landscape character
and quality of the area concerned, whilst Policy A2 encourages walking
cycling and the use of public transport. Policy E7 requires proposals to
conserve, and where possible enhance, biodiversity.

BDBC consulted on a Pre-Submission Draft of its Core Strategy (CS) in
February 2012 but received a judgement from the High Court (Manydown
Company Limited v Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council) requiring it to
reconsider the form of the pre-submission strategy in relation to the
proposed allocated sites and locations for development. It has now
embarked on the preparation of a new Local Plan fer“the period 2011-2029.
On 30 October 2012 the Cabinet Committee fomally agreed a housing
provision figure for the new Local Plan of 730#%/0«dwellings per annum.
There is no published document as yet to attract any weight but it is
anticipated that the draft Local Plan will le,subject to public consultation
between August and September 2018.

The appeal sites in their entirety, have been promoted for residential led
development since 2010 and remain part of BDBC'’s latest Strategic Housing
Land Availability Assessment (SHRAA) prepared as part of the evidence base
for the emerging Local Plany, Offie€rs recommended that the overall appeal
site remains an allocated(site*and on 28 February 2013 the Council’s Cabinet
agreed Land North of Marnel Park (450 homes) as one of a number of
suggested sites for development. This was confirmed again at Cabinet on
15 April 2013.

In terms of Neighbourhood Plans, Sherborne St John has shown interest in
producing suchya plan. However, a boundary has yet to be agreed despite
consul@tiomfaving taken place.®

There hayve been no previous, relevant, planning applications within the
boundaries of the appeal sites.

The Case for Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council
Introduction

BDBC refused planning permission for both proposals contrary to the advice
of its Officers. It accepts that allowing the appeals would produce important
benefits given the scale of the shortfall in the 5 year housing land supply
and the outstanding need for affordable housing. Notwithstanding that,
neither the Framework, nor any other Government policy, nor previous
appeal decisions indicate that housing provision should override all other
planning considerations. What is required is a balanced assessment of all

¢ BDBC/3/1 Para 9.6

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 3
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4.1.2.

4.2.
4.2.1.

4.2.2.

4.2.3.

the relevant considerations giving priority to the development plan unless
and until its policies are outweighed by other material considerations. The
harm that would be caused in this case would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits of providing housing on the site at the present time
and the proposals would not constitute sustainable development as set out
in the Framework.’

The harm BDBC relies on falls under 5 main headings:

)} Harm to the countryside, the landscape and the separate identities of
Sherborne St John and Basingstoke;

i) Harm to the residential amenity of the existing community at Marnel
Park from the impact of the traffic generated by the development on
existing patterns of movement and from environmental impacts
during construction over an extended period;

iii) Harm to nature conservation due to inadequate mitigation to offset
the loss of habitat for great crested newts (GCNyy

iv) Harm to the wider planning of the area by pfefempting the
opportunity for the development plan pfecess to settle the locations
of new housing development; and

V) Harm to the establishment of @sustainable community at Marnel Park
due to lack of accessible publictramsport and a full range of local
facilities within walkable distances.®

Landscape and Visual ImpaCt

The two storey housing in_.Phase 2 would rise to just below the high point of
the site at 90m AOD opposite the end of Jersey Close and would have
maximum ridge heights\of 89.5-99.5m AOD. Phase 1 (Appeal B) would
have a greater variety of built form with two storey houses along the
western boundary, and a central belt of three storey houses flanked by a
2.5 storey areéd. N\ he maximum ridge heights would be 89.5m AOD adjacent
to the central gpen space and western boundary and up to 95m AOD in the
centre pfiPhaseé 1.°

The proposed school would be just below the high point of the site with
housing to the south and open land on the other three sides. Its ridge
height would be some 103m AOD despite being single storey whilst the
proposed community centre would be smaller but with a similar ridge
height. Access to the site would mainly be through gaps in the green
landscape buffers on the edge of Marnel Park, although a proposed road
access off Jersey Close would be through an existing belt of trees.*®

Apart from the school towards the high point of the site, the plateau area
would include playing fields, kickabout areas, pitches, allotments, tree
planting and open space. A spine of open green space would break up built

7 BDBC/Open Paras 3, 8 & 9
8 BDBC/Open Para 10

° BDBC/1/1 Paras 4.3-4.5

10 BDBC/1/1 Paras 4.6-4.7

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 4
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4.2.4.

4.2.5.

4.2.6.

4.2.7.

4.2.8.

form along the line of the Vyne Brook and PROW 17b and would include
existing and new balancing ponds, a kickabout area and general open space
with tree planting. A swathe of open space would separate Jersey Close
from the proposed housing, and the allotments from Great German'’s
Copse.™

Narrow belts of open land would separate Phase 2 from Spier’'s Copse and
Phases 1 and 2 from the western buffer, except for part of Phase 2 that
would extend to the buffer. Development would extend beyond the
landscape buffer on the northern edge of Marnel Park and up to the western
buffer that links Marnel Dell to the south-west with Spier’s Copse in the
north. The latter is a large woodland that effectively screens views from the
north. A series of Copses form an extensive wooded area that also screens
views from the wider landscape to the north-east.*?

The principle impact would be the loss of some 21 hectares of arable
farming land that might not have a high intrinsic value, but which performs
an invaluable function as open landscape, contrastingrwith Basingstoke, and
acts as a foil to the woodlands on the ridge. It alse,fopms an open
landscape buffer to Sherborne St John. This countryside is traversed by a
PROW, which connects to a wider network of foetpaths, and it is visible from
others. The appellant’s evidence undervalués @thie harm that the loss of
countryside would cause, despite one of theysFramework’s core planning
principles requiring recognition of ‘th€ uatrimSic character and beauty of the
countryside’.*?

There have been a number of landscape capacity assessments that identify
the site as part of a larger tract ofscountryside that has a rural character.
The most recent study, thedHampshire County Council Integrated Character
Assessment 2012, whilstfnot Vet adopted, sets out key characteristics of the
area, and it is accepted.that the site displays many of them. Threats
include ‘continued loSs“of tranquillity and visual quality near urban areas’
and ‘recent housiffghaitering traditional settlement pattern and character’.
The Basingstoke, Wadley and Bramley Landscape Capacity Study 2008 and
the Landscape Capacity Study — Site Options 2010 both considered a
numbef of factors in accordance with best practice. Apart from Marnel Park,
there Rhave been no other changes to the local landscape and there is no
reason to downgrade the sensitivity of the landscape to ‘low/medium’.

There is, therefore, only limited scope for development on the Appeal B part
of the overall site. Development would fundamentally alter the landscape
character of the site to urban and the harm would extend to the wider
countryside due to the deficiencies of the western buffer and the consequent
visibility of the site.*®

Whilst tree planting is welcomed, it would be necessary to mitigate the scale
and mass of development. Open space would be heavily influenced by
development and would not compensate for the loss of open fields. The

11 BDBC/1/1 Paras 4.8-4.10, 4.20

12 BDBC/1/1 Paras 4.11-4.15, 4.21-4.22

13 BDBC/1/1 Para 6.6, BDBC/11 Para 31

4 BDBC/1/1 Paras 5.3-5.26, BDBC/11 Para 33, Ms Toyne XE by BDBC Day 5
% CD10/17, CD10/18, BDBC/1/1 Para 5.32, BDBC/11 Paras 34 & 35

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 5
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character of the site would be changed from greenfield to high density
housing and the impact would be major-moderate adverse. The site makes
an important contribution to the open rural landscape character of the area.
Development would have an adverse impact on the rural setting of the key
woodland features and at times break the valued wooded skyline with its
built form. It would extend the urban area west beyond the wooded
landmarks of Marnel Dell, Spier’'s Copse and Great German’s Copse that
together contain the urban form, despite the intrusion of Marnel Park. The
existing development has a localised urbanising influence and shows how
harmful an extension in this area would be. The magnitude of change to the
wider landscape would be major adverse.*®

4.2.9. The argument that some countryside would be lost due to housing needs,
wherever located, only goes so far. Not all land on the periphery of the
urban area is equal and the countryside and sites should be looked at on
their own merits. The appellant has not undertaken any comparative study
with other sites on the periphery of Basingstoke. The site is in active
agricultural use and has no apparent urban fringe prgoblems despite its
accessibility.*’

4.2.10. Turning to separation, the open landscape between the edge of Basingstoke
and Sherborne St John has no national or lecal designation but was formerly
recognised as a ‘Strategic Gap’. Although _thiS"designation no longer exists,
the landscape is valued by local people fors«its role in maintaining the
separate identities of the two settlements. This is reflected in both the 2008
and 2010 landscape capacity studies and the Sherborne St John Village
Design Statement 2004.*®

4.2.11. Despite the expectations oflLPylnspectors, the western buffer that was
designed to prevent interVisibility between the Marnel Park development on
the edge of Basingstoke amd Sherborne St John has not yet achieved its
objective, although it ISy accepted that in time it will. However, even with a
mature buffer ilgftage=the topography of the site would mean that some of
the development, reefscape would be visible in some views from the west.
This would have, an urbanising influence on the countryside between the two
settlements,\as Marnel Park does on the appeal site. The evidence from the
existigg buffer and the mature oaks on the site indicate that the appellant’s
claim fog heights after 25 years is extremely optimistic. Even if the buffer is
successful in 15 years it would generally be around 8 metres in height with
some elements in the order of 10 metres high. *°

4.2.12. At present the gap between Jersey Close and Sherborne St John is up to 2
kilometres. The proposals would reduce this to a band ranging from
approximately 750 metres to 900 metres traversed by Chineham Lane and
PROWSs 17b and 501. The journey by car would take only a few minutes.
More of Basingstoke would be visible due to the proposed development on
rising land and the depth of open countryside would be lost. The walk on
footpaths between the two settlements would take longer but the proposals

16 BDBC/1/1 Paras 6.5-6.9, 6.12-6.18

17 BDBC/11 Para 32

18 BDBC/1/1 Para 5.40

1° BDBC/1/1 Para 5.27, BDBC/11 Para 33 & 36

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 6
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4.2.13.

4.2.14.

4.2.15.

4.3.
4.3.1.

4.3.2.

would be apparent from the edge of Sherborne St John and there would be
substantially more intervisibility. The village does not benefit from a
contained landscape that would enable the site to be developed without
harm to the separate identity of the village and the proposed development
would erode the open character of the landscape.?

Visual impact assessments have been carried out for both appeals. The
impacts would not be limited to short range impacts on the site itself. There
would also be unacceptably high impacts on a number of sensitive
viewpoints on the edges of both Basingstoke and Sherborne St John and
from the intervening countryside where sensitive receptors would be using
the network of PROWSs. Existing residents’ views of the open countryside
north of Marnel Park would be blocked. In addition there would be an
extension of lighting into a landscape that is presently dark at night. This
darkness is important in retaining the night time perception of Sherborne St
John as a rural village and lighting would erode the night time appearance of
the open rural landscape.?*

The proposal would have a serious adverse impact-@n the landscape
character of the area, on the sense of separatidn ‘ef settlements, and on the
visual amenities of the countryside. The roleof,the countryside in
distinguishing between settlements is recoghised in the Framework, as are
valued landscapes. Landscape assessmefts,ascribe a value to the site and
recognise that only limited developmgén# shéuld be accommodated. Whilst
the greatest weight is given to the AONB{ safeguarding other landscapes
should also carry material weight/ fhere would clearly be substantial harm
in this case.?

The proposals would not be,inYkeeping with the landscape character of the
area and would not contribtité”to the conservation of the landscape. Phase
2 of Appeal A in particularsould have a significant adverse impact on a
number of views from RROWSs and from Sherborne St John and Basingstoke.
The proposals weuld, “therefore, be contrary to the aims of saved LP Policy
E6 and paragtaphdy?, 17, and 113 of the Framework.??

Transportation

BDBC%onfirmed by letter dated 15 February 2013 that it would not defend
reasons ¥or refusal 5 to Appeal A, and 4 to Appeal B. These relate to the
impact of the traffic that would be generated on the wider network. BDBC
accepts, on the basis of professional advice, that any impacts on the wider
network could be addressed by Section 106 contributions towards works at
various junctions. There are two main remaining concerns: the
environmental capacity of the existing road network at Marnel Park and the
impact of the introduction of a bus route.?*

It is accepted that the environmental capacity of local roads is a material
consideration. Traffic flows along Barrington Drive and Carpenter’s Down

20 BDBC/1/1 Paras 6.10-6.11, 6.15-6.16, App L5 Photos BK6, BK8, BK9, BK20, BK22 & BK23, BDBC/11 Para 37
2! BDBC/1/1 Paras 6.19-6.74, App L7, BDBC/11 Para 38

22 BDBC/11 Para 39, Framework Paras 17 & 109

22 BDBC/1/1 Sect 7

24 CD1/5 Para 1.8, CD4.2, CD4.4, Mr Parsons XE Day 2, BDBC/11 Para 40

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 7
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4.3.3.

4.3.4.

4.3.5.

4.3.6.

4.3.7.

are expected to increase by between 19% and 40% during the period to
2026 as a result of the proposed development. Similarly, traffic using
Carter Drive, Cleeve Road, Hewitt Road and Hutchins Way is likely to
experience increases of between 300% and 1600%, although it is
acknowledged that the baseline is relatively low.?

Comparing 2010 and 2019 flows, the traffic during Phase 1 would be around
600 vehicles per hour (vph) on Barrington Drive, about 10 vehicles per
minute (vpm), whereas flows on Carpenter’s Down were 7 vpm in 2010.
Barrington Drive would accommodate over 50% more traffic following Phase
2 (around 700 vehicles) than was recorded on Carpenter’s Down in 2010
(approximately 440 vehicles). Traffic flows along Cleeve Road following
Phase 2 would exceed those recorded on Barrington Drive in 2010 with
around 4 vpm in the AM peak compared to 1 vehicle every 2 minutes at
present. Vehicular activity on Hutchins Way following Phase 2 would
increase to between 1 and 2 vpm compared to 1 vehicle movement every
10 minutes at present. These impacts are considered to be severe.?®

The Institute of Highways and Transportation docuient Transport in the
Urban Environment, June 1997, which is still chprent) states that the
environmental capacity for an access road or docaldistributor lies typically in
the range 300-600 vph and that traffic flows op/access roads should be
limited to levels that are compatible with(aeeeptable environmental
standards and providing safe and attfagtive’routes for pedestrians and
cyclists. The upper limit would not be“exCeeded on Barrington Drive in
either the AM or PM peaks with juSt\base and committed development but
would be in both cases with deyeldpment traffic.?’

Barrington Drive would have to,be’crossed by pedestrians accessing the
existing bus route, depending”on the direction of travel, or travelling to
facilities beyond an 800 metre walk distance. As the bus route would be
beyond a 400 metref 5yminute, walk for many residents any additional
disincentive to maKigg“journeys on foot is a severe impact, particularly
given the FrameworKk objective of making the fullest possible use of non car
modes of traweh, I'n respect of Manual for Streets (MfS) and Manual for
Streets 2 @VM§S2) the function of Barrington Drive, Cleeve Road, Hewitt Road
and Hdtchins Way would become more of a ‘Link’ than a ‘Place’ reducing
their atfractiveness to pedestrians and cyclists.?®

Many of the existing roads have been designed as low key access roads
intended to give priority to pedestrians and cyclists. The roads are
characterised by on-street parking. If traffic flows increase vehicles are
more likely to park partly on the footway compromising pedestrian facilities.
The overall impact would be severe.?®

In terms of public transport, walking via the Jersey Close access to the site,
the closest bus stop would be some 250 metres from the nearest dwelling in
Appeal A and the school would be around 400 metres walk distance. If the

25 BDBC/2/1 Para 5.12, BDBC/11 Para 41

26 BDBC/2/1 Paras 5.13-5.14

27 CD6/24, BDBC/2/1 Paras 5.15-5.18, BDBC/11 Para 41
28 BDBC/2/1 Para 5.19-5.24, BDBC/11 Para 41

2° BDBC/2/1 Paras 5.25-5.29

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 8
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4.3.8.

4.3.9.

4.3.10.

4.4.

4.4.1.

4.4.2.

secondary access from Cleeve Road were used the nearest dwellings would
be around 325 metres walk distance. All dwellings in Appeal B would be in
excess of a 400 metre walk to a bus stop and dwellings in Appeal A would
be 250-900 metres walk distance. MfS states that walkable neighbourhoods
are generally up to 800 metres whilst Planning for Public Transport in
Developments indicates that the maximum walking distance to a bus stop
should not exceed 400 metres and preferably be no more than 300 metres.
It would, therefore, be desirable to divert a bus service through the
proposed development.*°

Turning to the suitability of the proposed bus route, the neighbouring
streets are subject to on-street parking that is significant, particularly in the
vicinity of Hutchin’s Way. Guidance is clear that a 6 metre carriageway is
the minimum to accommodate buses and in that respect the proposed route
would comply with the guidance. However, if the carriageway was
obstructed by on-street parking it would be difficult for a bus to manoeuvre
at junctions and forward visibility might be affected. Any delays might
affect the attractiveness of the route.®*

If such a situation arose the highway authoritySmight come under pressure
to introduce parking restrictions. This would jmpaet on existing residents
and would not assist in fostering a sense ofcopmunity cohesion. Whilst
parking controls are being considered as (paxt*of the adoption process for the
existing roads at Marnel Park, they afe niot*a normal adjunct of adoption and
their imposition is dependent on consultation. It cannot be assumed that
parking restrictions would be intgg@uced.>*?

The proposals do not sufficieptly take into account the needs of public
transport and so fail to maximisesthe use of sustainable modes of travel.
Measures to improve sustainability could lead to the imposition of parking
controls and impinge on the amenities of existing residents. The proposal
would, therefore, befcontrary to the aims of saved LP Policies A2 and E1 and
the Framework.%

Ecology

Ecologyswas 'mot a stated reason for refusal on Appeal A. However, BDBC
providedfewidence to support reason for refusal 8 in Appeal B in relation to
both Appeals A and B. The Council has two concerns in relation to GCNs:
firstly, the impact on dispersal; and secondly, the lack of adequate
mitigation for GCN displaced from the arable fields.®*

GCN are a European Protected Species. There are no statutory designated
sites within 1 kilometre of the appeal sites but Popley Pond, some 360
metres to the south-east, is a Local Nature Reserve (LNR). Migration to
breeding sites takes place in the spring and adult newts leave the breeding
sites from late May. Juveniles emerge from the aquatic habitat around early
August and spend between 2 and 4 years on land before becoming mature

30 BDBC/2/1 Para 5.35-5.45, BDBC/2/4

31 BDBC/2/1 Paras 5.46-5.67, BDBC/11 Para 43
32 BDBC/11 Para 42

33 BDBC/2/1 Para 5.70

%4 cD1/5, CD/4.4, BDBC/11 Para 51
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4.4.3.

4.4.4.

4.4.5.

4.4.6.

4.4.7.

and returning to breeding ponds. The terrestrial habitat surrounding
breeding sites is, therefore, vitally important. GCNs can migrate over 1.3
kilometres but more commonly move between ponds that are around 250
metres apart. The main populations in the area of the appeal site are
Popley Ponds Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC), the
Eastern Balancing Pond, Basingstoke Forest SINC and Kiln Farm. It is now
accepted that following the Marnel Park mitigation measures the Carpenter’s
Down corridor is being used for migration and only 3 newts have been found
dead on the roads.*®

New access routes to the appeal site would need to cross habitat created as
part of the Marnel Park mitigation some 14 metres from the Eastern
Balancing Pond on a key migratory route, and between the Eastern and
Western Balancing Ponds. NE considers an isolating impact within 50
metres of a breeding pond as a high impact.3®

Arable fields are generally considered to be poor terrestrial habitat for
GCNs. However, the surveys for the Marnel Park deyelopment found newts
using the arable fields up to 20 metres from the hedgerow, although only
16.7% were recorded more than 2 metres fromygahé hedgerow. The fields
are used and are likely to be important to thesGCN population. As Popley
Ponds SINC is of regional importance and the Eastern Balancing Pond is
eligible to be designated as a Site of Speiah SCientific Interest (SSSI) due to
its outstanding amphibian assemblage gredater survey efforts should have
been made to gain information on the“extent the arable fields are used, as
well as on migratory patterns.>’

Kiln Farm Ponds have a low population of breeding GCN and it is accepted

that there would be some inteslinkage with the GCN populations at Popley

Ponds and the Eastern Bdlagcing Pond. The territorial range would include
the appeal site and tragping data indicates that large numbers, particularly
juveniles, from Popley Ronds were dispersing in a direction that could lead

to Kiln Farm.>®

Despite this, and‘the loss of arable Field 1 to development (Appeals A and
B), no direct route would be provided to Kiln Farm. The corridor along the
Vyne Bfopkwould only provide an indirect route and the general biodiversity
mitigation h terms of hedgerows, headlands, margins and skylark plots has
not been*designed with interlinkages in mind. The mitigation would be
inadequate.>°

GCN would also be displaced from arable Field 2 (Appeal A) and around 645
would not have any specific compensatory habitat. If Basing Forest is
already being used by the same GCN population then its use would not be
compensatory. Even if it were an ‘in situ’ relocation, data would still be
needed on the population using the relevant parts of the Forest to determine
whether the habitat was adequate or in need of enhancement. There is

%5 CD1/5 Para 11.4, BDBC/4/1 Paras 5.1-5.6, Mr Pattenden 1/C Day 2
36 BDBC/4/1 Paras 7.20-7.22

$” BDBC/4/1 Paras 7.10-7.19

38 BDBC/4/1 Paras 7.24-7.26, BDBC/11 Para 51

%° BDBC/11 para 52
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4.4.8.

4.5.

4.5.1.

4.5.2.

4.5.3.

4.5.4.

4.5.5.

insufficient data, particularly in relation to Pond C, as a singe survey is
inadequate.*®

Favourable Conservation Status (FCS) cannot be assumed. Figures do not
demonstrate an increase in population because the surveys have not
identified the total numbers of GCN in Popley Ponds. The sample surveyed
was in decline until 2013 and the overall population is unknown. Whilst it is
suggested that Natural England (NE) would be likely to grant a European
Protected Species licence, that is not what the evidence from NE states.
The proposal would be contrary to saved LP Policy E7.%*

Land Supply and Prematurity

The appellant and BDBC disagree on the evidence base to be used in
relation to land supply. The appellant favours the evidence base for the now
revoked South East Plan, which despite being based on demographic data
almost a decade old has been tested at examination, whilst BDBC prefers
the more up-to-date information being produced to upderpin the emerging
LP, albeit that this has not been tested and is potentially subject to
change.*?

However, the parties agree that the difference between them on the scale of
the 5 year supply is not material as no matter ‘Wow the figures are calculated
there remains a clear shortfall. The appellant contends that there is a 2.6
year supply for the period 2013-2018whilst BDBC calculates a figure for the
same period of 3.7 years. It is agreedthat the shortfall is serious and
significant and deserves to carry\naterial weight in the decision on these
appeals.®

Turning to prematurity, grantimg planning permission for housing
development on this grgénfield site would be premature in advance of
decisions in respect of the emerging Local Plan.**

The Framework6€és ot mention prematurity but The Planning System:
General Principles \(PSGP) does. Paragraph 17 indicates that the refusal of
planning pepmission might be justifiable where a Development Plan
Documenty(BPD) is being prepared but has not been adopted and a proposal
is so stibstantial, or where the cumulative effect would be so significant, that
granting,permission could prejudice the DPD by predetermining decisions
about the scale, location or phasing of new development that are being
addressed in DPD policy.*

The appellant prays in aid the first bullet point of paragraph 18 and
maintains that there cannot be a prematurity argument as there is not yet a
consultation draft Local Plan. Reference is made to previous appeal
decisions to support that view but there is no indication that arguments
about paragraphs 17 and 18 were presented in those cases. A
straightforward reading of paragraphs 17 and 18, in line with the Tesco

40 BDBC/4/1 Paras 7.27-7.29, BDBC/11 Paras 53-54

1 BDBC/4/1 Paras 7.10-7.19, BDBC/11 Paras 55-56

42 cD8/1, BDBC/3/1/Para 8.4 & Apps E & G, BDBC/11 Para 1, DWH/NPN/1.1 Paras 2.5-2.6
43 CD1/5A, BDBC/11 Paras 4 & 5

44 BDBC/3/1 Para 9.1

45 CD5/4, BDBC/3/1 Para 9.2-9.3
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4.5.6.

4.5.7.

4.5.8.

4.5.9.

Stores Ltd v City of Dundee [2012] UKSC 13 judgement, indicates that they
are dealing with different circumstances. Paragraph 17 is concerned with
pre-empting decisions not yet made in the development plan process, whilst
paragraph 18 is concerned with cases where refusal is contemplated due to
conflict with an emerging development plan policy. The appellant’s
approach cannot be right as it would emasculate the policy approach in
paragraph 17.%°

Applying paragraph 17 to this case, the proposal would jeopardise the
separate identity of Sherborne St John and fundamentally alter the
relationship of Basingstoke to one of the Borough’s rural villages. This type
of decision should be plan led. Paragraph 17 indicates that if only a small
area would be impacted then a prematurity objection would not be justified.
BDBC is identifying land for 13,140-13,860 dwellings in the plan period
2011-2029. The appeal site is 21 hectares of greenfield land, capable of
accommodating 450 dwellings, in a key location in terms of the identity of
Sherborne St John. It is not small and should be regarded as ‘so
substantial’ that its future should be resolved by thefplan making process.
It is accepted that the scale of housing in the LP wdule’be unlikely to be
prejudiced in this case but the location would beé, “l¥/permission were
granted the option of maintaining the separate/identity of Sherborne St John
would be lost.*’

The fact that the site was put forward it th€ now withdrawn CS and is now
put forward as a candidate site in the egmisultation draft Local Plan does not
mean that the allocation of the sit€%an be assumed. The latest Cabinet
decision includes the appeal sitehimna list for ‘further infrastructure and
environmental assessment’.“8

Even if the site were to hé promoted by BDBC, that would not remove the
prematurity objection.«Plarhing is something that involves people. The
Framework is clear that planning should be ‘genuinely plan-led, empowering
local people to shape*their surroundings’. The outcome of the Local Plan
comes from a,coelleetive and collaborative process. Participants might
persuade the=Inspector that there are preferable sites and pre-empting the
process _weuld _prejudice the outcome. Whilst any grant of planning
permigsion would prejudice the outcome of a development plan to some
extent,sarely would prematurity be a justified argument in relation to the
impact on a small area. The appeal site is not small and there would be real
prejudice to the outcome of the Local Plan.*®

There are a large number of choices in terms of sites on the periphery of
Basingstoke. Another reason not to pre-empt the plan making process is
that it would comparatively assess the options for growth in the plan area.
The Local Plan would undergo a Sustainability Appraisal and a Strategic
Environmental Assessment and is the sound way to identify the most
suitable and sustainable outcome.*°

46 CD5/4, BDBC/3/1 Paras 9.2-9.3, BDBC/10, BDBC/11 Paras 16-20
47 BDBC/3/1 Paras 9.4 & 9.9, BDBC/11 Paras 21-23

48 BDBC/3/1 Para 9.7, BDBC/11 Para 24

49 BDBC/11 Paras 25-27

50 BDBC/3/1 Para 9.13, BDBC/11 Para 28
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4.5.10.

4.6.
4.6.1.

4.6.2.

4.6.3.

4.6.4.

The SoS has stated that with the power given by localism, and the removal
of top-down housing targets, comes the responsibility to make provision for
needs at the local level with an up to date development plan. BDBC is
acting promptly to progress its Local Plan following a legal challenge and
adoption is hoped to be in August 2014. There will be some delay but on
the current timetable that would equate to the loss of opportunity for 120
dwellings. There is no reason for a longer delay. Representations from
neighbouring authorities about the withdrawn CS, which promoted a
substantially lower housing provision, are not a reliable guide to the position
in relation to the new Local Plan. It is not argued that localism precludes
the grant of planning permission but the Tewkesbury decision suggests that
a decision maker can find a prematurity objection to be well founded where
the facts support such a conclusion.”*

Other Matters

BDBC confirmed by letter dated 15 February 2013 that it would not defend
reason for refusal 7 to Appeal B relating to loss of agricultural land. In
addition it advances no case in relation to design, iipact on heritage assets,
water supply or drainage.*?

The proposal does not address the impact that'local residents have to
endure during an extended construction period that would lead to the loss of
accessible countryside. The situationfwould/be exacerbated by the fact that
the proposals would be imposed on a*¢onfmunity where many sectors
consider the proposal unacceptable. A plan led decision would potentially
allow a more equitable distribution, of housing growth and provide an
opportunity for the communityitojparticipate in, and influence, the
decision.>®

There would not be a rangg/of facilities within an 800 metres walkable
neighbourhood. Thereys,a Tesco Express, the smallest Tesco format, and a
takeaway. Therge might be a primary school if the education authority does
not elect to extend existing schools or reopen a school recently closed.
However, there woeuld be no other facilities within a 10 minute walk. There
are otherefatilities within a 15 minute walk distance and a wide range within
a 25 mpinuteywalk time. The proposals would not therefore meet the
environmental role of sustainable development, although the provision of
housing Would fulfil the economic role and partly meet the social role of
sustainable development.>*

In terms of the development plan, there would be conflict with LP Policy D6
but it is accepted that this is out of date given the housing land supply
shortfall. Saved LP Policies E1, E6, E7 and A2 relied on in the reasons for
refusal should be given due weight according to their degree of consistency
with the Framework. The highways element of Policy E1 should now be
judged against the ‘severe’ test in the Framework but the other policies are
consistent with it. Policy E6 should not be considered out of date because it

51 BDBC/11 Paras 29-30

52 cD1/5, CD4.4, BDBC/11 Paras 48, 50, & 68
53 BDBC/11 Para 49

54 BDBC/11 Paras 45 & 57
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4.6.5.

4.6.6.

4.6.7.

4.7.

4.7.1.

4.7.2.

requires all development, not just housing, to be sympathetic to the
landscape character of the area.®

The proposal would contribute 260 dwellings out of the total 450 in the 5
year period, which would help to reduce the deficit in housing numbers.
40% of these would be affordable housing of an appropriate mix.
Construction jobs would provide an economic benefit and there may also be
a few permanent jobs if the option of a primary school is taken up.
However, the benefits need to be seen in context. The affordable housing
would be no more than would be provided by any greenfield site and the
bulk of the development would be market housing. Other claimed benefits,
such as high quality design and the provision of on-site open space, are no
more than would be expected of housing development anywhere. They are
essential elements needed to make the proposals acceptable in planning
terms.>®

In terms of the planning balance, it cannot be asserted that because the
benefits of providing housing in an area where theregs a shortfall have
outweighed the harm in other locations, the same would apply here. Each
case should be considered on its merits. In Appeal A there is clear evidence
of substantial harm that significantly and demogrstrably outweighs the
identified benefits such that the appeal shddld(be dismissed.>’

In Appeal B the benefits would be reduced.as the quantum of development
would be less. Construction impacts wWould be for a shorter period and the
ecological impacts would be reduced. There would be no bus route/parking
conflict as there would not be adus route through the development.
However, there would still be an impact, albeit a lesser impact, on the
landscape due to the loss of oRe arable field and there would still be an
impact on the separate identity of Sherborne St John. In addition the
prematurity objection wiotid remain. Appeal B should also be dismissed.>®

Conditions and Section 106 Agreements

The mitigation{preposed is accepted by BDBC but is not considered
adequate, tofoff3set the impacts on landscape and related matters,
transportation/accessibility, community cohesion and ecology.
Notwithstanding that, and without prejudice, a range of conditions has been
agreed With the appellant for each of the appeals.>®

A Section 106 Agreement has also been completed for each appeal. In
terms of open space, there was a glitch in the way the figures were
presented that was repeated in the draft Section 106 Agreement. The
corrected figures were included in a supplementary committee report and
the final Section 106 Agreement. Both Agreements make provision for
community facilities, open space, art, affordable housing, education,
transport contribution, a travel plan, a Protected Species Management Plan
and ecological compensation habitat. In addition, the Appeal A document

55 BDBC/11 Paras 59-61

56 BDBC/11 Paras 6 & 7

57 BDBC/11 Paras 8 & 62

58 BDBC/11 Paras 63-69

5 BDBC/6, BDBC/7, BDBC/8, BDBC/9, BDBC/11 Para 58
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5.0
5.1.

5.1.1.

5.1.2.

5.2.

5.2.1.

includes provision for a landscape management plan. A Landscape
Management Plan was submitted and is covered by a condition to be
attached to any permission granted for Appeal B. Justification has been
provided by Hampshire County Council in relation to education, transport
contributions and travel plans and by the appellant and BDBC in respect of
the remaining matters. The justifications demonstrate that the Agreements
would meet the tests set out in Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL)
Regulation 122.%°

The Case for Sherborne St John Parish Council
Introduction®?!

The Framework seeks to raise the overall level of house building and
penalise local authorities that do not provide enough land. Lack of a 5 year
supply is a common problem but there is no attempt to thwart development
in this case. In a plan led system we should wait for the process to be more
advanced, including good community engagement and participation. No
sites have yet been allocated in the emerging Local Riam but there is little
policy support for these proposals.

The site lies within Sherborne St John parish fbgundary and performs a vital
function in separating the village from Basingstoke. Experience of previous
landscape screening gives no confidep€e tat physical and visual intrusion
would not be damaging. The capacity©6f the wider road network is under
strain, local roads were not intended aSvthrough routes and modelling is
based on unclear data. GCNs are{present on site and the proposed tarmac
and buildings are simply not part\of their habitat. Moreover, good
agricultural land would be losthamd/abstraction and waste water disposal
would cumulatively affectsthe.quality of the river environment in the area.
The proposals are unwgiceme in the community. They do not meet the
highest standards ofgplanning and would do little to address housing
shortages in the Betbugh. Their impact would be unacceptable.

Landscape agdWisual Impact

Assessing the_intrusive effects of development is important and landscape
charagter.assessments allow judgements to be made about landscape
capacitys, The County produced The Hampshire Landscape: a Strategy for
the Future, August 2000. The site lies outside the Settlement Policy
Boundary. Despite recent development at Marnel Park, the site is not
‘contained’ by residential development, and the proposals would not be
‘rounding off’. The Framework seeks to enhance the natural environment by
protecting valued landscapes. The landscape character of the site remains
open in nature and extremely rural. It is well maintained, but has a sense
of remoteness and tranquillity. Whilst there are no statutory landscape
designations in the area the community regards the landscape with affection
and attachment. The well connected network of walking routes links
farmland and settlements in the area and is an amenity.®?

80 cD1/11B, CD1/13B, CD1/12, CD1/14, BDBC/5, HCC/1
61 3SJ/0Open, SSJ/06 Para 5.2-5.3
62 CD10/38, SSJ/01 Para 4.1, SSJ/02 Paras 2.1-2.4, SSJ/02/1 Para 1, SSJ/06 Para 2.2, 2.5, 2.8, 2.12-2.13, 2.37
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5.2.2.

5.2.3.

5.2.4.

5.2.5.

Landscape Capacity Assessments/Studies were carried out in 2008 and
2010. The former refers to the site as a gently sloping open landscape of
farmland, which due to the ridgeline along its southern boundary is
relatively prominent. The landscape capacity is concluded to be Low and
the Assessment notes there is limited potential for mitigation as new areas
of screen planting would have an adverse impact on an area that contains
little woodland. The 2010 Study identifies the site as having Medium/Low
capacity partly due to the influence of development at Marnel Park and
partly as it does not take account of the role the site plays in providing a
gap between settlements. The Study confirms that the site has limited
capacity for development.®®

The countryside around the Parish of Sherborne St John is important.
Nearly 1000 years ago it was managed by local communities for food and
raw materials and today it is still used for farming and forestry as well as
recreation. The village lies in a shallow valley and Basingstoke is largely
hidden from view by rising ground to the south. A shallow valley extends
south-east from the high ground of the recreation gfound from where there
is intervisibility between the village and the recent"Marnel Park
development. LP Inspectors in 1995 and 2005 identified a principle of non-
intervisibility between Basingstoke and Sherborpae St John. This has already
been eroded to some degree as the woodland buffers planted as mitigation
of the Marnel Park development haveotefatured. The proposal would
unacceptably further erode this prinéipé.5’

SSJ attaches considerable importanee to the retention of a ‘strategic gap’
between the village and Basingstoke, which is already too narrow. Whilst
‘strategic gaps’ may no longex bhe/formally recognised in planning policy, the
importance of preventing cOalescénce is still valid. It is essential to
separate the village and its jdentity from the sharp urban edge of
Basingstoke. A Sherborne St John Village Design Framework was produced
by residents and ad@pted by BDBC as Supplementary Planning Guidance in
February 2004. 1t etnphasises the importance of views towards the appeal
site. The attfibutes of open countryside and the separate identity of the
village werefidentified by over 90% of respondents but they are fragile and
would beyéasily corrupted and overwhelmed.®®

The congept of non-intervisibility needs to be re-enforced. Six to seven
years on from the original planting the ‘robust 35 metre wide landscape
edge to the development’ at Marnel Park still does not provide effective
visual mitigation due to ground conditions and lack of maintenance. Similar
mitigation is proposed in these appeals but experience shows that it would
not be ‘effective and substantial’. This would particularly be the case as the
proposals would be more prominent on rising ground and the development
would be even closer to Sherborne St John. Both the 2008 and 2010
Landscape Capacity Studies identified that there was limited potential for
screening.®®

83 CD10/17, CD10/18, SSJ/01 Para 4.1, SSJ/02 Paras 3.1-3.9, SSJ/02/1 Para 2, SSJ/06 Para 2.7

64 SSJ/01 Para 4.4, SSJ/02 Paras 3.10-3.12 & 4.1-4.4, SSJ/02/1 Para 3, SSJ/06 Para 2.9, 2.16-2.30

8 CD9/22, SSJ/02 Paras 5.1-6.5, SSJ/02/1 Paras 4 & 5

86 CcD10/17, CD10/18, SSJ/01 Para 4.3, SSJ/02 Paras 7.1-7.17, SSJ/02/1 Para 6, SSJ/06 Para 2.3-2.4, 2.6, 2.10,
2.16, 2.17-2.22
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5.3.1.

5.3.2.

5.3.3.

5.3.4.

5.3.5.

Transportation

Transport provision should focus on practicality, access and safety, as well
as avoiding congestion, emissions and pollution. Better public transport is
an essential part of the mix. Policy is based on achieving shifts in modes of
travel, although the Framework now talks of the need for ‘balance’ in favour
of sustainable modes. The highway authority has displayed a lack of rigour
and no strategic vision but has sought to secure maximum contributions for
minor improvements that would be of little or no long term value.®’

The proposal would compound the existing situation where few community
facilities and services have been provided. Access to Appeal B would be
through the existing Marnel Park development, whilst the access to Appeal A
would be either through Marnel Park or from Jersey Close past the proposed
school site.®®

Marnel Park was constructed with minimum road widths and the main
access roads of Barrington Way and Appleton Drive are 6 metres wide.

They were not designed as major through routes. ParKing was provided at a
ratio of 1.5 spaces per household and there is widespread on-road parking.
This results in congestion leading to delays, inereased incidence of collision
and increased risk of injury to residents, espécialy children. Parking
restrictions would be opposed by residents. ‘Adding additional traffic as a
result of the proposals would not be @'sustaihable solution.®®

The appellant’s traffic models have beew based on data from 2010, before
the Marnel Park development was fully completed, and so underestimates
the true position. SSJ carried pugtraffic surveys one year apart to check the
data. This showed significanthinergases confirming that the levels of vehicle
movements have been upderstated. The model is, therefore, fundamentally
flawed. BDBC’s estimates, for increased traffic are also low and SSJ predicts
twice as many vehiclesgieovements than estimated by the Council. These
flows would be unsupportable on the existing road network."®

The capacity ‘ef the*wider road network is already under strain as a result of
the cumulative impact of previous inadequate planning. Roads that would
be partieularly/affected include the A33, the A340, with queuing back to the
Cranes Road junction at peak times and construction traffic from the Merton
Rise, Park Prewett and Triangle developments, and through Sherborne St
John itself as traffic seeks to avoid the A340. This overload is recognised by
the appellant and a number of improvements to highway junctions are
proposed. None of these would increase the overall highway capacity. The
proposals do not fit well with current national and local transport policy and
guidance.”

87 $5J/04 Paras 2.1-2.4, SSJ/06 Paras 4.1-4.3

68 SSJ/04 Paras 3.1-3.2

69 55J/04 Paras 3.3-3.6, SSJ/06 Paras 4.4-4.5

79 SSJ/04 Paras 3.7-3.15. SSJ/04/1, SSJ/06 Paras 4.6-4.7
" 38J/04 Paras 4.1-4.5, 5.2
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54.1.

5.4.2.

5.4.3.

5.4.4.

5.4.5.

Ecology

The protection of species and habitats has long been an objective of
Government at all levels. The roles of NE and the Environment Agency (EA)
should be noted. Paragraph 109 of the Framework makes clear that the
planning system is expected to contribute to, and enhance, the natural and
local environment. BDBC policy seeks to protect habitats and seeks
opportunities to restore, enhance, or create new habitats.’?

There are concerns that development would be intrusive and destructive.
Sensitivity is required to ensure that its impact is avoided, contained or
mitigated. Habitat fragmentation and poor management are also a concern
as habitat loss can be as permanent as landscape loss. The life cycle of
GCNs is a problem as they range over a wide area regardless of attempts to
coral them to suit developer objectives.

Degradation, loss and fragmentation of terrestrial habitats have contributed
to a decline in GCNs. As the proposed development{ and Marnel Park are on
land suitable for GCNs a variety of approaches havébeen developed
including trapping and relocation, habitat corrid@rS«and the provision of
culvert underpasses. Use of the Vyne Brook @s"a habitat corridor and the
use of balancing ponds as refuges have alsonbe€én included. Whilst
reference has been made to a Management Plan, maintenance appears not
to have been carried out. The pondS\héave fallen into disrepair, culverts
under the roads have become blocked preventing free movement between
feeding and breeding grounds, and the area has been a dumping ground for
litter and refuse. There appeaf t@ be uncertainties about impact and the
success of the Marnel Park mitigation and there must therefore be concerns
for the survival of the GCNs amd whether any net gains could be
established.”

NE Guidance was first published by English Nature in 2001 and indicates
that appropriate¥nanpagement of ponds and surrounding habitats are crucial
for the succeSg 0R,GCNs. NE sets three tests for the grant of a licence.
Although theg appellant has not considered alternative sites, BDBC are
reviewipg a number of sites for housing and the test of there being no
satisfactorysalternative would not be met by the proposal. Photographs
show that the appellant has performed poorly in the upkeep and
maintenance of the Marnel Park mitigation which compromises the ability of
the newts to be a viable breeding population. Houses in close proximity
would only exacerbate the problem. This would fail the third test of not
being detrimental to the maintenance of the species at FCS in their range.”

Hampshire Wildlife Trust has confirmed its opposition to the use of the site
for housing, including the mitigation measures proposed. A telling point is
the statement in a letter dated 23 March 2012 that “In conclusion,
Hampshire Wildlife Trust is concerned that this core strategy is not legally
compliant with national policy and fails to meet the tests of soundness for

72 3SJ/05 Paras 2.1-2.4

73 88J/05 Paras 3.1-3.3

74 SSJ/05 Paras 4.1-4.5, 7.1-7.3, SSJ/06 Paras 3.12-3.15
7® $8J/05 Paras 5.1-5.5, 6.1-6.2, SSJ/06 Paras 3.6-3.10

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 18



Report APP/H1705/A/12/2188125 & APP/H1705/A/12/2188137

5.5.

5.5.1.

5.5.2.

5.5.8.

5.6.

5.6.1.

the reasons given”. The development should be rejected on the grounds
that it would severely damage critical biodiversity interests including the
essential habitats of the GCN."®

Land Supply and Prematurity

SSJ has consistently opposed development on the appeal site and the
applications attracted numerous objections from Popley and Sherborne St
John. Allowing the appeals would prejudice the forward planning process
and the emerging Local Plan. The site was considered and tested at a
selection process for a previous Local Plan and was met with unprecedented
resistance. It is being considered by BDBC in the emerging Local Plan
process but the latest statistics indicate a downwards revision in population
and household estimates. There is a lack of local capacity to take further
large scale development and there is no justification for it, despite the
current shortfalls in housing land supply and the need for affordable houses.
Basingstoke has provided a considerable number of houses since 2000."’

The Council has been responsible in determining hotsinng requirements. The
figures in the South East Plan, now revoked, shauld not be a material
consideration as it presents only part of a complex picture and the evidence
base is dated. The appellant has used theChelmer model which is complex
and Iacl8<s transparency. No weight shoulg~bewplaced on their figures as a
result.”’

Although the Framework provides a greater presumption in favour of
development when a housing land supply shortfall exists, it does not specify
where such development might be ‘appropriate or acceptable. The lack of a
strategic framework and histogie=Cantext should not facilitate the acceptance
of schemes such as thesemJhsany event, the depressed state of the housing
market and the fact thattheg proposals would not be built out in the 5 year
timescale would reduee its contribution to housing supply.®

Other Matters

There is little=sperception of the wider impact on the quality of life of Marnel
Park residents or the amenities of Sherborne St John. Residents in Popley,
including/Marnel Park, have suffered the effects of continuous construction
work forthe past 10 years, and there are still around a further 1000 houses
to be built. The community needs time to establish a local identity and
develop societies and organisations but the proposals would lead to roughly
5 more years of development with access through Marnel Park and off
Jersey Close. Sherborne St John is a vibrant and established community.
However, the proposals would dominate views to the east and swamp the
village destroying its intrinsic character and identity. Residents feel
threatened by the expansion of Basingstoke and consider development
pressures reduce the quality of both the environment and life. The provision
of new homes, affordable housing and land for a school would not support

76 SSJ/05 Paras 8.1-8.2 & 9.6, SSJ/05/1, SSJ/06 Para 3.11
77 $8J/01 Paras 8.3-8.5, SSJ/06 Paras 5.5-5.7, 5.15-5.16
78 SSJ/06 Paras 5.7-5.14

7® 38J/01 Para 8.17, SSJ/06 Para 5.4
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the development of sustainable neighbourhoods or promote social cohesion
and integration with existing residents in Popley.?°

5.6.2. Policy seeks to protect ‘best and most versatile’ (BMV) agricultural land as
once lost it is seldom practical to return it to agricultural use. Sustainability
means that food security will become more important due to food shortages
and food inflation. The site contains Grade 3 land but the only effective
difference between Grades 3A and 3B is that no productive aspects are
taken into account such as gradients, propensity to drainage problems, and
the presence of stones. The site is farmed well, and profitably, and has
been in productive use for several hundred years. Development would
destroy a finite resource contrary to national policy and would not be
sustainable.®!

5.6.3. The security of water supply, waste water management and associated
environmental impacts have become marginalised. Even with better
domestic water efficiency household growth has led to greater demands.
Local authorities have failed to understand the longersterm consequences of
failing to ensure proper infrastructure planning. The"lack of a further Water
Cycle Study following that of 2010 is a concerny?

5.6.4. Basingstoke and Deane is at the head of three/chalk streams. The condition
of the environment in the Loddon catchment\would only be worsened by the
proposals. The Loddon forms part ofsthe Thames Basin and falls under the
Thames River Basin Management Plan{ Water is abstracted from the aquifer
which relies on rainwater for repleaishment. Whilst historically resilient
water supply is at risk from population growth and new development. The
area is served by three sewageg treatment works (STW). Sherborne St John
and Loddon STWs are unable te@ remove phosphates and are not suitable for
modernisation. They dis¢harge into the Vyne Stream and Bow Brook
respectively. The Basingsteke STW, into which the proposal would
discharge, has beenfmadernised and has the capability of reducing the high
phosphate load ig/fvaste water and of producing dried sludge.®?

5.6.5. High abstraction rates from the headwater aquifer of the Loddon contribute
to limiting the flow. The river is then used for waste water management
with thé $STW only 8 kilometres downstream. Thames Water is already
under pfessure in fulfilling its sewerage undertaker’s statutory duties to
meet stringent effluent treatment standards to maintain or improve river
quality and provide the necessary infrastructure for an area earmarked for
continuing development. Although the region is acknowledged to be water
stressed water resources are not considered to be a critical issue for growth
based on a plan to reduce consumer demand for water by up to 50%.
Basingstoke residents use 165 litres per capita and to achieve water
neutrality this would have to reduce by 105 litres per capita. Unless the
homes were built to Code for Sustainable Homes Level 6 there would be no
reduction in the pressure on water supply. The need to protect the aquifer

80 55J/01 Paras 6.1-6.6, SSJ/06 Para 5.18, 5.20, 5.22
81 38J/01 Paras 7.1-7.10, SSJ/06 Paras 5.34-5.37

82 35J/03 Paras 2.7-2.9, SSJ/06 Para 5.23

8% 35J/03 Paras 3.1-3.11, SSJ/06 Para 5.23
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from pollution and to maintain the distinctive character of the chalk streams
and rivers with their unique fauna and flora is self evident.?

5.6.6. The supply of potable water is a legal requirement. However, BDBC had
little comment on the water supply situation as South East Water advised
that a new water supply pipe would be required and Thames Water made no
comment in relation to sewage disposal but there is a need to explore
measures such as pumping sewage to different catchments further down
stream. A paper South East Housing Development — The Quest for
Sustainability: Water and Sewerage Needs, October 2000 notes that “the
solution adopted for Basingstoke will be a challenging one that is likely to
incur significant capital and operating costs”. However, it is accepted that
water supply and waste water treatment is ‘do-able’. The impact on the
River Loddon has not been taken into account. The adequacy of the water
supply has not been demonstrated and the assessment of waste water
infrastructure implications is wholly inadequate.®®

5.6.7. The importance of good urban design is now well recegnised and contributes
to promoting good community cohesion. Howevegsthe/design, quality and
styles of recent buildings have been indifferent\erypoor. Examples of poor
workmanship are revealed by roof collapses and ehimneys needing
replacement. The Code for Sustainable Homes§ is intended to remedy this
but is more concerned with reducing carlfomyéemissions and climate change
than the physical longevity of built stfugtures.®®

5.6.8. The relationship of the built enviroament of the village with the landscape
makes an important contribution to the character and appearance of the
Sherborne St John Conservation Atea. Open spaces provide long views of
the village and countryside<deyond and identified important views include
views south and east froph th€ Chute Recreation Ground. There are also a
large number of listed Quitdings in the village including The Vyne run by the
National Trust. The getting of the village is due to the custodianship of The
Vyne over manywgentufies. The introduction of modern development would
have an overwhelming effect. Kiln Farm and Kiln Farm Cottages are the
closest buildings in the village to the appeal site and would be heavily
impacted as\their setting is not influenced by the urban edge but is one of
rural fields. SThe adverse impact would not be softened by a proposed
enhanced woodland buffer. Similarly, Popley Fields Farm would not be
significantly screened by maturing landscape.®’

5.6.9. Sustainability is a major factor in assessing the long term value of the
proposals given the presumption in favour of sustainable development in the
Framework. It is a broad concept. The site should not be considered in
isolation but in terms of social, environmental and global implications.
Aspects such as need, impact on traffic, and design should be considered.
Natural resources are vital and there is a need for better understanding of
environmental limits. The proposals are not free standing but would rely on
existing services and infrastructure, although Marnel Park is already

84 SSJ/03 Paras 4.1-4.17, SSJ/06 Paras 5.24-5.27

8 35J/03 Paras 5.1-5.10, Dr Walters XE Day 4, SSJ/06 Para 5.30

86 $SJ/01 Paras 8.7-8.8, SSJ/06 Para 5.19, 5.21

87 38J/01 Paras 8.9-8.11, SSJ/02 Paras 6.7-6.9, SSJ/06 Para 2.11, 2.14-2.15, 2.23-2.25
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5.7.

57.1.

6.0
6.1.

6.2.

6.3.

6.4.

considered to be poorly supported. The site is inappropriate for major
development and the material harm caused would outweigh any benefits of
development. The proposals should be refused.?®

Section 106 Agreements and Conditions

Whilst provision would be made for education and public art, SSJ would like
to see a cultural contribution such as to a museum in the town or the site of
Basing House run by the County Council but which could be to any current
provision. Heritage is important and BDBC has a cultural strategy. A figure
of £15,000 in each case would help interpretation. This should be
acceptable in planning terms and would help to build communities.

The Cases for Interested Persons

Councillor Potter raised the issues of sustainability and community. The
North Basingstoke Action Plan 2003 predates the current Local Plan by a few
years. It is not part of the development plan and has not been updated.
However, it is a contract agreed by the local commufity with BDBC and
developers and involved more than 2,000 new unit®and a complete
regeneration of services and infrastructure to suppert that development.
The community understood the level of disrupten it would suffer as a
consequence. However, at no time was thevappeal site part of the Action
Plan proposals.

The Action Plan was about renewing thegdocal community and not just new
homes which is why the scale ofs\ghange was accepted. Over the last 10
years this Plan has been deliveréd“n the ground, although significant
elements remain to be completed.) The level of change has led to difficult
transitions. Popley was a_Londonoverspill community and one of the most
deprived and close knit n Basingstoke. It has had to bridge differences with
new residents to bring the community together. The community has kept
its part of the contract and expects others to do the same.

The proposaléweula-add 450 houses and put a strain on the community,
which has ineréaséd by around 50%, and would not be sustainable.
Constructiantraffic would pass through the existing community to the
appeal site. “The site is on a limb beyond the ridgeline that defines the
boundary of Basingstoke which is supported by the communities of both
Popley and Sherborne St John. The proposal lacks accessibility and has the
potential to have an impact on ponds and wildlife. Current housing policies
are time expired in terms of the Framework which identifies that planning
should be plan led empowering local people to shape their surroundings.
BDBC is preparing a new Local Plan and the Action Plan remains to be
fulfilled. In that context the proposal would be premature.®°

Development in Popley was supported by Councillor Frankum, who has
lived in the area since 1971, but these proposals cross a line. The area has
been a building site for 10 years and photographs show the level of
disruption. The thought of 6 years more of it is horrific. The close knit

8 SSJ/01 Paras 5.1-5.11 & 9.1
8 Submission by Mr Dawson Day 8
% OD/1, Clir Potter XE Day 5
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community was a London overspill and the new and old residents are being
brought together. People are being asked what they want and the strength
of local opposition cannot be underestimated. The community should be
considered not ignored.®*

6.5. Councillor Harvey submitted a statement by Councillor Washbourne who
could not be present. Councillor Harvey also referred to the Action Plan that
is not yet complete but which was produced as a contract with the local
community in line with best practice and is still relevant and coherent.
Schools are part of the community and the County insisted on new
secondary schools. The community bought into the Action Plan, which did
not include the appeal site. Ecology is also important. The GCN have been
moved once. They are believed to be breeding this year but would be
affected again.®?

6.6. The decisions of BDBC are supported by James Arbuthnot MP whose
constituency includes Sherborne St John. BDBC has given permission for a
large number of houses and is creating a new Local Plan. Although it is still
forming a 5 year land supply this does not make theproposal good. Three
points were highlighted. Firstly the scale of dewel@pment is significant and
would prejudice the emerging Local Plan. Segondly, there would be a
substantial loss of open countryside erodingithe/gap between Basingstoke
and Sherborne St John. The proposal is mere”than ‘rounding off’ and people
are worried that Sherborne St John Willybesswallowed up. Moreover, the
effect on the setting of Kiln Farm has beeh severely underestimated. Farms
are not inwards facing. The loss\@ffarming land and biodiversity, including
GCNs should be taken into accetnt, Thirdly, the site is prominent on a slope
and would be all too visible from_Sherborne St John as an urban intrusion.
The existing planted ‘buffer\is Jinadequate and has not achieved non-
intervisibility as residents were led to believe. Marnel Park is lit up like a
Christmas tree at nightyparticularly in winter but its presence should not
justify making things wbrse. Localism means listening to the people.®®

6.7. The Chairpersaomgfgthe Popley Islands Community Group, Suzanne
Denness, haseen a resident of Jersey Close for 23 years. All the
arguments,put/forwards by Sherborne St John Parish Council are supported
but twO matters were highlighted. Firstly, access would be taken off Jersey
Close and would involve the removal of natural hedgerow and mature oak
trees destroying a much loved feature. This access would also cut across a
green corridor for GCNs that is part of the Marnel Park mitigation scheme.
The road is approximately 6 metres wide. Of the 122 homes in Guernsey
and Jersey Closes, less than a third have their own garage and driveway.
Everyone else has to battle for a parking space. On-street parking would
reduce the available road width making it unsuitable for access to 450
homes, a school, and sports and community facilities. Marnel Park already
has severe parking problems that put additional pressure on surrounding
areas and there are around 1,000 more houses to come.

1 Oral submission Day 5, OD/3
92 Oral submission Day 5
% Oral submission Day 5, OD/5
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6.8. Secondly, Popley Islands is part of a larger development built to house local
authority tenants from Greater London and it has experienced social and
economic problems. It is still in the bottom quartile for most of the indices
of deprivation. Recent development has sought to broaden the housing mix
and care is needed to bring about cohesion of the two disparate
communities. Adding 450 more homes would make this difficult and
exacerbate existing problems marginalising the residents of the original
Popley development. Efforts have been made to instigate local community
groups to get involved in drawing up Local Plans. It has been difficult to
persuade local people that their views do matter. Residents are strongly
against further development in the area having already spent many years
marooned in the middle of a building site. The community has paid its dues
and deserves some respite.**

6.9. Alan Fowler maintains that the appeal site has been cultivated since the
Iron Age 2,000 years ago and now forms part of a 30 hectare holding. In
terms of the land classification system, most of the site is Grade 3B, but
some 3.9 hectares are Grade 3A. However, there isflittle difference between
them as both respond to fertilizer inputs. The grading”system dates from a
time 25 years ago when food production was nat askey priority. The output
achieved in 1990 could now be achieved from 25 rather than 30 hectares.
However, food security is now linked to global%production, supply and
demand. The site is also a green lungfprevitliing a vista from Sherborne St
John village and a socially cohesive resbugice to the residents of Popley.
Giving little weight to the true value of‘the farming yield does not relate well
to the concept of sustainable development and would negate the balance of
economic, social and environméntal outcomes sought by the Framework.
Previous appeals indicate thath\BMV land should only be used where there is
clear evidence that therejs,ne/lower quality land on which needs could be
met. As there is other puilding land ear-marked for development for the
local community, albeit g the hands of another authority and not
immediately availakle,the current use of the land should be retained.®®

6.10. Edward Davigs'spoke for himself and Howard Mills. The applications were
unanimouslyrefused and attracted an unprecedented number of objections.
They hawe“ween through the democratic process and the Councillors’ had
grave‘coneerns. The appellant has not worked with the community and has
not provided a company witness. Continuing on this route will kill the
countryside which can only be killed once. Promises made in relation to
earlier developments have been broken. There has been little effective
maintenance although at the site visit the ponds had been cleared of
rubbish. The only argument in favour of the proposals is the lack of a 5
year housing supply but to say that the proposal is ‘rounding off’ is
offensive. The proposals are ill considered and the Secretary of State
should listen to local Councillors and residents.

6.11. A resident of Anglesey Close, Daniel O’Loughlin, made three points.
Firstly, the residents of Sherborne St John and Popley resent what is

94 Oral submission Day 5 , OD/6

9 Oral submission Day 5, OD/7
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happening and are fatigued by development. It is disappointing the evening
session of the Inquiry was not held in Popley as public transport in the
evenings is not good and people could not make it to the Inquiry. Secondly,
Mr O’Loughlin is a scout leader and the site is a green resource that cannot
be underestimated as some of the children have never left Basingstoke. In
addition neighbours walk their dogs there, which for older people is a big
part of their lives. Finally, Mr O’Loughlin lectures at Sparsholt College on
animal management and is concerned about GCNs. The north edge of
Basingstoke is lucky as the newts are getting to good numbers but they are
only part of the biodiversity of the area that is vital. There are also other
amphibians, owls and bats. Habitat can become fragmented and isolated
for wildlife. Some things promised in connection with earlier development
have not happened and building can itself affect water conditions changing
the ph value that can have a dramatic effect when the site drains to
waterways.*’

6.12. John Reed has been a resident of Sherborne St John since 1978. Water
quality has deteriorated. Mr Reed used to filter it but_aow has to double
filter it as otherwise it is undrinkable. Chlorine hid8s, many more things.
The A340 has got much busier with queues at the“Aldermaston Road
junction. It beggars belief that putting more @raffic through the junction
could be considered. There are also delaysat ‘the traffic lights by the
hospital at the access to Marnel Park.sFinatly, it is well documented that
Popley is an overspill community thatis disadvantaged. Communities take
time to settle and it is unreasonable to“ask them to take another tranche of
urbanisation.®

6.13. Brian Nagle is a resident of Sherborne St John. At peak times, and
occasionally during the dayxthe A340 becomes a slow moving car park and
so people rat run through the village to the new developments in Popley and
on to the ring road. Ihe roads are very narrow and not suitable for such
traffic. The proposed dwellings would not have the character of a traditional
English village and ifyextended to Sherborne St John would change its
character. Thig would negate the last 65 years of planning policy that has
protected, rufal,communities. In any event, there are existing development
plots in/BasingsStoke that are available and have not been built out.®®

6.14. The growth of Basingstoke, which has doubled in size over the last decade,
has been watched by Kevin O’Kelly who is no stranger to development but
who has never felt moved to protest before. There has been massive
development in Popley, which now needs time to produce an integrated
community. Sherborne St John has its own character and pace of life and
should not be subsumed into Basingstoke. People would not visit The Vyne
on the edge of the village if it was in the middle of an estate. There are
schools in the village and children cross the road but the volume of traffic
due to traffic lights has led to rat runners speeding through the village on
roads that are not suitable for that type of traffic. There are bus routes that

7 Oral Submission Day 5
98 Oral Submission Day 5
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6.15.

6.16.

6.17.

6.18.

6.19.

have become difficult to negotiate. It is a recipe for an accident and adding
450 more houses would make things worse.®

Development is not opposed by Sid Abraham, a resident of Sherborne St
John, but 450 additional houses when there are only 480 in the village is not
reasonable. The residents of Popley have suffered the most and now could
be facing 6 more years of development that would affect traffic and
everything else. Once the countryside is gone it is gone for good. Why is it
unreasonable to seek a strategic gap? There is no need for a shortage as
there is brownfield land and landbanks and houses could be built
elsewhere.'®*

Councillor John Leek notes that it is important to save villages and there
will be a strategic gap between Basingstoke and Sherborne St John in the
next Local Plan.'%?

Gary Foster is an environmental scientist in Basingstoke and lives in
Sherborne St John. The demand for potable water, disposal of sewerage
and water run off is taken for granted. Basingstoke %&$ increased from
15,000 to 100,000 and has less rainfall than Remesand Istanbul. The south-
east is the driest region and has the highest demand. Climate change
reduces flows and there is drought roughlyevery 7 years. Consequently
homes should meet all 6 criteria for Codeskevel 6, particularly the water
factors. The Halcrow Stage 2 Study stateS that the area is water stressed
and it is essential to manage demand¥ Water treatment is already a
problem and recent modernisationsgnay‘not be enough and the threshold
that the River Loddon can supply Wmight be exceeded. More houses would
make this worse and capital investment in new infrastructure is needed.
Run-off is a problem as if traps,get blocked all sorts of things get into water
courses, including at Vyné Rark. Water is essential and merits serious
consideration.®

Sarah Banfield, is=involved with the Marnel Park Community Group. A
survey of 750 homes had a 25% response rate and parking is a major
problem. Traffic and parking on a bus route is a concern and an accident is
anticipated.( Traffic on the road to Sherborne St John has broken down the
verges/and“there are potholes on these narrow roads. Hewitt Road is a no
through{road but Ms Banfield’s front door will face 250 dwellings and there
would be’unpleasant language from builders. Development would make it
difficult to sell property and residents would become trapped. The right to
the peaceful enjoyment of a home would be compromised. The appeals
should be refused.*®*

Kevin Harrall considers this to be an opportunistic development and an
example of a development too far. Sherborne St John is steeped in history,
Popley is a close knit community and Marnel Park has its own identity.
Moving the Basingstoke boundary north would mean that these areas would
cease to exist in their own rights. It is in the wrong place and the scale is a
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6.20.

6.21.

6.22.

6.23.

7.0
7.1.

concern as infrastructure is at breaking point and can’t sustain any further
growth. The Council can’t repair the roads which can’t cope with existing
traffic.'°°

Rob Fielder has been a resident of Marnel Park for 6%z years. He bought a
house close to countryside having been told that it was not the intention to
build beyond the existing boundary of Basingstoke. Disappointment is an
understatement and he would probably not have moved there if the
intention has been known. Residents use the fields all the time. If houses
were to be built up the slope existing properties would be overlooked.
Roads are already busy and are getting dangerous. There are two play
areas on the bus route and although they are fenced more traffic would
make an accident more likely.

The SoS is urged to protect the community by Chris Moore of Kiln Farm.
The farm is not in the village and is closer to Marnel Park. Development
would be up to the boundary except for a few saplings. It would change the
village dynamics, erode its identity and remove a grgen gap. The impact on
Mr Moore’s family would, be huge. Kiln Farm is aJisted building in a
farmland setting and its environment would be‘damhaged. At a weekend
around 20 people walk across the crops. Thesmroposal for 450 additional
houses is flawed and would make this worsg. (Lhere would be additional
noise and lights at night together with additiofal traffic on the rat run
through the village. The appellant has _a fimancial interest and has not
balanced harm against profit. The impagt on local residents cannot be
overstated and the decision shotld™ot be removed from local people.*®®

lan Todd was vice chairman,af Skerborne St John Parish Council in the
1990s. A traffic survey has,foeussed on Marnel Park but Sherborne St John
is also affected. Chineham“R6ad is very busy and Sherborne is blocked by
school traffic. The situation’is very much worse than it used to be. No one
has done a survey of who is buying the houses. If they are not needed they
will not be able torbe“sold. "’

Whilst the UK Yopulation has increased from 55 million to 70 million, an
increase of 25%), Basingstoke had increased by 400% from 25,000 to
100,000.) Malcolm Turner considers that the position is simple.
BasingstoK& has had more than its fair share of development.*®®

Written Representations*®®

Many of the matters raised in the evidence of BDBC and SSJ, and in oral
submissions by local residents, at the Inquiry were also raised in written
representations submitted by Councillor Washbourne, by Councillors
Frankum and Potter from constituents, and by local people at both appeal
and application stage. The overwhelming majority of representations object
to the proposals although there are a few letters of support. The National
Trust accepts that there would not be an adverse impact on the setting of
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the Grade | listed The Vyne, its surrounding registered landscape, or any
archaeological or listed structures within that registered landscape.

7.2. The fields that form the appeal site lie outside the settlement boundary and
are a valuable recreational resource and open space on the edge of
Basingstoke. It is the intention to make provision for a ‘strategic gap’ in the
emerging Local Plan but the proposal would erode the village community
status of Sherborne St John by reducing the ‘strategic gap’ between the
village and Basingstoke with cramped housing. The elevated nature of the
site would cause unacceptable visual intrusion and the provision of level
playing fields at the top of the site would affect the undulating nature of the
site.

7.3. Existing buffer planting has failed to do its job and there is no confidence
that additional planting would fare any better. Non-intervisibility was
accepted by earlier Local Plan Inspectors but has been eroded.

Intervisibility means there is now also light pollution at night. The quality of
farmland producing local food should be taken into aeecount. Whilst housing
land supply may go to the matter of planning pringiple,/detailed issues such
as topography and setting should be adequatelp¢dé€alt with. In this case the
topography of the site means that a native trgg,sereen would not shield all
development from view. In addition, fellingéwill/take place in Spier’s Copse
in 2017 as part of its active managemegnt(

7.4. Traffic is a major concern both in the‘ithnpiediate neighbourhood and on the
wider highway network, including ghe A340/A339 junction. A Section 106
Obligation to provide funding towards a number of junction improvements
would not increase the highway capacity in the area. Additional traffic as a
result of the proposals would oply/make matters worse. The existing roads
are not adequate to become, through routes and, if used as such, would be
likely to lead to accidents™The introduction of a bus route would only add to
this problem and watldynot be used unless it runs after bingo, cinemas and
evening classes<€inisti™ Residents were told that the roads would not be
through routesswilien purchasing their properties. Rat running through
Sherborne St=John is likely to increase and there is a danger of accidents
due to schealsn the village.

7.5. The roads are already in a poor state of repair without additional traffic. If
adequate parking is not provided then cars will block the roads on the estate
making it unsafe for pedestrians, particularly those with young children, as
they would have to step out into the road to get past. Indeed, the police
seem powerless to stop inconsiderate parking and on-street parking already
makes the roads nearly impassable for large vehicles. There is a lack of
integrated cycle lanes to complement pedestrians and leisure routes.
Parking restrictions to address this would be an unacceptable imposition on
existing residents.

7.6. There would be an adverse impact on the SINCs around the site from
human activity and domestic prey animals. Hedgerows around the site are
habitat in their own right and support dormice, bats, birds and moths.
There are also deer. Nature should be valued in making decisions but is not
a commodity. Access off Jersey and Guernsey Close would remove an
ancient oak and part of a hedgerow close to a pond that provides habitat for
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GCNs. New planting would be lost if access was taken off Hewitt Road.
Mitigation for newts was provided as part of the Marnel Park development.
If the proposals go ahead the ponds would be in a small natural area that
would be sandwiched between developments one of which would be sited
between the ponds and the Basing Wood and Spier’s Copse. Basing Wood
has reduced in size and the effect of that on mammals, birdlife and flora has
not been surveyed.

7.7. Sustainability should carry great weigh when development is proposed on an
urban edge. However, the meaning of sustainability, as defined in the
Framework, lacks detailed criteria. In that context the key points of the
Framework should be considered. The existing infrastructure is inadequate.
The proposal ought to be considered as a village and needs its own shops
and a pub. Water supply is under pressure and local effluent quality already
fails to meet EU standards and would deteriorate further. School capacity
does not exist and the hospital and health centres cannot cope. There is
also a lack of dentists.

7.8. The proposal does not adhere to good design pringiples! It does not focus
on old people or those with disabilities, there ake W0 /bungalows and three
storey buildings are not appropriate alongsidergotntryside.

7.9. The deprived community in Popley cannoftravel outside the immediate area
and so access to the open countrysidée is aajor consideration. In addition,
dog walkers have banded together to¥¢leatr rubbish from the area and have
made a real difference but there are things that cannot be removed such as
embedded tyres. Horse riders hawe caused damage and youngsters have
set a fire requiring the fire brigadg,to be called. A path alongside the
hedgerow near the basketball field"has had several hundred metres length
ripped and shredded and(no, Mmaintenance is carried out on saplings planted.
Only intervention stopped+uilders demolishing one of the small newt ponds.
Areas used by the pdblicthave been neglected.

7.10. Old dwellings_have _been demolished causing years of disruption but this has
been acceptediaswew buildings will be provided and the community
invigorated.{ However, after ten years of disruption enough is enough. Six
additional years of building work is not reasonable for residents to have to
endureyd Dust has damaged windows and there has been constant noise,
mess, diSruption, debris and footpath closures. The Council does not have
the moral right to continue expanding Basingstoke spoiling the countryside
around. More houses would not solve Basingstoke’s housing shortage as
they would be occupied by incomers who would work elsewhere making the
traffic and consequent air and noise pollution worse. House prices would be
adversely affected. Quality of life would also be affected with some
residents, particularly shift workers, losing views, light, privacy, peace and
quiet, causing stress. The proposals would be overbearing and cause
overlooking and the health of residents would be adversely affected.

7.11. The applications have sought to subvert the planning process by not waiting
for the Local Plan consultation. Public consultation has been inadequate. If
the houses were really needed development opposite the hospital site would
already have been built. Landscape Capacity Studies have clearly stated
that the impact of the proposals could not be mitigated. The Officer support
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7.12.

8.0
8.1.

8.1.1.

8.1.2.

8.2.

8.2.1.

for the proposals is contrary to the views of the local community and
prejudged the applications. BDBC has met its housing obligations.
Development outlined in the North Basingstoke Action Plan has yet to be
completed. There is land at Merton Rise and at Manydown that has been
earmarked for development and that should be built first as north
Basingstoke is saturated.

In support of the proposals, there are over 5,500 households on the housing
waiting list and so the enjoyment of living next to countryside needs to be
balanced against the misery of living in unsuitable accommodation. The
proposed houses are much needed and there would also be provision for a
school.

The Case for David Wilson Homes Southern
Introduction

It is common ground that BDBC cannot demonstrate a 5 year supply of
deliverable housing sites and so Framework paragraph=49 states that
policies relating to the supply of housing should b€ yegarded as out of date.
The proposals benefit from the Framework’s présumption in favour of
sustainable development. Paragraph 14 of thie/Rramework requires that in
such circumstances planning permission bg granted unless any adverse
impacts would ‘significantly and demaonstrably’ outweigh the benefits or
where Framework policies indicate deyve€lopment should be restricted, which
is not the case here.'*°

The decisions to refuse both applications were made contrary to the advice
of the Case Officer, which was ®ased on a thorough consideration of all
relevant issues, contrary to“the*advice of specialist Officers on landscape,
ecology, transport and forward planning, and contrary to the consultation
responses of NE on ecglegy and Hampshire County Council as highway and
education authority.{ Fallowing the abandonment of reasons for refusal
relating to agricultural land quality and the impact of development on the
wider highway(hetwork, the Members’ decisions as a whole need careful
examination/™:

LandgCape 'and Visual Impact

Reasons for refusal 3 of Appeal A and 5 of Appeal B allege that the proposal
would be an undesirable urban intrusion into a rural landscape that is
characterised by its openness, topography and distinctive treed ridge line,
resulting in a detrimental impact on the visual amenity and scenic quality of
the area through the introduction of new built form. By virtue of the lack of
a robust buffer along the western edge of the site, the proposal would be
unsympathetic to the local landscape character of the area and views from
the existing PROW 17b which leads from Sherborne St John across the
application site. The proposal would adversely impact on the quiet
enjoyment of the landscape from the existing PROW and be unsympathetic

10 DWH/Open Paras 1-3
111 cD5/1 Para 1.8, DWH/Open Para 6
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8.2.2.

8.2.3.

8.2.4.

8.2.5.

to the local landscape character of the area and adversely impact on the
sense of place and remoteness.**?

Reasons for refusal 2 of Appeal A and 6 of Appeal B maintain that the
development would lead to a loss of a substantial swathe of open
countryside that exists between the western edge of Popley and the village
of Sherborne St John. This would adversely impact on the local character of
the area, and the setting of the settlement of Sherborne St John failing to
protect its intrinsic character and identity as a rural village. None of these
contentions are accepted and all are contrary to the clear advice of the
Council’s Landscape Officer and Tree Officer whose advice is contained in
the Officer’s Report. As a result Officers could not support the reasons for
refusal.*®

Other than deer parks, the Hampshire County Council Integrated Landscape
Character Assessment does not identify any other features of significance in
the locality of the appeal site. No woodland would be lost and the
development would be contained within the existing field pattern. The
Vyne, which has played a part in shaping the landseapg, would not be
affected visually, or physically, and there woulddeno significant impact on
landscape heritage.'*

BDBC'’s landscape witness relied on the 2010Neandscape Capacity Study,
which she co-authored. However, thi§ proyided the evidence base that
informed the Council’s allocation of the emtire site for 450 dwellings in the
2012 draft Core Strategy. Althaugh thiS has been withdrawn, the site has
continued to be included in all subsequent decisions on strategic housing
sites in the emerging Local Plah. Jthe 2010 Study confirms the
appropriateness of part of the'sites not limited to the western field, for built
development. It endorseS Wwaoodland screening undermining the view that
planting was wrong and out of character. The accompanying record sheet
characterises the sit¢ as *urban fringe’ and ‘heavily influenced by the
adjacent high depSity*development’ and concludes that ‘Sherborne St John
does not influemeg\the character of this area’.™*

It was suggested that development might be possible provided it did not
extends/beyond a line drawn diagonally between the northerly part of Marnel
Park and the western landscape buffer. This includes the Appeal B site and
most of the Appeal A site and it is clear that development on much of the
Appeal A site would be appropriate provided that built development on the
highest levels did not break the wooded skyline beyond the site. It is
accepted that Marnel Park is often conspicuous in the landscape but seen
from Sherborne St John the effect is tempered by distance and woodland
screening. A ‘decent sense of separation’ remains between the rural village
and urban Basingstoke, and a sufficient swathe of open countryside remains
to ensure the maintenance of the separate identities of two different
settlements. Despite disagreement on growth rates, it is agreed that the
western landscape buffer will establish in time and contain Marnel Park.

112 cD4/2, CD4/4, DWH/7 Para 79

113 cD4/2, CD4/4, DWH/7 Paras 79-80

114 DWH/LT/2.1 Paras 2.56-2.59

115 cD4/1 pp 57-58, CD10/18 pp 81-86 & 257-261, DWH/LT/2.1 Paras 2.43-2.55, DWH/7 Paras 81-82

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 31



Report APP/H1705/A/12/2188125 & APP/H1705/A/12/2188137

Sherborne St John’s separate village identity and landscape setting has been
maintained and use of the countryside between has not been materially
impaired.*®

8.2.6. The site is physically and visually well contained by landform, woodland,
urban development and the maturing western landscape buffer that will, in
time, provide the anticipated level of screening. The buffer would be
supplemented and strengthened, and eventually would merge with existing
trees to provide a ‘curtain’ to development. It would curtail views of the
urban edge and demarcate the urban/rural divide. The site would be on the
urban side of the curtain in an area already heavily influenced by the
adjacent urban development and would possess none of the rural character
of Sherborne St John.*'’

8.2.7. In its early years, the development would be seen in some views from
Sherborne St John and the PROWS in the intervening countryside but these
are glimpsed views through gaps in hedges and the like. Moreover, Marnel
Park is already seen in most of them. More open views would be limited to
the immediate vicinity of the site. A Visual Appraisal’Plan reflects the nature
of views towards the site. Nothing would be introduged that is not already
characteristic of existing views and the magnitadersof change has been
overestimated by BDBC. Whilst the site is €urtently unlit, any lighting on
the developed site would be seen alongside=eXisting lighting at Marnel Park,
in front of Jersey Close, and below the glow’of Basingstoke. However, it
would be no closer to Sherborne St John¢” The Conservation Appraisal only
identifies one view looking east,Affom the Chute Recreation Ground, in
Sherborne St John. As the Couficihdoes not allege any harm to the
Conservation Area, or its setting,/it is difficult to see how there would be any
harmful landscape or visualNmpatt. The proposals would not breach the
wooded skyline but would be seen, at a distance, alongside Marnel Park and
would be increasingly.sereened by vegetation. The effect on views would be
negligible.*®

8.2.8. There has not beegh-a ‘strategic gap’ policy since the 2006 Local Plan but the
1998 Local Rlanstates that the vital requirement of the gap is that a
traveller between settlements would have a clear sense of leaving one and
passing through an undeveloped area to arrive at another. This would be
the situation even if the proposals were allowed. They would sit behind the
maturing curtain of vegetation in the western landscape buffer and would
not represent any significant westward movement of the urban area beyond
the boundary formed by the buffer. Rural countryside would remain
between Basingstoke and Sherborne St John.'*°

8.2.9. Any development on a greenfield site would have an impact on the
character of the immediate vicinity but this would not justify withholding
permission when 7-8,000 dwellings are required on greenfield land. This

116 BDBC/1/1 Paras 5.27.2-5.27.3, 5.29, 6.85, 7.3, DWH LT/2.4 Para R6-R11, DWH/7 Paras 83-84, Mrs Kirkham XE
Day 1

17 DWH/LT/2.1 Paras 2.111-2.119, DWH/7 Paras 86-87

118 cD2/5 App 8.2, DWH/LT/2.1 Paras 2.60-2.90 & 2.93-2.96, DWH/LT/2.2 App 1 Fig LT5, DWH/LT/2.4 Paras R26-
R27,R38-R42, & R56-R66, DWH/7 Para 88

119 DWH/LT/2.1 Paras 2.97-2.106, DWH/LT/2.2 App 1 Fig LT5 & App 3 Photos 3-12, BDBC/3/3 Para 6.26, DWH/7
Para 89
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8.3.

8.3.1.

8.3.2.

8.3.3.

8.3.4.

undermines any criticism of landscape and visual impact. The site has been
endorsed by Members and Officers in the preparation of the emerging Local
Plan and it is acknowledged as one of the better performing sites. The
landscape between Basingstoke and Sherborne St John is valued by
residents, but that is the case all round the periphery of Basingstoke. The
landscape in this case is unremarkable and has no restrictive designation.
Any impact would fall far short of ‘significantly and demonstrably’
outweighing benefits.*?°

Transportation

There are two limbs to reason for refusal 4 in Appeal A and 3 in Appeal B.
The first relates to whether the capacity, width and alignment of the roads
and pathways leading to the site are adequate to cope with the cumulative
traffic from existing and proposed development. The second maintains that
if a bus route were to be introduced through the site to improve its
sustainability this could lead to the introduction of parking restrictions
adversely impacting on existing parking provision anethe amenity of
neighbours.*?*

The Highway Authority accepts that residents ofth€ existing Marnel Park
development will be concerned about additiendl traffic using the proposed
accesses. However, the first limb of the peasen for refusal specifically
contradicts the advice from the Highway Authority that “The geometry and
alignment of the existing roads are codsidered to be appropriate in
engineering terms to accommodate,the additional traffic movements that
are anticipated”. BDBC'’s transpoftation witness accepts that the accesses
have sufficient capacity to accammodate the additional traffic that would be
generated. Indeed, it has hegen demonstrated that each of the four access
points could accommodat€ al*the traffic generated by the whole site.**?

The Marnel Park roagssftave been designed in accordance with modern
guidance in MfS, BDBGC referred to: Transport in the Urban Environment
1997 that relies,0n 1963 guidance from Buchanan relating to the
environmentaNcapacity of roads and is currently being revised to take
account of MfSy Guidelines for the Environmental Assessment of Traffic 1993
that relies on Manual for Environmental Assessment that was superseded by
Designmlanual for Roads and Bridges; and Planning for Public Transport in
Developments 1999 which stresses that its guidance should not be adhered
to slavishly.*??

MfS introduced a significant relaxation in highway engineering. There would
be a considerable percentage increase in the volume of traffic on the Marnel
Park roads but the baseline is low and traffic flows on the residential access
roads would be very modest and well below the 1963 lower range for
environmental capacity of 300 vph. Flows of less than 2 vpm would not
cause severance or exceed environmental capacity. Indeed, MfS indicates
that shared space areas can accommodate flows of up to 100vph and the
surrounding streets would be within this threshold or close to it. Traffic

120 DWH/7 Paras 90-91

121 cD4/2, CD4/4

122 HCC/1 App 1 Letter dated 17 May 2012 pp 5-7, DWH/JMc/4/1 Sect 2.4, DWH/7 Paras 41-42
123 cD6/24, CD6/20, CD6/19, DWH/IMc/4/3 Paras 3.5.1-3.5.6, DWH/7 Para 42
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8.3.5.

8.3.6.

8.3.7.

8.3.8.

flows on Barrington Drive would be greater but this is a major route through
Marnel Park and also serves other developments in the area. Guidelines for
the Environmental Assessment of Traffic allows for an 18 hour traffic flow to
be analysed. Providing an increase of 600vph is not exceeded in the period
the impact is considered to be minor. The increases for Appeal A would be
167vph and for Appeal B 68vph. This more realistic environmental capacity
would not be exceeded, the impact would be minor, and people would not
be inhibited from crossing.'®*

It is agreed that the accident record does not indicate that there is a safety
problem in Marnel Park, just two accidents have been recorded within the
review period and none involved pedestrians or children. Moreover, there is
no indication that the Highway Authority has any highway safety concerns.
There would be no conflict with saved LP Policy E1 and the proposals would
fall far short of the high bar of residual effects being ‘severe’ set by the
Framework.'?®

Turning to the second limb, since the Council’s decisions on the applications
an hourly bus service in each direction has commenacged’and runs along
Barrington Drive and Appleton Drive. The primaryroute through the
proposed development has been designed to @ecommodate buses and
Stagecoach is supportive of diverting a busietwvice along this route. Such a
service would benefit from more patropagesand support the viability of bus
services in the area. Notwithstanding the sCepticism of BDBC’s transport
witness, swept path analyses show that & bus could manoeuvre around
parked cars but, in any event, itNisTlikely that the introduction of a bus route
would alter parking habits and &t least reduce on-street parking.**®

It is accepted that there is qnowe #han enough off-street parking provision in
parking courts, garages @nd, driveways, at a ratio of 1.5 spaces per dwelling.
Taking the highest numbeér0f parked vehicles surveyed equates to only 0.77
vehicles per dwelling. Fhere is, therefore, no need to park on-street. This
is also undesirablgas"it obstructs carriageways and footways, hinders
visibility and ispmnsightly. Inconsiderate parking has already given rise to
complaints and\the reason for refusal refers to Marnel Park as already
blighted by, parking problems. Consequently, the Highway Authority is
considéring mtroducing parking restrictions, at least in particular areas, as
part of the adoption process. Notwithstanding this the Highway Authority’s
recommendation on the appeal schemes was based on the operation of the
Marnel Park roads without any restrictions, or the need for them. If there
were restrictions, even if limited to locations such as bends, junctions, or
bus stops, then the existing road width of 6 metres would be adequate.
There is no reason to conclude that a bus service could not be run.**’

Reasons for refusal 5 and 4 of Appeals A and B respectively relate to the
impact of the development on the wider network in terms of safety and the
free flow of traffic. These objections are no longer defended by BDBC,

124 BDBC/2/1 Tables 5.1-5.5, DWH/JMc/4/1 Sect 2.3, DWH/JMc/4/4 Paras 3.5.2-3.5.6, 3.8.1-3.8.13, DWH/7 Para 43
125 DWH/JINc/4/4 Para 2.2.11, DWH/7 Paras 44-45

126 cD1/9 Para 5.7, DWH/7 Paras 32-33

127 DWH/JIMc/4/1 Paras 2.5.7-2.5.9, DWH/IMc/4/4 Paras 2.2.1-2.2.9, 2.2.12-2.2.14, DWH/7 Para 34
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8.3.9.

8.3.10.

8.4.
8.4.1.

8.4.2.

following independent professional advice, but are pursued by SSJ and local
residents.*?®

SSJ’s objection is based on predictions of traffic growth that are extreme
and fail to account for the development-led nature of traffic growth in 1012-
2013 and so erroneously apply surveyed growth rates on an annual basis.

It has assumed growth to 2026 of over 9% pa compared to the transport
planning model TEMPRO’s 1.6% pa. SSJ therefore predicts a 147% increase
in traffic between 2010 and 2026 compared to a 24% increase based on
TEMPRO. There is clear evidence that even the TEMPRO growth rates are
not actually occurring and even when the economy recovers fully traffic
growth may not bounce back. In any event, testing of the operation of the
surrounding network has been undertaken on the basis of traffic demand
that is higher than the flows surveyed by SSJ.*%°

Congestion is an almost universal phenomenon and not unexpected in a
town such as Basingstoke which has to accommodate substantial additional
housing in the period to 2026. A fair and proportionate financial
contribution would enable capacity improvements_atanumber of off-site
junctions, including those of concern to SSJ an@¢lacal residents, to prevent
the additional traffic generated by the development from having a significant
adverse effect on the wider highway network. (Meither the individual nor
cumulative impacts would be ‘severe’. , Whilst*the impact on some junctions
would not be material in itself, the cdmulative impact across the wider
network would be, and would justify the/ontribution sought.**

Ecology

Reason for refusal 8 of the Appedl/B scheme maintains that “the loss of
Newt Habitat, including thatwhich has previously been relocated as part of
the first Marnel Park develgpment, has been insufficiently justified and
inadequate mitigatiompreposals have been submitted to enable the Council
to fully assess thesdmpact of the proposed development on the Great
Crested Newt. _JIhe Llocal Planning Authority is therefore unable to discharge
its statutory obligations under the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations(20410”. Ecology was not raised as a reason for refusal in
relation’ to Appeal A but a letter dated 15 February 2013 confirmed that
BDBC “will'provide evidence to support reason for refusal 8 of Appeal B in
relation to Appeal A”.*%!

There are no statutory designated sites within 1 kilometre of the appeal
sites but Popley Ponds LNR lies approximately 360 metres to the south-east.
There are 22 SINCs within 1 kilometre of the development areas of both
appeal sites, 18 of which are separate units within Basing Forest. Spier’s
Copse SINC and part of the Basing Forest SINC complex lie immediately
adjacent to the Phase 2 development area. Receptors have been identified
and mitigation measures proposed that would be secured by condition or
Section 106 Obligation.**?

128 cD1/5 Para 1.8, Mr Parsons XE Day 2, DWH/7 Para 92

129 DWH/JIMc/4/1 Sects 3.1-3.5, DWH/IMc/4/4 Paras 2.3.3-2.3.12, DWH/7 Para 92
130 DWH/JIMc/4/1 Paras 3.6.1-3.6.7, DWH/JMc/4/4 Paras 2.1.1-2.1.2, DWH/7 Para 93
131 CD1/5 Paras 1.8, 11.1-11.2, CD4/4

132 cD1/5 Paras 11.4-11.13. Table 11.1
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8.4.3.

8.4.4.

8.4.5.

8.4.6.

8.4.7.

As a competent authority BDBC is required to have regard to the
requirements of the Habitats Regulations in exercising its functions. The
disturbance of GCNs, a European Protected Species, would be an offence
unless a derogation licence was granted by NE. There are three tests for
the issue of a derogation licence: that there is an imperative reason of
overriding public interest for allowing development (IROPI); that there is no
satisfactory alternative; and that the species would be maintained at FCS.
NE’s Guide to Licensing indicates that little is required to meet the IROPI
test, and if planning permission were granted it is self evident that there is
no satisfactory alternative. BDBC’s concern is that there is insufficient
information to demonstrate that the FCS test would be met.**?

This objection appears to be an afterthought. It was not raised in the
refusal of the outline scheme, but only some 2 months later when the
detailed application was considered. It was not extended to both schemes
until February 2013. Moreover, it directly contradicts the conclusion of the
Council’s professionally qualified Biodiversity Officer who, following a
request for additional information, was satisfied thatthere was sufficient
information to be satisfied on all three derogationglieenCe tests.
Importantly, there was no objection to the prop@sals from NE, the
Government’s lead advisor on biodiversity and the competent authority for
issuing derogation licences. 3

The Supreme Court has recently clarkified the requirement to have regard to
the Regulations when a European Protected Species is involved. In effect, a
local planning authority should ggant planning permission unless an offence
under the Regulations would bgdlikely, and that it would be unlikely to be
licensed pursuant to derogatigh,powers. The judgement goes on to say a
burden should not be placedof the planning authority to police the
fulfilment of NE’s duty. ,The)planning authority, therefore, need only ask
itself whether NE would\be unlikely to grant a licence. As the Secretary of
Stateli335 now the competent authority that question falls to him in this

case.

The only mattex of dispute between BDBC and the appellant relates to the
FCS test in,terms of: firstly, the adequacy of mitigation for habitat loss; and,
secondly,/.concerns about the cumulative impact on dispersal routes
between, the western balancing pond and Kiln Farm Ponds and Popley Ponds
SINC and high value terrestrial habitat in Spier’'s Copse SINC and Basing
Forest SINC and the wider area.**®

In terms of mitigation for habitat loss, it is accepted that around 645 newts
displaced from terrestrial habitat in Appeal A would not be accommodated in
on-site high quality replacement habitat and so would seek alternative
habitat outside the site. The calculation is robust as it assumes the
maximum density of newts found in the Marnel Park trapping/translocation
programme would apply across the whole of the Appeal A site, and it

133 cD6/9, DWH/MO/3/1 Paras 4.14-4.32, DWH/7 Paras 55-56
134 DWH/MO/3/1 Paras 6.1-6.7, DWH/MO/3/2 App Il e-mail dated 18 May 2012 from Victoria Smith, DWH/7 Paras

57-58

135 DWH/MO/3/1 Paras 4.4-4.13, DWH/6, DWH/7 Paras 60-61
136 DWH/7 Paras 59 and 61
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8.4.8.

8.4.9.

8.4.10.

8.4.11.

8.4.12.

excludes large areas of open space within the site and private garden space
all of which would provide some habitat.**’

Whilst the absence of further terrestrial surveys is criticised, this should be
overcome by acceptance of the precautionary nature of the calculation. In
addition, it is accepted that the trapping/translocation data provides
superior information, particularly as terrestrial surveys are likely to under-
record populations, and that if earlier mitigation is demonstrated to be
succe15358ful there would be no need for further surveys. That is the case
here.

There is almost 26 hectares of high quality habitat in Basing Forest, within
250-500 metres of the eastern balancing pond, capable of supporting some
7,700 newts. The Newt Mitigation Guidelines state that it is normally
unacceptable to use a receptor site that has a pre-existing GCN population.
However, this is not a problem as the population using Basing Forest is the
same as that which breeds in Popley Pond and the eastern balancing pond.
Basing Forest is the obvious terrestrial habitat for the=ponds as it is close to
them and the loading on the terrestrial habitat would not increase since the
newts would already be heading to it. There i§@\dow number of breeding
newts in the Basing Forest Ponds and, although\assessed as good for the
species, Pond C had no GCNs when recently{sdrveyed. There is nothing to
suggest that the carrying capacity of BasifgyFérest has been reached.**

Considering the adequacy of mitigation, atthough large numbers of newts
can be found in the arable fields, the fields are not a good habitat as large
numbers of newts are Killed by spkaying, harvesting or during autumn
cultivation which coincides with juvenile dispersion. As with Marnel Park,
the replacement of larger ageads, of’less suitable habitat, such as the arable
fields, with smaller areasfofymiuch higher quality habitat, such as purpose
designed newt corridors with additional ponds, is likely to favour newts and
lead to population inCreases. The Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust
objected to policigSNnthe emerging CS but did not object to the appeal
proposals. lts jetter of 24 February 2012 refers to concerns that BDBC’s
Ecologist hageand ‘advised that they should be dealt with prior to
determining“the applications. This stance was confirmed in a further letter
datedd5/January 2013 but the report to Committee in July 2012 indicates
that the\Biodiversity Officer had no objection at that time, subject to
conditions.**°

The amount of Marnel Park mitigation that would be lost would be small. It
would be limited to an access road crossing habitat but newt culverts have
been demonstrated to be widely used. When culverts are associated with
newt fencing there has been no problem with newts being killed crossing
roads.*™

Turning to the impact on dispersal routes, the proposed mitigation is
essentially an extension of the existing mitigation protecting existing

137 DWH/MO/3/4 Paras R1-R2 & R44, DWH/7 Para 66

138 DWH/MO/3/4 Figs 6 & 7, DWH/7 Para 67

139 cD1/15, CD6/5 Para 8.2.1, DWH/MO/3/1 Para 7.24, DWH/MO/3/4 Paras R41-R55, DWH/7 Para 68
140 553/05 App C, SSJ/05/1, DWH/MO/3/4 Paras R4-R14, DWH/7 Paras 69-70, Mr Davies XE Day 4
41 DWH/MO/3/1 Para 7.14, DWH/7 Para 71
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8.4.13.

8.4.14.

8.4.15.

8.4.16.

breeding ponds, providing more ponds, enhancing connectivity and
replacing poor quality arable habitat with smaller areas of higher quality
habitat. BDBC now accepts that the Carpenter’s Down migration corridor,
and the purpose built newt culverts under the road, are operating
successfully. This is significant as this is an essential part of both the
existing and proposed mitigation. It gives confidence that the proposed
mitigation would be successful and that a derogation licence would be
granted.'*?

NE sees the existing mitigation as successful and its former lead amphibian
officer has twice brought parties of NE Officers to inspect it and has written
an article lauding it. The newly created eastern balancing pond has been so
well colonised by GCNs and other amphibians that it is considered worthy of
national status as a SSSI. The western balancing pond and the eastern
enhancement pond have begun to be colonised and demonstrate that the
central newt corridor is being used.'*?

It is important that numbers in Popley Pond remain similar to pre-
construction levels but BDBC considers that more gecemt information shows
this not to be true. The GCN monitoring reporty2042 shows that the overall
population of Popley Pond, the eastern balangifhg*Rond and the Swale Pond
is growing. Newt numbers fluctuate and thérelis a difficulty in recording
actual numbers in a large pond such as Ropley. However, the 2013 data
shows a substantial increase in Popley RPond newt numbers compared to
previous years. There may be reasons\why numbers were high in 2005 and
2008, such as trapping in 2004 agid\2007 leading to large numbers
deposited on the northern marginSof Popley Pond, and low in 2012, due to
a very dry spring. It is also pgssible that some of the Popley Pond
population moved to the eastern“balancing pond of their own volition as it is
closer to Basing Forest terrestrial habitat. There is no basis to suggest that
GCNs have been adverSely affected by the Marnel Park development.***

The main north/sgtth=Carpenter’s Down habitat corridor from Popley Pond
to the eastern balapCing pond would be extended north, to the optimal
terrestrial habitat in Basing Forest, avoiding the need to cross arable fields
with their’ dangers.**°

The central"corridor running from Popley Pond to the eastern enhancement
pond provides a safe route for newts dispersing towards the north-west and
the Kiln Farm Ponds. From the eastern enhancement pond there is a choice
of routes. Newts could go north to the western balancing pond and then
west along a new newt corridor with two additional ponds to the western
landscape buffer. Alternatively, they could go west via a new western
enhancement pond, due to be provided by early next year, to the western
landscape buffer. From the landscape buffer they would pass across the
arable fields beyond. Off-site mitigation in the form of field margins,
conservation headlands, and additional species rich hedgerows would be
provided and aid dispersal. Whilst regular interconnection with the Kiln

142 DWH/MO/3/4 Paras R29-R40, DWH/7 Paras 61-62

143 DWH/MO/3/1 Paras 5.6-5.9, DWH/MO/3/4 App 2, DWH/7 Para 63-64
144 Dwh/mo/3/4 Paras R18-R28, DWH/7 Paras 63 and 65

145 DWH/3/1 Para 7.12 & Sect 8, DWH/MO/3/2 Fig 9.4b, DWH/7 Para 73
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8.4.17.

8.4.18.

8.5.
8.5.1.

8.5.2.

8.5.3.

Farm Ponds GCN population is unlikely given the distances, connectivity
would be enhanced. The landscape corridor along the northern edge of
Marnel Park would also be enhanced enabling safe movement between the
eastern and western balancing ponds.**°

The answer to whether NE would be likely to grant a licence must be yes.
The proposed mitigation strategy is an extension of the existing which has
been successful, particularly the movement corridors and culverts for newts.
The colonisation of the eastern balancing pond has been so rapid it is now
considered to be worthy of SSSI designation. Popley Pond, the eastern
balancing pond and the Swale Pond have increased populations of GCNs and
more detailed knowledge is available from long term monitoring. The
cessation of arable farming close to the eastern balancing pond would
prevent many dispersing newts from being killed by agricultural practices.**’

Moreover, NE was prepared to vary the existing licence to facilitate further
development, it did not object to the applications, and it informed BDBC’s
ecology witness that it was not currently aware of any reason that would
prevent a licence being granted for subsequent phas€s/ NE assisted in the
design of the Marnel Park mitigation and has knewle@dge of how it has
performed over the years. The evidence thereforerpoints to NE being likely
to grant a licence and the Secretary of Staté asthe competent authority
could grant planning permission.**®

Land Supply and Prematurity

In terms of housing land the appellant considers that there is a 2.6 years
supply, using the revoked Regibnal*Spatial Strategy housing requirement,
whilst the Council maintains that’there is 3.4 years supply, using the
Council’s preferred local requivement of 770 dwellings per annum. The
parties agree that the difference is not material and that the shortage is
‘serious and significamt,%"°

A prematurity objection was made by SSJ at application stage, but after
careful assessgnent*the Officer’s Report concluded that the Council would
have ‘no deféndable position’ for refusing on this ground. Notwithstanding
that the=first'reason for refusal in both appeals states that “The scale of the
proposed-development is considered so significant that it would prejudice
the development of the spatial vision for the Borough and would prejudice
decisions about the size, scale, sustainability and phasing of new housing
development within the Borough and furthermore undermine wider policy
objectives”. **°

Guidance is provided in PSGP paragraphs 17-19 which need to be read
together. It is accepted that permission should not normally be refused on
prematurity grounds unless the circumstances fall within paragraph 17, and
in accordance with paragraph 18 it would seldom be justified to refuse
permission on prematurity grounds if the emerging plan had only reached

146 DWH/MO/3/1 Para 7.13 & 7.15 & Sect 8, DWH/MO/3/4 Para R3, DWH/7 Paras 74-75
147 DWH/7 Paras 76-77
148 DWH/7 Paras 77-78

149 cD1/5A

150 CD4/1 pp42-44, CD4/2, CD4/4
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consultation stage. Moreover, prematurity on its own is not sufficient to
lead to refusal. It should be demonstrated that the development concerned
would prejudice the outcome of the Local Plan and not just the process.'**

8.5.4. Even if these schemes fell within paragraph 17, as BDBC maintains,
paragraph 18 first bullet point would apply. All development plan policy
relevant to housing provision has expired and an emerging plan has not
been issued. The programme for the new Local Plan has already been
delayed by the withdrawal of the first draft following the Manydown legal
challenge, and consultation on a replacement pre-submission draft has been
pushed back twice from April to July and again to August 2013. Moreover,
there is no guarantee that the latest timescale will be adhered to if further
assessment work is to be carried out following the Cabinet decision of 15
April 2013. The Council describes the emerging Local Plan as ‘embryonic’
and does not suggest that its policies should carry weight. Given the
‘serious and substantial’ shortfall in the 5 year housing land supply a
prematurity objection is not justified due to the consequential delay.**?

8.5.5. BDBC'’s stance that paragraph 18 first bullet cannot,affect the circumstances
in which reliance is put on paragraph 17 is incogreg¢t.) Recent decisions by
Inspectors and the Secretary of State have ngtyapplied the PSGP in that

153
way.

8.5.6. Even if the matters in paragraph 17 are,caonsidered, the scale of provision
for the plan period to 2029, based on“thes/Council’s untested requirement of
770 dwellings a year that is described as a provisional working hypothesis,
is up to 13,860 dwellings, or mare,given a recent report by GVA Edge. Even
on BDBC'’s figures Appeal A wouldyrepresent just over 3% of the total or
fewer than 6% of the calculatéd remaining requirement. BDBC concludes
that the proposals wouldfot ‘prejudice the scale of development being
addressed in the emerging-Local Plan.*>*

8.5.7. Turning to locationsthe’appeal site was a proposed allocation for 450
houses in the withdrawn draft CS and has been carried forward in all
subsequent assessments of sites that will form the evidence base for the
emergingeLacal Plan. It is an appropriate location for the scale of
development proposed and whilst all sites have some constraints, Officers
are cleaf 1t'is one of the better performing sites. The site would not open up
more land for development as it is contained by woodland and strategic
planting whose purpose is to screen the site and curtail views towards the
urban edge of Basingstoke.**®

8.5.8. In terms of phasing, in the light of the ‘serious and significant’ shortfall
there is a pressing need to release sites for development now, as the
Framework requires, to meet the deficit. The appeal site is one of 6 put
forward for allocation in the first five year period of the emerging Local Plan

151 cD5/4, DWH/NPN/1.4 Para R18, DWH/7 Para 18

152 cD1/4 Para 5.9, BDBC/3/1 Paras 6.1 & 6.9, DWH/NPN/1.1 Para 4.17, DWH/NPN/1.4 App R1, DWH/7 Paras 19-20
153 cD12/1, CD12/6, CD12/5 DL21 & IR14.27-14.30, DWH/7 Para 20

154 BDBC/3/1 Para 9.4, BDBC/3/2 App 2, DWH/NPN/1.4 Para R19, DWH/7 Para 21

155 CD10/2 Site Assessment pp89-90, CD10/5 SHLAA pp123-124, CD10/7 Biodiversity Assessment pp35-39, CD10/14
Housing Site Appraisal pp66-79, CD10/15 Sustainability Appraisal pp83-98, BDBC/1/1 Para 5.2.39 & App L9, DWH/7
Paras 22-23
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8.5.9.

8.5.10.

8.5.11.

8.5.12.

8.6.
8.6.1.

8.6.2.

and would make an important contribution of some 30% of the total number
of dwellings required in that five year period. The urgency of the need
means it would be inappropriate to refuse the appeals on prematurity
grounds.*®

Notwithstanding the Council’s confidence, the emerging Local Plan is at
considerable risk of being found to be unsound as it falls well short of
meeting the full objectively assessed needs of the area. Its adoption in
August 2014 is therefore at risk and the ‘short delay’ anticipated by BDBC if
the proposal were to be deferred until after completion of the Local Plan is
undermined. Whilst it might be easy to wait for the Local Plan completion
with the intention of making up the provision of houses later in the plan
period, that is the antithesis of the Framework’s presumption in favour of
releasing sites for development where there is not a 5 year housing land

supply.®”’

It is contended that, contrary to the Localism Act, the local community
would be deprived of its democratic right to be involyed in the process of
allocating land if the appeals were allowed. This akgimient would negate the
advice in PSPG as in most cases where a LP hag¢gn@t been adopted it could
be argued that the release of land would be prejudicial. The SoS has not
been persuaded by such arguments previoushy and has made it plain that
whilst local communities have been giyen pagre say, it carries with it a
responsibility to ensure that LPs are Qreparéd expeditiously to make
provision for needs. This view has beepsSupported in the High Court. In
this case action is required now €@"assist in overcoming a serious and
significant housing land supply,8hostfall. *>®

Reference has been made tQ aySheérborne St John Neighbourhood Plan.
Consultation has taken place™®n a boundary for the plan but as yet there is
no published outcome .« Even if such a plan existed the Framework requires
that it should not promete less development than set out in the Local Plan
or undermine itspolici€s. It would not provide a basis for not meeting the
full objectively assessed housing needs of the Borough.**°

The prematurity’argument is not justified by the PSGP or the Localism Act
but in_any event falls short of representing an impact that would
‘signifiegntly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits’ of the proposals.*®®

Other Matters

Reasons for refusal 6 of Appeal A and 2 of Appeal B maintain that the
appeal site is insufficiently sustainable due to inadequate options for travel
by public transport, inadequate local facilities and inadequate access to local
services.'®!

In terms of public transport, the Jazz 3 and Service 4 buses serve the town
centre, hospital, and the Chineham District Centre and are considered good

156 cD10/2 p65, DWH/NPN/1.4 Table R1, DWH/7 Para 24

157 BDBC/3/1 Para 9.7, DWH/7 Para 25

158 cD12/5 DL32, CD12/6 Paras 55-71, CD12/7 DL39, DWH?NPN/1/4 App3 p3, DWH/7 Paras 26-28
159 DWH/7 Para 28

160 DWH/7 Para 29

161 cD4/2, CD4/4, DWH/7 Para 30
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8.6.3.

8.6.4.

8.6.5.

8.6.6.

services by the highway authority. At the time of the application there was
no service on the route through Marnel Park but this has now begun with an
hourly bus in both directions along Barrington Drive and Appleton Drive.
The highway authority confirms that this provides public transport within an
acceptable walking distance of the proposed development. Isochrones
showing 300m and 400m walk distances from the proposed bus stops
indicate that most of the houses in Appeal B would be within 400m, as
would a proportion of the Appeal A houses. The 800m ‘walkable
neighbourhood’ referenced in MfS is not shown but would cover the entire
development. This ought to overcome BDBC'’s objection but it maintains
that a service should run through the site itself.*®?

The primary route through the site has been designed to accommodate
buses and Stagecoach is supportive of diverting a route through the site as
is would be likely to have better patronage aiding viability. Despite BDBC's
concerns, swept path analyses have been produced, and seen by
Stagecoach, and buses would be able to manoeuvre around parked cars.
The long term viability of bus services has been querigd but the scale of
development, with 751 houses in Marnel Park, 9507n«Merton Rise, and 450
on the appeal sites, means viability should not Be“%/doubt and that if
anything service frequency would be likely,tofiferéase.*®*

In terms of local facilities, the report te Gabinét notes that there are
education, retail, employment and health facilities within walking and cycling
distances, a view shared by the highway/authority. No concerns were
expressed by any statutory consultees provided that appropriate financial
contributions were made in relation, to community provision, open space,
affordable housing, transportand'&ducation.*®*

Appeal A would lead to pfowision of a community hall, sports facilities and
recreational open space onsthe site, together with a reserved site for a new
primary school should the education authority decide that would be
preferable to expafding existing schools or re-opening a nearby school that
recently closedesBBRBC confirmed that a new local centre in Merton Rise
would be prowited by 2016 which would be within the 2 kilometre maximum
walk distance _suggested by MfS and the 2 miles cycle distance suggested by
Sustrahs:_The Council agreed in a Statement of Common Ground that there
would be significant sustainability benefits, including a cohesive and
sustainable community by the provision of a community centre and new
school. Compared to many sites this is probably one of the most
sustainable.®®

The third limb of the reason for refusal adds little to the first two. There is
excellent provision of pedestrian and cycling routes connecting to the wider
network and the new bus service through Marnel Park provides adequate
access to local facilities and services. The fact that there would be some
reliance on existing facilities does not make the proposals unacceptable in

162 cD1/9 Para 5.6-5.7, CD4/1 Para 47, CD6/2 Para 4.4.1 & Table 3.2, BDBC/2/4, HCC1 App 1, DWH/JMc/4.1 Sect
4.3, DWH/JMc/4/4 Para 3.4.5, DWH/7 Paras 31-32

163 DWH/7 Paras 33-35

164 CD4/1 p47, DWH/IMc/4.1 Sect 4.2, DWH/JMc/4/4, Para 3.4.2-3.4.4, DWH/JMc/4.6, DWH/7 Para 36

165 CD1/5 Para 13.20, CD1/9 Sect 5, CD6/2 Para 4.4.1, DWH/NPN/1.4 Para R24DWH/7 Paras 37-38, Mr McKechnie

XiC Day 6
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8.6.7.

8.6.8.

8.6.9.

8.6.10.

planning terms. Overall, there is no conflict with saved LP Policy A2 and
nothing in the objection to significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits that would be provided.*®®

The impact on community cohesion, and the quality of life for existing
residents, of several more years of construction activity, on top of the ten
years that have already been endured, is the basis for reasons for refusal 7
of Appeal A and 9 of Appeal B. Members were advised that although
development would cause frustrations locally, in terms of construction
traffic, noise, and dust amongst others, this should not be a reason for
refusing the proposals. The rate of development at 70 dwellings a year is
not large and would be for a finite period. Conditions and a Construction
Method Statement would ensure that impacts were minimised and
construction traffic would pass across Phase 2 rather than through Marnel
Park. Community cohesion was addressed when the site was considered for
inclusion as a strategic housing site in the emerging Local Plan on a number
of occasions but did not lead to it being rejected.®’

The reason for refusal only cites the second bullet,ef " Eramework paragraph
69, which refers to safe and accessible environmedts where crime and
disorder and the fear of crime do not underminge quality of life or community
cohesion. It is now agreed that the proposdlswould reduce crime through
the implementation of Secured by Design/pkinCiples creating a cohesive and
sustainable community. Other factogs aidimg cohesion are the mix of
dwelling sizes, the community hall and\s€hool, and 40% affordable homes to
meet local needs.*®®

Whilst Popley residents have expfessed concerns about further
development, construction activity’would occur in any event at Merton Rise.
Any additional effects from“the proposed development would be modest and
controlled to minimise impact. BDBC'’s strategy has been for substantial
development in the aréa® The 2003 Action Plan was not a contract but a
means of ensuring the“most appropriate implementation of large scale
developments, Aheyproposals are a good fit with the objectives set out in the
Action Plan amdhwould provide further community facilities. Residents have
expressed«atdesire for ‘breathing space’ for the community to consolidate
but Sentinel» which manages a large number of homes in Popley, has
expressed no such concern. The scale of local housing need requires more
homes to be provided. The proposal would not lead to the release of further
land and the site would be contained behind robust boundaries.*®®

The Council indicated in a letter dated 15 February 2013 that it would not
defend reason for refusal 7 of Appeal B relating to the loss of BMV
agricultural land. However, SSJ maintains an objection on this basis. The
Framework defines BMV as grades 1, 2 and 3a. There is no BMV land in the
Appeal B site and only 3.8 hectares of grade 3a ‘good quality’ land in the
Appeal A site. 82% of the land in Appeal A is the poorer grade 3b
‘moderate quality’ land. It is incorrect to suggest productive aspects are not

166 DWH/NPN/1.4 Para R28, DWH/7 Paras 39-40

167 CD1/5 Para 13.20, CD4/1 p77, DWH/NPN/1.1 Para 5.1, DWH/7 Paras 46 & 49-50
168 CD1/5 Para 13.20, BDBC/5 Appl, DWH/NPN/1.1 Appl, DWH/7 Para 47-48

169 CD9/6 Para 2.2, DWH/NPN/1.1 Para 5.3-5.16, DWH/7 Para 52-54
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8.6.11.

8.6.12.

8.6.13.

8.6.14.

taken into account as the inherent productive capability of the land is at the
heart of the grading system. The loss of 3.8 hectares of grade 3a land
would not be significant. In any event, land around the periphery of
Basingstoke is likely to be a higher grade, particularly on the western side
where there are extensive tracts of grade 2 and 3a land. The site is a small
part of a holding on the margins of a farm and its loss to farming would be
of only minor significance.*"°

Whilst the SSJ has concerns about water resources and quality, the
documents submitted demonstrate that there are currently no water supply
or waste water quality constraints affecting the development. The statutory
authorities confirm that there is a sufficient supply capacity of potable water
and that the ‘state of the art’ Basingstoke STW to which the waste from the
appeal site would be directed has adequate capacity. The Council accepts
that neither water quality nor water supply is likely to inhibit housing growth
and there is no evidence that the proposed growth cannot be
accommodated in infrastructure terms.*"*

Whilst SSJ has some criticisms of the phase 1 desigiis, /sthe majority of
feedback following a public exhibition agreed that\thé proposals should
include similar design elements and materialsr/te those in Marnel Park.
Moreover, the Council takes a different view, ta_$SJ and agrees that the
proposal would be of high quality and disfipetiVe appearance. Build quality
is also queried but the appellant, whiChgis part of Barratt Developments, has
a 5*rating in the House Builders Federation National New Home Customer
Satisfaction Survey.'’

In terms of heritage assets SSJ, but not BDBC, asserts that the settings of
the Grade Il Kiln Farm anddthé\Shérborne St John Conservation Area would
be harmed. English Heritage"(EH) has not expressed any concerns and
using EH’s methodology, ferassessment the change to the setting would not
alter the significance ofythe asset and there would be no ‘significant’ harm to
the asset or settinG\ “Fhe Conservation Area boundary includes areas
beyond the villagenthat are important to its character and appearance.
There is a substantial area of countryside outside the settlement boundary
to the north%and northwest over which the Conservation Area appraisal map
showsfvistas: There are no such areas on the eastern side apart from the
view from the Chute Recreation Ground. The setting of the Conservation
Area would not be significantly adversely affected.’?

The development plan for the locality consists of the saved policies in the
2006 Local Plan. The housing provision and settlement boundary policies
relate to the period up to 2011 and are time expired but in any event given
the housing land supply shortfall the Framework indicates they should be
considered out of date and given little, if any, weight. Consequently
permission should be granted unless any adverse impacts of doing so would

170 DWH/NPN/1.1 Paras 6.4-6.5 & App8, DWH/NPN/1.2 App 10 of APP 8 & Para 5.02, DWH/7 Paras 94-95

171 CD10/1 Para 5.5, SSJ/03/1, SSJ/03/2, SSJ/03/3 , SSJ/03/4, SSJ/03/5, DWH/NPN/1.1 Para 6.2 & App6,
DWH/NPN/1.4 Para R31 & App R7, DWH/7 Para 97

172 cD1/5 Para 9.9, DWH/NPN/1.1 Para 6.6-6.25, DWH/NPN/1.4 Para R32, DWH/7 Para 98

178 DWH/NPN/1.1 Para 6.3 & App 7, DWH/NPN/1.2 App 7, DWH/NPN/1.4 App R6, DWH/LT/2.7, DWH/7 Para 96
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8.6.15.

8.6.16.

8.6.17.

8.6.18.

‘significantly and demonstrably outweigh the benefits’ of allowing
development.*™

Whilst BDBC accepts that saved Policy D6, relating to housing development
outside settlement boundaries, cannot be relied on it seeks to rely on Policy
E6 that requires all development to be sympathetic to the landscape
character and quality of the area. This is plainly out of date at least insofar
as it is relied on to resist development on greenfield sites beyond the
settlement boundary of Basingstoke. It is out of sympathy with the
Framework’s drive to significantly boost the supply of housing particularly
where there is a serious and significant housing land supply shortfall and so
in accordance with Framework paragraph 215 should attract little weight. In
any event, there is no suggestion that there are other sites where
residential development beyond the settlement boundary would be more
appropriate than here.*”

Apart from the housing land supply considerations the Framework requires
housing applications to be considered in the contextef a presumption in
favour of sustainable development. The Framewosk indicates that
sustainable development has three dimensionsyjgeebnomic, social and
environmental. BDBC accepts that the proposals‘'would perform an
economic and social role. At Sandbach, (ARP/RO660/A/10/2141564) the
SoS considered this sufficient for the devélepment to be considered
sustainable. In this case the proposdl would also perform an environmental
role through the provision of open spaee# enhanced landscaping and
improved aquatic and terrestrialh@hjtat for GCNs.'"®

In relation to the gap between(Sherborne St John and Basingstoke, a
strategic gap policy in the 2998 Lecal Plan was not continued in the 2006
Local Plan. Notwithstanding, the lack of a formal policy, the principle of non-
intervisibility was raised. S¥is agreed that this principle has been breached
and Marnel Park is visiBlé in some views from the village of Sherborne St
John. HoweverNit' s, accepted that additional planting as part of any
approved scheme would contribute towards reducing intervisibility and
would be in keeping with the landscape character of the area. Moreover, a
number_ofsassessments by BDBC envisage at least some development on
the appeal sites beyond the defined settlement boundary and Cabinet has
endoE?ed the inclusion of the site for 450 dwellings in the emerging Local
Plan.

The Framework emphasises a hierarchical approach to landscape protection
with distinctions between international, national and locally designated sites.
The weight to be attached to the protection of land must be commensurate
with its status. An extensive area to the west of Sherborne St John lies
within the North Wessex Downs AONB and great weight should be attached
to its protection but the appeal site has no landscape designation at all and
so its protection attracts far less weight than the AONB.*"®

174 cD5/1 Para 49, DWH/NPN/1.4 Para R3, DWH/7 Paras 2-4 & 12

175 CD10/2 Para 42, DWH/7 Para 12

176 cD5/1 Paras 7, 8, 49, 197, CD12/7 DL38, DWH/7 Paras 5-6, Mrs Jones XX Day 4
7 CD1/5 Para 2.9, CD10/2, DWH/NPN/1.4 App R1, DWH/7 Paras 13-14

178 DWH/7 Para 15
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8.6.19.

8.6.20.

8.6.21.

8.7.
8.7.1.

8.7.2.

The proposal would provide very significant benefits. It is agreed that 260
dwellings could be built in the 5 year period representing between 11 and
26% of the deficit in housing supply. Even though only addressing part of
the shortfall the benefit would be significant. As Appeal B is a detailed
scheme a start could be made as soon as pre-commencement conditions
were discharged. No other sites have been identified that could be brought
forward in a similar timescale, but in any event there is a need for more
sites to be released. Provision would also have a qualitative benefit in terms
of the mix of smaller and lifetime homes.*"®

BDBC accepts that there is a ‘rising and substantial need for affordable
housing’ in the Popley area. There is an unmet annual need for 423
affordable homes and the provision of 180 affordable dwellings as part of
the proposals is much needed as the supply of such houses is falling. The
majority would be for social rent bringing the added benefit of maximum
affordability. The provision of affordable houses would be policy compliant
and no request has been made for more affordable units. Considerable
weight should be given to the provision.®°

Other important benefits include enhanced terrestrial and aquatic habitats
for newts, retaining ecological features such asynative hedgerows, high
quality design and distinctive appearance, direct employment provision on
site and the provision of housing to cater(for, ihmet needs that constrain
employment and the economy, and strengthening the western landscape
buffer reducing intervisibility. There weuld also be sustainability benefits
such as improvements to local bus services, pedestrian and cycling routes
and sustainable construction cgiteria using sustainable materials and
minimising waste. Once delivexedjthere would be real benefits to the local
community.*®*

Section 106 Agreements’/and Conditions

Reasons for refusahk8.im relation to Appeal A and 10 in relation to Appeal B
maintain that the“absence of a suitable S106 Obligation means there would
be inadequate¥provision for community and infrastructure contributions in
relation te_playjarea/recreation, playing fields, community facilities,
education, affordable housing, on-site provision for art and Basingstoke
Environghental Strategy for Transport to offset impacts of the development.
There was also a lack of a Travel Plan, Landscape Management Plan,

Protected Species Management Plan and ecological compensation habitat.*®?

Prior to the close of the Inquiry signed S106 Agreements were submitted to
address these items. Supporting documentation demonstrates that the
Obligations would meet the tests in CIL Regulation 122. A number of
conditions have been agreed with BDBC that are required to make the
proposal acceptable in planning terms. These would meet the tests in
Circular 11/95.8

179 DWH/NPN/1.1 Sect 3, DWH/7 Para 7

180 cD1/5 Paras 7.4-7.5, CD10/29 p12, BDBC/5 App6 Para 10.4, DWH/NPN/1.1 Para 3.18,DWH/NPN/1.2 Appl Paras
5.1 & 7.2, DWH/NPN/1.4 Paras R11-R15, DWH/7 Paras 8-10

181 CD1/5 Paras 9.9-9.11 & 13.2, DWH/NPN/1.4 App3, DWH/7 Para 11

182 cD4/2, CD4/4, DWH/NPN/1.1 Paras 7.1-7.6

183 cp1/11B, CD1/12, CD1/13B, CD1/14, BDBC/6, BDBC/7, BDBC/8. BDBC/9, DWH/NPN/1,1 Para 7.7
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9.0

9.1.

9.1.1.

9.2.

9.2.1.

9.2.2.

9.2.3.

Inspector’s Conclusions
[The references in square brackets are to earlier paragraph numbers in this report]

Introduction

Decisions should be made in accordance with the development plan, which
in this case consists of the saved LP policies, unless they are outweighed by
material considerations. The Framework is a material consideration and
includes a presumption in favour of sustainable development. BDBC cannot
demonstrate a 5 year housing land supply and so its housing supply policies
should be considered out of date in accordance with Framework paragraph
49. BDBC accepts that Policy D6 is outdated. In these circumstances
paragraph 14 of the Framework indicates that planning permission should
be granted unless in the balance between benefits and harm the latter
‘significantly and demonstrably’ outweigh the former. In addition, BDBC
accepts that the highways element of Policy E1 should be considered in the
light of the ‘severe’ test in the Framework. Policy E6 deals with more than
housing but, to the extent that it could be used to resist development on
greenfield sites, | consider it to conflict with the aims ‘©f the Framework and
so attracts very little weight.(s.1,4.1.1, 4.6.4, 5.1.1, 8.1.1%8.64, 8.6.15]

Landscape and Visual Impact

The site lies in the countryside outsidé the.Basingstoke Settlement Policy
Boundary. The Framework seeks to eqhance the natural environment by
protecting valued landscapes and g#equiring recognition of ‘the intrinsic
character and beauty of the cougtryside’. The landscape character of the
site is open and rural with a petwoerk of PROWSs across farmland linking
settlements, providing views towards the appeal site, and forming an open
landscape buffer to Sherborne St John. An area to the west of the village
lies within the North Wessex Downs AONB, the protection of which attracts
great weight. HoweyenR, there are no statutory landscape designations in
the vicinity of thefappe€al site and, despite the landscape between
Basingstoke anehSherborne St John being valued by residents, it is
unremarkabler apd its protection attracts far less weight than the AONB. .1,

2.4, 4.2.5, 52, TN . 2:8.6.18]

Landscape character assessments allow judgements to be made about
landscape capacity. The Basingstoke, Tadley and Bramley Landscape
Capacity Study 2008 identifies the site as a gently sloping open landscape of
farmland that, due to a ridgeline, is relatively prominent. The landscape
capacity was assessed as ‘Low’ as it was considered that there was limited
potential for mitigation as new areas of screen planting would have an
adverse impact on an area that contains little woodland. However, there
are a number of trees and woodlands around the site including Marnel Dell,
Spier’s Copse, Carpenter’s Barn and Barn Copse that form part of Basing
Forest, and Great German’s Copse, not to mention new planting on the
northern boundary of Marnel Park and the western landscape buffer.ps,6,

4.2.7,5.2.2,7.11, 8.2.6]

The Landscape Capacity Study — Site Options 2010 assesses the site as
having ‘Medium/Low’ capacity due, in part, to the influence of Marnel Park.
The site is characterised as ‘urban fringe’ and ‘heavily influenced by the
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adjacent high density development’. The Study confirms the
appropriateness of part of the site, not limited to the western field, for built
development. In contrast to the 2008 Study it endorses woodland
screening, undermining the view that planting would be out of character,
and concludes that ‘Sherborne St John does not influence the character of
this area’. SSJ’s contention that this is partly because no account has been
taken of the role the site plays in providing a gap between settlements is
considered later in this section.j4.2.7,5.2.2, 7.11, 8.2.4, 8.2.5]

9.2.4. A shortfall in housing land supply means that 7-8,000 dwellings are needed
on greenfield sites and any development on such a site would have an
impact on the immediate surroundings creating an urban character.
However, in this case development would not move significantly closer to
Sherborne St John. Housing would be kept to the lower parts of the site
and although the plateau in the north-eastern part of the site, would no
longer be field it would predominantly consist of open areas.js.2.s, 4.2.9, 7.2, 8.2.9]

9.2.5. Whilst the proposal might not be ‘rounding off’, the site is physically, and
visually, contained by landform, woodland, urban gdevelopment and the
maturing western landscape buffer. The buffenlinks’Marnel Dell to the
south-west with Spier’'s Copse in the north. Thg latter is a large woodland
that effectively screens views from the north, @although some felling would
take place in 2017 as part of its management” A series of Copses form an
extensive wooded area that also screens views from the wider landscape to
the north-east. An existing western laRdScape buffer would be strengthened
to mitigate the proposal, and eventually would merge with existing trees to
provide a ‘curtain’ to developmeénty, It would curtail views of the urban edge
and clearly define the urban/gukal boundary. The site would be on the
urban side of the ‘curtain’_imyan*area already heavily influenced by the
adjacent development and would possess none of the rural character of
Sherborne St John, whieh would be preserved.(s.2.4, 6.10, 6.12, 7.3, 8.2.6]

9.2.6. The Hampshire €gunty Council Integrated Landscape Character Assessment
does not identifywany features of significance in the locality, other than deer
parks. The development would be contained within the existing field pattern
and no woedland would be lost. The National Trust acknowledges that The
Vyne,gvhich™as played a part in shaping the landscape, would not be
affectedyvisually, or physically, and there would be no significant impact on
landscape heritage. The principal impact would be the loss of some 21
hectares of arable farming land that has little intrinsic value in visual
terms.s.25,7.1,8.2.3]

9.2.7. The 2010 Landscape Capacity Study is part of the evidence base that
informed the Council’s allocation of the overall appeal site for 450 dwellings
in the 2012 draft CS. Although the draft CS has been withdrawn, the site
has been included in all subsequent decisions on strategic housing sites for
inclusion in the emerging Local Plan. It has been endorsed by Members and
Officers more than once and is acknowledged as one of the better

9.2.8. Visual impact assessments have been carried out for both appeals.
Viewpoints from the site, from the edges of Basingstoke and Sherborne St
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9.2.9.

9.2.10.

9.2.11.

9.2.12.

9.2.13.

John and from the network of PROWSs in the intervening countryside have
been assessed.[4 .13

The high point of the site is approximately 90 metres AOD. The maximum
ridge height of the two storey housing in Phase 2 would be 99.5m AOD. In
Phase 1 (Appeal B) the maximum ridge heights would be 89.5m AOD
adjacent to the central open space and western boundary and up to 95m
AOD in the centre of that phase. The proposed school, if built, would have a
ridge height of some 103m AOD, despite being single storey, whilst the
proposed community centre would be a similar height. The plateau area at
the high point of the site would include playing fields, allotments, and open
space. A spine of open green space would break up built form along the line
of the Vyne Brook and PROW 17b. Development should not break the
wooded skyline beyond the site, although the ridges of some buildings might
be seen amongst trees.js2.1,4.2.2,4.2.3,7.2,8.2.7]

In views from Sherborne St John, Marnel Park is screened to some extent
by woodland and the impact softened by distance. Despite disagreement on
growth rates, it is agreed that the western landscapg buffer will establish in
time and contain Marnel Park and the proposedydevelopment. There would
be sufficient separation and countryside between“he village and
Basingstoke to preserve the separate identitie§ of the two different
Settlements.[4_2_11, 7.3, 8.2.7]

Existing residents’ views of the open &oumtryside north of Marnel Park would
be blocked but there is no right tosa view and development would be
screened to some extent by thegandscape buffer to the south of the appeal
site. Despite the rising ground, the separation distances would be adequate
to prevent any overlookings, IRitially, the development would be seen in
some views from Sherbofng, St John, and the PROWS in the intervening
countryside, but these4would be glimpses through gaps in hedges and the
like that already giveé views of Marnel Park. More open views would be
limited to the impf@drate vicinity of the site. Nothing uncharacteristic would
be introduced, andNin time, the reinforced landscape buffer would mature
reducing intesvisibility. The Sherborne St John Conservation Area boundary
includes_areas outside the village that contribute to its character and
appeafance ‘and over which views are identified. Areas to the east are more
restricted and include only one view from the Recreation Ground in which
the proposal would sit behind the reinforced landscape buffer. The setting
of the Conservation Area would remain that of a village in a rural setting
and there would be no significant harm to it. The effect on views would be

slight.4.2.13, 6.20, 8.2.7, 8.6.13]

There would also be an extension of lighting at night. Darkness reinforces
the night time perception of Sherborne St John as a rural village. However,
whilst the site is currently unlit, lighting on the appeal site would be seen
alongside existing lighting at Marnel Park, against the backdrop of Jersey
Close, and below the glow of Basingstoke. It would be only slightly closer to
Sherborne St John and would not significantly affect the sense of

separation.(s.2.13, 6.6, 6.14, 6.21, 7.3, 8.2.7]

Sherborne St John lies in a shallow valley and Basingstoke is largely hidden
from view by rising ground to the south. This led LP Inspectors in 1995 and
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9.2.14.

9.2.15.

9.2.16.

9.2.17.

9.2.18.

2005 to identify a principle of non-intervisibility between Basingstoke and
Sherborne St John. The Sherborne St John Village Design Framework
emphasises the importance of views towards the appeal site. A shallow
valley extends south-east from the Chute Recreation Ground from where
there is intervisibility between the village and the recent Marnel Park
development. This is due, at least in part, to the fact that the 35 metres
deep woodland buffers, planted as mitigation for the Marnel Park
development, have not matured as quickly as expected. However, the
landscape experts agree that, in time, the buffer will reduce intervisibility
and the proposals would provide strengthening of the buffer to make it
effective and substantial as originally intended.[4.2.11,5.2.3, 7.3]

The topography of the site would lead to some views of roofscape above the
trees in the western buffer, particularly as the heights claimed for planting
would appear to be optimistic given the rate of growth in the western buffer
and the height of the mature trees on the appeal site. However, whilst
there would be a slight urbanising influence on the countryside between the
two settlements the development would not break tiieswooded skyline.s.2.11,

7.3, 8.2.7]

The open landscape between the edge of Basifngsteke and Sherborne St
John is valued for its role in maintaining the{séparate identities of the
settlements. The 1998 Local Plan included.a *Strategic gap’ but ‘strategic
gaps’ are no longer recognised in plahning*policy. However, the importance
of preventing coalescence is still a valid glanning objective. The Sherborne
St John Village Design Framework™Wwas produced by residents and adopted
as Supplementary Planning Guidance in February 2004. The attributes of
open countryside and the sepatkate)identity of the village were identified by
over 90% of respondents_toxthe Design Framework consultation and SSJ
considers the existing gap td be too narrow.s.2.10, 5.2.4, 8.2.8, 8.6.17]

At present the gap between Jersey Close to the east of the site and
Sherborne St Johis '®p to 2 kilometres, and screened by a belt of trees on
the eastern side~ofythe appeal site. However, the Marnel Park development
is much closer %0 Sherborne St John. The proposals would range from
approximately 750 metres to 900 metres from Sherborne St John but would
not m@ve_ urban development significantly closer to the village.j4.2.12, 6.6

The gap between the appeal site and Sherborne St John is crossed by
Chineham Lane and PROWs 17b and 501. The Local Plan set out that a vital
requirement of a gap is that a traveller between settlements should have a
clear sense of leaving one and passing through an undeveloped area to
arrive at another. The journey from Popley to Sherborne St John only takes
a few minutes by car and this would not alter. Slightly more of Basingstoke
would be visible, due to the proposed development being on rising land, and
the depth of open countryside would be reduced. When walking between
the two settlements across the fields the proposals would sit behind a
maturing curtain of vegetation consisting of a ‘reinforced’ western landscape
buffer and an appreciable area of rural countryside would remain between
Basingstoke and Sherborne St John.(4.2.12, 6.6, 6.15, 6.16, 6.19, 6.21, 7.2, 8.2.8]

Whilst there would be a localised urbanising effect, the wider landscape
character of the area would not be significantly affected. There would also
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9.3.

9.3.1.

9.3.2.

9.3.3.

9.3.4.

9.3.5.

be a slight visual impact but this would be mitigated in time by the western
landscape buffer maturing. In addition, the buffer would create a clear
boundary to built development and there would be no significant decrease in
the distance of the nearest development to Sherborne St John preserving
the individuality of the two settlements. Whilst there would be some conflict
with the aims of saved LP Policy E6 and Framework paragraph 17, this
would be slight in the wider context. The proposal would maintain the
character of Sherborne St John as a rural village and in that respect would
comply with the aims of saved LP Policy E6(iii).

Transportation

Two main concerns were identified by BDBC: the environmental capacity of
the existing Marnel Park road network; and, the impact of the introduction
of a bus route. A third matter, the impact of the traffic generated on the
wider hlghway network is raised by SSJ and local reSidentS.[4_3_1, 5.3.4, 8.3.1, 8.3.8]

Residents were not informed that some cul-de-sacs would become access
points to the appeal site but the highway authority maihtains that “The
geometry and alignment of the existing roads arelgonsidered to be
appropriate in engineering terms to accommogdate_the additional traffic
movements that are anticipated”. Although.legss*than a third of homes in
Guernsey and Jersey Closes have their own garage and driveway, and on-
street parking is at a premium, evengeforesa school and community
facilities are provided, BDBC’s transpoftation witness accepts that the
accesses to the appeal site have, sufficient capacity to accommodate the
traffic that would be generated.q ladeed, each of the four access points on
its own could cope with the traffiothat would be generated by the whole

Site.(5.3.2, 6.3, 6.7, 7.4, 8.3.2]

The Marnel Park roads were’designed in accordance with MfS which
introduced a significant relaxation in highway engineering. Guidance
referred to by BDBEis.now dated, going back to Buchanan in 1963, and
various of the documents are either in the process of being updated or are
guidance not_Atehded to be followed slavishly.[s 3, 5.3.4]

Whilst there 'might be large percentage increases in traffic flows they are
from ayveéry-low base and are misleading. They would be well below the
1963 lower range of environmental capacity of 300vph. MfS indicates that
even shared spaces can accommodate flows of up to 100vph and the Marnel
Park roads would be within or close to this threshold. Flows on Barrington
Drive, a through route, would be greater but Guidelines for the
Environmental Assessment of Traffic allows for analysis of an 18 hour flow.
Increases up to 600vph on such a road are considered minor. The increases
for Appeal A would be 167vph and for Appeal B 68vph. People would have
to cross the road to catch a bus, depending on the direction of travel, but
even if they had walked more than 400 metres they would not be
discouraged from crossing the road and catching a bus by these flows.
Roads that are currently ‘links’ would generally remain ‘links’ whilst those
that are ‘places’ would not be significantly affected.(s.3.2 433, 4.3.4, 435 4356, 6.3,

8.3.4]

Accident records do not indicate a safety problem with just two accidents in
the review period, neither of which involved pedestrians or children. There
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9.3.6.

9.3.7.

9.3.8.

9.3.9.

9.3.10.

is no indication that the highway authority has any safety concerns.s s s.1s,
6.20, 7.4, 8.3.5]

Turning to bus services, an hourly service along Barrington Drive and
Appleton Drive through Marnel Park has begun since BDBC’s decisions but
due to walk distances BDBC considers that it would be desirable to divert a
bus route through the Appeal A development. A primary route through the
appeal site has been designed to accommodate buses and swept path
analyses have been carried out including on-street parking of cars. If a
route were introduced then parking habits might change. Stagecoach is
supportive of such a route as it would be open to a greater patronage aiding
viability.(s.3.7, 6.14, 6.18, 7.4, 8.3.6]

Streets adjacent to the appeal site are subject to on-street parking that in
some cases is significant. However, taking the highest number of parked
vehicles from a parking survey indicates an average of 0.77 vehicles per
dwelling, although off-street parking was provided in parking courts,
garages and driveways at an average of 1.5 vehiclessper dwelling. There is,
therefore, no need for on-street parking. Howevegginconsiderate parking
has already led to complaints and as a result parking restrictions are being
considered as a part of the road adoption progéssw Parking restrictions
would make a bus route easier to traverse utlare not necessary to allow a
bus service on the roads that are 6 metrésawide.(s3.s 4.3.9 5.3.3, 7.5, 8.3.7]

On professional advice, BDBC no longer ptirsues the impact of the traffic
that would be generated by the development on the wider highway network.
Although SSJ maintains that the, appellant’s traffic data is flawed, its own
figures are based on traffic growth,in 2012-2013. During this period
development was still taking place. As a consequence the increase in traffic
is due to more than just angual growth. SSJ’s annual growth figure is 9%,
giving an increase of 147%”between 2010 and 2026, when the TEMPRO
transport planning ndodel predicts only 1.6% a year equating to an increase
of 24% to 20268 There is clear evidence that even the TEMPRO growth
forecasts areqnetaetually occurring, but in any event the modelling of the
network wasstindertaken on the basis of a traffic demand higher than the
flows actually observed by SSJ and so is rObUSt.[4_3_1, 5.3.4, 8.3.8, 8.3.9]

The capécity of a number of junctions on the wider network is under stress
leading to rat running at speed through Sherborne St John where there are
schools and the roads leading to Popley are narrow and potholed. Some
junctions would be adversely affected, although many wouldn’t. However,
the latter would contribute to a cumulative impact. The highway authority
has identified a number of schemes that could be implemented to offset
these impacts. These would be achieved by contributions secured through
Section 106 Agreements in relation to each appeal. An assessment in each
case demonstrates that the contributions sought would be fair and
reasonable and would meet the tests in CIL Regulation 122,531,535, 6.12, 6.13,
6.14, 6.18, 6.19, 6.22, 7.4, 8.3.10]

I conclude that there would be no material conflict with the aims of saved LP
Policy E1. Provision would be made for the use of sustainable modes of
transport and the impact of the proposals would fall far short of the ‘severe’
test set by the Framework.4.3.10, 8.3.5]
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9.4.

9.4.1.

9.4.2.

9.4.3.

9.4.4.

9.4.5.

Ecology

The protection of species and habitats is a policy objective at all levels.
Paragraph 109 of the Framework indicates that the planning system should
seek to enhance the natural environment whilst saved LP Policy E7 seeks to
protect habitats and seeks opportunities to restore, enhance or create new
habitats. GCNs are a European Protected Species. Migration to breeding
sites takes place in the spring and adult newts leave the breeding sites from
late May. Juveniles emerge from the aquatic habitat around early August
and spend between 2 and 4 years on land before becoming mature and
returning to breeding ponds. The terrestrial habitat surrounding breeding
sites is, therefore, vitally important. GCNs can migrate over 1.3 kilometres
but more commonly move between ponds that are around 250 metres
apart.[s.2, 4.4.2,5.4.1,5.4.2]

There are no statutory designated sites within 1 kilometre of the appeal
sites but Popley Pond, some 360 metres to the south-east, is a LNR. There
are 22 SINCs within 1 kilometre of the developmenttaréa of the appeal sites,
18 of which are separate units within Basing Fares# gSpier’'s Copse SINC and
part of the Basing Forest SINC complex lie immediately adjacent to the
Phase 2 development area. The main populations in the area of the appeal
site are Popley Ponds SINC, the Eastern Balancing Pond, Basingstoke Forest
SINC and Kiln Farm Ponds. [4.4.2,8.4.2}

Ecology was originally only raised in reletion to Appeal B, some 2 months
after Appeal A had been considered N\ A letter dated 15 February 2013
confirmed that BDBC “will provide, evidence to support reason for refusal 8
of Appeal B in relation to AppealA?”. The reason for refusal maintains that
due to inadequate informations/BDBC is unable to discharge its statutory
obligations under the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations
2010”. This contradietsthe conclusion of the Council’s professionally
qualified BiodiversityaOfficer who, following a request for additional
information, was satisfied that there was sufficient to be satisfied on all
three derogation licence tests. Moreover, there was no objection to the
proposalssfromyNE, the Government’s lead advisor on biodiversity and the
competent authority for issuing derogation licences.(s.4.1, 6.3, 6.5, 8.4.1, 8.4.4]

BDBC is\sequired to have regard to the Habitats Regulations in exercising its
functions. The disturbance of GCNs requires a derogation licence, granted
by NE, which imposes three tests. NE’s Guide to Licensing indicates that
little is required to meet the IROPI test, and if planning permission were
granted it would be self evident that there was no satisfactory alternative
sites. BDBC'’s concern is that there is insufficient information to
demonstrate that the FCS test would be met. The Supreme Court, in Morge,
clarified that a local planning authority should grant planning permission
unless an offence under the Regulations would be likely, and that it would
be unlikely to be licensed pursuant to derogation powers. It need only ask
itself whether NE would be unlikely to grant a licence. As the SoS is now

The only matter of dispute between BDBC and the appellant relates to the
FCS test in terms of: firstly, the adequacy of mitigation for habitat loss in
the arable fields; and, secondly, concerns about the cumulative impact on
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dispersal routes. SSJ and local residents are concerned that habitat
fragmentation and loss would lead to a decline in GCNs exacerbated by the
lack of maintenance of the existing Marnel Park mitigation.js.4.1,5.4.2, 5.4.3, 6.11,

8.4.6]

9.4.6. The absence of further terrestrial surveys, to gain information on the extent
to which the arable fields are used, as well as on migratory patterns, is
criticised as Popley Ponds SINC is of regional importance and the Eastern
Balancing Pond is eligible to be designated as a SSSI due to its outstanding
amphibian assemblage. However, the existing trapping/translocation data
provides much better information, particularly as terrestrial surveys are
likely to under-record populations. The earlier mitigation is accepted to be
successful, despite SSJ concerns about maintenance, and so to some extent
obviates the need for further surveys. Around 645 newts displaced from
terrestrial habitat in Appeal A would not be accommodated in on-site high
quality replacement habitat and would have to seek alternative habitat
outside the site. This calculation is robust as it assumes the maximum
density of newts found in the Marnel Park trapping/tfamslocation programme
would apply across the whole of the Appeal A sitefalthbugh much of it is
arable field where fewer newts were found awawfrem the hedgerows, and it
excludes large areas of open space within the site and private garden space,
all of which would provide some habitat.(44 M%7 5.4.3 8.4.7, 8.4.8]

9.4.7. In addition, there is almost 26 hectafessfof*High quality habitat in Basing
Forest, within 250-500 metres of the eastern balancing pond, capable of
supporting some 7,700 newts. §hiS\is the obvious terrestrial habitat for the
population in Popley Pond, andsthezeastern balancing pond, as it is close to
them. The population using Basing Forest is the same as that which breeds
in the ponds and the loading,on the terrestrial habitat would not increase
since the newts would alteagly be heading to it. There are few breeding
newts in the Basing Eorest Ponds. Indeed, although assessed as good for
the species, Pond C had no GCNs when recently surveyed although that is
the only survey of that pond. However, there is nothing to suggest that the
carrying capdeitynof Basing Forest has been reached and | do not consider

.....

9.4.8. The sdrveys¥or the Marnel Park development found newts using the arable
fields up,to 20 metres from the hedgerow, although only 16.7% were
recorded more than 2 metres from the hedgerow. However, its importance
must be doubtful. Arable fields are generally considered to be poor
terrestrial habitat for GCNs and although large numbers were found there,
many would be Kkilled by spraying, harvesting or during autumn cultivation
that coincides with juvenile dispersion. As with Marnel Park, far from
fragmenting GCN habitats, the replacement of larger areas of less suitable
habitat, such as the arable fields, with smaller areas of much higher quality
habitat, such as purpose designed newt corridors with additional ponds, is
likely to favour newts and lead to population increases.(4.4.4, 5.4.3, 8.4.10]

9.4.9. Access to the appeal site would cross habitat created as part of the Marnel
Park mitigation some 14 metres from the Eastern Balancing Pond on a key
migratory route, and between the Eastern and Western Balancing Ponds.
Although NE considers an isolating feature within 50 metres of a breeding
pond as a high impact, the mitigation lost would be limited to an access

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 54



Report APP/H1705/A/12/2188125 & APP/H1705/A/12/2188137

road crossing habitat but with newt culverts which, notwithstanding SSJ’s
concern about maintenance have been demonstrated to be successful.
When culverts are associated with newt fencing there has been little
problem with newts being killed CrOSSing roadS.[4_4_3, 5.4.3,5.4.4, 6.3, 6.7, 6.10, 7.6,
8.4.11]

9.4.10. In terms of dispersal routes, the proposed mitigation is essentially an
extension of the existing protecting breeding ponds, providing more ponds,
enhancing connectivity and replacing poor quality arable habitat with
smaller areas of higher quality habitat. It is significant that the Carpenter’s
Down migration corridor, and the purpose built newt culverts under the
roads, are operating successfully as these are an essential part of the
existing and proposed mitigation. Although SSJ has concerns about
fragmentation and lack of maintenance, NE has twice brought parties of NE
Officers to inspect the mitigation and its former lead amphibian officer has
written an article lauding it. The newly created eastern balancing pond has
been so well colonised by GCNs and other amphibians that it is considered
worthy of national status as a SSSI. The western balancing pond and the
eastern enhancement pond have begun to be colofiised and demonstrate
that the central newt corridor is also being usedyyu»7 s.4.3 8.4.12, 8.4.13]

9.4.11. Newt numbers fluctuate but the GCN monitérifg report 2012 shows that the
overall population of the eastern balancing,R0ond and the Swale Pond is
growing. There is a difficulty in recofdisg @aCtual numbers in a large pond
such as Popley. However, the 2013 data’shows a substantial increase in
Popley Pond newt numbers compafted to previous years. There may be
reasons why numbers were highhimny2005 and 2008, such as trapping in 2004
and 2007 leading to large nurnibkers deposited on the northern margins of
Popley Pond, and low in 2012, JdUe to a very dry spring. It is also possible
that some of the Popley, Rond population moved to the eastern balancing
pond of their own volition as it is closer to the Basing Forest terrestrial
habitat. However, there is no basis to suggest that GCNs have been
adversely affected by the Marnel Park development or that there is any

9.4.12. The north/séuth habitat corridor from Popley Pond to the eastern balancing
pond would be extended to the terrestrial habitat in Basing Forest, avoiding
the need to cross arable fields with their dangers. The central corridor from
Popley Pond to the eastern enhancement pond provides a safe route for
newts dispersing towards the north-west and the Kiln Farm Ponds. There
would not be a direct route to Kiln Farm Ponds but high quality habitat
would be provided in lieu of the arable fields with their dangers. From the
eastern enhancement pond GCNs could go north to the western balancing
pond and west along a new corridor with two additional ponds to the
western landscape buffer. Alternatively, they could go west via a new
western enhancement pond, due to be provided early next year, to the
western landscape buffer. From the buffer they would pass across the
arable fields beyond. The landscape corridor along the northern edge of
Marnel Park would also be enhanced enabling safe movement between the

9.4.13. The Kiln Farm Ponds have a low population of breeding GCNs. Whilst
regular interconnection with the Kiln Farm Ponds GCN population is unlikely
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9.4.14.

9.4.15.

9.4.16.

9.5.
9.5.1.

9.5.2.

given the distances, connectivity would be enhanced and the Marnel Park
trapping data indicates large numbers of juveniles head in that direction.
Off-site mitigation for other species in the form of field margins,
conservation headlands, and additional species rich hedgerows would be
provided and although these would not be designed with GCN interlinkages
in mind, they would be safer habitat than arable fields.(4.4.5 4456, 6.11, 7.6, 8.4.16]

The proposed mitigation strategy is an extension of the existing which has
been successful, particularly the movement corridors and culverts for newts.
It is now accepted that the Carpenter’'s Down corridor, part of the Marnel
Park mitigation measures, is being used for migration and only 3 newts have
been found dead on the roads. The eastern balancing pond is considered to
be worthy of SSSI designation and the Swale Pond has an increased
population of GCNs. Moreover, the cessation of arable farming close to the
eastern balancing pond would be likely to prevent dispersing newts from
being killed by agricultural practices. There is no reason, from long term
monitoring, to think there is a problem with Popley Pond or that there would
be an adverse impact in terms of a viable breeding gopulation that would
threaten the FCS.[44.2,54.4, 7.6, 8.4.17]

The Hampshire and Isle of Wight Wildlife Trustyobjected to a number of
policies in the pre-submission version of th& emerging CS in a letter dated
23 March 2012. However, in relation to thesapplication on the overall site
the Trust’s letter of 24 February 2012 did n6t object but referred to
concerns that BDBC’s Ecologist had and ddvised that they should be dealt
with prior to determining the apgpliCations. This stance was confirmed in a
further letter dated 15 January,20%3. The report to Committee in July 2012
indicates that the Biodiversity, @fficer had no objection at that time, subject

NE assisted in the design“ef the Marnel Park mitigation and has knowledge
of how it has perforghed over the years. Moreover, it varied the existing
licence, did not @Bjectto the applications, and informed BDBC’s ecology
witness that it wasyaot currently aware of any reason that would prevent a
licence being=granted for subsequent phases. The evidence indicates that
NE would ke\likely to grant a licence and the Secretary of State as the

......

8.4.18]
Land Supply and Prematurity

SSJ, like BDBC, considers that the evidence base supporting the South East
Plan is now outdated, albeit that it has been tested at examination. SSJ
also has concerns about the appellant’s figures arising from the modelling
methodology used. However, although the appellant and BDBC disagree on
the evidence base to be used in relation to housing land supply, they agree
that the difference between them is not material as in both cases the
shortfall is ‘serious and significant’ and should carry weight. | agree with
this despite SSJ’s view that the latest statistics indicate a downwards
revision in population and household estimates.s5.1, 452, 5.5.1, 5.5.2, 8.5.1]

Turning to prematurity, SSJ objected on that ground at application stage but
the report to Committee concluded that there was ‘no defendable position’
for such a refusal. Notwithstanding that advice, both appeal schemes were

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 56



Report APP/H1705/A/12/2188125 & APP/H1705/A/12/2188137

refused, amongst other reasons, as they would prejudice the development
of the spatial vision for the Borough through the Local Plan process in terms
of the size, scale, sustainability and phasing of new housing.ss.s, 6.6, 8.4.16]

9.5.3. Although the Framework does not mention prematurity, the PSGP does.
The appellant and BDBC disagree on the interpretation of PSGP paragraphs
17 and 18. The appellant maintains, in the light of the first bullet point in
paragraph 18, that there cannot be a prematurity argument as there is not
yet even a consultation draft Local Plan and refers to a number of previous
appeal decisions in support of that view. However, there is no evidence that
arguments about paragraphs 17 and 18 were raised in those cases. BDBC
maintains that the two paragraphs address two different circumstances and
that in this case it is paragraph 17, which is concerned with pre-empting

8.5.3, 8.5.4, 8.5.5]

9.5.4. BDBC accepts that the emerging Local Plan is ‘embryonic’. Consultation on
a pre-submission draft has been put back twice from#April to July and then
to August 2013 and there is no guarantee that the«latest timetable would be
adhered to in light of the Cabinet decision of 15April 2013 to require further
assessment work. If the appellant’s interpretationwis correct there is no case
for a prematurity argument. If BDBC’s intefpretation is right then refusal
might be justified if the proposal is so substantial or where the cumulative
effect would be so significant that granting=permission would prejudice the

9.5.5. BDBC accepts that the scale of housihg to be delivered would be unlikely to
be prejudiced. On its figures, Appeal A would represent just over 3% of the
total, or fewer than 6% of the‘galeulated remaining requirement. In terms
of location, the site was & pxoposed allocation for 450 houses in the now
abandoned draft CS but there is no certainty it would be allocated in the
emerging plan. However, although there are other sites being assessed, it
has been carried\forward in every subsequent assessment of sites that will
inform the emerging Local Plan. All sites have some constraints but Officers
are clear this=iszxone of the better performing locations. Although the site is
some 21 _hetetayes it would not be significantly closer to Sherborne St John
than eXisting development and would be on the opposite side of a landscape
‘curtainithat already exists but which would be reinforced. It would not
significantly affect the identity of Sherborne St John or its relationship to
Basingstoke and is not ‘so substantial’ that its future should of necessity be
resolved through the Local Plan process.jss6, 4.5.9, 8.5.6, 8.5.7]

9.5.6. Turning to phasing, the site is one of 6 currently put forward for allocation in
the first 5 year period of the emerging Local Plan. Although it would not be
built out in the first 5 year period it would make an important contribution of
around 30% of the total number of dwellings required in that period.
Notwithstanding the current state of the housing market, the ‘serious and
significant’ shortfall means that there is an urgent need to release sites for
development now. Moreover, as noted above, there can be no certainty
that the emerging Local Plan would be adopted by August 2014. Waiting for
the Local Plan to be adopted and then making up the housing provision later
in the plan period would be the antithesis of the approach advocated in the
FrameworK.(4.5.10, 5.5.3, 6.3, 7.1, 8.5.8, 8.5.9, 9.5.4]
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9.5.7.

9.5.8.

9.5.9.

9.6.

9.6.1.

9.6.2.

In the light of these conclusions a prematurity argument is not justified
regardless of which interpretation of PSGP paragraphs 17 and 18 is
considered correct.

Planning involves people and the Framework states that it should be plan-
led empowering local people to shape their surroundings. However, the
Secretary of State has made clear that whilst local communities have been
given a greater say by the Localism Act that brings the responsibility to
prepare Local Plans in a timely manner to make provision for needs. In this
case there is no up-to-date Local Plan but there is a serious and significant
shortfall in housing. Allowing the appeals would not deprive local people of
the right to be heard as many local residents have made representations, in
writing and in person, to the Inquiry, including at an evening session. | do
not consider that the prematurity argument is justified by either the PSGP or
the Localism Act.(45.8 4.5.10, 4.6.2, 6.6, 7.11, 8.5.10, 8.5.12]

Reference has been made to a Sherborne St John Neighbourhood Plan but
no weight can be given to the emerging Neighbourhged Plan as it is only at
a very early stage with no published outcome following/a consultation on the
plan boundary.(s.s.11]

Other Matters

Local residents in Popley, a London oyérspilllcommunity that is deprived but
close-knit, have endured constructionworks for around 10 years which for
some has caused stress and affected health. The disruption was accepted
partly because of the North Basingsteke Action Plan 2003 that set out an
agreement between BDBC, deyelgpers and the community. The scale of
change was accepted in return, for the regeneration of services and
infrastructure but it has beenudifficult to bridge differences with new
residents to bring the community together. Basingstoke has grown at a
faster rate than the WK population generally and the strength of feeling that
the area has madegsits.contribution and the desire for a respite is
understandable,_‘However, although 450 more houses might be built,
Members mustihave had this in mind when proposing to allocate the site for
deVEIOpment of’a number of OccaSionS.[4_6_2’ 5.6.1, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 6.4, 6.5, 6.8, 6.11, 6.12,

6.14, 6.15,6.23, 7, 7.10, 7.11, 8.6.7, 8.6.9]

Access ta the countryside would not be lost but would be moved a short
distance. Although some people might find it difficult to sell their houses
due to the construction works and have the peaceful enjoyment of their
home disrupted for a time the impacts would be finite and outweighed by
the wider public interest in providing new houses. Impacts could be
minimised by conditions and a Construction Method Statement. Access to
the Appeal B site would be across Phase 2 of the Appeal A site. In any
event, construction activity would occur at Merton Rise as it is built out and
the proposals would add only a modest amount to the impacts of that
development. Community cohesion would be aided by reduced crime
through the implementation of Secured by Design principles, by the mix of
dwellings, a community hall, a school if built, and affordable house to meet
local needs. Whilst residents of Sherborne St John feel threatened by
development the proposal would have no significant impact on the character
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of the village. The impact on amenity would not justify refusing the
proposals.s6.1, 6.1, 6.13, 6.18, 6.20, 7.9, 7.10, 8.6.7, 8.6.8, 8.6.9]

9.6.3. The Framework indicates that there are three dimensions to sustainable
development, economic, social and environmental. BDBC accepts that the
proposal would meet the economic, and partly meet the social role of
sustainable development. | note that the Secretary of State, in an appeal
decision at Sandbach (APP/R0660/A/10/2141564), considered this sufficient
for development to be considered sustainable.s6.3, 5.6.9, 8.6.16]

9.6.4. The reasons for refusal cite inadequate options for public transport, local
facilities and services. Bus services serve the town centre, hospital and
Chineham District Centre and since BDBC’s decision a service has started to
run on Barrington and Appleton Drives. The walk distance to a bus stop
would be within 400m for most of the houses in Appeal B whilst an 800m
walk distance would cover the entire development. The highway authority
considers this acceptable. The primary route through the site would
accommodate buses and Stagecoach is supportive ofsdiverting a route
through the proposal to aid viability.[7.7, s.6.1, 8.6.2, 8 673

9.6.5. In terms of services and facilities, there would.pe,a small format Tesco
store, a takeaway, a community hall, and pessibly a primary school if built,
within a 10 minute walk distance, there weuldsbe other facilities within a 15
minute walk distance and education,setail,.employment and health facilities
within a 25 minutes walk or easy cycleldistance. By 2016 there would also
be a new local centre in Merton Rise within 2 kilometres maximum walk
distance suggested by MfS and within a 2 mile distance suggested by
Sustrans for cycling. The prgposal would also perform an environmental
role through the provision af oper‘space, enhanced landscaping, and
improved habitat for GCNSN, The fact that the proposals would not be free
standing but rely on existing services and infrastructure would not be a
reason to refuse thefpreposals. The proposals would not conflict with saved
LP Policy A2.14.6%,6.6%, 7.7, 8.6.4, 8.6.5, 8.6.6, 8.6.16]

9.6.6. BMV land is defined as grades 1, 2 and 3a. There is no BMV land on the
Appeal B site and only some 3.8 hectares on the Appeal A site. This
amountsitovenly 18% of the site. Productive aspects are considered in the
gradinggsystem and the loss of 3.8 hectares would not be significant, even
in terms of food security, as land elsewhere around the periphery of
Basingstoke is likely to be of a higher grade with the western side having
extensive tracts of grade 2 and 3a land. Whilst the land might be farmed
profitably, the site is a small part of the holding on the periphery of the farm
and its loss would be of minor significance.[s¢.2, 6.9, 8.6.10]

9.6.7. Infrastructure in the form of water supply, waste water management and
associated environmental impacts are important and some residents have
detected deterioration in quality. However, neither water quality nor water
supply is likely to inhibit growth as infrastructure can be improved, albeit at
a cost. Indeed, SSJ's witness accepted that coping with the impacts of the
proposal was ‘do-able’. There is no objection from the statutory consultees
who, from papers submitted, are well aware of the challenges. High
abstraction rates have limited flows, particularly in the River Loddon,
affecting water quality but in this case waste water would go to the ‘state of
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the art’ Basingstoke STW which has adequate capacity. Thames Water is
encouraging consumers to reduce water consumption and South East Water
advised that a new water supply pipe would be required. Although SSJ
would like to see a further Water Cycle Study for the area, concerns about
water supply and waste water would not justify refusal and were not raised
by BDBC.[5.6.3, 5.6.4, 5.6.5, 5.6.6, 6.12, 6.17, 7.7, 8.6.12]

9.6.8. The Council advances no case in relation to design and impact on heritage
assets. SSJ maintains that the design and quality of recent buildings in
Popley have been indifferent or poor. However, feedback from a public
exhibition indicated that the proposals should reflect recent development in
terms of design features and materials. In terms of build quality the
appellant is part of Barratt Developments which has a 5* rating in the House
Builders Federation New Home Customer Satisfaction Survey.(s6.1,5.6.7, 7.8,
8.6.12]

9.6.9. The impact on the Sherborne St John Conservation area has already been
considered under landscape and visual impact. The @rade Il listed Kiln
Farm and Kiln Farm Cottages are the nearest listedsbUildings to the appeal
site. The farm buildings have a countryside setting and although
development would be sited closer than at prgsenteit would be separated
from the farm buildings by the reinforced landsgape buffer. There would be
some change but the setting would remainsas“countryside. EH’s
methodology has been used in the E§ t@ asSess the change and indicates no
significant change to the asset or its setting. EH has not raised any
objection.[ses, 6.6, 6.21, 8.6.13]

9.6.10. The proposals would provide 260 jgut of 450 dwellings in the first 5 year
period of the emerging Local Plansfepresenting between 11 and 26% of the
housing deficit with the rémainder following on. The housing mix is
acceptable to BDBC to4meet local needs. The Appeal B scheme is in detail
and could commencg on site as soon as pre-commencement conditions were
discharged. Althgtigh=this would only address part of the deficit, no other
sites have beepmidentified that could be brought forward in a similar period.
Moreover, therg,are more than 5,500 households on the housing waiting list
and the_prevuision of 180 affordable homes would be important in addressing
the unet amnual need for 423 such units, particularly as the majority
would be for social rent giving the maximum affordability. This may be only
the provision required by policy but it could be provided quickly and there
has been no request for a larger proportion of affordable housing
Provision.s.6.s, s.6.19, 7.8, 7.12, 8.6.20]

9.6.11. Other benefits include construction jobs, and possibly some permanent jobs
if a Primary School were built. There would be enhanced habitat for GCNs,
hedgerows would be retained, and the western landscape buffer would be
reinforced reducing intervisibility. Local bus services would be improved, as
would pedestrian and cycling routes. High quality design, the provision of
on-site open space, and the use of sustainable materials and minimised
waste would carry little if any weight as these are matters that should be
expected of any new development.s65, 7.5 8.6.21]

9.6.12. Just because the benefits of providing housing where there is a shortfall
have been found elsewhere to outweigh harm, the circumstances and
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9.6.13.

9.7.
9.7.1.

9.7.2.

9.7.3.

9.7.4.

weight to be given to both sides in the planning balance may be different
and each case should be considered on its own merits.4 6.6

In terms of mitigation, provision is made in the design for newt corridors
and additional ponds, other mitigation matters such as a protected species
management plan, ecological compensation habitat, and junction
improvements would be provided through Section 106 Agreements whilst
yet other measures such as additional landscaping would be required by
conditions. Agreements and conditions are considered below.

Section 106 Agreements and Conditions

A completed Section 106 Agreement has been submitted for each
application. Both Agreements make provision for: community facilities,
open space, play areas and playing fields, public art, affordable housing,
education, transport and a travel plan, a protected species management
plan and ecological compensation habitat. In addition, the Agreement
relating to the outline scheme includes provision for a landscape
management plan. A similar requirement in relationst6)the detailed scheme
in Appeal B would be covered by a condition agreed petween BDBC and the
appellant. Justification for the education and tramnsport matters and the
travel plan has been provided by Hampshire €ounty Council as the
education and highways authorities. Justification for the other matters in
terms of their necessity to make the deyelgpment acceptable in planning
terms, how they are directly related te(thé development and why they are
fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development has been
provided by BDBC and the appellant.* This includes the policy underpinning
the matters and the calculation ofz\any contributions. These documents
confirm that the Agreements Satisfy the tests in CIL Regulation 122 and are
necessary to make the propoSals acceptable.js.7.2,58.7.1,8.7.2]

In addition, SSJ maintaihs that there should also be a cultural contribution
of some £15,000 te,a.museum in the town or to the site of Basing House
run by the County, Whilst BDBC has a cultural strategy and culture and
heritage are important, there is no justification in terms of policy, why such
a contributian would be necessary to make the proposal acceptable in
plannipQ terms, or how the sum suggested would reflect the scale and kind
of development. Such a contribution would not, therefore, meet the tests in
CIL Regutation 122.57.1;

A number of conditions were agreed between BDBC and the appellant.
There was some duplication and the wording of other conditions have been

In relation to Appeal A suggested conditions 2, 3 and 4 are standard
conditions relating to commencement and should be attached, whilst
suggested condition 1 listing the approved drawings would be in the
interests of certainty and good planning. Similarly, condition 6 sets out
application documents that define principles relating to the reserved
matters. The housing mix reflecting local needs is a significant benefit of
the scheme and condition 7 would ensure the appropriate mix. Phasing
details to enable monitoring of timing and implementation of the scheme
should be required by condition 5.

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 61



Report APP/H1705/A/12/2188125 & APP/H1705/A/12/2188137

9.7.5.

9.7.6.

9.7.7.

9.7.8.

9.7.9.

9.7.10.

Suggested conditions 9 to 16 and 22 relate to hard and soft landscaping and
the protection of trees. Landscaping is a critical element in making the
proposal acceptable and all these conditions are required, including that
requiring a landscape management plan, to ensure the required level and
quality of landscaping and its future management is achieved. Condition 17
is unnecessary as details of boundary treatments are required by condition
9. Details of all external materials should be submitted as suggested in
condition 8 to ensure compatibility with existing development.

Suggested condition 18 should be attached to ensure the sustainability
credentials of the scheme through the Code for Sustainable Homes. To
prevent flooding and ensure the easy movement of GCNs details of any
bridges, as required by suggested condition 19, should be submitted.
Surface water drainage details as in suggested condition 20 should be
required to prevent any increased risk of flooding although condition 21 is
not necessary as that is a matter for the Building Regulations and the
requirements of other legislation should not be duplicated by conditions.

No demolition or development should be commenged until NE has granted a
European Protected Species Licence and then ityshgould be carried out in
accordance with the ES Ecology chapter to safegtard the GCNs on the site
as in suggested conditions 23 and 35, althatigh,condition 23 should refer to
the related Section 106 Agreement dated 1@ May 2013. Suggested condition
24 is also required to ensure that the ngarby SINCs that are used by the
GCNs are monitored and if necessary any impact mitigated. As artificial
light can affect the ecology of an@rea details of any external and street
lighting within 20 m of Vyne Brdekyshould be submitted for approval as in
suggested condition 36.

The site is in use as agrigultural land and a Phase 1 Desk Study dated
December 2011 identified~a pollutant linkage as potentially being active on
the site. Suggestedfconditions 25 and 26 relating to identification and
where necessarywrémiediation of any contaminant found should be attached.
A scheme of arehaeelogical investigation and a construction method
statement sheltld be required before commencement to ensure any finds are
recorded and, that environmental considerations and public amenity is
safegygarded®yas suggested conditions 27 and 28. Working hours should be
restricted and burning on site prevented, as in suggested conditions 37 and
38 in the interests of amenity.

Suggested conditions 29 to 34 and 41 to 42 relate to highway matters and
are required in the interests of highway safety and supporting sustainable
modes of transport. Details of community benefits such as children’s play
areas, kickabout areas, formal sports provision and park and allotments
should be required prior to commencement to ensure appropriate provision
as suggested conditions 39 and 40.

Many of the conditions suggested in relation to Appeal A are repeated in
connection with Appeal B and for the reasons given above should be
attached. Some conditions have altered as they relate to a full rather than
an outline proposal. Suggested conditions 8, 11, 12, 18, 19, 21, 22, and 23
for Appeal B all relate to access, parking, and highway safety and should all
be attached in the interest of amenity and safety.
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9.7.11.

9.7.12.

10.0
10.1.
10.1.1.

10.1.2.

10.1.3.

10.1.4.

Appeal B suggested conditions 25, 27, 28 and 32 relate to tree protection,
planting, enclosure and landscape management. Landscape is an important
element of the scheme and these conditions should be attached to
safeguard the landscape and visual amenity of the surrounding area.

The site includes rising ground and to safeguard visual amenity an
additional condition relating to a measured survey and requiring a plan
showing existing and proposed ground levels and finished floor levels of the
proposed houses to be approved should also be attached in the case of both
appeals. Schedules of conditions that should be attached to any
permissions, in accordance with the reasons set out above, are included in
Appendices 3 and 4.

Overall Conclusions and Recommendations
Overall Conclusions

There is a difference in interpretation of PSGP paragraphs 17 and 18 but
regardless of which interpretation is accepted there iSg0 justification for a
prematurity argument. Either there is no case asgthere is a housing shortfall
and not even a consultation draft Local Plan, or*thesproposals would not be
so substantial, or cumulatively so significant,{that the plan would be
prejudiced in terms of scale, location or phasing. Indeed, although
prematurity was a reason for refusal it bethyappeals, Officers informed
Members that there was ‘no defenddhle pesition’ for a refusal on
prematurity grounds. In terms of the Pecalism Act, local people have had
an opportunity to participate andNmake representations both in writing and
in person at the Inquiry, including,at an evening session.jgs.1,9.5.2, 9.5.3, 9.5.4,
9.5.5, 9.5.6, 9.5.7, 9.5.8]

The decisions on the twolappeals are not co-dependent but many of the
benefits and disbenefitSyrelating to Appeal A also apply to Appeal B. The
appeals are made against a background of a ‘serious and significant’
shortfall in housing land supply in Basingstoke. The proposals would
provide between™ ¥ and 26% of the shortfall in the first 5 years of the
emerging,LaCal®lan period with a mix to meet local needs. Indeed, the
Appeal Byselierne could commence on site as soon as pre-commencement
conditigms=have been discharged.[i 4, 4.6.7, 9.5.1, 9.6.10]

There are more than 5,500 households on the housing waiting list and an
unmet need for 423 affordable units a year. The proposals would provide
180 affordable houses quickly in accordance with policy. In addition, some
construction jobs would be created, GCN habitat would be improved and the
western landscape buffer reinforced reducing intervisibility between Popley
and Sherborne St John. Local bus services would be improved as would
walking and cycling routes. These benefits need to be balanced against the
harm that would be Caused.[g_e_lo, 9.6.11]

A number of issues would be neutral in the planning balance. There would
be no material conflict with saved LP Policy E1 and any residual
transportation impact would fall far short of the ‘severe’ test in the
Framework. In terms of ecology, the reason for refusal contradicts the
conclusion of the Council’s professionally qualified Biodiversity Officer.
There is no objection from NE who informed BDBC’s ecology witness that it
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was not aware of any reason to prevent a derogation licence being issued
for the proposals. There would be no adverse impact on GCNs and the SoS

9.3.5, 9.3.6, 9.3.7, 9.3.8, 9.3.9, 9.3.10, 9.4.10, 9.4.11, 9.4.12, 9.4.13, 9.4.14, 9.4.16]

10.1.5. BDBC accepts that the proposal would meet the economic and social
dimensions to sustainable development, at least in part. Bus services now
run through Marnel Park and could be diverted through the development.
There are some services and facilities within a 10 minute walk distance and
a range within a 25 minute walk or easy cycling distance. Given open
space, landscape and habitat improvements the proposal would also satisfy
the environmental dimension.(g.6.3, 9.6.4, 9.6.5]

10.1.6. Only some 18% of the site would be BMV land and its loss would be of
minor significance. Water supply and waste water management are
important but can be satisfied. There were no objections from statutory
consultees who are aware of the difficulties. No design issue is raised by
the Council and feedback from the public indicated the proposals should
reflect recent development in terms of design ands materials. There would
be no significant impact on the setting of the Sherborne St John
Conservation Area or the Grade Il listed Kilngfarm and Kiln Farm Cottages
and there was no ObjeCtion from EH.[9_6.6’ 9.6'%, 968, 9.6.9]

10.1.7. Turning to those matters where harm’would’be caused, the most significant
harm would be in terms of impact on*¢ommunity cohesion and amenity, and
landscape and visual intrusion. Loeal people have endured 10 years of
construction activity and there is significant support for the view that the
area has made its contribution{ana deserves a respite. Noise and
disturbance might affect the enjoyment of their homes and cause some
stress but the constructighwould be for a finite period. In any event, it
would add little in the way=of disturbance due to construction activity that
would be occurring &t Merton Rise and impacts could be minimised by

10.1.8. In terms of landseéape and visual intrusion, development on a greenfield site
would impact on’the landscape character of the immediate area, as it would
anywhere. “{owever, the site is contained by topography, and existing and
new landscaping. Roof ridges would be seen amongst the trees as the
reinforced western landscape buffer matures. Views of the development
from Sherborne St John would be mitigated by distance and planting and,
whilst some residents on the edge of Marnel Park would lose direct views of
open countryside, development would be screened, in part, by planting.
Lighting at night would be seen against the backdrop of existing lighting
alongside the lights of Marnel Park. The gap between development in
Basingstoke and Sherborne St John would be only slightly reduced and
mitigated by the reinforced western landscape buffer preserving the
individuality of the two settlements. The landscape and visual impact in this
case would conflict with saved LP Policy E6 but the impact would be slight.
[9.2.4,9.2.5,9.2.10, 9.2.11, 9.2.12, 9.2.14, 9.2.17, 9.2.18]

10.1.9. In both cases Section 106 Agreements would make provision for a number
of matters. These would all meet the tests in CIL Regulation 122 and are
necessary to make the proposal acceptable. In addition a number of
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conditions are needed and would meet the tests in Circular
11/95-[9.7.19.7.29.7.39.7.49.7.59.7.69.7.79.7.89.7.99.7.109.7.119.7.12]

10.1.10. In the case of both Appeal A and B the benefits, in the context of a serious
and significant shortfall in housing land supply, would clearly outweigh the
temporary, albeit lengthy, construction impacts that the local community
would have to endure and the slight impact on landscape character and
visual intrusion in the wider locality that would, in time, be mitigated by the
reinforced landscaping.

10.2. Recommendations

10.2.1. 1| therefore recommend that both Appeal A and Appeal B are allowed,
subject to the conditions set out in the attached Schedules 3 and 4
respectively.

K D Barton

INSPECTOR 6
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APPENDIX 1

APPEARANCES

FOR THE LOCAL PLANNING AUTHORITY:

Michael Bedford of Counsel Instructed by Head of Governance and

Monitoring Officer, Basingstoke and Deane
Borough Council

He called

Bettina Kirkham DipTP Director, Kirkham Landscape Planning Limited
BLD CMLI (Landscape and Visual)

Steven Parsons HNC Technical Director, Motion Consultants Limited
DipTPE MCIHT (Transportation)

James Pattenden BSc Principal Consultant, RSK (Eeealogy)

MSc MIEEM

Fiona Jones BSc(Hons) Chartered Planner (Rlanhing)

BTP MRTPI

FOR SHERBORNE ST JOHN PARISH COUNGJL:

Andrew Dawson Instructedy GL Hearn
He called
Natasha Rougier (Lapdscape and Visual Intrusion)
Julian Crawley (Eransport, Planning, and Impact on Community)
Edward Davies (Ecology)
Roger Walters (Water)

FOR DAVID W LELS@N.HOMES SOUTHERN:

Richard Phillips QC Instructed by Osborne Clarke, One London Wall,

London EC2Y 5EB

He called

Lisa Toyne BA(Hons) Landscape Planning Director, Barton Willmore

DipLA MLI DipTP CMLI (Landscape and Visual)

Mike Oxford BSc MSc The Landmark Practice (Ecology)

MIEEM

James McKechnie BSc Transportation Technical Director, Hydrock

DipTE CMILT MIHT Consultants Limited (Traffic Impact and
Sustainability)

Nick Patterson-Nield Director, Barton Willmore (Planning)

BA(Hons) MPhil MRTPI
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INTERESTED PERSONS:

Councillor Potter
Councillor Frankum
Councillor Harvey
James Arbuthnot MP
Ms Suzanne Denness
Alan Fowler

Edward Davies (also speaking
on behalf of Howard Mills)

Daniel O’Loughlin
John Reed
Brian Nagle
Kevin O’Kelly
Sid Abraham
Cllr John Leek
Gary Foster
Sarah Banfield
Kevin Harrall
Rob Fielder
Chris Moore
lan Todd

Malcolm Turner

Borough Councillor
Borough Councillor

Borough Councillor

Constituency Member of Parliament

Local resident
Local resident

Local resident

Local resident
Local resident

Local resident

9
<
Local resident \Q\"

Local reside 6
Local reside
AC ent

Local resident

Local resident
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APPENDIX 2
DOCUMENTS

Core Documents

CD1
CDh1/1
CD1/2

CD1/3
CD1/4
CD1/5
CD1/5A

CD1/6
cDh1/7
CD1/8
CD1/9
CD1/10
CDh1/11
CD1/11A
CD1/11B
CDh1/12
CD1/13
CD1/13A
CD1/13B
CD1/14
CD1/15
CDh2
Cb2/1

Cbh2/2
CD2/3
CDh2/4
CD2/5
CcDh2/6
CD2/7
cDh2/8

CD2/9
CD2/10
Cb2/11
CDh2/12
CD2/13
CD2/14

Appeal Documents —Appeals A & B
Appeal Documents submitted to the Planning Inspectorate on 21 November 2012

Council Appeal Questionnaire, including supporting documents and relevant
development plan policies (January 2013)

Appellants’ Statement of Case — Outline Appeal (February 2013)
Council Statement of Case (February 2013)
Appellant/Council Statement of Common Ground (February 2013)

Addendum to Appellant/Council Statement of Common Ground re Housing Land Supply
(Hand written and typed versions)

Sherborne St John Parish Council Statement of Case (Feb ry 2013)
Appellants’ Statement of Case — Full Appeal (February,

Appellant/Hampshire County Council Statement of Comm& d - Education
Appellant/Hampshire County Council Statement of round - Highways Appeal A
Appellant/Hampshire County Council Statement o n Ground - Highways Appeal B
Section 106 Obligation Appeal A

Amended Section 106 Obligation Appeal A

Completed Section 106 Obligation Ap%
Compliance Statement Appeal A Ok @ 0
Section 106 Obligation Appeal

Amended Section 106 Oin@Qppeal B
Completed Section 10 ligation Appeal B
Compliance State e@peal B Obligation

Statement of $ Ground on Pond C

Plannica lication Documents —Appeal A

Plal ?I& cation Form, Certificate of Ownership and Agricultural Holdings Certificate dated 19
y 2012

A dment Letter from Barton Willmore dated 12 April 2012
Amendment Letter from Barton Willmore dated 2 May 2012
Environmental Statement

Environmental Statement Appendices

Environmental Statement Non Technical Summary

Planning Statement dated January 2012, prepared by Barton Willmore

Design and Access Statement (Outline Application) dated January 2012 prepared by Barton
Willmore

Statement of Community Involvement dated December 2011, prepared by Curtin & Co
Environmental Sustainability Report dated January 2012, prepared by URS Scott Wilson
Utilities Appraisal Report dated December 2011, prepared by Hydrock

Application Masterplan (drawing number 12 Rev M)

Land Use Parameters Plan (drawing ref 23 Rev K)

Residential Density Parameters Plan (drawing ref 24 Rev K)
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CD2/15
CDh2/16
CD2/17
CD3
CD3/1

CD3/2
CD3/3
CD3/4
CD3/5
CD3/6
CD3/7
CD3/8
CD3/9
CD3/10
CD3/11
CD3/12
CD3/13

CD3/14
CD3/15
CD3/16
CD3/17
CD3/18
CD3/19
CD3/20
CD3/21
CD3/22
CD3/23

CD3/24
CD3/25
CD3/26
CD3/27
CD3/28
Ccbh4

CDh4/1

CDh4/2
CD4/3

CDh4/4
CD4/5

Building Heights Parameters Plan (drawing ref 25 Rev K)
AOD Heights Parameters Plan (drawing ref 26 Rev K)
lllustrative Layout (drawing number 34 Rev D)
Planning Application Documents —Appeal B

Planning Application Form, Certificate of Ownership and Agricultural Holdings Certificate dated 19
January 2012

Letter from Barton Willmore dated 26 January 2012

Amendment Letter from Barton Willmore dated 1 February 2012
Amendment Letter from Barton Willmore dated 20 February 2012
Amendment Letter from Barton Willmore dated 12 April 2012
Amendment Letter from Barton Willmore dated 2 May 2012
Amendment Letter from Barton Willmore dated 6 June 2012
Amendment Letter from Barton Willmore dated 24 August 2012

Environmental Statement

Environmental Statement Appendices 6
Environmental Statement Non Technical Summary Q
Planning Statement dated January 2012, prepared by Ba ilflmore

Design and Access Statement (Detailed Application@nuary 2012 prepared by Barton
Willmore

Statement of Community Involvement date e@r 2011, prepared by Curtin & Co
Environmental Sustainability Report dated uapy 2012, prepared by URS Scott Wilson

Code for Sustainable Homes: Pre As ent dated January 2012, prepared by URS Scott Wilson
Utilities Appraisal Report dated De 2011, prepared by Hydrock

Drainage Strategy drawing ref: 05 Rev B

Memorandum of Advice fro s-Laird Arboricultural Consultancy, dated April 2012

Parking Assessment amﬁ y Note prepared by DWH dated 30" April 2012
Road Safety Audit p % e
Traffic Count f@e am Lane and associated note prepared by Hydrock

Explanator@ tting out changes made to landscape plans and the response to comments
raised by, uncil’s landscape officer

L ? Ce)imeters Plan (drawing ref 23 Rev K)

ial Density Parameters Plan (drawing ref 24 Rev K)

by Hydrock

Building Heights Parameters Plan (drawing ref 25 Rev K)
AOD Heights Parameters Plan (drawing ref 26 Rev K)
Planning Layout (drawing ref HNP5/PL/01 Rev P)

Local Planning Authority Committee Documents and Decision Notice —
Appeals A & B

Planning Officer’s Report to Basingstoke and Deane’s Development Control Committee
held 4" July 2012

Decision Notice dated 2"* August 2012

Planning Officer’s Report to Basingstoke and Deane’s Development Control Committee held 19™
September 2012

Decision Notice dated 1° October 2012

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council letter clarifying Reasons for Refusal dated 15™
February 2013
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CD5
CD5/1
CD5/2

CD5/3

CD5/4
CD6

CD6/1
CD6/2
CD6/3
CD6/4
CD6/5

CcD6/6

cbe/7

CD6/8

CD6/9

CD6/10

CD6/11

CD6/12

CD6/13

CD6/14

CD6/15

CD6/16

CD6/17

CD6/18

CD6/19

CD6/20

CD6/21
CD6/21A
CD6/22
CD6/23
CD6/24
CD6/25
CD6/26
CD7
CD7/1

National Planning Policy
National Planning Policy Framework (2012)

Department of Communities and Local Government Letter to Chief Planning Officer
dated 6" July 2010

Minister of State for Decentralisation, “Planning for Growth” — Written Ministerial
Statement dated 23" March 2011

The Planning System: General Principles (2005)

Other National Planning Policy and Guidance (Extracts where
appropriate)

By Design — Urban Design in the Planning System (DETR, 2000)

Manual for Streets (DLCG, 2007)

Manual for Streets 2 — Wider Application of the Principles (CIHT, 2010)

Secure by Design ‘New Homes’ (2010)

Great Crested Newt Mitigation Guidelines (English Nature, 2001)

Gent, T. and Gibson S, (1998, 2003) Herpetofauna Workers Manual, Joint Nature Conservation

Committee (JNCC), London %
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2010 (Sta strument 2010 No. 490)

HMSO (1981, 1998), Wildlife & Countryside Act 1981, an ments, incl. Third Quinquennial
Review of Schedules 5 & 8 to the Wildlife & Countrysid@ 98

European Protected Species and the Planning Proc
Tests’ to Licence Applications? (Natural Englapd, )

ral England’s Application of the ‘Three

Bat mitigation guidelines (Mitchell-Jones & sh,Nature, 2004)

Standing advice for ancient woodlan ngland) (Natural England, 2011)

Standing advice species sheets: b rsy, breeding birds (incl. barn owls), bats, great crested
newts and reptiles (Natural Engl 1)

Badgers and Development: A@t est Practice and Licensing. Interim Guidance Document
(Natural England, 2011)

Technical Information e 49 ‘Agricultural Land Classification: protecting the best and most
versatile agricultura “¢Natural England, 2012)

Lighting in the Ide: Towards Good Practice (Department of the Environment/Countryside
Commissi

Landscap%ter Assessment Guidance for England and Scotland (Countryside Agency, 2002)

*
Desi | for Roads and Bridges, Section 1, Part 3, TA79/99 Traffic Capacity of Urban Roads
018)

Companion Document to Manual for Streets (Hampshire County Council

Guidelines for Planning for Public Transport in Development (Institute of Highways and
Transportation)

Institute of Environmental Assessment (IEA) publication entitled Guidelines for the Environmental
Assessment of Road Traffic

Department for Transport, ‘Guidance on Transport Assessment’ (2007)

Additional Excerpts from Department for Transport, ‘Guidance on Transport Assessment’ (2007
Institute of Highways and Transportation, ‘Providing for Journeys on Foot’ (2000)

Institute of Highways and Transportation, ‘Cycle Friendly Infrastructure’ (1996)

Institute of Highways and Transportation’s, ‘Transport in the Urban Environment’ (1997)
Lodden Catchment Implementation Plan — Environment Agency 2012

The Case for Change — Current & Future Water Availability — Environment Agency

Circulars and Regulations

Circular 11/95: The Use of Conditions in Planning Permissions
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CD7/2 Circular 6/05: Biodiversity and Geological Conservation

CDh8 Regional Planning Documents

CD8/1 The South East Plan - Regional Spatial Strategy for the South East (2009)

CDh9 Local Planning Policy and Guidance

CD9/1 The Basingstoke and Deane Borough Local Plan (2006)

CD9/2 Local Plan Inspectors Report (2005)

CD9/2A Additional Excerpt from Local Plan Inspectors Report (2005)

CD9/3 Basingstoke and Deane Borough Local Plan Saving Direction: List of Saved Policies within
the Basingstoke and Deane Borough Local Plan (2006)

CD9/4 Withdrawn Basingstoke and Deane Pre-Submission Draft Core Strategy (2012)

CD9/5 Emerging Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council Local Plan (2013) (if available)

CD9/6 Basingstoke and Deane North Basingstoke Action Plan SPD (2003)

CD9/7 Basingstoke and Deane Affordable Housing SPD (2007)

CcD9/8 Basingstoke and Deane Design and Sustainability SPD (2008/Amended 2012)

CD9/9 Design and Sustainability SPD Appendix 4 — The Historic Enviro t

CD9/10 Design and Sustainability SPD Appendix 5 — Construction St

CD9/11 Design and Sustainability SPD Appendix 6 — Waste and R&

CD9/12 Design and Sustainability SPD Appendix 7 — Places i

CD9/13 Design and Sustainability SPD Appendix 14 — Co &e Desigh Summary

CD9/14 Design and Sustainability SPD Appendix 16{— si%tial Amenity Design Guidance

CD9/15 Basingstoke and Deane Housing Mix and Life Mobility Standards SPD (2007)

CD9/16 Basingstoke and Deane Landscape and Biodiversity SPD (2008)

CD9/17 Basingstoke and Deane Trees and pment SPG

CD9/18 Basingstoke and Deane Residenti ng Standards SPD (2008)

CD9/19 Basingstoke and Deane P. Standards SPG

CD9/20 Hampshire County Co il Local Transport Plan 3 (LTP3) 2011-2031

CD9/21 Basingstoke Envi Strategy for Transport (BEST) SPG

CD9/22 Sherborne, S ﬁlage Design Statement (VDS) SPG (2004)

CD9/23 S106 Planaing, Obligations and Community Infrastructure Interim Planning Guidance
(ZOOD/A@e 2012)

CD9/24 borne St John Conservation Area Appraisal, Basingstoke and Deane (Adopted as SPG 17th
U0 )

CD9/25 Hampshire County Council/Basingstoke and Deane District Council, ‘Draft Infrastructure Delivery
Plan’ (2012)

CcDh10 Local Planning Authority Committee Papers and Other Background
Documents (Extracts where appropriate)

CcD10/1 Basingstoke and Deane Cabinet Meeting Held 30'™ October 2012: Minutes, Agenda and
Reports

CD10/2 Basingstoke and Deane Cabinet Meeting Held 28™ February 2013: Minutes, Agenda and Reports

CD10/3 Basingstoke and Deane Annual Monitoring Report (2012)

CD10/4 Basingstoke and Deane Statement of Community Involvement (2007)
Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)

CD10/5 -
— Version 7 (2013)

CD10/6 Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Affordable Housing Viability Study (2010)

CD10/7 Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Biodiversity Assessment for the Local Development
Framework Core Strategy (Stage 1) (2010)

cD10/8 Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Biodiversity Assessment for the Local Development
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Framework Core Strategy (Additional Sites) (2011)

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Biodiversity Assessment for the Local Development

cb10/9 Framework/Local Plan (Additional Sites 2012) (2013)
CcD10/10 Central Hampshire and New Forest Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2007)
CD10/11 Central Hampshire and New Forest Housing Market Monitoring Report — Update (2008)
CD10/12 Central Hampshire and New Forest Housing Market Monitoring Report - Update (2009)
CD10/13 Central Hampshire and New Forest Housing Market Monitoring Report — Update (2010)
Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Local Plan Housing Site Assessment - Volumes 1, 2 & 3
CD10/14
(2013)
Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Local Plan Sustainability Appraisal of Sites — Volumes 1,
CD10/15
2 & 3 (2013)
CD10/16 Basingstoke and Deane Landscape Assessment (2001)
CcD10/17 Basingstoke, Tadley and Bramley Landscape Capacity Study (2008)
CD10/18 Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Landscape Capacity Study: Site Options (2010)
CD10/19 Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Neighbourhood Housing Stock Analysis (2009)
Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment for Local Development
CD10/20
Framework (2010)
CD10/21 Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Strategic Flood Ri ssment — Update (2012)
The Sustainability of Settlements in Basingstoke and D rough Council — a Draft Settlement
CD10/22 -
Hierarchy (2008) &e
Basingstoke Transport Model — Local Developme work: Core Strategy Scenario Testing
CD10/23
(2009)
CD10/24 Basingstoke and Deane Sustainability Appr | ) Draft Scoping Report (2007)
CD10/25 Basingstoke and Deane Borough Co ore Strategy Sustainability Appraisal (2008)
CD10/26 Basingstoke and Deane LDF Sustai i Appraisal of Sites (2011)
CD10/27 Economic Growth and Employm Requirements in North Hampshire (2008)
CD10/28 Basingstoke and Deane E t Land Review (2009)
Basingstoke and DeaneqHo , Homelessness and Benefits Strategy 2008-2011, continuing into
CD10/29
2012/13
CD10/30 Basingstoke apd ouncil Plan 2012 to 2015
CcD10/31 Basingst ane Planning and Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee
Meeting H 18" October 2012: Minutes, Agenda and Reports
CD10/32 Basirf kejand Deane Estimating Local Housing Requirements — A Review and
S & port (GVA Edge Analytics - February 2013), presented to the Basingstoke
e Planning and Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee Meeting on
1 March 2013
CD10/33 Basingstoke and Deane Planning and Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee
Meeting Held 12'" March 2013: Minutes, Agenda and Reports
CD10/34 Basingstoke and Deane Planning and Infrastructure Overview and Scrutiny Committee
Meeting Held 3" October 2012: Minutes, Agenda and Reports
CD10/35 Basingstoke Area Strategic Partnership — Pride In Our Place — a Sustainable
Community Strategy for Basingstoke and Deane 2011 - 26 (September 2011)
CD10/37 Hampshire County Council Integrated Character Assessment (2012) (in final form pending
adoption)
CD10/38 The Hampshire Landscape: A Strategy for the Future (2000)
CD10/39 Pride in Our Place -The Community Strategy for Basingstoke and Deane 2006 — 2016
CD10/40 Pride in Our Place A Sustainable Community Strategy for Basingstoke and Deane 2011-2026
CD10/41 Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Report to Portfolio Holder for Planning & Appendix 1 -
June 2012
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CD11

CD11/1
CDh11/2
CD11/3
CD11/4
CD11/5
CD11/6

CD11/7

CD11/8

CD11/9

CD11/10

CDh1l1/11

CDh1l1/12

CD11/13

CD11/14

CD11/15

CD11/16

CcD11/17

CD11/18

CD11/19

CD11/20

CDh1l1/21

CD11/22

CD11/23

CD11/24

Cbh12

CD12/1

CDh12/2

CcCD12/3

CD12/4

Other (Extracts where appropriate)
Blank
Blank
Blank
Blank
Blank
Blank

National Amphibian and Reptile Recording Scheme (NARRS) (undated), Great Crested Newt
Habitat Suitability Index Guidance notes

The Landmark Practice (2006) ‘Marnel Park, Popley, Basingstoke: Great crested newt monitoring
report 2005-06’

The Landmark Practice (2008) ‘Marnel Park, Popley, Basingstoke: Great crested newt monitoring
report 2007’

The Landmark Practice (2009a) ‘Marnel Park, Popley, Basingstoke: Great crested newt monitoring
report 2008’

The Landmark Practice (2009b) ‘Marnel Park, Popley, Basingstokes Great crested newt monitoring
report 2009’ %

The Landmark Practice (2011) ‘Marnel Park, Popley, Basi @Great crested newt monitoring
report 2010’ K

The Landmark Practice (2012) ‘Marnel Park, Pople @toke: Great crested newt monitoring
report 2011’

The Landmark Practice (2013) ‘Marnel Par o @asmgstoke Great crested newt monitoring
report 2012’

Countryside Character Volume 7 - South-East and London, Character Area 129: Thames Basin
Heaths (Countryside Commission, 1

Guide Notes for the Reduction of Ve Light (Institute of Lighting Professionals, 2011)

Landscape Institute and Insti ronmental Management and Assessment, "Guidelines for
sment" Second Edition (Spon Press) (2002)

Landscape and Visual Imp
Great Crested Newt Co n Handbook (Langton T, Beckett C and Foster J (2001). Great
Crested Newt Conser Handbook Froglife, Suffolk)

Conservation a

(2001). Conser @

Cresswell @tworth, 2004. English Nature Research Report Number 576: An assessment of
the eﬁla capture techniques and the value of different habitats for the great crested newt
Tri tus. English Nature, Peterborough

a ' ement of Great Crested Newts document (Gent A and Bray R (eds)
and Management of Great Crested Newts. English Nature, Peterborough)

Verboom, B., 1990. Effects of pool size and isolation on amphibian communities.
B| ogical Conservation, 54, pp. 251-262

Swan M.J.S. & Oldham, R.S., 1993. National amphibian survey. Peterborough: English Nature
Research Reports, No. 38

Swan, M.J.S & Oldham, R.S., 1994. Amphibians and landscape composition. In: J.W. DOVER,
ed. Fragmentation in agricultural landscapes. Proc. 3rd Annual International Association of
Landscape Ecology (UK) Conference, Preston, pp. 176-183

David Wilson Homes Southern Limited on behalf of Basingstoke and Dean Borough Council,
‘Popley Fields Design Concept Statement’ (2006)

Relevant Appeal Decisions (including High Court Judgments)

Land at Manchester Road/Crossings Road, Chapel-en-le-Frith, High Peak, Derbyshire (PINS
Appeal Ref — APP/H1033/A/11/2159038) dated 23" August 2012

Land between Station Road and Dudley Road, Honeybourne, Worcestershire (PINS Appeal Ref -
APP/H1840/A/12/2171339) dated 24t August 2012

Cala Homes (South) Limited v. Secretary of State for Department for Communities and Local
Government & Winchester City Council (No. 2) (Ref — [2011] EWHC97 (Admin)) dated 7 February
2011

Land at Burgess Farm, Hilton Lane, Worsley, Manchester (PINS Appeal Ref -
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CD12/5

CD12/6

CDh12/7

CcDh12/8

APP/U4230/A/11/2157433) dated 16 July 2012

Homelands Farm & Deans Farm, Bishops Cleeve, Gloucestershire (PINS Appeal Refs —
App/G1630/A/11/2146206 & APP/G1630/A/11/2148635) dated 16 July 2012

Tewkesbury Borough Council v. Secretary of State for Department for Communities and Local
Government, Comparo Limited & Welbeck Strategic Land LLP (Ref — [2013] EWHC286 (Admin))
dated 20 February 2013

Land off Abbey Road and Middlewich Road, Sandbach, Cheshire (PINS Appeal Ref —
APP/R0660/A/10/2141564) dated 7 February 2013

Forest Ridge and land r/o Old Brighton Road, Pease Pottage, West Sussex (PINS Appeal Ref
APP/D3830/A/12/2184075 dated 26" March 2013

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council Documents

BDBC/Open Opening Submissions

BDBC/1/1 Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Bettina Kirkham (Landscape and Visual)
BDBC/2/1 Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Steven Parsons (Transportation)
BDBC/2/2 Plan showing walking isochrones for Appeal A site

BDBC/2/3 Plan showing walking isochrones for Appeal B site 6
BDBC/2/4 Plan showing walking distances to bus stops @
BDBC/3/1 Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Fiona Jones (Planni \
BDBC/3/2 Rebuttal Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Fiona @anning)
BDBC/3/3 Extract from 1998 Local Plan

BDBC/3/4 Extract from Proposals Map Inset 2 and Inse

BDBC/4/1 Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Pattenden (Ecology)
BDBC/4/2 E-mail communications with Natura n

BDBC/5 Planning Obligations Statement, 13

BDBC/6 Suggested conditions relati &eal A

BDBC/7 Suggested conditions re |BAppeal B

BDBC/8 Additional conditionseal A and B

BDBC/9 Reason for sug and contamination conditions

BDBC/10 Tesco Stor% (Appellants) v Dundee City Council (Respondents) (Scotland)
BDBC/11 Closing S@ ions on behalf of Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council
Hampshire C ouncil Document

HCC/1 Proof of Evidence of Ben Howard (Section 106 Obligation)

Sherborne St John Parish Council Documents

SSJ/Open
SSJ/01

SSJ/02

SSJ/02/1
SSJ/03

SSJ/03/1
SSJ/03/2

Opening Submissions

Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Julian Crawley and Edward Davies (Planning and Impact on
Community)

Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Natasha Rougier and Julian Crawley (Landscape and Visual
Intrusion)

Amended Summary to Proof of Evidence of Natasha Rougier and Julian Crawley
Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Dr Roger Walters and Julian Crawley (Water Resources)
South East Housing Development — The Quest for Sustainability

Statutory Instrument 2013 No 427 The Regional Strategy for the South East (Partial
Revocation) Order 2013
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SSJ/03/3
SSJ/03/4
SSJ/03/5
SSJ/03/6
SSJ/04

SSJ/04/1

SSJ/05
SSJ/05/1
SSJ/06
SSJ/07

Synopsis of Commissioned Evidence Infrastructure Hearing

Basingstoke Water Cycle Study Phase 2 October 2009

Basingstoke Water Cycle Strategy Appendix 1 Ecological Appraisal January 2007
Newspaper article 25/4-1/5/2013

Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Julian Crawley and Richard Morgan (Transport)

2 sheets correcting errors in Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Julian Crawley and Richard

Morgan

Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Edward Davies (Biodiversity and Habitats)

Letters dated 24 Feb 2012 and 15 Jan 2013 from Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust

Rebuttal Proofs of Evidence

Closing Submissions on behalf of Sherborne St John Parish Council

Other Documents

OD/1
OD/2
OD/3
OoD/4
OD/5
OD/6
OoD/7
OD/8
OD/9
OD/10

Statement read by Councillor Potter
Letter submitted by Councillor Frankum 6
Survey details submitted by Councillor Frankum

Statement and attachments submitted by Councillor W ousne
Statement read by James Arbuthnot MP %
Statement read by Suzanne Denness, Chairp O@Jley Islands Community Group
Statement read by Alan Fowler
Statement read by Brian Nagle

Letter from R K Yarsley submitted b %ter

Representation by George Poulte ed by ClIr Potter

David Wilson Homes Southe@cuments

DWH/Open
DWH/NPN/1.1
DWH/NPN/1.2
DWH/NPN/1.3
DWH/NPN/1.4
DWH/LT/2.1
DWH/LT/2.2
DWH/LT/2.3
DWH/LT/2.4
DWH/LT/2.5
DWH/LT/2.6
DWH/LT/2.7
DWH/MO/3.1
DWH/MO/3.2
DWH/MO/3.3
DWH/MO/3.4
DWH/MO/3.5
DWH/MO/3.6

Opening Submissi SO
Proof of Evide %cholas Patterson-Nield (Planning)

Appendice %f of Evidence of Nicholas Patterson-Nield (Planning)
Su 5 f of Evidence of Nicholas Patterson-Nield (Planning)

oof of Evidence and Appendices of Nicholas Patterson-Nield (Planning)
Prooftef Evidence of Lisa Toyne (Landscape and Visual)

Appendices to Proof of Evidence of Lisa Toyne (Landscape and Visual)

Summary Proof of Evidence of Lisa Toyne (Landscape and Visual)

Rebuttal Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Lisa Toyne (Landscape and Visual)
Al & A3 copy of Photographs in Appendices

Forbes-Laird Drawing

Map of Sherborne St John Conservation Area

Proof of Evidence of Michael Oxford (Ecology)

Appendices to Proof of Evidence of Michael Oxford (Ecology)

Summary Proof of Evidence of Michael Oxford (Ecology)

Rebuttal Proof of Evidence and Appendices of Michael Oxford (Ecology)

C8 Document

Changes in Overall Population Counts for Great Crested Newts
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DWH/JMc/4.1
DWH/IMc/4.2
DWH/JMc/4.3
DWH/IMc/4.4

DWH/IMc/4.5
DWH/JMc/4.6
DWH/IMc/4.7
DWH/5

DWH/6
DWH/7

Proof of Evidence of James McKechnie (Traffic Impact and Sustainability)
Appendices to Proof of Evidence of James McKechnie (Traffic Impact and Sustainability)
Summary Proof of Evidence of James McKechnie (Traffic Impact and Sustainability)

Rebuttal Proof of Evidence and Appendices of James McKechnie (Traffic Impact and
Sustainability)

Key to Parking Survey
Three A3 Isochrone Maps
Traffic Numbers Tables and Graphs

Letter dated 3 April 2013 Responding to Pre-Inquiry Meeting Notes and Updated Non Technical
Summary to Environmental Statement

Morge (FC)(Appellant) v Hampshire County Council (Respondent)

Closing Submissions on behalf of David Wilson Homes

Inquiry Documents

INQ/1
INQ/2
INQ/3
INQ/4

Pre-Inquiry Meeting Notes 6
Plan of view points for Accompanied Site Visit 29 April 2013 g

Bundle of representations made at application stage subm the Council

Bundle of representations made at appeal stage \

)

©
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™
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APPENDIX 3

SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS TO BE ATTACHED TO APPEAL A SHOULD
PLANNING PERMISSION BE GRANTED

1) Details of the layout, scale, external appearance of the proposed buildings,
and the landscaping of the site (hereinafter called "the reserved matters™)
shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning
authority before any development begins and the development shall be
carried out as approved.

2) Application for approval of the reserved matters shall be made to the local
planning authority not later than three years from the date of this
permission.

3) The development hereby permitted shall begin not later than two years
from the date of approval of the last of the reserved matters to be
approved.

4) The development hereby permitted shall be carried“eut in accordance with
the following approved plans:

Outline Planning Application Boundary Plan (drawing ref 53 Rev A) received
on 19" January 2012;

Land Use Parameters Plan (drawinggref 23/Rev K) received on 19 January
2012;

Residential Density Parameters\Plan (drawing ref 24 Rev K) received on 19
January 2012;

Building Heights Parameters Rlapn’(drawing ref 25 Rev K) received on 19
January 2012;

AOD Heights Parameters Plan (drawing ref 26 Rev K) received on 19
January 2012;

Primary Access,te, Phase 2 off Jersey Close (Drawing no. HBH10090/D09
Rev G) receiyed 12 April 2012;

Road LigkyAsbetween Phase 1 and 2 (Drawing no. HBH10090/D19 Rev C)
received=2,May 2012;

Primary’Access to Phase 1 off Hutchins Way (Drawing no. HBH10090/D20
Rev B) received 12 April 2012;

Secondary Access to Phase 1 off Hewitt Road (Drawing no. HBH10090/D21
Rev B) received 12 April 2012;

Footway/Cycleway Access to Phase 1 off Carter Drive (Drawing no.
HBH10090/D22 Rev B) received 12 April 2012;

Secondary Access to Phase 2 off Cleeve Road (Drawing no. HBH10090/D23
Rev B) received 12 April 2012;

Landscape Strategy for Access Proposals to Phase 2 Jersey Close (Drawing
no. L101 Rev A) received 12 April 2012;

Landscape Strategy for Access Proposals to Phase 2 Cleeve Road (Drawing
no. L102 Rev A) received 12 April 2012;
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5)

6)

Landscape Strategy for Access Proposals to Phase 1 Hewitt Road (Drawing
no. L103 Rev A) received 12 April 2012;

Landscape Strategy for Access Proposals to Phase 1 Hutchins Way
(Drawing no. L104 Rev A) received 12 April 2012;

Landscape Strategy for Footway/Cycleway to Phase 1 Carter Drive
(Drawing no. L105 Rev C) received 2 May 2012;

Landscape Strategy for Access Road Link A Between Phase 1 and 2
(Drawing no. L113 Rev B) received 2 May 2012;

Access of Jersey Close Proposed Footway Impact on Tree Roots (Drawing
no. HBH10090/SK12 Rev A) received 2 May 2012;

Tree Protection Plan, Jersey Close Access (Drawing no. 30-1020.03 Rev A)
received 2 May 2012.

In addition, the reserved matters applications for this development shall
broadly accord with the following drawings:

Master Plan (Drawing no. 12 Rev M) received 12 Apfilj2012;
lllustrative Layout (Drawing no. 34 Rev D) recéived 12 April 2012;

Buffer Planting Strategy (Drawing no. L124 ‘ReyA) detailing reinforcement
of planting to existing landscape buffer along western site boundary
received 12 April 2012;

Annotated version of Ecological MastegPlan (Figure 9.4a of Environmental
Statement) detailing protectedspegies habitat creation and translocation
strategy received 12 April 20¥2

Annotated version of drawingyne+ 34 Rev C detailing woodland
mitigation/managementmeasures received 12 April 2012;

Useable Open Space.Assessment (Drawing no. 55) received 12 April 2012;

Traffic Calming,Strategy for Cleeve Road and Access (Drawing no. 127 Rev
A) received 12-ApLil 2012;

Main Squar€ Sehool pick-up / Drop-off point (Drawing no. 127 Rev A'®*)
received @2%April 2012;

Phasey2 open space ground modelling plan (Drawing no. 129) received 12
April 2012;

Perspective View from Southern Site Access (Drawing no. 1058) received
12 April 2012.

No development shall take place until a phasing scheme has been
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority.
Development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved phasing
scheme.

Applications for the approval of reserved matters shall be in accordance
with the principles described and illustrated in the Design and Access
Statement January 2012 and additional information (including the
Indicative Master Plan,Drawing No 12 Rev M, received 12 April 2012) and

84 please Note there are two drawings no 127 Rev A but they are distinguishable by the drawing titles.
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the approved Environmental Statement Parameter Plans detailed in
condition 4.

7) The level of market sector dwellings of 2 bedrooms or less within the
development shall not exceed 30% of the total of market sector dwellings
within the overall scheme. 80% of small dwellings (dwellings of 1 and 2
bedrooms) on any Phase shall have a gross internal floor area not
exceeding 70m2. Not less than 15% of the market dwellings shall be built
to Lifetime Mobility Standards.

8) No development shall take place in any phase as agreed under condition 5
of this permission until a materials schedule detailing the types and colours
of external materials to be used in that phase, including colour of mortar,
has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning
authority. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the
approved details and thereafter retained as such.

9) The development of each phase hereby permitted shall not commence until
full details of both hard and soft landscape proposals~for that phase have
been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the1gcal planning authority.
These details shall include, as appropriate, proposed site levels or contours,
means of enclosure and boundary treatmentsyjpedestrian and cycle access
and circulation areas, hard surfacing materials,/water features and minor
artefacts and structure (e.g. furniture, boasdWwalks, signs, street lighting,
external services, etc).

10) Soft landscape works shall includeg planting plans; written specifications
(including cultivation and other, @perations associated with plant and grass
establishment); schedules of plants, noting species, plant sizes and
proposed numbers/densities Wheye appropriate; and an implementation
programme.

11) All hard and soft landseap€ works shall be carried out in accordance with
the approved details. The works shall be carried out prior to the occupation
of any part of thé development or in accordance with a programme
submitted toyand“approved in writing by, the local planning authority.

12) The development of each phase hereby permitted shall not commence
until:

)} a‘plan showing the location of, and allocating a reference number to,
each existing tree on the site which has a stem with a diameter,
measured over the bark at a point 1.5 metres above ground level,
exceeding 75 mm, showing which trees are to be retained and the
crown spread of each retained tree;

ii) details of the species, diameter (measured in accordance with
paragraph (i) above), and the approximate height, and an assessment
of the general state of health and stability, of each retained tree and of
each tree which is on land adjacent to the site and to which
paragraphs (iii) and (iv) below apply;

iii) details of any proposed topping or lopping of any retained tree, or of
any tree on land adjacent to the site;

iv) details of any proposed alterations in existing ground levels, and of the
position of any proposed excavation, within the crown spread of any
retained tree or of any tree on land adjacent to the site;
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13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

v) details of the specification and position of fencing and of any other
measures to be taken for the protection of any retained tree from
damage before or during the course of development.

In this condition “retained tree” means an existing tree which is to be
retained in accordance with the plan referred to in paragraph (i) above.

The plans and particulars submitted in accordance with condition 12 above
shall include details of the size, species and positions or density of all trees
to be planted, and the proposed time of planting.

In this condition “retained tree” means an existing tree which is to be
retained in accordance with the approved plans and particulars; and
paragraphs (i) and (ii) below shall have effect until the expiration of 5 years
from the date of the commencement of the permitted use.

) No retained tree shall be cut down, uprooted or destroyed, nor shall
any retained tree be topped or lopped other than in accordance with
the approved plans and particulars, without the written approval of
the local planning authority. Any topping or lgpping approved shall be
carried out in accordance with British Standatd, 3998 (Tree Work).

ii) If any retained tree is removed, uprooted¥ridestroyed or dies,
another tree shall be planted at the sanfeiplace and that tree shall be
of such size and species, and shall be"planted at such time, as may be
specified in writing by the local ptanaifig authority.

iii) The erection of fencing for the pgdtection of any retained tree shall be
undertaken in accordance with the”approved plans and particulars
before any equipment, machinery or materials are brought on to the
site for the purposes of the‘dévelopment, and shall be maintained until
all equipment, machinery, and surplus materials have been removed
from the site. Nothing'shall be stored or placed in any area fenced in
accordance with this.condition and the ground levels within those
areas shall notytie, altered, nor shall any excavation be made, without
the written, appreval of the local planning authority.

The developmént Shall be carried out in accordance with the Buffer Planting
Strategy_ (Drawing no. L114 Rev A) detailing reinforcement of planting to
the existingNlandscape buffer along the western site boundary. Planting will
be cakriedwout in accordance with a timetable that has been submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the local planning authority prior to
commencement of development.

A landscape management plan, including long term design objectives,
management responsibilities and maintenance schedules for all landscape
areas, other than small, privately owned, domestic gardens, shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority prior
to the occupation of the development or any phase of the development,
whichever is the sooner, for its permitted use. The landscape management
plan shall be carried out as approved.

Prior to the first occupation within each residential phase of development as
agreed under condition 5, a ‘Code for Sustainable Homes’, ‘Design Stage
Assessment’ of the residential development, hereby approved, must be
carried out by an independent licensed Code for Sustainable Homes
assessor, and the results of the assessment incorporating the ‘Design Stage
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18)

19)

20)

Assessment’ report and ‘interim certificate’ from the BRE, must be
submitted to the local planning authority in writing.

The BRE Design Stage Assessment ‘interim certification’ must show that the
residential development is likely to achieve a 'Code Level 3 standards’ or
‘Code Level 3 equivalent percentage points score’ for the development in
accordance with the approved plans and particulars.

Prior to occupation of each dwelling a ‘Code for Sustainable Homes’ ‘Post
Construction Stage Review’ is to be completed by an independent licensed
Code for Sustainable Homes assessor demonstrating that the dwelling is
expected to achieve ‘Code 3 standards’ or ‘Code Level 3 equivalent
percentage points score’ and the results of the review must be submitted
to the local planning authority in writing.

‘Final Certification’ from BRE or equivalent body, for each dwelling within a
phase, must be submitted to the local planning authority within 3 months
of completion of the development phase.

The ‘Final Certification’ must show that the residentialdwelling has been
constructed and completed to achieve ‘Code 3 standards’ or ‘Code Level 3
equivalent percentage points score’.

Prior to the commencement of developmennt, details of any bridges
proposed on site shall be submitted tq, and, approved in writing by, the
local planning authority in consultationgwith the Lead Local Flood Authority.
Thereafter the bridges shall be constructed as set out in the approved
details.

No development in any phase(shalt take place until a surface water
drainage scheme for that phasey based on sustainable drainage principles
and an assessment of the=hiyidrological and hydro geological context of the
development, has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local
planning authority. #FRis should include demonstrating that each phase is
wholly self sufficieatw./The scheme shall subsequently be implemented in
accordance with the approved details before the development of that phase
is complete. S hévscheme shall include:

) Demonstration that the SUDs hierarchy has been clearly followed,
with justification for the methods chosen.

i) Demonstration of the conveyance of water across the site

iii) Demonstration that the proposed drainage strategy is able to cope
with up to the 1 in 100 year plus suitable allowance for climate
change storm event.

iv) Details of the maintenance and general management of the proposed
drainage strategy.

No development shall take place until a scheme for the provision and
management of a buffer zone alongside the Vyne Brook has been submitted
to, and agreed in writing by, the local planning authority. The development
shall be carried out in accordance with the approved scheme which shall
include:

)} Plans showing the extent and layout of the buffer zone;

i) Details of the planting scheme (for example, native species);
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21)

22)

23)

iii) Details demonstrating how the buffer zone will be protected during
development and managed/maintained over the longer term

iv) Details of any footpaths, fencing, lighting etc.

No development, including any demolition works, soil moving, or storage of
materials shall take place until a European Protected Species Licence has
been granted by Natural England, a copy of which shall be submitted to the
local planning authority. All works are to be carried out in strict accordance
with the approved Licence, and the Detailed Mitigation Method Statement
and Protected Species Management Plan as secured by a S106 Agreement
dated 10 May 2013.

Prior to first occupation of any part of the development, a baseline survey
of visitor use of the Basing Forest Sites of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINC), (including number of visitors, starting point, seasonal
variation, single or multiple visit, duration and purpose of visit etc.) shall be
undertaken and submitted to the local planning authority. The baseline
survey will establish the level of recreational accessso the woodland.

Prior to occupation of any part of Phase 2, installation of signage to
actively direct pedestrians to use the Public Right*ef Way; and installation
of simple, focussed interpretation facilities at meoodland access points to
encourage understanding of, and respect.for,"the woodland shall be
provided in accordance with details gibmitted to, and approved in writing
by, the local planning authority.

Upon occupation of the 250th wnity(Phase 1 and 50 units in Phase 2) a
repeat visitor survey shall be ygdertaken to identify changes in

numbers and characteristics, of weoodland access. This shall be submitted
to the local planning authogity: “Ih the event that the findings of the repeat
survey conclude that a §ighificant change in the biodiversity
resource/condition is evident, a mitigation scheme will be submitted to the
local planning authority that will outline targeted mitigation and long-term
monitoring requirements and is to include a timetable for the
implementatiomofthe scheme. This mitigation scheme must be approved
in writing by the local planning authority and thereafter implemented in
accordantewith the approved timetable.

A monitoring survey will be undertaken annually for the duration of 5 years
following completion of the development hereby approved, and will be
submitted annually to the local planning authority.

No works within a phase pursuant to this permission shall commence until
there has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning
authority for that phase:

)} A site investigation report documenting the ground conditions of the
site and incorporating chemical and gas analysis identified as being
appropriate by a desk study in accordance with BS10175:2001-
Investigation of Potentially Contaminated Sites - Code of Practice;
and, unless otherwise agreed by the local planning authority,

i) A detailed scheme for remedial works and measures to be
undertaken to avoid risk from contaminants/or gases when the site is
developed and proposals for future maintenance and monitoring.
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24)

25)

26)

Such scheme shall include nomination of a competent person to
oversee the implementation of the works.

If during any works contamination is encountered which has not been
previously identified then the additional contamination shall be fully
assessed and an appropriate remediation scheme shall be submitted to,
and approved in writing by, the local planning authority.

The development of each phase hereby permitted shall not be
occupied/brought into use until there has been submitted to the local
planning authority a verification report prepared by the competent person
approved under the provisions of condition 23 ii) that any remediation
scheme required and approved under the provisions of condition 23 ii) has
been implemented fully in accordance with the approved details. The
verification report to be submitted shall comprise;

)} As built drawings of the implemented scheme;
1)) Photographs of the remediation works in progress;

i) Certificates demonstrating that imported apd/Or’material left in situ
is free of contamination.

Thereafter the scheme shall be monitored afidymaintained in accordance
with the scheme approved under conditigNn“\23-1i).

No development within a phase shallcomaaence on site until an
archaeological investigation of that plasé has been carried out in
accordance with a written schemg=~@f investigation submitted to, and
approved in writing by, the local planning authority. The investigation shall
be carried out in accordanceWwith\the approved details.

No development shall take place within each phase until a Construction
Method Statement for ghat/phase has been submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the localsplanning authority. The approved Statement shall be
adhered to throughout'the construction period. The Statement shall
provide for:

i) The routing, parking and turning of vehicles of site operatives and
visitogs\(all to be established within one week of the commencement of
development);

ii) Thesprovision of details of notices to be displayed at the site exit
indicating to construction workers and drivers details of routing to
leave the site. The approved signs shall be displayed before any
operations commence on site and shall be maintained throughout the
construction period. The signs shall be permanently removed before
the first occupation of the penultimate dwelling on the site;

iii) Loading and unloading of plant and materials;
iv) Storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development;
V) Wheel washing facilities or an explanation why they are not necessary;

vi) The erection and maintenance of security hoarding including decorative
displays and facilities for public viewing, where appropriate;

vii) Measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction;
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27)

28)

29)

30)

31)

viii) A scheme for recycling and disposing of waste resulting from
demolition and construction work; and

ixX) Deliveries of construction materials, plant and machinery, and any
removal of spoil from the site shall take place only between the hours
of 0730 and 1800 Monday to Friday, and 0800 and 1300 Saturdays.

No deliveries shall take place on Sundays or recognised public holidays.
These hours shall be adhered to for the duration of the construction
period. The contractor(s) should avoid movements to/from the site
during the AM Peak (08:00 — 09:00) and the PM Peak (16:30 — 18:00)
Monday to Friday.

X) No work relating to the construction of the development hereby
approved, including works of demolition or preparation prior to
operations, or internal painting or fitting out, shall take place before
0730 nor after 1800 hours Monday to Friday, before 0800 nor after
1300 hours Saturdays nor at all on Sundays or recognised public
holidays.

No development within each phase shall take plage, 6n/site until details of
the width, alignment, drainage, gradient and type’of construction proposed
for the pathways, roadways, structures and patrking areas, including all
relevant horizontal cross sections and longitudinal sections for that phase
plus a programme for their implemengatiomfave been submitted to, and
approved in writing by the local plaghimg atGthority, in consultation with the
highway authority for that phase. The,agreed details shall be fully
implemented in accordance with ghe approved programme.

Notwithstanding the details shiown’on Drawing no. HBH10090/D09 Rev G
(Primary Access to Phase 2 off Jersey Close) the footway to the west of
Marls Lane shall be constructed using a bound material, details of which
shall be submitted to,&nd.approved in writing by, the local planning
authority prior to cofmgtencement of any work with regard to this access.

No residential unit shall be occupied within a phase of development until all
proposed vehijcular accesses, driveways, parking and turning areas serving
that residentiahunit have been constructed in accordance with details that
have beensSubmitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning
authaoripys

Prior to the commencement of development within each phase details of
the cycle parking for that phase shall be submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the local planning authority. No dwelling within that phase shall
be occupied until the approved cycle parking serving that dwelling has been
provided on site. The approved cycle parking shall be retained thereafter
for its intended purpose.

No development shall take place on site until details of fences or other
means of enclosure at road and pathway junctions and the sight lines so
formed have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local
planning authority. The land within the sight lines and anything on it,
including any vegetation, shall not interrupt the space between 0.6 metres
and 2.0 metres above the level of the carriageway. The resultant visibility
splays shall thereafter be kept free of obstacles.
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32)

33)

34)

35)

36)

37)

38)

39)

The school and community building hereby permitted shall not be occupied
until the provision for the turning of vehicles and the parking of commercial
and staff vehicles, including for disabled use, and the secure storage of
bicycles has been made in compliance with current parking standards in
order to serve that part of the development. The areas of land provided for
these uses shall not be used for any other purposes than parking, storage
and turning.

No development, including any demolition works, soil moving, temporary
access construction/widening, or storage of materials shall take place other
than in strict accordance with the Environmental Statement, Ecology
chapter, by Landmark Practice, dated January 2012, Section 9.

Prior to commencement of each phase, a scheme for external lighting and
street lighting of that phase within 20m of Vyne Brook shall be submitted
to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority. Artificial
lighting should be directed away from the river corridor and focused with
cowlings.

There shall be no burning on site of waste materials“including demolished
materials, trees, greenery etc.

Prior to the commencement of developmentiwithin each relevant phase,
details of the layout, phasing and specification”for children’s play areas,
kickabout areas and formal sports pLevision serving that phase shall be
submitted to, and approved in writing/bys the local planning authority. The
development shall be carried out in acéordance with the approved details.

Prior to the commencement ofsdevelopment within phase 2, details of the
layout phasing and specificatiop far the proposed park and allotments shall
be submitted to, and approyved ift writing by, the local planning authority.
The development shall e Garried out in accordance with the approved
details.

The development-hereby approved shall be constructed in accordance with
the details of thewvehicular and footway/cycle accesses as shown on the
following drawings:

HBH10096/R09 REV G

HBHIQO0907D019 REV C
HBH10090/D020 REV B
HBH10090/D021 REV B
HBH10090/D022 REV B
HBH10090/D023 REV B

The accesses shall be constructed in accordance with a programme to be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority prior
to the occupation of any dwelling.

Prior to the commencement of development, details of the required off site
highway works on Carter Drive onto Hutchins Way in accordance with the
principles shown on drawing No HBH10090/SK11 and including a
programme for implementation, shall be submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the local planning authority. The approved details shall be
constructed in accordance with the approved programme.
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40) No development shall take place in any phase as agreed under condition 5
of this permission until a measured survey for that phase has been
undertaken and a plan, prepared to a scale of not less than 1:500 showing
details of existing and intended final ground and finished floor levels from a
specified bench mark, has been submitted to, and approved in writing by,
the local planning authority. The works shall be completed in accordance

with the approved details.
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APPENDIX 4

SCHEDULE OF CONDITIONS TO BE ATTACHED TO APPEAL B SHOULD
PLANNING PERMISSION BE GRANTED

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

2) The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with
the following approved plans:

Full Planning Application boundary plan (Drawing no. 1054 Rev A);
Land Use Parameters Plan (Drawing no. 23 Rev K);

Residential Density Parameters Plan (Drawing no. 24 Rev K);
Building Heights Parameters Plan (Drawing no. 25 Rev K);

AOD Heights Parameters Plan (Drawing no. 26 Rev K);

S01048 Rev A received 19 January 2012;

S01047 Rev A received 19 January 2012;

S01649 Rev A received 19 January 2012;

S0O1650 Rev A received 19 January 2012;

S01651 received 19 January 2012;

S741/09 Rev A received 19 Janyagry 2012;

S741/10 Rev A received 19 Japtary 2012;

S741/11 Rev A received 19 January 2012;

H2114/SWF/01 received (19Vanuary 2012;

BS220277/01 Rev Bgreceived 19 January 2012;

H2050/KR received 19 January 2012;

Autotracks Sheet'd of 3 (Refuse Vehicle) (drawing ref H----/AT/01);
Autotracks\Sheet 2 of 3 (Refuse Vehicle) (drawing ref H----/AT/02);
AutotragkS*Sheet 3 of 3 (Refuse Vehicle) (drawing no H----/AT/03);
Vehicular Priority Change (Drawing no. HBH10090/SK11);

House Type X406B5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type ZFC3 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type X332D5 Planning received 19 January 2012;

House Type X341D5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type X406BE5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
House Type X286BE4 - X286BI4 Planning received 19 January 2012;
House Type X286D4 Planning received 19 January 2012;

House Type X286RG4 Planning received 19 January 2012;

House Type ZH46BE5/ZH46BI5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;
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House Type Z206BE5 Planning received 19 January 2012;
House Type Z206BI5 Planning received 19 January 2012;
House Type ZH234--5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 2 February 2012;

House Type Z286BE4/2286BI14 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;

House Type Z323ERH5 Rev A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
House Type Z323ERH5 Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type Z326ERH5 Rev A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
House Type Z326ERHS5 Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type Z323-1-5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type Z341-E-5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type XH332-D5 Planning received 19 January 2012;

House Type XH332-E5 Planning received 19 Januaryi20i12;

House Type X332-E5 Planning received 19 Jangary 2012;

House Type ZH17E5/ZH1715 Planning 1 and 2 ,0%2 received 19 January
2012;

House Type ZH19E5/ZH1915 Planning lrand 2 of 2 received 19 January
2012;

House Type ZH34-EH4 Planning ¥ and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type XH19-15/XH19-E54Rev A Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 2
February 2012;

House Type XH341-D5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type XH341-WD5*Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type X436B-5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type X469---5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Jype X469---H5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
House Type X497B--5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type X433B5 Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type X341E5 Planning 1 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type X341E5 Rev A Planning 2 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
House Type X341WD5 Rev A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
House Type X341WD5 Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type X323IR5 Rev A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
House Type X323IR5 Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type X323ERH5 Rev A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
House Type X323ERHS5 Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type ZH426EHS5 Rev A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
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House Type ZH426EHS5 Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type Z341-WD5 Planning 1 of 2 received 19 January 2012;
House Type Z341-WD5 Rev A Planning 2 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
House Type ZH34-1-4 Planning 1 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type ZH34-1-4 Rev A Planning 2 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
House Type X497-H5 Rev A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
House Type X497-H5 Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

House Type XH17-15/XH17-E5 Rev A Planning 1 and 2 of 2 received 2
February 2012;

House Type XH341-WE5 Rev A Planning 1 of 2 received 2 February 2012;
House Type XH341-WES5 Planning 2 of 2 received 19 January 2012;

Revised Plot Schedule received 12 April 2012;

Buffer Planting Strategy (Drawing no. L114 Rev A) ree€ived 12 April 2012;
Materials Plan (Drawing no. H----/MP/01 Rev A)¢reCeived 12 April 2012;
Drainage Strategy (Drawing no. 10186-C0OQ5(Rew B) received 12 April 2012;

Tree Protection Plan Phase 1 (Drawing,na@’_30¥1020.02 Rev A) received 12
April 2012;

Tree Protection Plan Jersey Close Access (Drawing no. 30-1020.03) received
12 April 2012;

Provisional Finish Floor Levels (Dgawingyno. C10186-C004 Rev B) received 12 April
2012;

Affordable Plan (Drawingwno! H----/AP/01 Rev A) received 12 April 2012;
Storey Heights Plan (Drawing no. H----/SHP/01 Rev A) received 12 April

2012;

X & Z House Type,Plan (Drawing no. H----/XZHP/01 Rev A) received 12 April
2012;

Surveitlance™& Protection Plan (Drawing no. H----/SPP/01 Rev A) received
12 ApriR2012;

Streetscenes Sheet 1 (Drawing no. H----/SS/01 Rev B) received 12 April
2012;

Streetscenes Sheet 2 (Drawing no. H----/SS/02 Rev B) received 12 April
2012;

Automated Entrance Gates to FOG's (Drawing no. H2114:AG:02B) received
12 April 2012;

Swept Path Analysis of Phoenix 2 One-Pass (Refuse Vehicle) (Drawing no.
HBH10090/AT20) received 12 April 2012;

Swept Path Analysis of Dart SLF 11.20m Bus (Drawing no. HBH10090/AT21)
received 12 April 2012;

Footway/Cycleway Access to Phase 1 off Carter Drive (Drawing no.
HBH10090/D08 Rev D) received 12 April 2012;
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Annual phasing dwelling completion plan (Drawing no. HNP5/PP/01)
received 12 April 2012;

1.5m wide Gravel Pathway Detail (Drawing no. LS5/POP0O7 Rev A) received
12 April 2012;

Bar Railing Detail (Drawing no. SO-10-46) received 12 April 2012;

House Type X433BS-5 (Floor plans and Elevations) Sheets 1 and 2 of 2
received 12 April 2012;

House Type X206BE-5 (Floor plans and Elevations) received 12 April 2012;

House Type ZSB7 (Floor plans and Elevations) Sheets 1, 2 and 3 of 3
received 12 April 2012;

Refuse Collection Plan (Drawing no. HXXXX/RC/01 Rev A);
Car Parking Access Plan (Drawing no. HXXXX/CP/01 Rev A);

Road Link A between Phase 1 and 2 (Drawing no. HBH10090/D17 Rev G)
received 2 May 2012;

Primary Access to Phase 1 off Hutchins Way (Drawing no. HBH10090/D06
Rev D) received 2 May 2012;

Secondary Access to Phase 1 off Hewitt Road (Prawing no. HBH10090/D07
Rev F) received 2 May 2012;

Phase 1 S38 Highway Adoption Plan (@rawing no. HNP5/538/01 Rev B)
received 2 May 2012;

House Type Z230---5 Revision@&x(Rloor plans and Elevations) received 2 May
2012;

Garages G1C, G1D, G2H G2 Rev C, G3H and G4H (Floor plans and
Elevations) received 2 May.2012;

House Type ZH230-I-5)(Plot 84) Rev C received 2 May 2012;

House Type ZH23Q-J-5 (Plots 160 & 185) Rev C received 2 May 2012;
House Type XH231VD5 (Plots 165 & 166) Rev C received 2 May 2012;
House AypenXH231VD5 (Plot 76) Rev C received 2 May 2012;

Cycle Shelter (Drawing ref. H2114/CS/01) received 2 May 2012;

SSE Contracting Outdoor Lighting Report and associated Drawing ref.
SSE465060-01 Rev B received 2 May 2012;

Electric Gate Specification for FOG under passes received 2 May 2012;

Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 1 of 6 (Drawing no. L106 Rev C) received 6
June 2012;

Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 2 of 6 (Drawing no. L107 Rev C) received 6
June 2012;

Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 3 of 6 (Drawing no. L108 Rev C) received 6
June 2012;

Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 4 of 6 (Drawing no. L109 Rev C) received 6
June 2012;
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3)

4)

5)

Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 5 of 6 (Drawing no. L110 Rev C) received 6
June 2012;

Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 6 of 6 (Drawing no. L111 Rev C) received 6
June 2012;

Planting Plan Phase 1 Overall (Drawing no. L112 Rev C) received 6 June
2012;

Planning Layout (Drawing no. HNP5/PL/01 Rev P) received 6 June 2012;
Landscape Management Plan (Drawing no. L115) received 24 August 2012.

No development, including any soil moving, or storage of materials shall
take place until a European Protected Species Licence has been granted by
Natural England, a copy of which shall be submitted to the local planning
authority. All works are to be carried out in strict accordance with the
approved Licence, and the Detailed Mitigation Method Statement and
Protected Species Habitat Management Plan as secured by a S106
Agreement dated 10 May 2013.

No works pursuant to this permission shall commgnee=tintil there has been
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Iaeakplanning authority:

i) A site investigation report documentingthg ground conditions of the site
and incorporating chemical and gas aralysis identified as being
appropriate by a desk study in ag€opdamCe with BS10175:2001-
Investigation of Potentially Contamin&ted Sites -,Code of Practice; and,
unless otherwise agrees in wriging by the local planning authority,

ii) A detailed scheme for remegdialMworks and measures to be undertaken to
avoid risk from contaminagts/gr gases when the site is developed and
proposals for future mailhtenance and monitoring. Such scheme shall
include nomination efia tompetent person to oversee the
implementation efsthe works.

If during any wogKkS'¢ontamination is encountered which has not been
previously identifieg’then the additional contamination shall be fully
assessed ang=an appropriate remediation scheme shall be submitted to, and
approved in\writing by, the local planning authority.

The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied/brought into use
until there has been submitted to the local planning authority a verification
report prepared by the competent person approved under the provisions of
condition 4 ii) that any remediation scheme required and approved under
the provisions of condition 4 ii) has been implemented fully in accordance
with the approved details. The verification report to be submitted shall
comprise:

)} As built drawings of the implemented scheme;
i) Photographs of the remediation works in progress;

iii) Certificates demonstrating that imported and/or material left in situ is
free of contamination.

Thereafter the scheme shall be monitored and maintained in accordance
with the scheme approved under condition 4 ii).
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6) No development within a phase shall commence on site until an
archaeological investigation has been carried out in accordance with a
written scheme of investigation submitted to, and approved in writing by,
the local planning authority. The investigation shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved details.

7) Prior to the commencement of development, details of the required off site
highway works on Carter Drive onto Hutchins Way in accordance with the
principles shown on drawing No HBH10090/SK11 and including a
programme for implementation, shall be submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the local planning authority. The approved details shall be
constructed in accordance with the approved programme.

8) No part of the development hereby approved shall be commenced until
details of a temporary construction access from Jersey Close and associated
haul road to the north of the existing Marnel Park development, including
details of the restoration of the land following completion of the
development and a programme, have been submitted to, and approved in
writing by, the local planning authority. The approvedrgdetails shall be
constructed and the land subsequently restored il accordance with the
approved programme.

9) No development shall take place until a Constfuction Method Statement has
been submitted to, and approved in writifig=by, the local planning authority.
The approved Statement shall be adidered 40 throughout the construction
period. The Statement shall provide for:

)} The routing, parking and téirntmg of vehicles of site operatives and
visitors (all to be established*within one week of the commencement
of development);

i) The provision of details of notices to be displayed at the site exit
indicating to construction workers and drivers details of routing to
leave the site{ The approved signs shall be displayed before any
operations\commence on site and shall be maintained throughout the
constragtion'period. The signs shall be permanently removed before
the fipst O¢ccupation of the penultimate dwelling on the site;

iii) oadimg and unloading of plant and materials;
iv) Storage of plant and materials used in constructing the development;

V) Wheel washing facilities or an explanation why they are not
necessary;

vi) The erection and maintenance of security hoarding including
decorative displays and facilities for public viewing, where
appropriate;

vii)  Measures to control the emission of dust and dirt during construction;

viii) A scheme for recycling and disposing of waste resulting from
demolition and construction work; and

ixX) Deliveries of construction materials, plant and machinery, and any
removal of spoil from the site shall take place only between the hours
of 0730 and 1800 Monday to Friday, and 0800 and 1300 Saturdays.
No deliveries shall take place on Sundays or recognised public
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10)

11)

12)

13)

14)

holidays. These hours shall be adhered to for the duration of the
construction period, unless otherwise agreed in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The contractor(s) should avoid movements
to/from the site during the AM Peak (08:00 — 09:00) and the PM Peak
(16:30 — 18:00) Monday to Friday.

X) No work relating to the construction of the development hereby
approved, including works of demolition or preparation prior to
operations, or internal painting or fitting out, shall take place before
0730 nor after 1800 hours Monday to Friday, before 0800 nor after
1300 hours Saturdays nor on Sundays or recognised public holidays.

No development shall take place on site until details of the width, alignment,
drainage, gradient and type of construction proposed for the pathways,
roadways, structures and parking areas, including all relevant horizontal
cross sections and longitudinal sections plus a programme for their
implementation have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the
local planning authority in consultation with the highway authority. The
agreed details shall be fully implemented in accordafiegywith the approved
programme.

No development shall commence until details/6f the private parking
driveways, including means of constructiomi{materials and methods to
contain surface water on-site and prevent sun=off to the public highway,
have been submitted to, and approvédn writing by, the local planning
authority. No dwelling hereby permitted shall be occupied until the car
parking spaces, bicycle storage agd\(if shown) garaging serving that
residential dwelling as detailed,0gQ the approved planning layout drawing
have been constructed in accerdance with the approved details. The
parking shall be allocated_imnaceotfdance with the plot numbers shown on the
approved planning layout dawing. The areas shown for car parking,
including any garages,, shall not be used for any purpose other than parking,
loading and unloading of vehicles.

No developmengt,Shall commence on site until details of the surfacing,
marking-out,Signage of the unallocated spaces, means of preventing
vehicle overhang of adjacent pathways and the provision to be made for
ongoing maiptenance, have been submitted to, and approved in writing by,
the local planning authority. The areas of unallocated visitor parking shall
thereafter be constructed in accordance with the approved details. There
shall be no restriction on the use of the unallocated car parking spaces
shown on the approved plan by either occupiers of, or visitors to, any of the
dwellings hereby permitted and they shall remain available for general
community usage.

Prior to the commencement of development, details of any bridges proposed
on site shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning
authority, in consultation with the Lead Local Flood Authority. Thereafter
the bridges shall be constructed as set out in the approved details.

No development shall take place until a surface water drainage 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. This should include
demonstrating that the development is wholly self sufficient. The scheme
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shall subsequently be implemented in accordance with the approved details
before the development is complete. The scheme shall include:

)} Demonstration that the SUDs hierarchy has been clearly followed,
with justification for the methods chosen;

i) Demonstration of the conveyance of water across the site;

iii) Demonstration that the proposed drainage strategy is able to cope
with up to the 1 in 100 year plus suitable allowance for climate
change storm event;

iv) Details of the maintenance and general management of the proposed
drainage strategy.

15) Prior to the first occupation a ‘Code for Sustainable Homes’, ‘Design Stage
Assessment’ of the residential development, hereby approved, must be
carried out by an independent licensed Code for Sustainable Homes
assessor, and the results of the assessment incorporating the ‘Design Stage
Assessment’ report and ‘interim certificate’ from the BRE, must be
submitted to the local planning authority in writing.

The BRE Design Stage Assessment ‘interim certification’ must show that the
residential development is likely to achieve afCade Level 3 standard’ or
‘Code Level 3 equivalent percentage points'score’ for the development in
accordance with the approved plans and pdrticulars.

Prior to occupation of each dwelling a¥Code for Sustainable Homes’ ‘Post
Construction Stage Review’ is tohezxcompleted by an independent licensed
Code for Sustainable Homes asseSsor demonstrating that the dwelling is
expected to achieve ‘Code 3 standards’ or ‘Code Level 3 equivalent
percentage points score’ ang the«esults of the review must be submitted to
the local planning authaority\in writing.

‘Final Certification’ fremd\BRE or equivalent body for each dwelling must be
submitted to the local planning authority within 3 months of completion of
the development:

The ‘Final Cestification’ must show that the residential dwelling has been
constructed 'and completed to achieve ‘Code 3 standards’ or ‘Code Level 3
equivalent percentage points score’.

16) Prior to commencement of development, a scheme for external lighting and
street lighting within 20m of Vyne Brook shall be submitted to, and
approved in writing by, the local planning authority. Artificial lighting should
be directed away from the river corridor and focused with cowlings. The
approved scheme shall be implemented before the completion of the
development.

17) The development hereby approved shall be constructed in accordance with
the details of the vehicular and footway/cycle accesses as shown on
drawings:

HBH10090/D06 REV D
HBH10090/D07 REV F
HBH10090/D17 REV G
HBH10090/D08 REV D

www.planningportal.gov.uk/planninginspectorate Page 94



Report APP/H1705/A/12/2188125 & APP/H1705/A/12/2188137

18)

19)

20)

21)

22)

23)

24)

25)

26)

The accesses shall be constructed in accordance with a programme to be
submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local planning authority prior
to the occupation of any dwelling.

Any vehicular access gates provided (for the avoidance of doubt this
excludes approved garden gates) shall be set back a minimum distance of 6
metres from the edge of the carriageway of the adjoining highway and shall
be thereafter retained.

No part of the proposed buildings and structures, including any projections,
doorway and window openings, roof eaves and drainage down pipes shall
overhang or project into the public highway.

No development shall take place on site until details of fences or other
means of enclosure at road and pathway junctions and the sight lines so
formed have been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local
planning authority. The land within the sight lines and anything on it,
including vegetation, shall not interrupt the space between 0.6 metres and
2.0 metres above the level of the carriageway. The gesultant visibility
splays shall thereafter be kept free of obstacles.

No building erected on the land shall be occupied, tmtil there is a direct
connection from it, less the final carriagewayfand footpath surfacing, to an
existing highway made up in accordance with _the approved specification
programme and details. The final cagfiageway and footway surfacing shall
be commenced within three months apd completed within six months from
the date upon which erection is commemnced of the penultimate building for
which permission is hereby granted.

The development site shall be tonstructed in accordance with the approved
layout drawing ref: HNP5/Pk/O2 Rev P; including visibility splays, road and
footway geometry, access points and bin collection points. Notwithstanding
the approved layout, MinoF details may subsequently be altered to comply
with the necessary safety and technical requirements of a road adoption
agreement.

The accesses_te dwellings hereby approved shall be provided with splays to
the highway,atyan angle of 45 degrees for a distance of 1metre and shall
thereafter be retained.

No development shall take place until protective measures, including
fencing, ground protection, supervision, working procedures and special
engineering solutions have been carried out in accordance with the ‘Tree
Protection Plan Phase 1’ drawing submitted by Forbes-Laird Arboricultural
Consultancy referenced 30-1020.02 Rev A.

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved
Materials Plan (Drawing no. H----/MP/01 Rev A) received 12 April 2012 and
retained as such thereafter.

The development shall be landscaped in accordance with the following
approved plans:

) Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 1 of 6 (Drawing no. L106 Rev C);
i) Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 2 of 6 (Drawing no. L107 Rev C);
iii) Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 3 of 6 (Drawing no. L108 Rev C);
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27)

28)

29)

30)

31)

32)

33)

iv) Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 4 of 6 (Drawing no. L109 Rev C);
V) Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 5 of 6 (Drawing no. L110 Rev C);
vi) Planting Plan Phase 1 Sheet 6 of 6 (Drawing no. L111 Rev C);
vii)  Planting Plan Phase 1 Overall (Drawing no. L112 Rev C).

The landscape works shall be carried out in the first planting and seeding
seasons following the first occupation of the dwellings hereby permitted.
Any trees or plants which, within a period of 5 years from the date of
planting, die, are removed or become seriously damaged or diseased shall
be replaced in the next planting season with others of similar size and
species, to be agreed in writing by the local planning authority.

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the means of
enclosure as shown on the approved Planning Layout (Drawing no.
HNP5/PL/01 Rev P) received 6 June 2012. The approved means of
enclosure for each dwelling shall be erected prior to the occupation of the
dwelling served by that means of enclosure and shallssubsequently be
retained.

There shall be no burning on site of waste materials/including demolished
materials, trees, greenery etc.

No development shall take place until full/details of the layout and design of
the LEAP and Kickabout area, includirig,,where appropriate, a programme
for implementation, details of hard suffaging materials and minor artefacts
and structure (eg furniture, refuse=ar other storage units, signs, lighting,
external services, etc) have beensubmitted to, and agreed in writing by,
the local planning authority. JThejapproved details shall be implemented in
accordance with the approvedjpregramme.

The development shall pe carried out in accordance with the approved
Landscape ManagementWlan (Drawing no. L115) received on 24 August
2012, the Revised.Landscape Specification dated 24™ August, 2012 and
Revised Landscape Management Report dated 23" August, 2012.

The development shall be carried out in accordance with the Buffer Planting
Strategy, (Rrawing no. L114 Rev A) detailing reinforcement of planting to
the existing Yandscape buffer along the western site boundary. Planting will
be carried out in accordance with a timetable to be submitted to, and
approved in writing by the local planning authority prior to first occupation
of any dwelling hereby permitted.

A landscape management plan for the landscape buffer along the western
site boundary, including a programme for implementation, long term design
objectives, long term management responsibilities and maintenance
schedules, shall be submitted to, and approved in writing by, the local
planning authority prior to the commencement of development. The
landscape management plan shall be carried out as approved.

Notwithstanding the information shown on drawing no C10186-C004 Rev B,
no development shall take place until a measured survey of the site has
been undertaken and a plan, prepared to a scale of not less than 1:500
showing details of existing and intended final ground and finished floor
levels from a specified bench mark, has been submitted to, and approved in
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writing by, the local planning authority. The works shall be completed in
accordance with the approved details.
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APPENDIX 5

GLOSSARY

AONB North Wessex Downs Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
BDBC Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council

BMV Best and most versatile

CIL Community Infrastructure Levy

CS Core Strategy

DWH David Wilson Homes Southern

DPD Development Plan Document

EA Environment Agency

EH English Heritage

ES Environmental Statement 6

FCS Favourable Conservation Status \Q
Framework National Planning Policy Framework \'@

GCN Great Crested Newt
IROPI Imperative reason of overriding publiGinterest
LNR Local Nature Reserve

LP Saved Policies in the Ba@and Deane Local Plan
MfS Manual for Streets O

MfS2 Manual for Stree

NE Natural E

PIM Pre-In ting

PROW Pub i@n of Way

PSGP nning System: General Principles
SHLAA Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
SINC Site of Importance for Nature Conservation
SoS Secretary of State

SPD Supplementary Planning Document

SSJ Sherborne St John Parish Council

SSSI Site of Special Scientific Interest

STW Sewage Treatment Works

vph Vehicles per hour

vpm Vehicles per minute
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Department for
Communities and
Local Government

RIGHT TO CHALLENGE THE DECISION IN THE HIGH COURT

These notes are provided for guidance only and apply only to challenges under the
legislation specified. If you require further advice on making any High Court challenge, or
making an application for Judicial review, you should consult a solicitor or other advisor or
contact the Crown Office at the Royal Courts of Justice, Queens Bench Division, Strand,
London, WC2 2LL (0207 947 6000).

The attached decision is final unless it is successfully challenged in the"€0urts. The Secretary of
State cannot amend or interpret the decision. It may be redetermined by the Secretary of State
only if the decision is quashed by the Courts. However, if \t ¥S redetermined, it does not
necessarily follow that the original decision will be reverseg.

SECTION 1: PLANNING APPEALS AND CALLED-IN PLANNING APPLICATIONS;
The decision may be challenged by making an appfigatian to the High Court under Section 288 of
the Town and Country Planning Act 1990 (the TCPAcCY).

Challenges under Section 288 of the TCP_Att

Decisions on called-in applications undég, s€Ction 77 of the TCP Act (planning), appeals under
section 78 (planning) may be challénged” under this section.  Any person aggrieved by the
decision may question the validitiznéf the"decision on the grounds that it is not within the powers of
the Act or that any of the releyant™equirements have not been complied with in relation to the
decision. An application under this"section must be made within six weeks from the date of the
decision.

SECTION 2. AWARDS OF COSTS

There is no statutory provision for challenging the decision on an application for an award of
costs. The procedure is to make an application for Judicial Review.

SECTION 3: INSPECTION OF DOCUMENTS

Where an inquiry or hearing has been held any person who is entitled to be notified of the
decision has a statutory right to view the documents, photographs and plans listed in the appendix
to the report of the Inspector’s report of the inquiry or hearing within 6 weeks of the date of the
decision. If you are such a person and you wish to view the documents you should get in touch
with the office at the address from which the decision was issued, as shown on the letterhead on
the decision letter, quoting the reference number and stating the day and time you wish to visit. At
least 3 days notice should be given, if possible.

https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-
government
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