DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT
COMMITTEE 20" MAY 2024

Case No: 23/02123/FUL

Proposal: ERECTION OF THREE HOUSES

Location: LAND SOUTH OF HILL PLACE, BRINGTON

Applicant: CAMPBELL BUCHANAN

Grid Ref: 508317 276223

Date of Registration: 27" NOVEMBER 2023

Parish: BRINGTON AND MOLESWORTH

RECOMMENDATION - REFUSE

This application is referred to the Development Management
Committee (DMC) in accordance with the Scheme of Delegation as
the Officer recommendation of refusal is contrary to that of the
Parish Council.
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DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION

Site and Surroundings

The application site is situated at the northern end of Brington, on
the western side of Brington Road, with RAF Molesworth being
located 500 metres to the north of the site. The site is 0.45
hectares in size and is broadly rectangular in shape.

The site currently comprises vacant open land fronting onto estate
roads to the north, north-east and north-west, with the original
plots 9-16 (occupied as 2 - 16 The Green) of the development to
the south and green space and tennis courts to the south and
southwest. The application site sits as a plateau with the land
rising relatively gently to the northwest and falling away more
significantly to the properties to the southeast.

The Hill Place, Brington development is complete in terms of the
construction of the dwellings and follows approval of application
reference 13/00679/FUL. This development comprised the
erection of 56 dwellings together with associated access and
landscaping works with the formation of public open spaces and
facilities following the demolition of 40 existing dwellings.

The access road (Hill Place) provides a link from the development
to the main Brington Road which provides access to RAF
Molesworth to the north and the A14 to the south. The wider
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development is surrounded by fields in use for agricultural
purposes, with the main settlement of Brington being located south
of the site.

There is a Public Right of Way (footpath 29/9) running immediately
north within the site which then curves southwards towards
Brington along the western side of the site.

There are no legally protected trees on or within close proximity to
the site.

The site is not within or close to any designated Conservation Area
but is approximately 250 metres north of All Saints Church which
is a Grade II* listed building.

The site is situated in flood zone 1 according to the Environment
Agency’s Flood Maps for Planning and the Huntingdonshire
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2017).

Proposal

This Planning permission is sought for the construction of 3 No
dwellinghouses and associated works at land south of Hill Place
Brington.

Submitted plans for this current application show a similar layout
to the last refused proposal for the site (22/00951/FUL) and seeks
to address the reasons for refusal with design amendments, most
notably Plot 1 reducing in height so that it is now a single storey
dwelling, rather than two storeys, and the removal of some
fenestration to Plot 3 to minimise overlooking to No.16 The Green
to the north.

The proposal would introduce three new dwellings to the west of
the site, with the eastern part of the site comprising an orchard and
the south being buffer planting. Two dwellings (Plots 2 and 3)
would follow the building line established on Hill Place to the north
facing into the site while the third dwelling (Plot 1) would be sited
easterly opposite Plots 2 and 3.

Plot 1 would be a single storey pitched roof dwelling with a gable
projection to the rear. This dwelling would be a two-bedroom, 4
person dwelling.

Plot 2 would be a two-storey pitched roof dwelling with a rear two-
storey gable projection. This dwelling would be a four-bedroom, 8
person dwelling.

Plot 3 would be a two-storey pitched roof dwelling with a front and
rear pitched-roof dormers and a rear two-storey gable projection.
This dwelling would be a four-bedroom, 8 person dwelling.
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Each dwelling would have a separate garage and drive.

Materials proposed in the submitted Application Form include
Brick and render to match existing surrounding development,
pantile and plain tile to matched existing surrounding development
(Plot 1 would have a thatched roof), white uPVC windows, black
composite doors and both metal estate railing and close boarded
fence boundary treatments.

During the lifetime of the application there have been amendments
/ confirmation received in terms of surface water drainage and
Public Right of Way (both discussed later in this report). All revised
details and information have been submitted and re-consultation
has been undertaken accordingly with all relevant consultees.

This application has been accompanied by the following:

- Planning Statement

- Proposed Site Plan

- Proposed Site Section

- Proposed Block Plan

- Proposed Garages

- Plot 1 Plans and Elevations

- Plot 2 Plans and Elevations

- Plot 3 Plans and Elevations

- Proposed Garages

- Existing Location Plan

- Existing Site Plan

- Existing Drainage

- Flood Drainage Response Letter

- Flood Risk Assessment and SUDS Statement (Updaeted
22.3.24)

- Flood Risk Assessment and Outline Drainage Strategy

- Arboricultural Impact Assessment and Tree Protection Plan

- Tree Survey, Arboricultural Impact Assessment, Arboricultural
Method Statement and Tree Protection Plan

- Arboricultural Impact Assessment Site Plan

- Ecologcal Enhancement Scheme

- Planting Plan

Officers have scrutinised the plans and have familiarised
themselves with the site and surrounding area.

NATIONAL GUIDANCE

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2023) sets out
the three objectives - economic, social and environmental - of the
planning system to contribute to the achievement of sustainable
development. The NPPF 2023 at paragraph 10 provides as
follows: 'So that sustainable development is pursued in a positive
way, at the heart of the Framework is a presumption in favour of
sustainable development (paragraph 11).'
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The NPPF 2023 sets out the Government's planning policies for
(amongst other things):
e delivering a sufficient supply of homes;
¢ building a strong, competitive economy;
e achieving well-designed, beautiful and safe places;
e conserving and enhancing the natural, built and historic
environment.

Section 72 of the Planning (Listed Buildings and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990, Planning Practice Guidance and the National
Design Guide 2021 are also relevant and material considerations.

For full details visit the government website National Guidance

PLANNING POLICIES
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036 (Adopted 15th May 2019)

- LP1: Amount of Development

- LP2: Strategy for Development

- LP3: Green Infrastructure

- LP4: Contributing to Infrastructure Delivery

- LP5: Flood Risk

- LP6: Waste Water Management

- LP9: Small Settlements

- LP11: Design Context

- LP12: Design Implementation

- LP14: Amenity

- LP15: Surface Water

- LP16: Sustainable Travel

- LP17: Parking Provision and Vehicle Movement
- LP24: Affordable Housing

- LP25: Housing Mix

- LP28: Rural Exceptions Housing

- LP30: Biodiversity and Geodiversity

- LP31: Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Hedgerows
- LP32: Protection of Open Space

- LP34: Heritage Assets and their Settings

- LP37: Ground Contamination and Groundwater Pollution

Supplementary Planning Documents (SPD) and Guidance:

. Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning
Document (2017)

Developer Contributions SPD (2011)

Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape SPD (2022)
Huntingdonshire Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (2017)
Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD (2017)

LDF Developer Contributions SPD (2011)

Annual Monitoring Review regarding housing land supply
(2023)


https://www.gov.uk/government/organisations/department-for-communities-and-local-government

. Cambridgeshire and Peterborough Minerals and Waste
Local Plan (2021)

Local policies are viewable at https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk

3.3  The National Design Guide (2021):
. C1 - Understand and relate well to the site, its local and
wider context
|1 - Respond to existing local character and identity
12 - Well-designed, high quality and attractive
B2 - Appropriate building types and forms
M3 - Well-considered parking, servicing and utilities
infrastructure for all users
. N3 - Support rich and varied biodiversity

. H1 - Healthy, comfortable and safe internal and external
environment

. H2 - Well-related to external amenity and public spaces

. H3 - Attention to detail: storage, waste, servicing and
utilities.

For full details visit the government website at www.gov.uk
4. PLANNING HISTORY

4.1 1300679FUL - Erection of 56 dwellings (including 12 affordable
units) following demolition of 40 existing dwellings, access and
landscaping works and formation of public open spaces -
Permitted 24.10.2014.

4.2 1408243COND - Condition information for 1300679FUL - All
Conditions — Approved 28.8.2015.

4.3 15/00126/NMA - Amendment to Planning Permission
1300679FUL to list approved plans as a condition of the original
planning permission - Consent 24.03.2015.

4.4  15/00455/S73 - Variation of Condition 27 of Planning permission
1300679FUL (added by 15/00126NMA) to substitute plans
showing amended house types for those originally approved -
Consent 26.08.2015.

4.5 15/01700/S73 - Variation of condition 27 of Planning Permission:
1300679FUL to substitute plans as listed in table, and variation of
condition 4 (soft landscaping) to allow for reinforced planting along
the boundary of plots 9-16 - Consent 25.02.2016.

46 17/02250/NMA - Amendment to bund and planting scheme for
north and east of the development approved under 15/01700/S73
- Consent 31.10.2018.


https://www.huntingdonshire.gov.uk/
http://www.gov.uk/
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18/02649/S73 - Variation of Condition 1 for application
1402201FUL for the extension of permitted period of use -
Withdrawn 01.02.2019.

19/00302/ENBOC - Breach of conditions 4 (Soft Landscaping) and
12 (Ecological Enhancement) of 15/01700/S73 as amended by
17/02250/NMA - Notice Issued 23.12.2020.

19/00801/FUL - Temporary use of existing building and
landscaping as a sales cabin to support the consented
development 13/00679/FUL) for a period of 9 months - Permitted
25.06.2019.

20/00012/FUL - Full planning application for the erection of 4 new
bungalows and 2 new chalet bungalows, visitor parking,
landscaping and associated works - REFUSED 26/8/2020.

20/00039/REFUSL - Full planning application for the erection of 4
new bungalows and 2 new chalet bungalows, visitor parking,
landscaping and associated works - APPEAL DISMISSED
24/5/2021.

20/00520/FUL - Retention of existing sales cabin and landscaping
(approved under 1402201FUL) to support the consented
development (approved under 1300679FUL) for a temporary
period of 9 month- Permitted 11.06.2020.

22/00951/FUL - Full planning application for the erection of 3
dwellings, parking, landscaping and associated works — Refused
01/07/2022.

23/00016/ENFNOT for Appeal against 19/00302/ENBOC - Breach
of conditions 4 (Soft Landscaping) and 12 (Ecological
Enhancement) of 15/01700/S73 as amended by 17/02250/NMA —
Awaiting Planning Inspectorate decision.

CONSULTATIONS
Brington and Molesworth Parish Council — 2 responses received:
Response dated 11" December 2023:

‘Please can BMPC have confirmation that this planning
application has been referred to the Cambridgeshire County
Council Local Lead Flood? There is a complex mix of surface
water flood issues at Hill Place / The Green. Please can all parties
look at Neighbour Comments particularly from The Green
households and their comments on surface water. Please ensure
the applicant has covered all surface water issues in their FRA and
Outline Drainage Strategy.”



Response dated 20" December 2023: No objections, subject to
conditions. Summary Comments:

“Further to your letter of 23rd November 2023, Brington and
Molesworth Parish Council (BMPC) have reviewed the planning
documents 23/02123/FUL. BMPC has reviewed the applicants’
drawings, held a public meeting to understand parishioners’ views
and therefore made the following recommendations:

The Parish Council notes that there is an outstanding Planning
Inspectorate case — APP/H0520/C/23/3322025 regarding the
land that forms part of this application. In normal circumstances,
we would have liked to have reviewed the Planning Inspector’s
findings before commenting, as some Hill Place residents believe
this land should be an orchard as outlined in the original 2013
planning application (1300679FUL). However, we understand the
frustration of many residents of Hill Place / The Green, that they
want to see the estate completed without further delay and to a
high standard as the original construction works.

In principle, BMPC is in favor of this application. The new layout of
the three homes goes a long way to resolve many of the previous
application issues. This application does help mitigate the loss of
privacy at 14 and 16 The Green. We believe it is important that
any fenestration is of adequate height to prevent loss of privacy,
particularly whilst the tree belt takes time to mature. The Orchard
Area and Area of buffer planting should be planted before the first
occupation, with mature trees of adequate height to prevent loss
of privacy.

BMPC is aware through conversation and neighbour letters
published as part of the planning process, that both 14 and 16 The
Green have suffered from surface water flooding in the past few
years. 16 The Green highlights three occasions when the property
has suffered water damage. Most recently in October 2023,
surface water ingress into the house has damaged carpets. We
would hope that the LPA and LLFA will work with the Applicant to
resolve any surface water appearing within the gardens of
particularly 14 & 16 The Green, along with any other property.

The Parish Council also notes the HDC Call for Sites application
— cfs310 — Land West and East of Hill Place, Brington. Campbell
Buchanan has applied for thirteen homes, eight plus five
affordable. We hope in a spirit of goodwill to the village and
particularly The Hill Place / The Green homeowners, that this
application will now be withdrawn. BMPC would hope that the
original offer by the senior management team of Campbell
Buchannan at a public meeting in June 2022, to give this land to
the Parish Council for community use, will be honoured.

Suggested Planning Conditions:
-3 year expiry
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-Plans

-Materials

-Construction Hours

-Highway Maintenance

-Protection of footpath 29/9

-Finished Floor Levels (pre-commencement)
-Hard and Soft Landscaping (Pre-commencement)
-Surface Water run-off details (Pre-commencement)
-Drainage details (Pre-commencement)

-Removal of Permitted Development Rights
-Access Construction

Cambridgeshire County Council's Highway Authority — No
objections and no recommended conditions.

Cambridgeshire County Council’'s Lead Local Flood Authority
(LLFA) — Originally objected to the proposals due to lack of
allowance for urban creep and consistency and clarity on plans.
After a further consultation with additional information (Flood Risk
and Drainage Strategy, EAS, Ref 2530/2019, Rev: F, dated 22
March 2024, the LLFA provided the following summary comments:

“‘Based on the above document, the LLFA have no objection in
principle to the proposed development. The above documents
demonstrate that surface water from the proposed development
can be managed through the use of permeable paving, swales and
an attenuation basin, restricting surface water discharge to 2/s.

The LLFA is supportive of the use of permeable paving as in
addition to controlling the rate of surface water leaving the site it
also provides clear quality treatment which is of particular
importance when discharging into a watercourse. The swale and
attenuation basin also provide biodiversity benefits.

Water quality has been adequately addressed when assessed
against the Simple Index approach outlined in the CIRIA SuDS
Manual.

Recommended conditions:

-Detailed design of Surface Water Drainage to be submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority and shall
thereafter be maintained and managed in accordance with the
approved management and maintenance plan to ensure adequate
drainage and to ensure that there is no increased flood risk on or
off the site.

-Pre-commencement additional surface water run-off avoidance
during construction to be submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority to ensure surface water is managed
appropriately during the construction phase.

Recommended informatives:
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-Neighbour concerns relating to internal property flooding.
-Ordinary Watercourse consent.
-Pollution Control.

Huntingdonshire District Council’s Environmental Protection
Officer — No objections and no recommended conditions.
Summary Comments:

“I note there is a tennis court in close proximity, however | can see
there is another property at a closer distance and the main play
area and play equipment is located beyond the tennis court at a
greater distance. There does not appear to be any floodlighting
associated with the tennis court and looking at the land gradient it
appears the tennis court is cut into the ground, effectively bunding
the area. | therefore have no issues to raise.”

HDC Trees Officer -No objection subject to a condition to ensure
tree protection is undertaken in accordance with submitted plans.

Huntingdonshire District Council’'s Urban Design Team -
OBJECTS. Summary comments:

“The proposal would significantly harm the character and
appearance of the area in conflict with HLP Policies LP2, LP9(c),
LP11, LP12 and LP32 through the erosion of the planned orchard
land as amenity land for the wider development, and would erode
the spatial separation of Hill Place and The Green through infilling
adjacent to the rural countryside edge with development, and
segregation of part of the orchard land with fencing and artificial
ground levels. The proposal is also contrary to the HDC Design
Guide 2017 section 1.6 Design Principles, 3.6 Landscape, and 3.7
Building Form, and gives rise to unacceptable overlooking from
plot 3 to the rear garden of 16 The Green, contrary to HLP Policy
LP14(b).”

Cambridgeshire County Council’s Definitive Maps Team — Objects
to the proposals, Summary Comments:

“Proposed Site Plan 2018 -38-20k shows a ‘footpath’ and it does
not show the alignment of the public footpath within the site. We
note that the proposed shared access road to all 3 dwellings will
cross the public footpath which means the applicant is proposing
to change the surface of the public footpath. It is not clear from
the documents submitted whether the applicant also proposes to
change the surface of the public footpath in any other locations
within the site. We ask that the applicant clarifies this.

All proposals that would involve a change to the surface of any
part of a public right of way in Cambridgeshire are now required to
follow an authorisation process. The new process applies to all
landowners and scheme promoters, both internal and external to
the County Council, where it would involve change to the surface



of an existing right of way. Promoters are expected to consult
statutory user groups and key stakeholders, and they are strongly
encouraged to complete and submit the form prior to submitting
planning applications, in order to avoid objections and to help to
facilitate the smooth processing of applications.

To view the guidance and the authorisation form, please refer to
the County Council’s webpage ‘Rights of Way’ which can be found
here - Rights of way - Cambridgeshire County Council.

The County Council has not received a completed authorisation
form, and so authorisation from the Assistant Director Highways
Maintenance has not been received to the change of surface
proposals. As a result, the Definitive Map team is not currently
able to provide a response to the change of surface proposal
within this planning application.

The Definitive Map team therefore object to the change of surface
proposal as this work is required to enable the County Council to
provide its fully considered response.

The application is also proposing ‘new estate fencing’ between the
Orchard Area and the public footpath and ‘indicative new tree
planting’ such as between plots 1 and 2 and the public
footpath. The proposed fencing and planting will need to be set
back from the boundary in accordance with the County Council’s
boundary policy which is available to view in the guidance for
planners and developers document available here Public Rights
of Way - Guidance for Planners and Developers v4
(cambridgeshire.gov.uk).

Should you be minded to grant planning permission, the County
Council’s Definitive Map Team requests the following conditions
be applied to any permission granted.

« No fencing shall be erected on or within 0.5m of the current or
any proposed public rights of way.

Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the public.

« No planting shall be erected on or within 2m of the current or
any proposed public rights of way.

Reason: In the interests of the amenity of the public.
Please can you also include the following informatives

e Public Footpath No. 9, Brington and Molesworth must remain
open and unobstructed at all times. Building materials must not
be stored on Public Rights of Way and contractors’ vehicles
must not be parked on it (it is an offence under s 137 of the
Highways Act 1980 to obstruct a public Highway).


https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/45qkCpZrUyjE8phYaevq?domain=cambridgeshire.gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/7aAFCqQwuRp65JSEE6as?domain=cambridgeshire.gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/7aAFCqQwuRp65JSEE6as?domain=cambridgeshire.gov.uk
https://protect-eu.mimecast.com/s/7aAFCqQwuRp65JSEE6as?domain=cambridgeshire.gov.uk
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e The Public Footpath must not be used to access the
development site unless the applicant is sure they have lawful
authority to do so (it is an offence under S34 of the Road Traffic
Act 1988 to drive on a Public Footpath without lawful authority)

« No alteration to the Public Footpath’'s surface is permitted
without our consent (it is an offence to damage the surface of
a public footpath under s 1 of the Criminal Damage Act 1971).

e Landowners are reminded that it is their responsibility to
maintain boundaries, including trees, hedges and fences
adjacent to Public Rights of way, and that any transfer of land
should account for any such boundaries (s154 Highways Act
1980).

e The granting of planning permission does not entitle a
developer to obstruct a Public Right of Way (Circular 1/09 para
7.1).

e Members of the public on foot have the dominant right of
passage along the public footpath; private vehicular users
must ‘give way’ to them.

e The Highways Authority has a duty to maintain Public Rights
of Way in such a state as to be suitable for its intended use.
(S41 Highways Act 1980 and S66 Wildlife & Countryside Act
1981). If the surface of the Public Footpath is damaged as a
result of increased motorised vehicle usage, the Highways
Authority is only liable to maintain it to a Public Footpath
standard. Those with private vehicular rights will therefore be
liable for making good the surface of the Public Right of Way.

Furthermore, the applicant may be required to temporarily close
public rights of way whilst construction work is ongoing.
Temporary Traffic Regulation Orders (TTROs) are processed by
the County Council’s Street Works Team and further information
regarding this can be found on the County Council’'s website at
https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/residents/travel-roads-and-
parking/roads-and-pathways/highway-licences-and-permits/.

HDC Affordable Housing Officer — Objects due to the lack of
affordable housing provision.

HDC Open Spaces Officer — No response.

REPRESENTATIONS

24 third party neighbour comments were received, comprised of
19 letters of support and 5 letters of objection. All third-party
responses are available to view on HDC's Public Access Site.

In summary objections received relate to:

e Concern that the proposal represents cramped development.


https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/residents/travel-roads-and-parking/roads-and-pathways/highway-licences-and-permits/
https://www.cambridgeshire.gov.uk/residents/travel-roads-and-parking/roads-and-pathways/highway-licences-and-permits/
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Concern that the developer would be in breach of their
Biodiversity Net Gain obligations, should planning permission
be given.

Developer should plant / deliver the buffer zone / orchard as
set out in the previous planning permission.

The area should be landscaped according to previous plans
and planted as an orchard area which would benefit the
environment as well as the residents.

Concern that the proposed trees would be implemented to the
area between the new properties and Nos. 12 and 14 The
Green.

Overlooking to Nos. 12 The Green and 16 The Green.
Developer needs to rectify the surface flooding caused by
dumping spoil to the rear of 12 The Green, 14 The Green, 16
The Green and The Hill Place House which has raised the
ground levels.

Concern that the proposal would increase flooding to 12 The
Green, 14 The Green, 16 The Green and The Hill Place House
as there is a slope into these dwellings’ rear gardens.

In summary letters of support received relate to:

The proposal will finish the development in a realistic way to
the high aesthetic standard we currently enjoy / is currently
wasteland and an eyesore

The proposed houses are unobtrusive and in keeping with the
wider development

The Proposal will improve security and privacy.

The proposal will acceptance of this plan will make this large
area of ground more practical to maintain and therefore more
affordable for residents.

The upgraded drainage system will benefit the village as a
whole by slowing the natural geographical downhill flow of
water into the lower part of the village in times of heavy rain
fall.

Maintenance costs would be lower with a smaller orchard area.
The proposal would allow for green spaces and ecological
benefits to be delivered.

A 2023 village survey of the residents of The Green & Hill Place
was undertaken. Of the 55 properties, (this figure disregards
one empty property), we achieved a 65% response. Of those
responding, 91% were in favour of a 3-house development +
orchard area on the application site.

The proposal appears to accord with National Planning Policy
Framework paragraph 130.

Support subject to flooding risks being addressed.

ASSESSMENT

When determining planning applications, it is necessary to
establish what weight should be given to each plan’s policies in
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order to come to a decision. The following legislation, government
policy and guidance outline how this should be done.

As set out within the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
(Section 38(6)) and the Town and Country Planning Act 1990
(Section 70(2)) in dealing with planning applications the Local
Planning Authority shall have regard to have provisions of the
development plan, so far as material to the application, and to any
other material considerations. This is reiterated within the NPPF
(2023). The development plan is defined in Section 38(3)(b) of the
2004 Act as “the development plan documents (taken as a whole)
that have been adopted or approved in that area”.

In Huntingdonshire the Development Plan (relevant to this
application) consists of:

* Huntingdonshire’s Local Plan to 2036 (2019)

« Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Minerals and Waste Local Plan
(2021)

The statutory term ‘material considerations’ has been broadly
construed to include any consideration relevant in the
circumstances which bears on the use or development of the land:
Cala Homes (South) Ltd v Secretary of State for Communities and
Local Government & Anor [2011] EWHC 97 (Admin); [2011] 1 P.
& C.R. 22, per Lindblom J. Whilst accepting that the NPPF does
not change the statutory status of the Development Plan,
paragraph 2 confirms that it is a material consideration and
significant weight is given to this in determining applications.

Background

Officers feel it necessary to do a detailed background section
before the main assessment part of the application, given the
complex history of the site and to highlight the main issues
impacting the proposal.

The original wider site incorporated a former MOD site, with a
former sewage works / open countryside to the south, with the
current site comprising central land part of a wider orchard as
approved under application 1300679FUL which approved the
“Erection of 56 dwellings, (including 12 affordable units), following
demolition of 40 existing dwellings, access and landscaping works
and formation of public open spaces” approved in 2014. The
application was submitted and assessed in-part (the 16 units on
the southern section of the wider site) as a Rural Exceptions Site,
delivering 12 affordable housing units and 4 market housing
dwellings.

This central land on the development, which is subject to this
current proposal was to be retained / planted as an open space /
orchard with dwellings to the north and south, which was secured
by a Section 106 legal agreement which set out at paragraph 1.6.6
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that: “prior to the occupation of the last residential unit on Area
One, the Owner shall provide and make available for use the multi-
use games area, children’s play space, orchard land and open
space within Area One”. The central area within the development,
was largely bound by hedgerows / planting, being undeveloped
land and did not contain the MOD dwellings which was to the
immediate north.

A second deed of variation was signed on 5 February 2016
following 15/17000/S73, which inserted the following as a new
paragraph 1.6.7: “The following variations shall be made to the
First Schedule to the Principal Agreement (as varied by the First
Deed of Variation):- (iii) The insertion of a new paragraph 1.6.7 to
read as follows: “Not to Occupy more than 50% (fifty per cent) of
the Market Dwellings in Area Three until the orchard land within
Area One has been made available for use”.

However, it must be acknowledged that neither documentation
defined what was meant by ‘orchard land’. As noted in the Officer
Report for application 20/00012/FUL application which was
determined on 17 August 2020 Development Management
Committee (for six dwellings on the site), whilst the orchard land
was not clearly defined in the S106, this orchard land is intrinsically
linked to the wider planning permission itself and the plans
approved under application references  1300679FUL,
15/00455/S73 and15/1700/S73. It must also be noted by
Members that as set out in the officer report for 20/00012/FUL,
given the over provision of open space on the site as originally
approved, was not deemed necessary (in terms of the statutory
tests) to make the 2013 proposals acceptable in planning terms.
However, it was proposed assessed and approved on the basis
that the site under consideration under this current application as
open space / orchard land.

Condition 4 of the parent 2013 planning permission set out the
approach to soft landscaping and within the discharge of condition
application submission dated July 2015 (application reference
1408243COND), where the site was annotated as an orchard with
the inclusion of orchard trees. There was clear reference that
planting would be carried out in the first planting season post
commencement, along with details of the orchard planting. The
approved Softwork Specification approved under the condition
stated that “Planting within the development site to be carried out
during the first available planting season following the construction
works”. It is noted that to date, Campbell Buchanan have not
planted the orchard on site.

Planning Application 15/00126/NMA approved an amendment to
Planning Permission 1300679FUL to list approved plans as a
condition of the original planning permission. 15/00455/S73
approved design amendments to Plots 1-14 and 50 (15 Units).
Permission 15/01700/S73 added reinforcement boundary
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treatment to the north of Plot 9 to plot 16. Permission
17/02250/NMA approved an amendment to bund and planting
scheme for north and east of the development approved under
15/01700/S73.

In 2019 HDC’s Enforcement team raised a Breach of Condition
enforcement notice case (LPA ref:19/00302/ENBOC) against the
developer against failure to comply with conditions 4 (Soft
Landscaping) and 13 (Ecological Enhancement Measures of the
permission 15/01700/S73 as amended by 17/02250/NMA to
restore the original land levels (as a soil heap had been placed on
site), implement the soft landscaping scheme and complete the
orchard planting, which according to the officer report for
20/00012/FUL was agreed by the applicant to be carried out
subject to determination of the 2020 application. This work has not
been carried out. 19/00302/ENBOC is currently being appealed by
the applicant (23/00016/ENFNOT) and is pending consideration
and yet to be determined by the Planning Inspectorate.

HDC planning reference 20/00012/FUL was submitted for the
erection of 4 new bungalows and 2 new chalet bungalows, visitor
parking, landscaping and associated works on the site, filling most
of the site central and eastern end of the orchard land with
residential development. This application was refused by
Members at July 2020 Planning Committee on the basis that the
proposed development would result in the loss of a previously
approved orchard that was to serve as a buffer in this prominent
location upon entering the site. The reasons for refusal also
included wider design concerns, residential amenity and omission
of a signed Section 106 Agreement which would fail to deliver the
required infrastructure and social benefits, specifically Affordable
Housing, Orchard Land or Waste Management.

This refusal decision was appealed by the applicant (Planning
Inspectorate reference APP/H0520/W/20/3262053) and was
subsequently dismissed. This is explored in detail in proceeding
sections of this report, however, worthy of note is that the
Inspector includes in his conclusion that the loss of planned open
space is a material factor in the dismissal.

Then in 2022, a further application was submitted to the Planning
Authority (ref: 22/00951/FUL) for the erection of 3 dwellings,
parking, landscaping and associated works on the planned
orchard site. This 2022 permission was refused under delegated
powers by officers on the basis of loss of planned buffer orchard
and design, residential amenity, inadequate surface water
drainage, omission of affordable unit and harm to trees, in line with
the Council's Scheme of Delegation which allows officers to
determine applications where the officers recommendation aligns
with that of the Parish Council.
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application are:

e Discussion of recent refusals and Planning Inspectorate
Dismissal
Principle of Development
Design and Visual Amenity
Impact On Heritage Assets
Amenity
Highway Safety
Flood Risk and Surface Water
Biodiversity
Impact on Trees
Accessible and Adaptable Homes
Water Efficiency
Developer Contributions

Discussion of recent refusals and Planning Inspectorate Dismissal

A 2020 application 20/00012/FUL for “Erection of 4 bungalows and
2 new chalet bungalows, visitor parking landscaping and
associated works”, on the eastern and central section of the
orchard land separating the two areas of development was
dismissed at appeal (LPA Reference 20/00039/REFUSL,
dismissed on 24.5.2021). The Planning Inspectors report is a
material consideration in the determination of the current
application.

The current application overlaps in part with the appeal site and
forms the western end of the central area of open space. Of
particular note in the consideration of the current application are
the following points identified by the Inspector:

Part of Para 6 of Inspectors report states:

“The appeal site is currently planned to form part of this network
of open space with the approved site layout plans showing the
area as soft landscaping interspersed with trees. According to the
Council, the area is infended to be a community orchard.”

Part of Para 7 of Inspectors report goes on to state:

“It does not follow however that the proposal is necessarily
acceptable in principle because the site forms part of the planned
landscaped context of the overall development and other policies

apply.”
Part of Para 8 of Inspectors report also states:

“The village is thus not a single, concentrated built-up area but
rather groups of housing separated by areas of undeveloped land.
The appeal site, by separating Hill Place and The Green with an
area of landscaped tree planting as planned, would complement
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the built form of the village whereas the proposal would create an
unduly large continuous built-up area out of character with the rest
of the village.”

Para 9 of Inspectors report continues:

“On approaching the Hill Place/The Green development from
Brington Road the appeal site, once laid out, would form an
attractive feature separating the two groups of houses,
emphasising the rural, more dispersed built-up nature of the area
rather than presenting as a single, relatively isolated housing
estate in the countryside which would result if the site is infilled
with more buildings. The site, once laid out, would also provide a
pleasant route for the public right of way, an attractive outlook for
Nos 45-53 Hill Rise and avoid a sense of built-up enclosure behind
Nos 2-16 The Green. The overall concept of the development is of
two high quality groups of housing set in extensive areas of open
space within an overall rural setting and the proposal would unduly
compromise this spacious layout.”

Para 11 of Inspectors report:

“The appellant argues that the overall scheme included an
‘overprovision’ of open space and thus the loss of the appeal site
would be acceptable, a view shared by the Council’s operations
team. However, the open space standard is not a maximum and a
scheme may quite properly include a generous level of provision
to improve its overall attractiveness and to be more in character
with its rural setting as in this case.”

Para 13 of Inspectors report:

“For these reasons the proposal would significantly harm the
character and appearance of the area in conflict with HLP Policies
LP2, LPY(c), LP11, LP12 and LP32. These seek to protect the
character of existing settlements, only allow development in the
built-up area of Brington that protects the character of the
immediate locality and the settlement as a whole, seek to ensure
distinctive, high quality and well designed places, require
proposals to successfully integrate with adjoining buildings and
only allow the loss of an area of open space of public value where
there would be no significant adverse impact on the character of
the surrounding area.

The Inspector concludes in Paragraph 17:

“The proposal would provide six additional dwellings, including
two affordable dwellings, which would make a useful contribution
towards local housing needs and would offer social and economic
benefits for the village. In addition, there would be a larger orchard
and a net gain in biodiversity. However, these material
considerations do not outweigh the adverse impact on the
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character and appearance of the area as a result of the loss of the
planned open space and tree planting, whether or not laid out as
a__community orchard, nor the resulting conflict _with _the
development plan when considered as a whole.

It is noted that the most recent application 22/00951/FUL (Full
planning application for the erection of 3 dwellings, parking,
landscaping and associated works), was refused for a number of
reasons including the following design reason below:

1. The proposed development of this site would result in the
partial loss of a previously approved orchard that was to serve
as a buffer in this prominent location upon entering the site and
the proposed dwellings by reason of their form and position
would be out of keeping and fail to successfully integrate with
the surrounding development.

As stated in paragraph 7.12, It must be noted that there is a live
appeal application 23/00016/ENFNOT for Appeal against
19/00302/ENBOC - Breach of conditions 4 (Soft Landscaping) and
12 (Ecological Enhancement) of 15/01700/S73 as amended by
17/02250/NMA. The appeal documentation can be found under
Planning Inspectorate reference APP/H0520/C/23/3322025 and is
yet to be determined.

The enforcement notice requires the applicant to:

(i) Restore the Land to its original levels as shown on drawings
CLO1 and CLO3 submitted on 30th October 2014 under reference
1408243COND and complete all soil preparation according to the
soft landscaping scheme approved under Condition 4 of Planning
Permission 15/01700/S73 as amended by 17/02250/NMA.

(i) Complete all planting on the Land in accordance with the soft
landscaping scheme approved under Condition 4 of Planning
Permission 15/01700/S73 as amended by 17/02250/NMA.

(iif) Complete planting on the land to the rear of plots 9-16 as
shown on drawing 317-02 received on 4th February 2015 under
reference 1408243COND approved under Condition 13 of
Planning Permission 15/01700/S73.

The appeal relates only to part i of the enforcement notice. At the
time of writing this report, this appeal has not been decided by the
Planning Inspectorate.

The Principle of Development

7.30

The wider development for the 56 dwellings known as Hill Place
and The Green is now regarded to be located within the built-up
area of Brington, which the adopted Huntingdonshire Local Plan
to 2036 identifies as a Small Settlement. This acknowledged within
the previous officer and Planning Inspector reports for residential
development on the site (namely 20/00012/FUL and associated
appeal determination alongside the most recent 22/00951/FUL
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application). As such, Policy LP9 is considered relevant in
determining whether the principle of development is acceptable.

Policy LP9 of the adopted Local Plan states that ‘a proposal that
is located within a built-up area of a Small Settlement will be
supported where the amount and location of development
proposed is sustainable in relation to:

(a) the level of service and infrastructure provision within the
settlement;

(b) opportunities for users of the proposed development to access
everyday services and facilities by sustainable modes of travel
including walking, cycling and public transport and

(c) effect on the character of the immediate locality and the
settlement as a whole.’

Comments in support of the proposal in principle from
neighbouring dwellings and Brington and Molesworth Parish
Council relating to local desire for the proposal to be implemented
to complete the wider development given that the land continues
to be undeveloped are noted. However, this does not mean that
development contrary to local and national policy would be
acceptable in this case. A thorough assessment of the proposal is
provided in the proceeding sections of this report.

With regard to Parts a. and b. of Policy LP9, it is recognised that
there are available services and facilities in Brington to meet this
criteria, including All Saints Church and Brington C of E Primary
School and Public Right of Way footpaths 29/9 and 29/32 and
other various bridlepaths and footways linking the village to a
number of surrounding villages. Therefore, the proposal is
considered broadly sustainable with regards to the accessibility to
services, facilities and infrastructure.

In regard to criterion (c), which considers the effect on the
character of the immediate locality and the seftlement as a whole,
given the recent appeal decision on the site, the effect on the
character of the immediate locality is discussed below under
Design, Visual Amenity and impact upon the Character of the Area
section of the report, and in summary is considered to be
unacceptable. The proposal fails to meet the criterion (c) of Policy
LP9 of the Local Plan. The principle of development is therefore
considered to be unacceptable for the reasons below.

Design, Visual Amenity and impact upon the Character of the Area

7.35

Policy LP11 of the Local Plan states that a proposal will be
supported where it is demonstrated that it responds positively to
its context. Policy LP12 states that new development will be
expected to be well designed and that a proposal will be supported
where it can be demonstrated that it contributes positively to the
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area's character and identity and successfully integrates with
adjoining buildings and landscape.

Additionally, Policy LP32 of the Local Plan (Protection of Open
Space) supports proposals that would lead to the whole or partial
loss of an area of open space of public value where there would
be no significant adverse impact on the character of the
surrounding area, and the loss is minimised where possible and
compensatory measures are put in place that provide a net benefit
to the community that is served by the space, which will be judged
in terms of availability, accessibility, quality and quantity.

Section 12 of the NPPF (2023) seeks to achieve well designed
places, noting that the creation of high-quality buildings and places
is fundamental to what the planning and development process
should achieve. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable
development.

The National Design Guide (2020) sets out the characteristics of
well-designed places and demonstrates what good design means
in practice. It covers the following: context, identity, built form,
movement, nature, public spaces, uses, homes and buildings,
resources and lifespan. Of particular note to the current proposals
is guidance relating to design and how this understands and
relates well to the site within its local and wider context, how the
history of the place has evolved and that local sense of place and
identity are shaped by local history, culture and heritage, how a
proposal responds to existing local character and identity, whether
proposals are well designed, high quality and attractive and
whether they are of an appropriate building type and form.

The HDC Design Guide (2017) is relevant to the application
proposals, in particular chapter 4 and sections 3.7 and 3.8. The
guide states that the size, shape and orientation (the form) of a
building can have a significant impact upon its surroundings. The
form of new buildings should generally reflect traditional built forms
found in Huntingdonshire. The scale, massing and height of
proposed development should be considered in relation to that of
adjoining buildings, the topography, pattern of heights in the area
and views, vistas and landmarks.

It is acknowledged that letters of support have been received from
neighbouring dwellings and Brington and Molesworth Parish
Council stating that the proposal would be an improvement of the
existing site, with the proposed dwellings in-keeping with the wider
development, allowing a green space to be delivered and allow for
ecological provision.

It is also acknowledged that third parties including Brington and
Molesworth Parish Council (BMPC) have raised concerns
relating to the design and implementation of previous approvals
including concern that the proposal represents cramped
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development, and that the area should be landscaped according
to previous plans (including levels) and planted as an orchard
area which would benefit the environment as well as the
residents. BMPC have explicitly expressed that the proposal is
only acceptable subject to all planting being completed before
first occupation, which should be secured within a hard and soft
landscaping  condition, alongside conditions  securing
confirmation of levels and contours and materials.

The application site forms part of the linear central public open
space secured as part of the previous 1300679FUL planning
permission as noted above.

The formation and layout of the open space within the
development reinforces the settlement pattern of Brington which
is sporadic and interspersed resulting in a natural and organic rural
character and appearance of the area. The 20/00012/FUL
application, subsequent appeal and later 22/00951/FUL proposals
were refused on the grounds that the loss of the open space would
erode this character by undermining the original design rationale
resulting in significant harm.

As outlined in the previous application on site (22/00951/FUL), on
approach into the wider development, the existing area of open
space provides an uninterrupted vista across the open space, to
the open countryside beyond to the west and provides a clear
distinction between the two groups of housing known as Hill Place
to the north, and The Green to the south, that make up the wider
development. The provision of additional dwellings at the western
end of this area of open space adjacent to the countryside would
interrupt this important vista and openness and reduce the actual
and perceptible gap between the two areas of development to the
detriment of the character and appearance of the area.

Given the similarities in the previously refused scheme and this
current proposal, this assessment remains valid. Therefore, in this
regard, the previous reason for refusal and the concerns raised by
the Inspector in dismissing the appeal have not been considered
to be overcome or be sufficiently addressed. It is also noted that
there is a vista across the central open space from the western
end and edge of the site adjacent to the Public Right of Way. This
vista to the east connects with the countryside along Brington
Road.

Overall, the proposal is regarded to result in an adverse impact on
the character and appearance of the area due to the loss of the
planned open space and tree planting irrespective whether or laid
out as a community orchard or not as well as the development site
forming part of the public open space secured as part of previous
planning permission reference 1300679FUL. The proposed
development would erode this separation of the two distinct
groups of dwellings and create the joining and coalescence of the
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two groups of dwellings at the western end of the wider site. In
addition, the development at the western end of the site and the
enclosing of part of the open land to the west / side of 16 The
Green would further erode the spacious character at the western
edge of the wider site generally which connects the central open
space (the subject of this application) with the open space to the
to the side 16 The Green and the feature public open space within
The Green and associated play equipment towards the western
edge. This area of open space provides a buffer to the built
development within the wider site and the countryside to the west
which provides contains a Public Right of Way adjacent (footpath
29/9). Development on this land would be incongruous to the wider
development.

The development of the central area of land within the 2013
application would sever the undeveloped land from the
countryside beyond to the east and west of the wider site.

Layout relating to plots 1-3

In comparing the Proposed Site Plan with the Proposed Site Plan
as submitted in the previous application, it is noted that the siting
and layout remain the same.

Plot 1 fronts the proposed new orchard to the east, and Hill Place
to the north with an access drive to the west also serving plots 2
and 3, with the garage to plot 1 located to the rear. The proposed
side elevation of the garage will be visible from the shared drive of
the plots / and public footpath from Hill Place to the north. It is also
noted that the western gable is only a minimum of 1m to the private
drive which limits separation / landscaping and boundary
treatments.

Plot 2 is approximately 1.5m from the proposed boundary with the
adjacent public right of way to the north which enters the site from
the countryside to the west. Plot 17 on Hill Place, further to the
north has a greater separation distance to the path of a minimum
of approximately 3.2m. The proposed dwelling is cramped in
comparison and erodes the spacious character of the area when
entering the site from the west via the public right of way.

In addition, the northern elevation illustrates a utility door on the
northern gable. The proposed Planting Plan does not illustrate the
path connecting to the utility door, just an area of plants adjacent
to the side gable. Notwithstanding this point, it is questioned if
there is sufficient space for a path to the side of the dwelling and
soft landscaping to the proposed boundary. Beyond to the side
gable, a 1.8m close board fence is proposed parallel to the public
right of way along the side of the plot. This is set back from the
public right of way by approximately 0.84m. To the front of the
fence is soft landscaping. It should be noted that this does not
comply with the proposed condition from Cambridgeshire County
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Council Definitive Map team who have requested “No planting
shall be erected on or within 2m of the Public Right of Way“. On
this basis the proposed side boundary and soft landscaping
arrangements conflict and an alternative arrangement would be
required to create the 2m separation from the public right of way
should the application be approved.

Plot 2/3 contain a shared quadruple width drive with a large
expanse of hard surface, accessed via the private drive serving
the garage of plot opposite.

Plot 3 is located to the north of the existing MUGA and is proposed
to be separated by soft landscape planting.

The approved but not yet implemented pedestrian path linking Hill
Place to The Green adjacent to the MUGA / children’s play area
across the orchard has not been constructed as approved by
application 1300679FUL. The route is proposed within the new
proposals, albeit adjacent to a driveway and residential
development, rather than through the approved open orchard and
moved further to the west away from plot 9 under the original
approval. The public route connecting both parcels of residential
development is now proposed through a residential development,
rather than the landscaped orchard, which changes the character
and sense of separation between the two groups of development.

It should also be noted that due to the proposed enclosure of open
space to the west and north of No 16 The Green with 1.8m high
close boarded fencing, that there is no direct view across nor open
space in the site which connects Hill Rise to The Green and vice
versa along the footpath. This does not aid in the creation of high
quality placemaking, or in terms of legibility of the wider site.

The approved soft landscaping to the central orchard area
approved under application 1408243COND — C4 — soft landscape
scheme utilised all of the land between Hill Place and the rear of
dwellings on The Green and Hill Place.

Application 15/01700/S73 was granted which included ‘variation
of condition 4 (soft landscaping) to allow for reinforced planting
along the boundary of plots 9-16’. 'Detailed Planting Plan -
boundary reinforcement’ (drawing 317-04) submitted 9.10.15.

Condition 2(v) of application 1408243COND agreed “finished floor
levels and threshold details and levels of roads, gardens, paths
and gradients’. The spot levels for the orchard land are illustrated
on the approved plans (Phase 1 External Works General
Arrangement Plan — 131406-CL01 Rev P7, and Phase 2 External
Works General Arrangement Plan Sheet 2 of 2 — 131406-CL02
Rev P4. This illustrates a gradual fall from Hill Place to the north
across the orchard land to the south where the rear gardens of
plots 9-16 are located.
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It is noted under the previous application 22/00951/FUL that an
Existing Site Topo plan has been submitted with the current
application drawing MGL 24/07/2019, this illustrates notable
engineering works on the orchard land compared to previous site
levels. Essentially the site has been artificially levelled to provide
a flat area fronting Hill Place to the north, with a steep
embankment being created to the south backing onto dwellings to
The Green which is part of enforcement appeal. As a result an
artificial steep embankment down to the rear garden boundaries
of dwellings on The Green has been created with higher ground
levels at the top of the bank than originally approved.

The Inspectors comments (para 16) under application
20/00012/FUL that with suitable landscaping of the area to the rear
of The Green together with suitable site management there is no
reason why there is security and potential antisocial behaviour
concerns. The proposal to fence off (with 1.8m close boarded
fence) the embankment reduces the area of the site originally
intended for the orchard, and it is noted that under the previous
S73 application 15/01700/S73 that additional landscaping was
permitted. This was without boundary treatments segmenting the
land. A fence (indicated as 1.8m in height on drawing 2018/38-28b
Proposed Site Sections and as a 1.8m close boarded fence on
drawing 2018/38-20k Proposed Overall Site Plan) results in this
space being excluded from the wider POS land of the original
orchard.

The steep gradient has been artificially created. If the site was
regraded with a more natural slope (as previously existed on the
site) the requirement to fence off this area would be omitted. The
western end of the proposed 1.8m close boarded fenced area
adjacent to the footpath link to the MUGA has limited / if any soft
landscaping to soften it, creating an incongruous feature. Such a
feature around the open landscaped side and rear of plot 9 The
Green would also reduce the visual separation of Hill Place and
The Green. The open character of the site would be eroded which
is detrimental and unacceptable.

A hard and soft landscaping plan has been submitted which
provides details of soft landscaping to the plots and the orchard
land, as well as boundary treatments. The dwellings are proposed
to be bound by 1.8m high close boarded fencing to the side and
rear boundaries. There is concern that there are prominent areas
of fencing without sufficient soft landscaping to screen them,
notably to the west of plot 1 and the fenced off area of public open
space adjacent to 16 The Green.

Dwellings

Plot 1 —is a single storey thatched cottage located on a prominent
position. The western gable which fronts the private shared drive
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and pedestrian link, does not contain a ground floor window(s) to
provide surveillance over the drive / public footpath and break up
the blank public gable.

Plot 2 — is designed as a corner turning dwelling, with a frontage
to the private drive facing east, and a second frontage to the north
adjacent to the Public Right of Way. The front elevation is
unbalanced with different brick proportions between openings /
end of the dwelling and creates an unbalanced composition of
openings on the front elevation, it is noted that there are similar
dwellings however on the wider development. No surveillance is
provided over the drive which is essential for surveillance and also
important to breakup the brick mass given the wide quadruple
driveway width proposed.

Plot 3 — this dwelling has been redesigned (from application
22/00951/FUL) to remove overlooking to 16 The Green (plot 9) to
the east through the removal of 2 of the 3 proposed first floor
opening on the eastern elevation, retaining 1 dormer style window
through the eaves line. Whilst there are similar building on the
wider development, these contain 2 /3 dormer windows. The
appearance of the dwelling is now roof heavy. No surveillance is
provided over the drive which is essential for surveillance at
ground floor given the wide quadruple driveway width proposed
with plot 2.

The garages satisfy the requirements from the Hunts Design
Guide and can accommodate cycle storage.

Details of bin collection or storage have not been provided,
however could be secured via condition upon any approval.

Although the proposal seeks a reduction in dwellings (from 6 in the
20/00012/FUL application) to three (22/00951/FUL application),
the reasons for refusal in these applications, as well as the
Planning Inspectorate’s decision on the 22/00951/FUL application
are a material consideration in the determination of this current
scheme.

The principle of development is therefore considered to be
unacceptable in terms of the impact to the effect on the character
of the immediate locality and the settlement as a whole.’. and
therefore the proposal fails to meet the criterion (c) of Policy LP9
of the Local Plan. Notwithstanding the conflict with LP9 part c, in
relation to the principle of development on the site, HDCs Urban
Design Officer has considered the proposals regarding the
proposed layout, design and landscaping of the scheme and
raised concerns as detailed above.

The proposal would significantly harm the character and
appearance of the area in conflict with HLP Policies LP2, LP9(c),
LP11, LP12 and LP32 through the erosion of the planned orchard



land as amenity land for the wider development, and would erode
the spatial separation of Hill Place and The Green through infilling
adjacent to the rural countryside edge with development, and
segregation of part of the orchard land with fencing and artificial
ground levels. The proposal is also contrary to the HDC Design
Guide 2017 section 1.6 Design Principles, 3.6 Landscape, and 3.7
Building Form, and gives rise to unacceptable overlooking from
plot 3 to the rear garden of 16 The Green, contrary to HLP Policy
LP14(b). The proposal would therefore have an unacceptable
effect on the character of the immediate locality and the settlement
as whole, contrary to criterion (c) of Policy LP9 Huntingdonshire
Local Plan. Subsequently, the principle of development is not
supported.

Impact on Heritage Assets
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The proposal does not fall within any designated Conservation
Area but is approximately 250 metres north of All Saints Church
which is a Grade II* Listed Building.

Section 66 of the Planning (LBCA) Act 1990 states that in
considering whether to grant planning permission for development
which affects a listed building or its setting, the local planning
authority shall have special regard to the desirability of preserving
the building or its setting or any features of special architectural or
historic interest which it possesses.

Paras 195 - 204 of the NPPF provide advice on proposals affecting
heritage assets and how to consider different levels of harm. Para.
206 states 'Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated
heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from
development within its setting), should require clear and
convincing justification'. Local Plan Policy LP34 aligns with the
statutory provisions and NPPF advice. It is also noted that Local
Plan Policy LP2, which sets out the overarching development
strategy for Huntingdonshire through the plan period, incudes the
main objectives of conserving and enhancing the historic
environment within the district.

Paragraph 205 of the NPPF (2023) sets out that ‘When
considering the impact of a proposed development on the
significance of a designated heritage asset, great weight should
be given to the asset’s conservation (and the more important the
asset, the greater the weight should be). This is irrespective of
whether any potential harm amounts to substantial harm, total loss
or less than substantial harm to its significance’. Paragraph 206
states that ‘Any harm to, or loss of, the significance of a designated
heritage asset (from its alteration or destruction, or from
development within its setting), should require clear and
convincing justification.’
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As set out in the previous application for three dwellings on the
site (22/00951/FUL), due to the distances and the scale of the
proposed additional development within the wider site, it is not
considered that any harm would befall the setting of this listed
building and it is considered consequently that its heritage
significance is preserved.

The proposal therefore complies with Section 66 of the Planning
(Listed Buildings and Conservation Areas) Act 1990, Paragraphs
195-214 of the National Planning Policy Framework 2023 and
Policies LP2 and LP34 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036.

Amenity

7.77

Policy LP14 of the Local Plan to 2036 states a proposal will be
supported where a high standard of amenity is provided for all
users and occupiers of the proposed development and maintained
for users and occupiers of neighbouring land and buildings.

Public Right of Way
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It is acknowledged that the site includes a designated Public Right
of Way (footpath 29/9) to the northern boundary which then runs
south abutting the western boundary where it meets Bridleway No.
29/10, and splits southwards and westerly to Catworth Village.

Brington and Molesworth PArigh Council have suggested a
condition requiring that Brington and Molesworth public footpath
29/9 is protected and remains available for the public to use at all
times during and after the development.

The Cambridgeshire County Council’s Public Rights of Way
Officer (PRoW) was formally consulted on the proposals and
raised an objection as the proposed Site Plan fails to show the
alignment of footpath 29/9, noting that the proposed shared
access road to all 3 dwellings will cross the public footpath,
indicating that the applicant is proposing to change (at least part-
way) the surface of the assigned public footpath. Clarification was
therefore sought as changes of surfacing of footpaths are subject
to a formal process which includes consultation. The PRoW team
state that no application to begin this process had been received,
but nevertheless recommend conditions and informatives be
applied to any consent given to the application, in the interests of
the amenity of the public, including fencing and planting siting. A
number of informatives are also recommended, as provided in
Chapter 5 ‘Consultations’ section of this report (specifically
paragraph 5.7).

Over the course of the application, in response to this consultation
comment from the PRoW team, the applicant confirmed to the
Local Planning Authority that a change of surface authorisation
request has been submitted to Cambridgeshire County Council.
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Comments regarding the relationship of the side boundary of plot
2 and the PRoW are addressed above under paragraph 7.53.

Therefore it is considered that the proposal would have a
satisfactory impact to the Public Right of Way and subject to
conditions and informatives recommended by the PRoW team
which align with the Parish Council’s suggested condition, would
meet the overall aims and objectives of Policy LP14 and LP16
(which  encourages sustainable travel modes) of the
Huntingdonshire Local Plan (2019) in this instance.

Residential Amenity

7.83
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Policy LP14 of the Local Plan to 2036 states a proposal will be
supported where a high standard of amenity is provided for all
users and occupiers of the proposed development and maintained
for users and occupiers of neighbouring land and buildings.

It is acknowledged that the previous 20/00012/FUL (for six
dwellings on the site) and 22/00951/FUL (for three dwellings on
the site) were both refused on residential amenity issues relating
to overlooking resulting from the higher levels of land on the site
compared to the lower levels to the south. While the current
application seeks to remedy overlooking concerns, concern
remains regarding overlooking impacts between Plot 3 and 16 The
Green (annotated as Plot 9 on the submitted ‘Proposed Overall
Site Plan, DWG: 20k).

Amenity for future occupiers
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Having regard to the amenity of future occupants of the proposed
dwellings, all Plots would all be served by private amenity space
in the form of private garden areas and bin and cycle stores areas
would be located in suitable locations so to not impact unduly upon
neighbouring amenity.

The internal floor area (GIA) of Plot 1 would be 157 sgm,
comprised of a 2-bedroom, 4 person dwelling, exceeding the 70
sgm requirement for single storey dwellings. Plots 2 and 3, which
would be 183 sgm GIA, comprising 4-bedroom, eight person
dwellings would also exceed the requirement as set out the
Nationally described space standards (NDSS) of 124 sgm. The
proposal therefore accords with NDSS. Accordance with the
NDSS is not a policy requirement within the Huntingdonshire Local
Plan to 2036 but provides some context in terms of living space.
In this instance, the proposed internal space is considered
appropriately functional and acceptable such that future occupiers
would experience a good standard of amenity in this regard.

The Council’s Environmental Health Officer has been consulted
on the impact of the proposed separation relationship between the
mixed use play area (MUGA) and Plot 3 to the north in terms of
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potential noise and disturbance, which at its closest is
approximately 7.5m to the southern gable. This falls below the
Fields in Trust Guidance of 30m minimum separation between the
actively zone and boundary of the nearest dwelling.

However, the Environmental Health Officer accepts that there is
another property at a closer distance to Plot 3 and the MUGA, with
no floodlighting associated with the tennis court and considering
the land gradient, it appears the tennis court is cut into the ground,
effectively bunding the area. Consequently the Environmental
Health Officer raises no issues with the distance of the MUGA and
the proposed residential dwellings and can therefore have no
issues to raise.

It can therefore be concluded that the proposal is acceptable in
terms of impact to future occupiers of the three dwellings.

Amenity of neighbouring properties

Reason 2 of refusal application 22/00951/FUL related to
significant overlooking from plot 3 to the rear of 16 the Green
(formerly plot 9). This reason was worded as follows:

“Due to the topography of the site with levels sloping down to the
south, the proposed development would result in significantly
harmful overlooking from the front elevation windows of plot 3
causing a loss of privacy to the private garden area of no 16 The
Green. The tree planting proposed along the linear orchard to the
south of the proposed dwellings would not sufficiently mitigate
against the harmful overlooking which has been identified. The
proposal would therefore be contrary to policy LP14 (b) of
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036 (2019), the guidance of the
Huntingdonshire  Design  Guide Supplementary  Planning
Document (2017) and the National Planning Policy Framework
2021 particularly paragraph 130(f) and part H1 of the National
Design Guide (2019), all which seek a high standard of amenity
for existing and future place users.”

The Huntingdonshire District Design Guide at page 143 sets out
guidance on overlooking, stating that: ‘A general rule of thumb of
21m distance between properties ensures privacy for residential

use.

The proposed plan indicates a 1.8 metre-high close-boarded
timber fencing separating the proposed area of buffer and screen
planting running east-west of the site and forming the rear and
eastern side garden boundary of Plot 1, which would form a back-
to-back arrangement with Nos. 12-16 The Green to the south.

It is acknowledged that Nos. 12 and 16 The Green have raised
concern with overlooking and the impact that the proposed trees
to the area between the new properties and Nos. 12 and 16 The
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Green. Brington and Molesworth Parish Council (BMPC) have
expressed that the proposed design amendments help mitigate the
loss of privacy at 14 and 16 The Green, accepting that fenestration
must be acceptable and that the proposed tree belt takes time to
mature. Subsequently, BMPC put forward that that a condition that
the Orchard Area and Area of buffer planting should be planted before
the first occupation, with mature trees of adequate height to prevent
loss of privacy and a construction hours condition to maintain
residential amenity.

It is notable that Plot 3 has been amended with a different internal
room configuration and only contains 1 front dormer window to the
roof, rather than 3 as previously proposed within the
22/00951/FUL application. A sectional drawing has also been
provided showing the relationship of Plot 3 and the rear garden of
16 The Green, however, no finished floor / ground levels are
illustrated on this drawing that fully demonstrates the precise floor
or ground levels within this part of the site. It is acknowledged,
however that the first floor front dormer would be approximately
15 metres from the private rear amenity area of No.16 The Green
and approximately 20.6 metres from No.14 The Green.

The positions of Plots 2 and 3 as proposed would be orientated so
that the front elevations would have an easterly aspect towards to
side boundary of 14 and 16 (plots 9 and 10) The Green. The
distance and oblique relationship between the existing dwellings
and plot 2 would not give rise to any opportunity for unacceptable
overlooking, overbearing or result in a loss of privacy. Similarly, it
is not considered that the relationship with plot 17 to the north
would result in any harm to amenity for either the existing or future
occupiers. Furthermore, the relationship between plots 1 and 2
would not give rise to any unacceptable overlooking or
overbearing.

The Plot 3 section drawing illustrates that the high-level roof lights
on Plot 3 will give a view of the sky. Whilst not illustrated on the
section, overlooking onto the rear amenity area of No. 16 The
Green from the first-floor dormer window serving Plot 3’s landing
will occur (but could be mitigated by being obscurely glazed). This
could be secured by condition in the event an approval decision is
made on the proposals, however given the height difference in
levels on the site compared to the lower-set existing dwellings on
The Green, there are concerns that Plot 3 could also cause
overlooking from the front-facing ground floor windows of Plot 3.

Overlooking from the ground floor front habitable rooms of Plot 3
is proposed to be prevented through the siting of a 1.8m fence
located between the footpath and the area of public open space
to the west and northern side of 16 The Green. There is a
significant difference in levels between the dwellings and as
detailed in the above design and visual amenity section above
(paragraph 7.61) the principle of the erection of a fence enclosing
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the area of public open space to the side of 16 The Green is
unacceptable and is unsupported.

As such, should the proposal be approved without the 1.8 metre
closed-barded fence, overlooking from the ground floor rooms of
plot 3 to the rear amenity space of plot 9 (16 The Green) will result
and is regarded as unacceptable. Whilst it is acknowledged that
some intervening on and off-plot vegetation will provide some
screening, this would not be sufficient as to avoid an unacceptable
loss of privacy to the occupiers of no 16 The Green.

It is also noted on the section the relationship between Plot 1 and
the dwelling at No.16 The Green to the south. The nearest back-
to-back distance would be 33m, in excess of the minimum 21m
guidance contained within the Design SPD. however, the
difference in levels is a significant concern, with the site being
significantly higher than the existing dwellings on The Green.

The position of Plot 1 would result in a back-to-back arrangement
with Nos. 12-16 The Green. The nearest back-to-back distance
would be 33m, in excess of the minimum 21m guidance contained
within the Design SPD. Having regard for the change in ground
levels (approx. 2m), this is still considered be an adequate
distance to protect existing residents within The Green from
unacceptable overlooking or overbearing impacts given the
planted tree belt would also, in the longer term lessen any impact
further. It is not considered that any other existing or proposed
dwellings would be harmed in terms of residential amenity as
result of the scale or layout of plot 1.

While there are no concerns regarding future occupiers of the
proposed dwellings on the site, given the above overlooking
concerns between Plot 3 and No.16 The Green to the east, and
that the insufficient separation distance would result in a significant
overbearing impact to the rear garden and rear elevation of No 16
The Green, it is considered on balance that the proposal would
result in an unacceptable loss of privacy, and would reduce the
subsequent use and enjoyment of the private garden area of this
existing dwelling. In this regard, the proposal would be contrary to
policy LP14 of the Local Plan to 2036.

Neighbour comments in support of the application in terms of the
proposal improving security and privacy and would make the area
more practical and cheaper to maintain, allowing for a green space
to be delivered are noted. However, these elements do not
outweigh the identified harm in terms of overlooking and loss of
privacy and the proposal is considered to cause an unacceptable
level of detriment to residential amenity significant enough to
warrant a refusal of the application.

Should the proposal be approved by Members, it is recommended
to consider appending construction hours restriction condition to



safeguard residential amenity and a condition requiring the first
floor front dormer window of Plot 3 to be obscure-glazed.

Highway Safety & Parking Provision
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Policies LP16 and LP17 of the Local Plan to 2036 seeks to ensure
that new development incorporates appropriate space for vehicle
movements, facilitates access for emergency vehicles and service
vehicles and incorporates adequate parking for vehicles and
cycles.

The site would be accessed via the existing Hill Place vehicular
highway access from Brington Road serving the wider site as
approved in the original 1300679FUL application and the
proposed dwellings would take their vehicular access from the
western end of the perimeter road serving the northern part of the
site with the creation of a new access and road which would
extend to the middle point of Plot 3 to the south serving Plots 2
and 3.

Highway Safety

Cambridgeshire County Council as the Local Highways Authority
(LHA) have reviewed the proposals and advised that the
development is not adopted highways land and the access to the
adopted highway on Brington Road has already been accepted
previously for shared residential use. Therefore, no significant
adverse effect upon the Public Highway should result from this
proposal should it gain benefit of Planning Permission. The Local
Highway Authority therefore raise no objection to the proposal and
as such, the proposal is considered to have an acceptable impact
on highway safety and is in accordance with Policy LP17 of
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036, as well as the 2023 NPPF.

Parking

All Plots would have off-road parking provision via a double drive
serving each dwelling with double garage beyond. The double
garages which would have room for at least one additional vehicle
space and area to store cycles complies with the standards set out
within the Huntingdonshire Design Guide and LP17 of the Local
Plan to 2036.

Brington and Molesworth Parish Council have requested standard
highway conditions unusually recommended by Cambridgeshire
County Highways on development schemes, including access
construction maintenance and access drainage. These requests
are noted, however, Cambridgeshire Highways have reviewed the
submitted proposal and note that the site is within private land.
Included in the tests for planning conditions is that it is
enforceable, necessary, relevant and reasonable. In this case,
given the absence of highways concerns, it is considered that the



proposal fails the tests for planning conditions and that it would be
unreasonable to append these conditions to any consent given to
the application.

Flood Risk and Surface Water
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National guidance and Policy LP5S of the Local Plan to 2036 seek
to steer new developments to areas at lowest risk of flooding and
advises this should be done through application of the Sequential
Test, and if appropriate the Exceptions Test.

The application site is situated in Flood Zone 1 Based on the
Environment Agency Floods Maps and the Strategic Flood Risk
Assessment (2017). However, the site is forms part of a wider
large-scale development and it is therefore required that other
forms of flood risk, such as surface water flooding are
appropriately considered and mitigated. It is also acknowledged
that a neighbour and Brington and Molesworth Parish Council
supports the application subject to flooding risks being addressed,
with the Parish Council requiring Surface Water drainage and
runoff scheme conditions.

A Flood Risk Assessment, Outline Drainage Strategy and SUDS
statement has been submitted in support of the application. These
documents confirm that the proposed swale basin (to be
implemented north of the main access to the site on Brington
Road, with associated access and ditch) has been sized to
accommodate rainfall events up to and including a 1 in 100 year
+40% climate change storm and an additional basin is proposed
as a public benefit above planning policy requirements to manage
any runoff from the field to the north of the proposed swale. The
basin is proposed with a 361m2 surface area, 249m2 base area,
0.5m deep.

The EA Flood Risk from Surface Water map shows that the
majority of the site is at ‘very low’ risk of surface water flooding
with some small areas at ‘low risk’ of surface water flooding. This
is likely caused by localised low spots within the site. The provision
of a SuDS drainage system will help to reduce the risk in these
areas. As such the risk posed to the site by surface water has been
deemed low.

The proposed SuDS drainage strategy will restrict the runoff from
the proposed development to 2.0 I/s, matching the greenfield run-
off rate as closely as practicable, whilst meeting the request for
75mm apertures at MH19 and MH21 to ensure the risk of
blockages and flooding are suitably reduced. As such, the site is
at low risk of flooding and the proposed SuDS features offer the
opportunity to reduce flood risk downstream.

Third-party comments including comments from Brington and
Molesworth Parish Council raise concerns regarding flooding,
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particularly to Nos. 12, 14 and 16 The Green (sited to the south)
and Hill Place House as there is a slope into these dwellings’ rear
gardens which has caused historic internal flooding are
acknowledged, as is the one comment of support which identifies
that the proposal would improve drainage to neighbouring
properties.

Initially, the Cambridgeshire Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA)
objected to the proposals on the basis that insufficient hydraulic
calculation and attenuation volumes data had been submitted as
well as discrepancies in the proposed impermeable area and more
information required to assess the projected proposal outfall.

Following this objection, additional information via an updated
Flood Risk and Drainage Strategy) was received from the
applicant to address LLFA concerns and was duly reconsulted
upon. The LLFA after review removed their objection in principle,
subject to conditions relating to a detailed design of Surface Water
Drainage to be submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority to be thereafter maintained and managed in
accordance with the approved management and maintenance
plan to ensure adequate drainage and to ensure that there is no
increased flood risk on or off the site and a pre-commencement
condition for additional surface water run-off avoidance during
construction to be submitted to and approved in writing by the
Local Planning Authority to ensure surface water is managed
appropriately during the construction phase. Informative relating
to Ordinary Watercourse consent and Pollution Control are also
recommended to be appended to any consent given to the
application.

Additionally, in response to the raised neighbour concerns
regarding flooding, the LLFA acknowledges that “internal property
flooding has been reported in the area, affecting properties laying
at a lower level adjacent to the site. Mapping shows that the site
is in Flood Zone 1 and at low risk of surface water flooding. The
applicant proposes to use permeable paving and swales as a
means of attenuating and conveying surface water on the site. The
application also seeks to provide wider SuDS benefits by providing
additional attenuation storage to manage surface water runoff
from the field to the north of the proposed swale. This means that
flood water should not be displaced outside of the site, therefore
minimising any increased risk of flooding to the surrounding area.

This betterment of flood risk and drainage measures which include
a basin to serve the wider site outside of the site plan is regarded
to provide a significant benefit to the site and wider development
in flood risk and drainage terms. Consequently, it is considered
that the development would likely improve flooding and surface
water issues on the site for neighbours and is therefore
acceptable. Notwithstanding this betterment, given the in-principle
support for the development by technical consultees, officers are



satisfied that the proposal is acceptable in flood risk and drainage
terms subject to conditions and informatives. The proposal is
therefore considered acceptable with regard to Policies LP5, LP6
and LP15 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 and the
NPPF 2023 in this regard.

Biodiversity
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Paragraph 180 of the NPPF (2023) states Planning policies and
decisions should contribute to and enhance the natural and local
environment. Policy LP30 of the Local Plan to 2036 requires
proposals to demonstrate that all potential adverse impacts on
biodiversity and geodiversity have been investigated and ensure
no net loss in biodiversity and provide a net gain where possible,
through the planned retention, enhancement and creation of
habitats and wildlife features, appropriate to the scale, type, and
location of development.

A neighbour has raised concern that the developer would be in
breach of their Biodiversity Net Gain obligations, should planning
permission be given.

The application is accompanied by the Council’s Biodiversity
Checklist which identifies no biological constraints to the site which
corresponds with council data as well as a Biodiversity Metric 3.0
and Biodiversity Enhancement Plan (BEP) by ELMAW Consulting
dated April 2022, which notes that the existing site is bare land
with little ecological significance. Given the location of the site
separating two housing developments, officers agree with this
appraisal.

The BEP proposes a number of objectives for the proposal,
including a traditional orchard comprising of 27 fruit trees over
0.147 hectares under sown grassland which would benefit
invertebrates, amphibians, small mammals and birds. Additionally,
a new native tree and shrub belt will be planted along the majority
of the site’s eastern boundary. This area will measure
approximately 0.085ha and will comprise a mix of native trees and
wildlife-beneficial shrubs. The lower growing shrub layer will
provide shelter to small mammals and invertebrates. The early-
flowering trees and shrubs will provide a vital nectar source to
emerging invertebrates coming out of hibernation which need
extra energy at this crucial time in their lifecycle.

It is also proposed to install three nest boxes for nesting birds,
hedgehog boxes and insect houses with wider planting on the site
to benefit all wildlife. Overall, the proposal would represent a
65.34% biodiversity net gain, however, it is acknowledged that this
is a policy requirement and is not a significant benefit to the
scheme which would represent to outweigh the harm that makes
the proposal unacceptable in principle.
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The proposal has been reviewed by the Councils Ecology Officer
who raises no objections to the proposal subject to conditions
requiring the scheme to be implemented in accordance with
prescriptions detailed in Sections 2.1 and 2.2 of the Ecological
Enhancement Scheme and a Habitat Management Plan to be
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority to ensure the conservation and enhancement of on-site
biodiversity in accordance with Policy LP30 of the
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036.

Officers are therefore satisfied that a biodiversity net gain would
be achieved on the site, subject to conditions securing the
proposed enhancement and monitoring and maintenance
measures to ensure no net loss in biodiversity and to secure a net
gain.

As such, subject to the imposition of conditions, the proposal is
considered to accord with the objectives of Policy LP30 of
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036 and Section 15 of the
National Planning Policy Framework in this regard.

Impact on Trees
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Policy LP31 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 requires
proposals to demonstrate that the potential for adverse impacts on
trees, woodland, hedges and hedgerows has been investigated
and that a proposal will only be supported where it seeks to
conserve and enhance any existing tree, woodland or hedge.

The proposal is accompanied by an Arboricultural Impact
Assessment and Tree Protection Plan, Tree Survey and an
Arboricultural Arboricultural Method Statement which has been
reviewed by the Council’s Arboricultural Officer, who raises no
objection subject to conditions.

Therefore, subject to the imposition of compliance conditions to
ensure the proposal is carried out in accordance with the
submitted arboricultural details, the proposal is considered to be
in accordance with Policy LP31 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan
to 2036.

Accessible and Adaptable Homes
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Policy LP25 of the Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036 states
that proposal for new housing will be supported where they meet
the optional Building regulation requirement M4(2) 'accessible and
adaptable dwellings' unless it can be demonstrated that site
specific factors make this impractical or unviable.

To ensure that the development can meet these standards a
condition is recommended to be imposed on any permission that



may be granted in this regard in accordance with Policy LP25 of
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036.

Water Efficiency
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Policy LP12 (j) of the Local Plan to 2036 states that new dwellings
must comply with the optional Building Regulation requirement for
water efficiency set out in Approved Document G of the Building
Regulations. It is recommended that a condition be attached to
any consent to ensure compliance with the above, in accordance
with Policy LP12 (j) of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036.

Infrastructure Requirements and Planning Obligations
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Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL):

The development will be CIL liable in accordance with the
Council's adopted charging schedule; CIL payments will cover
footpaths and access, health, community facilities, libraries and
lifelong learning and education.

Affordable Housing
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The applicant acknowledges within the submitted planning
statement that the previous application on the site for residential
development (22/00951/FUL) was refused in part due to lack
affordable housing provision. Members should also be aware that
the 2020 refusal at Development Management Committee
(20/00012/FUL) for six dwellings on the site was also refused due
to lack of affordable housing provision.

The key reasoning for this position rests on the view that the wider
originally-permitted site (13000679FUL for the erection of 56
dwellings (including 12 affordable units) following demolition of 40
existing dwellings, access and landscaping works and formation
of public open spaces, permitted in 2014) includes this current
parcel of land subject to determination in this application, and
therefore the current proposal should be considered as part of the
wider previous development. Supporting this view is that within the
Inspectors determination of the 20/00012/FUL appeal statement
that ‘two affordable dwellings would make a useful contribution
towards local housing needs.’

The submitted planning statement acknowledges this quote, but
counters that the omission of the Inspector to explicitly require an
affordable housing element sufficient justification that an
affordable housing element is not a requirement. While this is
noted, it is also the case that a Section 106 legal agreement to
secure affordable housing (2 of the six proposed dwellings) had
been agreed between the Local Planning Authority and the
Applicant prior to determination of the 2022 appeal.
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Furthermore, the submitted planning statement puts forward that
the site should be regarded as a single planning unit rather than
part of the wider site, citing the R (Westminster City Council) v First
Secretary of State and Brandlord Limited [2003] case law which
sets out three ‘tripartite’ tests to determine whether the site forms
part of either a larger or smaller planning unit in instances of
phased development. All three tests must be satisfied to be
considered passed, and include ownership, whether the site is a
single planning unit, and whether the development should be
treated as a single development.

In terms of ownership, the submitted planning statement (PS)
accepts that the site has been in the same ownership between the
determination date of the original permission (1300679FUL for 56
dwellings) and the current submission, although the PS does not
regard this as demonstration that the proposal does not meet this
first test. However, the first ‘tripartite’ test is whether the two sites
are in single ownership, which is clearly is. It is therefore
considered that the two sites are in single ownership and therefore
does not meet this first ‘tripartite’ test.

The second test relates to whether the two sites constitutes a
single site for planning purposes and the third is whether the
proposals can be deemed a single development. Officers put
forward that the site is included within the red line of the original
1300679FUL application and therefore forms one planning unit
where a Section 106 legal agreement and deed of variation was
established to secure the site as open / orchard land. Moreover,
the sites access is through the existing development and the
proposed drainage basin as proposed in the current application
would be placed and subsequently would benefit the wider site as
approved.

The PS argues that as the original 1300679FUL application is
complete, considering the scale and nature of the proposal, the
nature of the existing development (which was not designed to
avoid affordable housing provision or artificially subdivided),
surrounding context, planning history, relative timescales and
completed development, the proposal is not phased development
and should be regarded as a separate planning unit. However,
officers refute this as the open space requirement, secured by a
Section 106 to deliver an orchard has not been delivered and
therefore the development should be regarded as incomplete.
This view is supported by the ongoing enforcement case and
appeal against the developer against failure to comply with
conditions 4 (Soft Landscaping) and 13 (Ecological Enhancement
Measures of the permission 15/01700/S73 as amended by
17/02250/NMA to restore the original land levels, implement the
soft landscaping scheme and complete the orchard planting.

Policy LP24 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2039 states:
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In order to assist in meeting the identified local need for additional
affordable homes, a proposal which includes housing
development will be required to provide a range of affordable
housing types, sizes and tenures. These should be appropriate to
meet the requirements of the local community taking into account
the latest evidence from the Housing Register, the Cambridge
sub-region Strategic Housing Market Assessment and other local
sources. The affordable housing provision may include specialist
or supported housing where an identified need exists. A proposal
will be supported where:

a. it delivers a target of 40% affordable housing on a site where 11
homes or 1,001m2 residential floorspace (gross internal area) or
more are proposed(16);

b. it provides approximately 70% of the new affordable housing
units as social or affordable rented properties with the balance
made up of other affordable tenures;

c. affordable housing is dispersed across the development in small
clusters of dwellings; and

d. it ensures that the appearance of affordable housing units is
externally indistinguishable from that of open market housing.

Where it can be demonstrated that the target is not viable due to
specific site conditions or other material considerations affecting
development of the site an alternative dwelling or tenure mix or a
lower level of provision may be supported. Preference will be given
to amending the tenure mix; only if this is still demonstrated not to
be viable will consideration be given to reducing the affordable
housing requirement. A development viability assessment may be
required to support an alternative mix or level of affordable
housing provision.

In exceptional circumstances it may be appropriate to accept off-
site provision and/or commuted payments where this would offer
an equivalent or enhanced provision of affordable housing.

Furthermore, the supporting text at paragraph 7.12 to Policy LP24
'‘Affordable Housing provision' states that: "..In deciding whether a
particular site meets the size thresholds the Council will consider
not only the proposal submitted but the potential capacity of the
site and whether a larger site has been artificially sub-divided.
Where this applies, affordable housing requirements will reflect a
reasonable capacity on the whole site."

The 2013 proposals comprised the erection of 56 dwellings
following the demolition of the existing 40 dwellings on the site,
thereby delivering 16 net gain in dwellings. The proposals were
brought forward as a part exception site / part replacement of
existing dwellings and were supported by a viability assessment
which confirmed that four market houses were required to support
the delivery of 12 affordable dwellings, which exceeded the policy
requirement for 40% of the site to be affordable housing.
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It is acknowledged that the site, due to being part of an area with
over 30 dwellings now forms part of the built-up area. Taking into
account that the current proposal would deliver an additional three
dwellings, bringing the net gain of dwellings to 19 dwellings, it is
accepted that the 40% requirement for affordable housing of 7.6
homes has already been met and is acceptable in this instance.

Officers note that the on the previous application (22/00951/FUL)
reason for refusal 4 related to the lack of affordable housing
provision. It is unclear how officers arrived at this decision given
that the affordable housing provision was policy compliant.
Notwithstanding this, it must be acknowledged that each proposal
is assessed on its own merits and in this case, does not meet the
policy threshold to deliver additional affordable housing.
Nevertheless, should any more development proposals come
forward on the site, an assessment of affordable housing provision
would be required, and appraised using Local Plan Policy LP24
on its own merits.

It is therefore concluded that the proposed development is policy
compliant and as such, would accord with Policy LP4 and LP24 of
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036, the National Planning
Policy Framework 202 3and the Huntingdonshire Developer
Contributions Supplementary Planning Document (2011).

Unilateral Undertaking for the Provision of Wheeled Bins
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Part H of the Developer Contributions SPD (2011) requires a
payment towards refuse bins for new residential development. A
Unilateral Undertaking to secure the provision of wheeled bins has
been submitted as part of the application, which includes the
provision of wheeled bins for three dwellings at £170.00, which
would equate to £510.00. On this basis the proposal would provide
a satisfactory contribution to meet the tests within the CIL
Regulations. The proposal would therefore accord with Policy LP4
of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036 and the Developer
Contributions Supplementary Planning Document (2011).

Other Matters

7.148

7.149

It is noted that Brington and Molesworth Parish Council would
prefer to have reviewed the outcome of 23/00016/ENFNOT for
Appeal against 19/00302/ENBOC - Breach of conditions 4 (Soft
Landscaping) and 12 (Ecological Enhancement) of 15/01700/S73
as amended by 17/02250/NMA before providing comments.
However, while the enforcement appeal is a material
consideration, the application submitted to the Local Planning
Authority must be assessed as submitted on its own merits using
up-to-date local and national policies.

Brington and Molesworth Parish Council also suggest that the
HDC Call for Sites application is withdrawn (ref: cfs310) should



this current application be approved. As above, the application
submitted to the Local Planning Authority must be assessed as
submitted on its own merits and cannot form any prejudice on
application sites that have not yet received planning appraisal.

Conclusion and Planning Balance

7.150

7.151

7.152

7.153

7.154

7.155

Planning law requires that applications for planning permission be
determined in accordance with the development plan, unless
material considerations indicate otherwise.

The 2023 NPPF has at its heart the presumption in favour of
sustainable development (para 11) and requires the approval of
development proposals that accord with an up-to-date
development plan without delay. The presumption in favour of
sustainable development requires proposals to achieve economic,
social and environmental gains; as such a balancing exercise has
to be undertaken to weigh the benefits of the scheme against its
disadvantages.

The proposal is for three dwellings with provision of a landscaped
open space to deliver an orchard on part of a wider site which was
approved in 2014 for the erection of 56 dwellings (including 12
affordable units) following demolition of 40 existing dwellings,
access and landscaping works and formation of public open
spaces.

As outlined in detail in the above sections of this report, the wider
site as originally approved included a green space / orchard area
and included the land where the current proposal is sited. This
green space / orchard area was secured by a Section 106
Agreement and a subsequent deed of variation. However, it is
acknowledged that there was an over-provision of open space
within the original permission based upon the Huntingdonshire
Developer Contributions SPD 2011 and no legal definition of
orchard land was established within these legal agreements.

Notwithstanding the fact that there was an over-provision of open
space on the site, the function of this particular strip of open
space/land was included within the original 2014 application for
residential development was integral to the character and
appearance of the area and thus was regarded as very important.

This is reflected in the recent planning decisions (including a
Planning Inspectorate dismissal of an appeal on the site) and the
ongoing enforcement appeal regarding how the planned open
space / orchard has not been delivered on site, that the site had
been subject to a significant rise in levels and that the approved
soft landscaping scheme had not been implemented in line with
approved application 1408243COND, which stated that these
works would be carried out in the first season after construction
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7.153

7.154

7.155

7.156
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works. These are key material considerations when assessing the
proposed development.

It should be noted by Members that not all proposed developments
are entirely without harm or entirely without benefit. Therefore, in
reaching a recommendation on the application, Officers have
considered the potential harm of the development against the
potential benefits of the development. Officers have considered
what weight should be given to each material consideration. This
forms the overall planning balance.

It is noted that three reasons for refusal from the previous 2022
(22/00951/FUL) application have been resolved within the current
submission, namely affordable housing, drainage details and trees
information. It is also acknowledged that the application includes
a Unilateral Undertaking for the provision of wheeled bins and that
the proposal is policy compliant in terms of biodiversity and
highway safety.

It is also accepted that there would be some moderate economic
benefits to the scheme, not least that the construction would
create employment opportunities and the introduction of three
dwellings would lead to economic growth in the village and wider
district through spending on local services / facilities. There will
also be additional Council Tax contributions arising from the
development.

There are also social advantages to the scheme. The Council can
demonstrate a 5 year supply of deliverable housing land, and the
provision of 3 market dwellings would result in a moderate social
benefit in terms of providing a greater flexibility and choice to the
supply of housing.

In terms of environmental benefits, the proposal delivers, through
the biodiversity mitigation and enhancements, a development that
is acceptable from a biodiversity perspective. While it is accepted
that the proposal would deliver a biodiversity net gain, this is only
afforded limited weight given this is a policy requirement and also
is the proposed development would be on previously identified
orchard land under a previous consent.

A considerable benefit of the scheme would be that the applicant
proposes to use permeable paving and swales as a means of
attenuating and conveying surface water on the site. The
application also seeks to provide wider SuDS benefits by providing
additional attenuation storage to manage surface water runoff
from the field to the north of the proposed swale. This means that
flood water should not be displaced outside of the site, therefore
minimising any increased risk of flooding to the surrounding area.

This betterment of flood risk and drainage measures which include
a basin to serve the wider site outside of the site plan is regarded
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to provide a significant social and environmental benefit to the site
and wider development in flood risk and drainage terms.
Consequently, it is considered that the development would likely
improve flooding and surface water issues on the site for
neighbours beyond what would be required to make this proposed
development of 3 dwellings acceptable.

While the above factors are positive elements of the scheme, they
do not outweigh the in-principle conflict with Criteria LP9(c) which
requires proposals to have an acceptable effect on the character
of the immediate locality and the settlement as a whole.

Officers note that there has been a change in position from the
parish council from initially objecting to the scheme (in the
previous 22/00951/FUL application for a similar 3 dwelling
scheme) and some local residents in relation to the development.
It is also noted that there are still local objections. This exemplifies
that there are both advantages and disadvantages to the scheme.
Nevertheless, Members should be mindful of the extensive
planning history for this site and that in reaching the decision and
as part of the planning balance, officers have had regard to
consistent decision making.

In line with these previous decisions on the site, it is the view of
Officers that the proposal would significantly harm the character
and appearance of the area in conflict with HLP Policies LP2,
LP9(c), LP11, LP12 and LP32 through the erosion of the planned
orchard land as amenity land for the wider development, and
would erode the spatial separation of Hill Place and The Green
through infilling adjacent to the rural countryside edge with
development, and segregation of part of the orchard land with
fencing and artificial ground levels.

Due to the artificially enhanced topography of the site with levels
sloping down to the south, the proposed development would result
in significantly harmful overlooking from the front elevation
windows of plot 3 causing a loss of privacy to the private garden
area of no 16 The Green. The tree planting proposed along the
linear orchard to the south of the proposed dwellings would not
sufficiently mitigate against the harmful overlooking which has
been identified.

Whilst the proposal would result in a number of benefits, the
identified harm of the development is given greater weight in this
instance. It is therefore the view of Officers that the proposal has
significant harm that outweighs the potential benefits.

The development plan is considered to be up-to-date and carries
substantial weight. Paragraph 12 of the NPPF 2023 advises that
where a planning application conflicts with an up-to-date
development plan, permission should not usually be granted.



7.164 Having regard for all relevant material considerations, it is
concluded that the proposal would not accord with local and
national planning policy. Therefore, it is recommended that
planning permission be refused.

8. RECOMMENDATION - REFUSAL for the following reasons

1. The proposal would significantly harm the character and
appearance of the area in conflict with HLP Policies LP2, LP9(c),
LP11, LP12 and LP32 through the erosion of the planned orchard
land as amenity land for the wider development, and would erode
the spatial separation of Hill Place and The Green through infilling
adjacent to the rural countryside edge with development, and
segregation of part of the orchard land with fencing and artificial
ground levels. The proposal is also contrary to the HDC Design
Guide 2017 section 1.6 Design Principles, 3.6 Landscape, and 3.7
Building Form, and gives rise to unacceptable overlooking from
plot 3 to the rear garden of 16 The Green, contrary to HLP Policy
LP14(b). The proposal would therefore have an unacceptable
effect on the character of the immediate locality and the settlement
as whole, contrary to criterion (c) of Policy LP9 Huntingdonshire
Local Plan. Subsequently, the principle of development is not
supported.

2. Due to the topography of the site with levels sloping down to the
south, the proposed development would result in significantly
harmful overlooking from the front elevation windows of plot 3
causing a loss of privacy to the private garden area of no 16 The
Green. The tree planting proposed along the linear orchard to the
south of the proposed dwellings would not sufficiently mitigate
against the harmful overlooking which has been identified. The
proposal would therefore be contrary to policy LP14 (b) of
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036 (2019), the guidance of the
Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning
Document (2017) and the National Planning Policy Framework
2023 particularly paragraph 135(f) and part H1 of the National
Design Guide (2019), all which seek a high standard of amenity
for existing and future place users.

If you would like a translation of this document, a large text version or an
audio version, please contact us on 01480 388388 and we will try to
accommodate your needs.

CONTACT OFFICER:
Enquiries about this report to Marie Roseaman Senior Development
Management Officer — marie.roseaman@huntingdonshire.qov.uk
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1

Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy | Hill Close, Eringlon

Introduction

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

EAS has been commissioned by Campbell Buchanan to prepare a Flood Risk Assessment &
SuDS Drainage Statement to support a full planning application for an additional three
residential dwellings at an existing development site at Hill Close, Brington, Huntingdon, PE28
5AG. Appendix A has a location plan of the site.

The site is currently grassed/landscaped and as such has been considered as a greenfield site
for the purpose of this FRA. The total site area is approximately 0.29ha.

The contents of this SuDS report are based on the advice set out in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) published in July 2021 and Annex 3: Flood risk vulnerability classification,
also obtained from the NPPF.

This document includes:
Section 2 - describes relevant policy;
Section 3 - site description, including site levels, proximity to watercourses etc.;
Section 4 - outline potential sources of flooding and any mitigation measures required;

Section 5 - describes the existing site hydrology and outlines a surface water drainage
strategy

Section 6 - provides a summary and conclusions.

This report has been updated to include the details described in the comment response, dated
6% July 2022, responding to consultation comments received the LLFA at Cambridgeshire
County Council, reference 22/00951/FUL and comments from the Brington and Molesworth
Parish Council. Further discussions with the LLLFA has resulted in further requests included
below:

« The aperture of the orifice plate at MH19 and of the hydro-brake at MH21
to be increased to 75mm to minimise the risk of blockages.

* Including the results for a 1 in 30 year + CC% storm event.

These additional comments are included in Section 5.6 - 5.27. The Causeway Flow results are
included in Appendix G.
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2 Policy Context

Introduction

2.1 This section sets out the policy context. The contents of this FRA and drainage report are based
on the advice set out in the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) published in July 2021
and Annex 3: Flood risk vulnerability classification, also obtained from the NPPF.

2.2 Paragraph 167 footnote 55 of the NPPF states:

“A site-specific flood risk assessment should be provided for all developments in Flood Zones
2 and 3. In Flood Zone 1, an assessment should accompany all proposals involving: sites of
1 hectare or more; land which has been identified by the Environment Agency as having
critical drainage problems; land identified in a strategic flood risk assessment as being at
increased flood risk in future; or land that may be subject to other sources of flooding, where
its development would introduce a more vulnerable use.”

2.3 The flood zones are defined as:

* Flood Zone 1 - Land assessed as having a less than 1in 1,000 (<0.1%) annual
probability of flooding from fluvial sources;

* Flood Zone 2 — Land assessed as having between a 1ina 100 and 1 in 1,000 (1% to
0.1%) annual probability of flooding from fluvial sources;

» Flood Zone 3a — Land assessed as having a 1 in 100 or greater (>1%) annual probability
of flooding from fluvial sources, or at least 0.5% annual probability of tidal flooding;

¢« Flood Zone 3b — Land where water has to flow or be stored in times of flood.

2.4 Paragraph 159 discusses the suitability of development location, particularly with regards to
future risks induced by climate change:

“Inappropriate development in areas at risk of flooding should be avoided by directing
development away from areas at highest risk {whether existing or future). Where
development is necessary in such areas, the development should be made safe for its
lifetime without increasing flood risk elsewhere”.

2.5 Paragraph 160 of the National Planning Policy Framewaork (NPPF) sets out how:

“Strategic policies should be informed by a strategic flood risk assessment, and should
manage flood risk from all sources. They should consider cumulative impacts in, or affecting,
local areas susceptible to flooding, and take account of advice from the Environment Agency
and other relevant flood risk management authorities, such as lead local flood authorities and
internal drainage boards”.

2.6 Paragraphs 169 NPPF discusses the application of sustainable drainage systems:

“Major developments should incorporate sustainable drainage systems unless there is clear
evidence that this would be inappropriate. The systems used should:

» Take account of advice from the lead local flood authority;

* Have appropriate proposed minimum operational standards;
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2.7

2.8

* Have maintenance arrangements in place to ensure an acceptable
standard of operation of the lifetime of the development; and

»  Where possible, provide multifunctional benefits.”

The Flood Map for Planning shows the site to be located entirely in Flood Zone 1, at ‘low’ risk
of flooding from fluvial sources. The EA Flood Map has been enclosed in Appendix B. This is
considered to be an area with less than 1 in 1000 annual chance of flooding.

Local Policy
Huntingdon District Council Core Strategy Development Plan Document (2009)

The Core Strategy Development Plan Document (DPD) was adopted by Huntingdonshire District
Council on 23 September 2009. The Core Strategy sets the strategic spatial planning framework
for how Huntingdonshire will develop up to 2026. It contains strategic policies to manage growth
and guide new development in Huntingdonshire. Policy C5 1 includes flood risk and water
consumption criteria:

Policy CS 1: Sustainable Development in Huntingdonshire

All plans, policies and programmes of the Council and its partners, with a spatial element,
and all development proposals in Huntingdonshire will coniribute to the pursuit of sustainable
development.

Reflecting environmental, social and economic issues the following criferia will be used to

assess how a development proposal will be expected to achieve the pursuit of sustainable
development, including how the proposal would confribute to minimising the impact on and
adaptability to climate change. All aspects of the proposal will be considered including the
design, implementation and function of development. The criteria are:

....Reducing water consumption and wastage, minimising the impact on water resources and
water quality and managing flood risk;

2.9 In addition to the Core Strategy the saved policies from the 1995 Local Plan remain part of the

strategic policy background used to guide new development. Policies CS8 and CS9 include
recommendations on surface water runoff and flood risk:

CS8: The district council will require satisfactory arrangements for the availability of water
supply, sewerage and sewage disposal facilities, surface water runoff facilities and provision
for land drainage when considering planning applications for development.

CS9: The district council will normally refuse development proposals that prejudice schemes
for flood water management.

Huntingdonshire's District Council Local Plan (May 2019)

2.10Huntingdonshire's Local Plan sets out a sustainable strategy from 2011 to 2036. The local plan’s
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purpose is fo provide guidance on development and meeting the future needs of the district.
Policy LP 5 Flood Risk

Location of development A proposal will only be supported where all forms of flood risk,
including breaches of flood defences or other defence failures, have been addressed, as
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EAS

detailed in the National Planning Practice Guidance and with reference to the Cambridgeshire
Flood and Water Supplementary Planning Document (SPD), such that:

a. the sequential approach and sequential test are applied and passed, having regard to actual
and residual flood risk and including consideration of the impact of climate change;

b. if necessary the exception test is applied and passed;
c. development has been sequentially located within the site to avoid flood risk;

d. all reasonable opportunities to reduce overall flood risk have been considered and where
possible taken;

e. the integrity of existing flood defences is not adversely affected and any necessary flood
mitigation and compensation measures have been agreed with relevant bodies and the
Council; and

f. the requirements relating to flood risk set out in the Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD
have been applied.

Any reliance on emergency services to make a proposal safe will not be acceptable. Safety
risks will be determined with reference to the Defra guidance on flood risk safety FD2320 or
successor guidance, on the basis that development should be 'safe for all' for a 1:100 annual
probability flood event, for the lifetime of the development, with appropriate climate change
allowances.

Previously developed land in defended areas

Where a proposal for redevelopment of Previously Developed Land (as defined in the
'Glossary') which benefits from flood defences is deemed appropriate following application of
the sequential test and exception test it will be supported where: g. breach modelling has been
completed to determine the residual risk in all instances for new vulnerable development; and
h. safe access and egress can be provided with approval from the emergency planning
authority that there is no additional reliance on their services as a result of the development.

Site-specific flood risk assessments

On a site that is at risk of flooding from any form, where there are critical drainage problems
or on sites of 1 hectare or more the proposal will only be supported where a site-specific flood
risk assessment has been produced, appropriate to the scale and nature of the development
and risks involved, including consideration of the impact of climate change, and is agreed with
relevant bodies. Such assessments will need to demonstrate that they comply with the
requirements set out: i. in the Cambridgeshire Flood and Water SPD or successor documents;
j. by any applicable responsible authority, including but not limited to the Environment Agency
and Cambridgeshire County Council, as Lead Local Flood Authority; and k. by the Middle Level
Commissioners or internal drainage boards, as may be applicable.

Huntingdon District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (June 2017)

2.11Published in June 2017, the document provides an update to the original 2010 document. The
purpose of the document is to provide the latest flood information which can be utilized for flood
risk assessment and emergency planning. The SFRA assess flood risk from all sources across
the district and aims to explore opportunities to reduce flood risk.
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EAS

2.12Historically, Huntingdonshire has experienced flooding primarily from fluvial sources. The River
Great Ouse and its tributaries are the main source of fluvial flooding in the district and there are
now a number of flood defence systems in place along the River Great Ouse to project urban
areas.

2.13The SFRA confirms the site is located in Flood Zone 1.

2.14 Appendix E of the SFRA shows the surface water flood risk across the district. The majority of
the site area is shown not to be affected by surface water flooding. Some small areas within the
site are shown to be within the flooding extent of a 1000-year event.

2.15Appendix F of the SFRA shows areas susceptible to ground water flooding. The site is shown
to be at = 25% < 50% susceptibility to groundwater flooding.

2.16 The DG5S register of sewer flooding was not provided by Anglian Water at the time the SFRA
was published and therefore no sewer flooding information has been provided.

2.17 The site is not shown as being covered by a flood warning service.
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3 Existing Site Assesment

Site Description

3.1 The development site is at Hill Close, Brington, Huntingdon, PE28 5AG. The site is currently a
grassed/landscaped area adjacent to a recently developed residential area also within Hill
Close. A location plan is included in Appendix A.

3.2 The site covers an area of approximately 0.29ha. The site is bounded by recently developed
residential areas to the north and south of the site. Brington village is located further south of
the site with agricultural land to the east and west and further north of the site. The topographical
survey shows that the site falls in an easterly direction towards grassland.

3.3 The proposed scheme comprises 3 residential dwellings with associated parking, hardstandings
and amenity areas. The proposed development plans are included at Appendix C.
Local Watercourses

3.4 There are many drainage ditches within the vicinity of the site, none of which are shown to be
main rivers on the EA flood map for planning.

3.5 A ditch is present along the eastern boundary of the site flowing in a southerly direction along
the west-side of Brington Road, this appears to join with other ditches/watercourses with flows
heading south-wards towards Brington village.

3.6 There are no named rivers within a 5km radius of the proposed site,

Site Levels

3.7 Atopographical survey enclosed in Appendix D shows the site generally falls from west to east.
In the far east of the site of the site, levels fall to 54.80mAQCD while in the far west of the site
levels rise to 61.50mAOD. The site has an average gradient of approximately 1:31.

3.8 The area where residential dwellings are proposed range between 61.5mAQD in the west and
58.00mAQCD in the east.
Sewer Records

3.9 The developments to the north and south of the site consist of the previous phases of the site's
development. The drainage strategy drawing from these previous phases confirm that no
drainage passes under the proposed development,

3.10These previous phases collect their surface water runoff and discharge to a cellular storage
tank to the south of the site prior to discharging to a ditch fo the south at a restricted rate.

3.11Foul water is collected and discharged into a foul sewer under Hill Close.

Geology
3.12With reference to the British Geological Survey online mapping, the site is located within an
area with a bedrock of Oxford Clay Formation — Mudstone with superficial deposits of Oadby
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EAS

Member - Diamicton. Both the superficial deposits of diamicton and bedrock of Oxford Clay
indicate that infiltration methods will not be viable at the site.

3.13Borehole records were available within the vicinity of the site. Borehole TLO7SES is one of the
boreholes located within the vicinity of the site, the records for this borehole showed water was
not struck at any point of the borehole. The borehole records indicated clay of increasing
stiffness up to a depth of 10.15m BGL becoming very stiff. Other nearby boreholes show similar
results.

Existing Drainage

3.14The site is currently grassed/landscaped as such it is assumed that there is currently no formal
drainage system in place.
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4 Potential Sources of Flooding

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8

4.9

Fluvial

A copy of the Environment Agency’s Flood Map is enclosed in Appendix B. The mapping shows
the whole site to be located in Flood Zone 1, at ‘Low’ risk of flooding from fluvial or tidal sources.
Areas in Flood Zone 1 have a less than 1 in 1000 probability of flooding each year.

The risk from fluvial flooding can is therefore deemed low.

Surface Water

The Flood Risk from Surface Water map is included as Appendix E and shows that the majority
of the site is at very low risk of surface water flooding. This means that each year this area has
a chance of flooding of less than 1 in 1000 each year from surface water.

There are small areas within the site that are shown to be at low risk of surface water flooding.
This means that each year these areas have a chance of between 1 in 1000 and 1 in 100 each
year from surface water. These areas are likely to be caused due to localised low spots within
the site. Therefore, the provision of a sustainable drainage system including permeable
hardstanding areas will help to reduce the risk from surface water flooding in these areas.

The risk from surface water flooding can therefore be deemed to be low.

Groundwater

Appendix F of the SFRA shows areas susceptible to ground water flooding. The site is shown
to be at = 25% < 50% susceptibility to groundwater flooding.

Therefore, groundwater flooding is considered to be a low risk to the site.

Artificial

The EA Flood Map for Planning shows the site is not at risk of flooding from artificial sources
therefore the risk from artificial sources can be deemed low.

Sewer Flooding

Sewer flooding generally results from localised short term intense rainfall events overloading
the capacity of the private and public drainage. Given the rural nature of the site it is assumed
that is not any surface or foul water sewer within the vicinity of the site, as such the risk of sewer
flooding at the site is deemed to be low.
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5 Outline Drainage Strategy

Relevant SuDS Policy

51 The NPPF states within Flood Zone 1, “developers and local authorities should seek
opportunities to reduce the overall level of flood risk in the area and beyond through the layout
and form of the development, and the appropriate application of sustainable drainage
techniques (SUDS)".

5.2 SUDS mimic the natural drainage system and provide a method of surface water drainage which
can decrease the quantity of water discharged, and hence reduce the risk of flooding. In addition
to reducing flood risk, these features can improve water gquality and provide biodiversity and
amenity benefits,

5.3 The SUDS management train incorporates a hierarchy of techniques and considers all three
SUDS criteria of flood reduction, pollution reduction, and landscape and wildlife benefit. In
decreasing order of preference, the preferred means of disposal of surface water runoff is:

* Discharge to ground.
* Discharge to a surface water body.
* Discharge to a surface water sewer.

* Discharge to a combined sewer.

5.4 The philosophy of SUDS is to replicate as closely as possible the natural drainage from a site
pre-development and to treat runoff to remove pollutants, resulting in a reduced impact on the
receiving watercourses. The benefits of this approach are as follows:

* Heducing runoff rates, thus reducing the flood risk downstream.

* Reducing pollutant concentrations, thus protecting the guality of the receiving water
body.

* Groundwater recharge.
* Contributing to the enhanced amenity and aesthetic value of development areas.

* Providing habitats for wildlife in developed areas, and opportunity for biodiversity
enhancement.

Site-Specific SuDS

5.5 The various SUDS methods need to be considered in relation to site-specific constraints.
Several SUDS options are available to reduce or temporarily hold back the discharge of surface
water runoff. Table 1 outlines the constraints and opportunities to each of the SUDS devices in
accordance with the hierarchical approach outlined in The SUDS Manual CIRIA C753. It also
indicates what could and could not be incorporated within the development, based upon site-
specific criteria.
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Description Constraints / Comments Appropriate

Provide soft landscaping at

Living roofs (source control) roof level which reduces
surface water runoff. proposed roofs

Mot likely to be used due to pitch of

Storm water is allowed to

infiltrate through the surface A lined permeable paving system is
into a storage layer, from which | proposed to be used within the

it can either infilirate andior driveway areas

slowly release to sewers.

Parvious surfaces (source
contral)

conveyance) infiltration (ground conditions

permitting). steep gradient across the site

Wide gently sloping areas of
Filter Strips (permeaabla grass or dense vaegetation that | Not required as permeable paving
conveyance) remove pollutants from run-off | is proposed o be used.

from adjacent areas.

Wet ponds & constructed Provide water quality treatment
wetlands (end of pipe & temporary storage above the | A balancing pond is not necessary,
treatment) parmanent water lavel,

Broad shallow channels that . )
ales (perm lore I Mot viable due to spatial
Swales | eable convey /s runoff, and al constraints within the site and

Table 1: Site Specific Sustainable Drainage

Pre- and Post-Development Runoff Rate

5.6 Greenfield runoff rates were estimated using the ICP SUDS method on the WINDES Micro
Drainage software. The proposed development has an impermeable area 9340m?. The runoff
rates for 1 hectare has been estimated and scaled to the impermeable area of 0.094ha for the
1in 1 year, 1in 30 year and 1 in 100 year events:
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« (QBAR-2.8I/s/ha (0.26/5)

e 1in1year- 2.5 lis/ha (0.24 I/s)

* 1in 30 year — 6.8 l/s/ha (0.64 I/s)

* 1in 100 year —10.1 I/s/ha (0.94 I/s)

5.7 The WINDES MicroDrainage greenfield runoff rates are included at Appendix F.

5.8 As the 1in 1 year greenfield runoff rate of 0.24 /s is very low, restricting the outfall from the
proposed development to match it would likely result in blockages. As discussed with the LLFA
officer, the aperture of the orifice plate at MH19 and of the hydro-brake at MH21 are to be set
at a minimum of 75mm to minimise the risk of blockages.

5.9 This results in a discharge rate of 2.0 I/s for a 1 in 100 year +40% CC storm event.

SuDS Drainage Strategy

5.10As shown in Table 1 the proposed drainage strategy will utilise a combination of lined permeable
paving, oversized pipes and a swale in order to provide adequate attenuation for the surface
water runoff at the site.

5.11Water run-off from roofs will be directed to the proposed lined permeable paving driveways via
disbursement boxes or rainwater down-pipe shoes. Waters are then attenuated within the voids
in the granular sub-base below. Flows from the sub-base are restricted via an orifice plate with
outfall then directed to the over-sized pipe system which in turn outfalls to the swale. The over-
size pipes and swale provide further surface water attenuation volume prior to final outfall point
to the existing ditch located along the eastern boundary of the site. Flows into the ditch are
restricted via an orifice plate flow control device chamber.

5.12The swale shall be 0.5m deep with 1.3 slopes and a base width of 0.1m. The swale will remain
dry for the majority of rainfall events and will therefore be grassed and planted with reeds. For
severe rainfall events the planted area of the swale will be utilised as additional storage.

5.13The outfall from the swale will be restricted by an orifice plate to 1.0 I/s before being directed to
the existing ditch to the east of the site.

5.14Due to shallow cover levels at some points of the proposed drainage system, some sewer runs
will require type 'z’ concrete surrounds.

5.15Causeway Flow was used in order to determine the depth required for each section of permeable
paving required in order to provide adequate attenuation, as well as the size of swale required
to provide the additional storage in the event of a severe storm.

5.16 Causeway Flow estimated that the depth of each section of permeable paving would have a
minimum sub-base depth of 550mm in order to provide adequate attenuation for rainfall events
up to and including a 1 in 100 year +40% climate change storm.

5.17Causeway Flow was also used in order to estimate the size of swale required in order to provide
the additional storage for a severe rainfall event such as a 1 in 100 year + 40% climate change
storm. Flow estimated that with a depth of 0.5m the swale would need a surface width of 3m
wide and 66m long with slopes of 1:3 in order to provide adequate attenuation for a 1 in 100
year +40% climate change storm.
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EAS

5.18 The model has been run using FEH data for all storms of 60 mins and above and FSR data for
15 and 30 minutes, as requested by the LLFA. The proposed drainage strategy does not flood
in all storm events up to and including a 1 in 100 year + 40%CC event. Additionally, there is no
“surcharging™ in a 1 in 2 year storm event for FEH data or in a 1 in 1 year storm event for FSR
data and no “Flood Risk™ in a 1 in 30 year storm event.

5.19The details of the lined permeable paving, oversized pipes, swale, online controls and outfall
are included in the Causeway Flow output at Appendix G. Appendix H includes the FSR data
results. The proposed SuDS layout is shown on a drainage drawing included at Appendix 1.
This drawing also shows the proposed impermeable areas.

Wider SuDS benefits

5.20As a public benefit outside of planning policy requirements and based on discussions between
Andy Girvan (Development Delivery Director) and Harry Pickford (County Council flood risk
team), it is proposed to provide attenuation storage to manage the surface water runoff from the
field to the North of the proposed swale.

5.21The area to be managed by the attenuation storage basin is approx. 1.137ha of greenfield land.
Based on the greenfield runoff rate, in a 1 in 100 year storm event, the greenfield runoff rate is
11.5l/s. Including the 40%CC, this increases to 16.1l/s.

5.22To convert this discharge rate into the equivalent hardstanding area, the Modified Rational
Method detailed in Butler, D and Davie, J. (2006), Urban Drainage, 2nd ed., SPON was used.
The Modified Rational Method, considering C=2.78 has been calculated as follows: -

Q = CiA where Q = maximum flow rate (I/s)
C = PIMP/PR
i = rainfall intensity (mm/hr)
A = area (ha)

5.231t should be noted that a fixed rainfall intensity of 50 mm/hr is used in this case, which has been
recommended by Butler & Davies (2008) to avoid using inappropriate high intensities or very
low concentration times, i.e. small sites.

5.24Using the Modified Rationale Method (Butler and Davies, 2008), the impermeable runoff area
equivalent to the 16.1l/s greenfield runoff rate is 1158m2.

5.25This area was added to the swale in the Windes model, with the attenuation basin sized to
manage this additional runoff. The basin is proposed with a 361m? surface area, 249m? base
area, 0.5m deep.

5.26 This additional runoff is to be managed whilst maintain the 2.0l/s proposed discharge rate.

5.27This additional storage will therefore assist in the reduction of surface water flood risk to the
surrcunding area.
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Water Quality

5.28The drainage system has been designed in order to meet the water quality requirements set out
by Table 26.2 of the CIRIA SuDS Manual C753 which sets out the specific pollution hazard
indices for residential roofs and low traffic roads in Table 2 below.

Land Use L Pollution Hazard Indices
Level

Suspended

Solids Metals Hydrocarbons
Residential Very 0.2 02 0.05
roofs low
Individual
pr.nperw Low 0.5 0.4 0.4
driveways and
low traffic roads

Table 2 Land Use Pollution Hazard Ratings. Extracted from the CIRIA SuDS Manual C753
Simple Index Approach Tool

SuDS Component Pollution Mitigation Indices

Suspended
Solids Metals Hydrocarbons
Permeable Paving 0.7 0.6 0.7
Filter Drain 0.5x0.5 0.6x0.5 0.6x0.5
Total Pollution
Mitigation Provided >0.95 >0.95 >0.95

Table 3 SuDS Component Pollution Mitigation for Permeable Paving and Filter drain
Extracted and adapted from the CIRIA SuDS Manual C753 Simple Index Approach Tool

5.29From Table 3 above, the combination of pollution mitigation components will meet and exceed
the required level of pollution mitigation for removing total suspended solids, metals and
hydrocarbons from the surface water runoff.
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6 Maintenance of Development Drainage

6.1 The maintenance of the SuDs features will remain private and the responsibility of the site owner
or an appeointed management/maintenance company. The site owner/appointed management
company will be responsible for maintaining the permeable paving, swale, online controls and

the outfalls.

6.2 Regular inspections of the SuDS features and online controls should be made, fo ensure they
are effective throughout the lifetime of the development and do not become blocked or damaged
over time. Some maintenance activities for permeable paving and balancing swale detailed in
CIRIA C753 'The SuDS Manual’ are set out in Table 4 & 5 below.

Maintenance
Schedule

Regular
maintenance

Remedial actions

Required Action

Brushing and vacuuming.

Remediate any landscaping which,
through vegetation maintenance of soil
slip, has been raised to within 50mm of
the level of the paving.

Frequency

Three timeas per year at end of winter,
mid-summer, after autumn leaf fall,
or as required based on site specific
observations of  clogging  or
manufacturer's recommendations.

As required

Remedial work to any depressions,
rutting and cracked or broken blocks
considered defrimental to the structural
performance of a hazard to the user.

As required

Rehabilitation of surface and upper sub-
surface.

As required (it infiltration
performance is reduced as a result of
significant clogging. )
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Table 4: Maintenance tasks for permeable paving (Source: CIRIA C753, The SUDS Manual)

Mainten

Regular maintenance

Required Action

Remove litter and debrizs

Frequency

Monthly, or as required

Cut grass — to retain grass height within
specified design range

Monthly [during growing season) or

as required

Manage other vegetation and remove nuisance
planis

Monthly at start, then as required

Inspect inlets, outletzs and overflows  for
blockages, and clear if required

Monthhy

Inspect  infiltration  surfaces  for  ponding,
compaction, sit accumulation, record areas
whera water ponding for = 48 hours

Monthly, or when required

Inspect vegeatation coverage

Maonthly for & months, quarterly for 2

years, then half yearly

Inspect inlels and facility surface for silt
accumulation, establish appropriate silt removal
frequencies

Half yearly

Remedial actions

Repair erosion or other damage by re-turfing or | As required
reseeding

Relevel uneven surfaces and reinstate design | As required
levels

Scarfy and spike topsoil layer to improve | As required
infiliration performance, break up silt deposits

and prevent compaction of the soil surface.

Removal build-up of sediment on upstream | As reqguired
gravel trench, flow spreader or & top of filter sirip

Remove and dispose of ocils or petrol residues | As required

using safe standard practices

Table 5: Maintenance tasks and frequencies for swale (The SUDS Manual C753, CIRIA)

Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy | Hill Close, Bringlon

Page 16

TRANSPORT PLANNING B HIGHWAYS AND DRAINAGE M FLOOD RISK M TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEYS

Unit 23 The Maltings Stanstead Abbotts Hertfordshire 3G12 8HG Tel 01920 871 777 e: contact@eastp.co.uk www.eastp.co.uk





EAS

6.3 Manhole covers on the pipes should be lifted each year to remove visible debris and check for
blockages — it is suggested that this is undertaken every November after the heaviest leaf-fall
has occurred. The orifice plate filter should be regularly inspected (every 4 months) and cleared
of silt and debris if necessary.

6.4 Should a blockage occur at any time, it is advised to seek professional help to jet the drainage
system to clean and clear the system.

6.5 It is good practice to ensure that gutters and downpipes are occasionally inspected to ensure
they are in good order and free of leaves & debris. Once every 6 months should be sufficient.
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7 Conclusions

7.1 The site is currently grassed/landscaped with no impermeable areas. As such, the site has been
considered as a greenfield site for the purpose of this assessment.

7.2 The site is located entirely within Flood Zone 1 on the EA flood map, which indicates a 'low’ risk
of flooding from fluvial and tidal sources. ‘Low’ risk areas have an annual probability of flooding
of less than 0.1% (or 1in 1000 years).

7.3 The EA Flood Risk from Surface Water map is shows that the majority of the site is at ‘very low’
risk of surface water flooding with some small areas at ‘low risk’ of surface water flooding. This
is likely caused by localised low spots within the site. The provision of a SuDS drainage system
will help to reduce the risk in these areas. As such the risk posed to the site by surface water
has been deemed low.

7.4 The proposed SuDS drainage strategy will restrict the runoff from the proposed development to
2.0 I/s, matching the greenfield run-off rate as closely as practicable, whilst meeting the request
for 7Tamm apertures at MH18 and MH 21 to ensure the risk of blockages and flooding are suitably
reduced.

7.5 The drainage system will utilise a combination of SuDS features including two sections of
permeable paving, oversized pipes and a swale in order to provide adequate attenuation the
proposed site.

7.6 The swale has been sized to accommodate rainfall events up to and including a 1 in 100 year
+40% climate change storm. The swale area will be grassed and planted as this area will only
be used as storage for the most severe rainfall events,

7.7 An additional basin is proposed as a public benefit outside of planning policy reguirements to
manage any runoff from the field to the north of the proposed swale. The basin is proposed with
a 361m? surface area, 249m? base area, 0.5m deep.

7.8 The swale is proposed to outfall via gravity to the existing ditch to the east of the site. The outfall
from the swale is proposed to be restricted to 2.0 I/s via a Hydro-brake CTL-SHE-0075-2000-
0500-2000.

7.9 The maintenance of the SuDs features will remain private and the responsibility of the site owner
or an appointed management/maintenance company.

7.100verall, the site is at low risk of flooding and the proposed SuDS features offer the opportunity
to reduce flood risk downstream in accordance with local plan policies.
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8 Appendices

Appendix: A — Location Plan

Appendix: B — EA Flood Map for Planning

Appendix: C - Proposed Development Plans
Appendix: D — Topographical Survey

Appendix; E - Surface Water Flood Map

Appendix: F — WINDES Greenfield Runoff Calculations
Appendix: G — Causeway Flow FEH Calculations
Appendix: H — Causeway Flow FSR Calculations
Appendix: | — Proposed SuDS Layout
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Appendix: A — Location Plan
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Appendix: B — EA Flood Map for Planning

I i il
Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy | Hill Close, Brington Page 21

TRANSPORT PLANNING HIGHWAYS AND DRAINAGE FLOOD RISK TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEYS
Unit 23 The Maltings Stanstead Abbotts Hertfordshire 3G12 8HG Tel 01920 871 777 e: contact@eastp.co.uk www.eastp.co.uk





Environment
W Agency

Flood map for planning

Your reference Location (easting/northing) Created
Hill Close, 508295/276212 20 Dec 2019 9:36

Your selected location is in flood zone 1, an area with a low
probability of flooding.

This means:

* you don't need to do a flood risk assessment if your development is smaller than 1
hectare and not affected by other sources of flooding

« you may need to do a flood risk assessment if your development is larger than 1
hectare or affected by other sources of flooding or in an area with critical drainage
problems

Notes

The flood map for planning shows river and sea flooding data only. It doesn't include other sources
of flooding. It is for use in development planning and flood risk assessments.

This information relates to the selected location and is not specific to any property within it. The
map is updated regularly and is correct at the time of printing.

The Open Government Licence sets out the terms and conditions for using government data.
https://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence/version/3/
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Flood map for planning
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Hill Close,
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1:2500
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Appendix: C — Proposed Development Plans

I i il
Flood Risk Assessment and Drainage Strategy | Hill Close, Brington Page 22

TRANSPORT PLANNING HIGHWAYS AND DRAINAGE FLOOD RISK TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEYS
Unit 23 The Maltings Stanstead Abbotts Hertfordshire 3G12 8HG Tel 01920 871 777 e: contact@eastp.co.uk www.eastp.co.uk





NOTES:

T » This drawing including all designs & detail contained theron is the copyright of
T Peter Wilmaot Architects & may not be reproduced or used except where written
' — permission is granted.
H--\J—""‘-\-.._ T__““r————_,____  This drawing may be used for Planning purposes only by the Local Planning
T A elda.. = Authority.
e - S"S}'/‘ 5 *_“—;——____r____ i » Dimensions must not be scaled from this drawing.
T s T
e JJBUJ 68 . T Scale Ruler
'""‘"*H____h i T

H“__q__gl )['q-ar;;:--_sﬂ____ﬁi ﬁERWGT JIIIII |IIIMI (T |I|u‘I]I|I T Ty
S a — CWPU B lomp 30| 30 | & | |
R O e It ,qﬁ_H P 1100 0 fm = 2 3 F E [ 7 ] £ |
T T Ty - . (T T e e e e ey
e el ™ T“ngﬂ_‘ / 7 \\H 1:20 4' EﬂlJmm 400 | 600 | 800 | 1000 | 1200 | 1400 | 1600 | 1800 | 2
T ~— gy o —| 200 0 " dm "4 T4 T "o "o Tl "o T Tz
T ; ) _th / JIIIIIIIIIJJ‘JI‘AIIIIII‘]mIIIIIIIIII|III||']]I||III|I
Lo S ) : :ﬂ 1:5 1{mm 2 3 400 5
NN T~ B R 50 0L o m A A A
! N, ﬁ:' Tmamd g T ™, Il IIIIICI'IrIrI'IIII 11l III&LI]III IIILLI]III (T III_IJ‘I]III IIILLI]III (T
| Y S T R 1:1250 1 W0 0| & a0 | 1o | 1o | 110
. | i / T:‘:“’%:‘;:f:“ﬁ o L 7 1225000 | Fom[ b | & [ 8 [odo [ 3o [ vdo g0 ] ko [ 2do | 220 | 240

| I'nl v I."/ — Ty T

- || Mew 5m wide farm access
| with &m radii and field gate.

New ditch created. -
AN

-1no. -3 Bed @ 157 m?/ 1689 f*
-Plot 1

-2no. -4 Bed @ 183 m?/ 1800 fi2
-Plots 2 & 3 (as per previous plols 23 & 24).

— - New estate fencing.

I - Mew 1.8m high close-boarded timber fencing.

= Indicative new trea planting.

s ¥ — - . Iy | e ..rﬁ!_i-’_\rn"“-h-.
. e ===V
> - ' < L 1]
HILL PLACE X7 ror 7
_ ( |

— |' NN (TSN

PLOT 28

LhE Sooon_ |
PLT 43 EI/T; o ..;?Iantfng. ‘

PLAT 42

PLOT 28

Orchard Area
(layout the)

q. 21421 Updated for planning submission - TR
f. 10.12.1 Updated for planning submission - TR
a. 04.10.21 Updated in ling with Clignts commants - TR
d. 19.08.21 Lpdated in line with Clients commenis - TR
C. 16.08.21 Updated in ling with Clignts commants - TR
b, 19.07.21 Updated in fine with Clients comments - TR
a. 12.07.21 Updated in fine with Clients comments - TR
REVISION  DATE DESCRIPTION

[f"‘_"-\h PLOT 42 AMENDMENTS

L

PWArchitect

RIBA CHARTERED ARCHITECTS & DESIGMERS

PLOT 48

Address: Firdale Stables, High 5t, Morcott, Rutland, LE15 9DN
Tel: 01572 747789 email: info@peterwilmotarchitects.com
Web: www.peterwilmotarchitects.com

I
PLOT 1

. - '.Z.I_j';% y .
sy o i N

g ::;\ Campbell Buchanan
I.“f.-' \\I\i‘m Residential Development;

Hill Close
Brington
HUNTINGDON
PE28 5EH

.;-w'—a&'_,?;?:'}"%i\ L‘h.e.‘..\./t_‘l . “'“I FLOT 28

ﬁ __ |

{_F_] . pLOT?
PLOT 18 | pLOT 17 - r-—".'r'-é L
S

DRAWING TITLE

Proposed Overall Site Plan

| [ ¥ s
s
[l

: |
Proposed Site Plan | —e A v
A1@ 1:500 WS e || v | e [
PROJECT REF. DRAWING NO. & REVISION

2018 /38 20g





Appendix: D — Topographical Survey
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Appendix: E - Surface Water Flood Map
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Appendix: F — WINDES Greenfield Runoff Calculations
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EAS Fage 1

Unit 108 The Maltings
Stanstead Abbotts
Hertfordshire SG12 BHG

Date 19/12/2019 12:47 Designed by Maz
File Checked by
Micro Drainage Source Control 2013.1.1

ICF S5UDS Mean Annual Flood

Input
Return Period (years) 1 Soil
Area (ha) 1.000 Drban

SAAR (mm}) 600 Region Mumber Regicon 5

Results 1l/=

QJEAR Rural Z.H
QJBAR Urban 2.8
Ql year 2.5
21 y=ar 2.5
Q30 years 6.8
Q100 years 10,1

0.400
0.000

@1982-2013 Micro Drainage Ltd
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EAS Transport PLanning Ltd File: 2023.06.21.pfd Page 1
c AUSEMY 0 MNetwork: Storm
Stephen Adams
22/06/2023
Design in
Rainfall Methodology FEH-22 Minimum Velocity (m/s)  1.00
Return Period (years) 100 Connection Type  Level Soffits
Additional Flow (%) 40 Minimum Backdrop Height (m) 0.200
cv  0.750 Preferred Cover Depth (m) 1.200
Time of Entry (mins) 4.00 Include Intermediate Ground
Maximum Time of Concentration (mins) 30.00 Enforce best practice design rules
Maximum Rainfall (mm/hr) 50.0
MNodes

Name

1.000
2.000
1.001
1.002

us
Node
MH1
MH2
MH3
MHS

NMame Area TofE Cover Diameter Easting Northing Depth

(ha) (mins) Level (mm) (m) (m) (m)
(m)
MH1 0.004 4,00 59800 450 -177.378  1000.4%3 0.750
MWH2 0,007 4,00 59,800 450 -168.668 1008.253 0.750
MH3 0,002 59,750 450 -168.668 1000.453  (0.833
MHa 0.002 59,750 600 -165.428 1000.4593  (0.855
PP1 0.004 59,750 600 -163.928 1000.453  (0.865
MHS 0.005 4,00 59,500 600 -162.428 1020.683  0.750
MH& 0.003 59.500 600 -162.428 1013.783 0.79
MH7 0.002 4,00  59.500 600 -151.118 1005.493 0.750
MHE 0.002 59.500 600 -162.428 1005493 0851
MHS 0.008 4,00 59,500 600 -155.708 1003.993 0.750
MH10 0.005 4,00 60.500 600 -149458 1003.993 0.750
MH11 0.002 4,00 60.250 600 -156.558 1003.993 (0.750
MH12 0.004 60,000 600 -160.928 1003.993 0.750
PP2 0.010 59.500 600 -162.428 1003993 0.936
MH13 0.008 4,00 59.500 600 -162.428 1017.043  1.050
MH14 0.008 59.750 600 -162.428 1000.493  1.485
MH15 60.450 1200 -143.478 1000453 2.386
MH16 59.010 1200 -100.278 1000453  1.122
MH17 59,950 1200 -55.278 1000.453 2.246
MH18 58.650 1200 -36.828 1000.4%3 1.021
MH15 58.600 600 -12.448  1000.4%3 1.071
Swale 0.134 57.900 600 -4.918 1000.4593  0.447
MH20 57.850 600 5,082 1002993 0.513
MH21 57.850 1200 5,082 1000493 0.530
58,350 6.582 1000493 1.040
Links
DS  Length ks{mm)/ WUSIL DSIL Fall Slope Dia TofC Rain
Mode (m) n {m) (m) {m) (1:X) (mm) (mins) (mm/hr)
MH3 8.710 0.600 59.050 150
MH3 7.760 0,600 59.050 150
MHA 3.240 0.600 58917 225
PP1 1.500 0.600 58.895 225

Name Vel Cap
(m/fs) (Ifs)

1.000 0.818 144
2.000 0867 153
1.001 1075 427
1.002 1.065 423

Flow us DS IArea IAdd

(I/s) Depth Depth (ha) Inflow
(m)  (m) (1/s)

0.8 0600 0602 0.004 0.0

1.3 0600 0608 0.007 0.0

25 0608 0630 0013 0.0

2.8 0630 0640 0.015 0.0

Flow+ v10.6.232 Copyright © 1988-2023 Causeway Technologies Ltd






CAUSEWAY ()

EAS Transport PLanning Ltd

File: 2023.06.21.pfd
Network: Storm
Stephen Adams

Page 2

22/06/2023
Links

Name us Ds Length ks (mm)/ USIL DSIL Fall Slope Dia TofC Rain

Node Node (m) n (m) (m) {m) (1:X) (mm) (mins) (mm/hr)
1.003  PP1 MH14 1.500 0.600 58.885 225
3.000 MHS  MHE 6.900 0.600 58.750 225
3.001 MHE  MHS 8.290 0.600 58.704 225
4.000 MH7  MHE 11.310 0.600 58.750 225
3.002 MHE  PP2 1.500 0.600 58.649 225
5000 MHS  PP2 6.720 0.600 58.750 225
6.000 MH10 MHI11 7.100 0.600 59.750 150
6.001 MH11 MH12 4.370 0.600 59.500 150
6.002 MH12 PP2 1.500 0.600 59.250 150
3.003 PP2 MH14 3.500 0.600 58.564 300
7.000 MH1Z MH14 16.550 0.600 58.450 150
1.004 MH14 MH15 18.950 0.600 58.265 300
1.005 MH1Z MH16 43.200 0.600 58.064 300
1.006 MH16 MH17 45.000 0.600 57.B88 300
1007  MH17 MHI1E 18.450 0.600 57.704 300
1.00E MHIE MH15 24380 0.600 57.629 300
1.009 MH19 Swale 7.530 0.600 57.529 300
1.010 Swale MH21 10.000 0.600 57.453 300
8.000 MH20 MH21 2.500 0.600 57337 225
1.011 MH21 24 _0UT  1.500 0.600  57.320 225
Name Vel Cap Flow us Ds ZArea IAdd
{mfs) (lfs) (lI/s)] Depth Depth (ha) Inflow
(m)  (m) (1/s)
1.003 7.944 3159 36 0640 1185 0.019 0.0
3.000 1065 423 09 0525 0571 0,005 0.0
3.001 1062 422 1.5 0571 0626 0.008 0.0
4.000 1.235 491 04 0525 0626 0,002 0.0
3.002 1065 423 23 0626 0636 0.012 0.0
5000 1.684 669 1.5 0525 0.636 0.008 0.0
6.000 1.896 335 0% 0600 0600 0,005 0.0
6.001 2420 428 1.3 0600 0600 0.007 0.0
6.002 1.845 326 21 0600 0150 0.011 0.0
3.003 3.897 28325 78 0636 1110 0.041 0.0
7.000 0.B17 144 1.5 0500 1.260 0.008 0.0
1.004 1615 1145 144 1185 2.086 0.076 0.0
1.005 05893 706 144 2.086 0822 0.076 0.0
1006 1001 707 144 0.B22 1546 0.076 0.0
1.007 058% 705 144 1946 0721 0.076 0.0
1008 1002 708 144 0721 0771 0.076 0.0
1.009 1579 1116 144 0771 0147 0.076 0.0
1.010 1.815 1283 398 0147 0230 0210 0.0
8.000 1076 428 0.0 0288 0305 0.000 0.0
1.011 1065 423 398 0305 02815 0210 0.0

Flow+ v10.6.232 Copyright © 1988-2023 Causeway Technologies Ltd






EAS Transport PLanning Ltd File: 2023.06.21.pfd Page 3
c AUSMY 0 MNetwork: Storm
Stephen Adams
22/06/2023
Pipelin h |
Link Length Slope Dia Link us CL USIL USDepth DSCL D5 IL DS Depth
(m) (X)) (mm)  Type (m)  (m) (m) (m  (m) (m)

1.000 8.710 150 D 59,800 59.050 0.600 59.750 55 0.608
2.000 7.760 150 D 59,800 59.050 0.600 585.750 0.608
1.001 3.240 225 D 59,750 58.917 0.608 585.750 0.630
1.002 1.500 ( 225 D 59,750 58.895 0.630 585.750 5H5.88 0.640
1.003 1.500 2.8 225 D 59.750 58.885 0.640 55.750 8.340 1.185
3.000 6900 15 225 1 D 59.500 58.750 0.525 55.500 4] 0.571
3.001 8.290 225 DA 59.500 58.704 0.571 55.500 0.626
4.000 11.310 225 |DAR 59.500 58.750 0,525 58500 °© 0.626
3.002 1.500 1l 225 TANDARL 59.500 58.649 0.626 58.500 °© 0.636
5.000 6.720 60.5 225 TAND 59.500 58.750 0,525 58500 °© 0.636
6.000 7.100 8.4 150 TAND 60,500 55.750 0.600 60250 S9.500 0.600
6.001 4,370 7 150 D 60,250 55.500 0.600 60.000 ] 0.600
6.002 1.500 [ 150 MDD 60,000 55.250 0.600 55500 0 0.150
3.003 3.500 300 AND 59,500 58.564 0.636 55.750 ] 1.110
7.000  16.550 150 AMND 59,500  58.450 0,900 55.750 ] 1.260
1.004 18.950 300 MD 59,750 58.265 1.185 60450 2.086
1.005 43.200 300 MD 60,450 58.064 2,086  55.010 0.822
1.006 45.000 300 ND 59.010 57.888 0,822 59.950 1.946
1.007 18.450 300 D 59.950 57.704 1.946 5S2.650 0.721
1008 24.380 300 10 58.650 57.629 0.721 52.600 0771
1.009 7.530 300 AMNDA 58,600 57.529 0,771 57.900 0.147
1.010 10,000 300 D 57.900 57.453 0.147 57.850 ) 0.230
8.000 2.500 225 D 57.850 57.337 0.288 57.850 ] 0.305
1.011 1.500 225 D &7.850 57.320 0.305 58.350 ] 0.815

Link us Dia Node MH Ds Dia MNode MH

Node (mm) Type Type Node (mm) Type Type

1.000 MH1 450 Manhole 1 5TANDARD MH3 450 Manhole 15TANDARD

2.000 MH2 450 Manhaole 1STANDARD MH3 450 Manhole 1S5TANDARD

1.001 MH3 450 Manhole 1STANDARD MH4 600 Manhole 1S5TANDARD

1.002 MH4 600 Manhole 1STANDARD PP1 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

1.003 PP1 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MH14 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

3.000 MH5 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MHE 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

3.001 MHBE 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MHS 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

4,000  MHT7 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MHS 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

3.002 MHE 600 Manhole 1STANDARD PP2 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

5000 MHS9 600 Manhole 1STANDARD PP2 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

6,000 MH10 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MH11 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

6.001 MHI11 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MH12 600 Manhole 1 STANDARD

6.002 MH12 600 Manhole 1STANDARD PP2 600 Manhole 1 STANDARD

3.003  PP2 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MH14 600 Manhole 15TANDARD

7.000  MH13 600 Manhole 1S5TANDARD MH14 600 Manhole 1 STANDARD

1.004 MH14 600 Manhole 15TANDARD MHL15 1200 Manhole 1STANDARD

1.005 MH15 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD MHI16 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD

1.006 MH16 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD MHL17 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD

1.007 MH17 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD MH18 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD

1.008 MH18 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD MH19 600 Manhole 15TANDARD

1.009 MH19 600 Manhole 15TANDARD Swale 600 Manhole 15TANDARD

1.010 Swale 600 Manhole 15TANDARD MH21 1200 Manhole 15TANMDARD

B.000 MH20 600 Manhole 15TANDARD MH21 1200 Manhole 1S5TAMDARD

1.011 MH21 1200 Manhole 1STANDARD 24_0UT Manhole 1 S5TAMDARD

Flow+ v10.6.232 Copyright © 1988-2023 Causeway Technologies Ltd






CAUSEWAY ()

EAS Transport PLanning Ltd

File: 2023.06.21.pfd
MNetwork: Storm
Stephen Adams
22/06/2023

Page 4

Rainfall Methodology FEH-22

summer CV  0.750
Winter CV  0.840

&0 120

Return Period

(years)

Flap Valve x

180

imulation

Additional Storage (m¥ha) 20.0
Check Discharge Rate(s) x
Check Discharge Volume  x

Analysis Speed  Detailed
Skip Steady State  x
Drain Down Time (mins) 1440

Storm Durations

240 360 480 600 720 960 1440

Climate Change Additional Area Additional Flow

(CC %) (A %) (Q %)
2 ] 0 ]
a0 ] 0 ]
a0 40 0 ]
100 0 0 ]
100 40 0 ]
B PP1 Online Orifice Control
Invert Level (m) 58.885 Discharge Coefficient 0.600
Diameter im) 0.029

Replaces Downstream Link

Flap Valve x
Replaces Downstream Link

Flap Valve x
Replaces Downstream Link  x

Flap Valve

Replaces Downstream Link
Invert Level {m)

Design Depth (m)

Design Flow (I/s)

Base Inf Coefficient {m/hr)
Side Inf Coefficient (m/hr)
Safety Factor

Porosity

Base Inf Coefficient (m/hr)
Side Inf Coefficient (m/hr)
Safety Factor

Porosity

N PP2 Online Orifi

58.639
0.042

Invert Level (m) 0.e00

Diameter (m)

Discharge Coefficient

Mode MH19 Online Orifice Control

57.529
0.075

Invert Level (m) 0.600

Diameter (m)

Discharge Coefficient

Node MH21 Online Hydro-Brake® Control

¥ Objective  (HE) Minirmise upstream storage
X sump Available
57.320 Product Mumber CTL-SHE-0075-2000-0500-2000
0.500 Min Qutlet Diameter (m) 0,100
2.0 Min Node Diameter (mm) 1200
MNode PP1 Carpark Storage Structure
0.00000 Invert Level (m) 59,300 Slope (1:X) 250.0
0.00000 Time to half empty (mins) Depth (m)
2.0 Width (m) 6.300 Inf Depth (m)
0.30 Length (m) 6&.500
MNode PP2 Carpark Storage Structure
0.00000 Invert Level (m) 59.050 Slope (1:X) 100.0
0.00000 Time to half empty [mins) Depth {m)
2.0 Width (m) 12.500 Inf Depth (m)
0.30 Length (m) 7.700

Flow+ v10.6.232 Copyright © 1988-2023 Causeway Technologies Ltd
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Network: Storm
Stephen Adams

Page 5

22/06/2023
M MH20 D r. ri
Base Inf Coefficient (m/hr)  0.00000 Safety Factor 2.0 Invert Level (m) 57.337
Side Inf Coefficient (m/hr)  0.00000 Porosity  1.00 Time to half empty (mins)
Depth Area Inf Area Depth Area InfArea
(m) (m’)  (m?) (m) (m) (m?)
0.000 249.0 0.0 0.500 361.0 0.0
Mode MH21 Depth/Area Storage Structure
Base Inf Coefficient (m/hr) 0.00000 Safety Factor 2.0 Invert Level (m) 57.320
Side Inf Coefficient (m/hr)  0.00000 Porosity  1.00 Time to half empty (mins)
Depth Area InfArea Depth Area Inf Area
(m) (m?)  (m? (m)  (m¥)  (m?)
0,000 9.2 0.0 0500 2200 0.0

Flow+ v10.6.232 Copyright © 1988-2023 Causeway Technologies Ltd
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CAUSEWAY ()

Network: Storm

EAS Transport PLanning Ltd File: 2023.06.21-F5R.pfd Page 1

Stephen Adams
22/06/2023
Design in
Rainfall Methodology  FSR Maximum Time of Concentration (mins)  30.00
Return Period (years) 100 Maximum Rainfall (mm/hr) 500
Additional Flow (%) 40 Minimum Velocity (m/s)  1.00
FSR Region  England and Wales Connection Type  Level Soffits
MS5-60 (mm) 19.100 Minimum Backdrop Height (m) 0.200
Ratio-R  0.419 Preferred Cover Depth (m) 1.200
CvV 0750 Include Intermediate Ground
Time of Entry (mins)  4.00 Enforce best practice design rules  x
Nodes

Name

MH1
MWH2
MH3
MH4
PP1
MHS
MHE&
MHT
MHE
MHS
MH10
MH11
MH12
PP2
MH13
MH14
MH15
MH16
MH17
MH18
MH15
Swale
MH20
MH21

Area TofE Cover Diameter Easting Northing Depth

(ha) (mins) Level (mm) (m) (m) (m)
(m)
0.004 4,00 59,800 450 -177.378  1000.493 0.750
0,007 4,00 59800 450 -168.668 1008.253  0.750
0.002 59,750 450 -168.668 1000.453  (0.833
0.002 59,750 600 -165.428 1000.453  (0.835
0.004 59,750 600 -163.928 1000.453  (0.865
0.005 4,00 59,500 600 -162.428 1020.683 0.750
0.003 59.500 600 -162.428 1013.783 0.796
0.002 4,00 59.500 600 -151.118 1005.493 0.750
0.002 59,500 600 -162.428 1005.493 0.851
0.008 4,00 59.500 600 -155.708 1003.993 (0.750
0.005 4,00 60.500 600 -149458 1003.993 (0.750
0.002 4,00 60.250 600 -156.558 1003.993 (0.750
0.004 &0.000 600 -160928 1003993 (0.750
0.010 59.500 600 -162.428 1003.993 0.936
0.008 4,00 59.500 600 -162.428 1017.043  1.050
0.008 59.750 600 -162.428 1000.493  1.485
60,450 1200 -143.478 1000453 2.386
59.010 1200 -100.278 1000.4%3  1.122
59,950 1200 -55.278 1000453 2.246
58.650 1200 -36.828 1000.4%3  1.021
58.600 600 -12.448 1000.453 1.071
0.134 57.900 600 -4.918 10004593  0.447
57.850 600 5,082 1002993 0.513
57.850 1200 5,082 1000493 0530
58,350 6.582 1000493  1.040

Flow+ v10.6.232 Copyright © 1988-2023 Causeway Technologies Ltd






CAUSEWAY ()

EAS Transport PLanning Ltd

File: 2023.06.21-F5R.pfd
Network: Storm
Stephen Adams

Page 2

22/06/2023
Links

Name us Ds Length ks (mm)/ USIL DSIL Fall Slope Dia TofC Rain

Node Node (m) n (m) (m) {m) (1:X) (mm) (mins) (mm/hr)
1.000 MH1  MH3 a.710 0.600 59.050 150
2.000 MH2Z  MH3 71.760 0.600 59.050 150
1.001 MH3  MH4 3.240 0.600 58917 225
1.002 MH4 PP1 1.500 0.600 58.895 225
1.003 PP1 MH14 1.500 0.600 58.885 225
3.000 MH5  MHE 6.900 0.600 58.750 225
3.001 MHE  MHS 8.290 0.600 58.704 225
4.000 MH7  MHE 11.310 0.600 58.750 225
3.002 MHE  PP2 1.500 0.600 58.645 225
5000 MHIS  PP2 6.720 0.600 58.750 225
6.000 MHI1O MH11 7.100 0.600 59.750 150
6.001 MH11 MH12 4.370 0.600 59.500 150
6.002 MH1Z PP2 1.500 0.600 59.250 150
3.003 PP2 MH14 3.500 0.600 58.564 300
7.000  MHIZ MH14 16.550 0.600 58.450 150
1.004 MH14 MHL5 18.950 0.600 5B.265 300
1.005 MH1S MH16 43.200 0.600 5B.064 300
1.006 MH1B MH17 45.000 0.600 57.888 300
1.007  MH1Y MH18 18.450 0.600  57.704 300
1.008 MH18 MH19 24.380 0.600 57.629 300
1.009 MH19 Swale 7.530 0.600 57.529 300
1.010 Swale MH21 10.000 0.600 57.453 300
8.000 MH20 MH21 2.500 0.600 57.337 225
1.011 MH21 24 OUT  1.500 0.600 57.320 225
Name Vel Cap Flow us Ds IArea IAdd
{mfs) (lfs) (lI/s) Depth Depth (ha) Inflow
(m)  (m) (I/s)
1.000 O0.818 144 02 0600 0608 0.004 0.0
2.000 0.B67 153 1.3 0600 0608 0.007 0.0
1.001 1075 427 25 0608 0630 0.013 0.0
1.002 1065 423 28 0630 0640 0.015 0.0
1.003 7.844 3159 36 0640 1185 0.019 0.0
3.000 1.065 423 0% 0525 0571 0.005 0.0
3.001 1l.062 422 15 0571 0.626 0.008 0.0
4.000 1.235 491 04 0525 0626 0.002 0.0
3.002 1.065 423 23 0626 0636 0.012 0.0
5.000 1.684 66.9 1.5 0525 0636 0.008 0.0
6.000 1.B96 335 0% 0600 0600 0.005 0.0
6.001 2420 428 1.3 0600 0600 0.007 0.0
6.002 1.845 326 21 0600 0150 0.011 0.0
3.003 3997 2825 78 0636 1110 0041 0.0
7.000 0817 144 1.5 0900 1.260 0,008 0.0
1.004 1619 1145 144 1185 2086 0.076 0.0
1005 0999 706 144 2086 0822 0076 0.0
1006 1001 707 144 0822 196 0076 0.0
1.007 0998 705 144 1946 0721 0076 0.0
1008 1002 708 144 0721 0971 0076 0.0
1009 1579 1116 144 0771 0147 0076 0.0
1.010 1.815 1283 398 0147 0.230 0210 0.0
8.000 1076 428 0.0 0.288 0305 0.000 0.0
1.011 1065 423 398 0305 02815 0210 0.0
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Pipelin h |
Link Length Slope Dia Link us CL USIL USDepth DSCL D5 IL DS Depth
(m) (X)) (mm)  Type (m)  (m) (m) (m  (m) (m)

1.000 8.710 150 D 59,800 59.050 0.600 59.750 55 0.608
2.000 7.760 150 D 59,800 59.050 0.600 585.750 0.608
1.001 3.240 225 D 59,750 58.917 0.608 585.750 0.630
1.002 1.500 ( 225 D 59,750 58.895 0.630 585.750 5H5.88 0.640
1.003 1.500 2.8 225 D 59.750 58.885 0.640 55.750 8.340 1.185
3.000 6900 15 225 1 D 59.500 58.750 0.525 55.500 4] 0.571
3.001 8.290 225 DA 59.500 58.704 0.571 55.500 0.626
4.000 11.310 225 |DAR 59.500 58.750 0,525 58500 °© 0.626
3.002 1.500 1l 225 TANDARL 59.500 58.649 0.626 58.500 °© 0.636
5.000 6.720 60.5 225 TAND 59.500 58.750 0,525 58500 °© 0.636
6.000 7.100 8.4 150 TAND 60,500 55.750 0.600 60250 S9.500 0.600
6.001 4,370 7 150 D 60,250 55.500 0.600 60.000 ] 0.600
6.002 1.500 [ 150 MDD 60,000 55.250 0.600 55500 0 0.150
3.003 3.500 300 AND 59,500 58.564 0.636 55.750 ] 1.110
7.000  16.550 150 AMND 59,500  58.450 0,900 55.750 ] 1.260
1.004 18.950 300 MD 59,750 58.265 1.185 60450 2.086
1.005 43.200 300 MD 60,450 58.064 2,086  55.010 0.822
1.006 45.000 300 ND 59.010 57.888 0,822 59.950 1.946
1.007 18.450 300 D 59.950 57.704 1.946 5S2.650 0.721
1008 24.380 300 10 58.650 57.629 0.721 52.600 0771
1.009 7.530 300 AMNDA 58,600 57.529 0,771 57.900 0.147
1.010 10,000 300 D 57.900 57.453 0.147 57.850 ) 0.230
8.000 2.500 225 D 57.850 57.337 0.288 57.850 ] 0.305
1.011 1.500 225 D &7.850 57.320 0.305 58.350 ] 0.815

Link us Dia Node MH Ds Dia MNode MH

Node (mm) Type Type Node (mm) Type Type

1.000 MH1 450 Manhole 1 5TANDARD MH3 450 Manhole 15TANDARD

2.000 MH2 450 Manhaole 1STANDARD MH3 450 Manhole 1S5TANDARD

1.001 MH3 450 Manhole 1STANDARD MH4 600 Manhole 1S5TANDARD

1.002 MH4 600 Manhole 1STANDARD PP1 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

1.003 PP1 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MH14 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

3.000 MH5 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MHE 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

3.001 MHBE 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MHS 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

4,000  MHT7 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MHS 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

3.002 MHE 600 Manhole 1STANDARD PP2 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

5000 MHS9 600 Manhole 1STANDARD PP2 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

6,000 MH10 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MH11 600 Manhole 1STANDARD

6.001 MHI11 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MH12 600 Manhole 1 STANDARD

6.002 MH12 600 Manhole 1STANDARD PP2 600 Manhole 1 STANDARD

3.003  PP2 600 Manhole 1STANDARD MH14 600 Manhole 15TANDARD

7.000  MH13 600 Manhole 1S5TANDARD MH14 600 Manhole 1 STANDARD

1.004 MH14 600 Manhole 15TANDARD MHL15 1200 Manhole 1STANDARD

1.005 MH15 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD MHI16 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD

1.006 MH16 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD MHL17 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD

1.007 MH17 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD MH18 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD

1.008 MH18 1200 Manhole 15TANDARD MH19 600 Manhole 15TANDARD

1.009 MH19 600 Manhole 15TANDARD Swale 600 Manhole 15TANDARD

1.010 Swale 600 Manhole 15TANDARD MH21 1200 Manhole 15TANMDARD

B.000 MH20 600 Manhole 15TANDARD MH21 1200 Manhole 1S5TAMDARD

1.011 MH21 1200 Manhole 1STANDARD 24_0UT Manhole 1 S5TAMDARD
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imul n n
Rainfall Methodology  FSR Analysis Speed  Detailed
FSR Region England and Wales Skip Steady State  x
M5-60 (mm) 19,100 Drain Down Time (mins) 1440
Ratio-R  0.419 Additional Storage (m¥ha) 20.0
Summer CV  0.750 Check Discharge Rate(s) x
Winter CV  0.840 Check Discharge Volume

Return Period
(years)

30
30
100
100

Flap Valve
Replaces Downstream Link

Flap Valve
Replaces Downstream Link

Flap Valve
Replaces Downstream Link

Node MH21 Online H

Flap Valve x
Replaces Downstream Link  x

Storm Durations
15 30

Additional Area
(A %)

Climate Change
(CC %)

0

]

40

]

40

oo o QO Q

: PP1 Online Orifice Control

58.885
0.029

® Invert Level (m)
® Diameter (m)

Node PP2 Online Orifice Control

58.639
0.042

u Invert Level (m)
® Diameter (m)

Node MH19 Online Orifice Control

57.529
0.075

X Invert Level (m)
X Diameter (m)

Objective
sump Available

Additional Flow
(Q%)

oo o oo

Discharge Coefficient 0.600

Discharge Coefficient 0.600

Discharge Coefficient 0.600

ro-Brake® Control

(HE) Minimise upstream storage

v

Invert Level (m) 57.320 Product Mumber CTL-SHE-0075-2000-0500-2000
Design Depth (m)  0.500 Min Qutlet Diameter (m) 0.100
Design Flow (I/s) 2.0 Min Node Diameter (mm) 1200
Node PP1 Carpark Storage Structure
Base Inf Coefficient (m/hr)  0.00000 Invert Level (m) 59,300 Slope (1:X) 250.0
Side Inf Coefficient (m/hr)  0.00000 Time to half empty (mins) 20 Depth {(m)
Safety Factor 2.0 Width (m) 6.300 Inf Depth (m)
Porosity  0.30 Length {m) 6.500
Node PP2 Carpark Storage Structure
Base Inf Coefficient (m/hr) 0.00000 Invert Level (m) 59.050 Slope (1:X) 100.0
Side Inf Coefficient (m/hr)  0.00000 Time to half empty (mins) 30 Depth (m)
Safety Factor 2.0 Width (m) 12.500 Inf Depth (m)
Porosity  0.30 Length {m) 7.700
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22/06/2023
M MH20 Depth/Al r. ri
Base Inf Coefficient (m/hr)  0.00000 Safety Factor 2.0 Invert Level (m) 57.337
Side Inf Coefficient (m/hr)  0.00000 Porosity  1.00 Time to half empty (mins) 175
Depth Area Inf Area Depth Area InfArea
(m) (m’)  (m?) (m) (m) (m?)
0.000 249.0 0.0 0.500 361.0 0.0
Mode MH21 Depth/Area Storage Structure
Base Inf Coefficient (m/hr) 0.00000 Safety Factor 2.0 Invert Level (m) 57.320
Side Inf Coefficient (m/hr)  0.00000 Porosity  1.00 Time to half empty (mins) 9
Depth Area InfArea Depth Area Inf Area
(m) (m?)  (m? (m)  (m¥)  (m?)
0,000 9.2 0.0 0500 2200 0.0
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CAUSEMY 0 Metwork: Storm
Stephen Adams

22/06/2023

MNode Event us Peak Level Depth Inflow Node Flood Status
Node ([mins) (m) (m) (Ifs) WVol(m? [m?

30 minute winter MH1 23 59077 0027 0.4 00073 00000 OK
15 minute winter MH2 10 59077 0.027 1.0 0.0092 00000 OK
30 minute winter MH3 24 58075 0.158 1.4 00328 00000 OK
30 minute winter MH4 23 58075 0180 11 0.0594 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter PP1 23 58,075 0.1%0 1.0 00713 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter MHS 25 58836 0.086 0.6 0.0358 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter MHG 23 58838 0134 1.0 0.0479 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter MH7 24 58838 0.088 0.8 0,0294 00000 OK
30 minute winter MHE 24 58837 0188 1.4 00620 00000 OK
30 minute winter MHS 24 58838 0.088 0.9 0.,0437  0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MHL10 10 59.765 0.015 0.7 00063 0.0000 OK
15 minute summer MHI11 10 59516 0.016 1.0 0.0054 0.0000 OK
15 minute summer MH12 10 59275  0.025 1.6 0.0098 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter PP2 24 58,837 0273 2.8 01354 0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MH13 10 58479 0.029 1.2 00128 00000 OK
15 minute winter MH14 10 58304 0.035 4.3 00153 0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MH15 11 58.114 0.050 4.2 00568 0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MH16 12 57.937  0.049 4.2 00557 00000 OK
15 minute winter MH17 13 57.753 0.049 41 0.0556 0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MH18 14 57.676 0.047 3.9 00537 00000 OK
30 minute winter MH19 25 57647 0118 1.6 0,0333 00000 OK
15 minute winter Swale 10 57537 0.084 19.3 05301 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter MH20 62 57381 0044 115 11.1834 00000 OK
30 minute winter MH21 24 57480 0.1e0 16.0 7.0495 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter 24 OUT 24 57343 0033 2.0 0.0000 0.0000 OK
Link Event us Link D5 Outflow Velocity Flow/Cap Link Discharge

(Upstream Depth] Node Node {1/s) (m/fs) Vol (m?) Vel (m?)

30 minute winter MH1 1.000 MH3 0.4 0.352 0.028 0.0531

15 minute winter MH2 2,000 MH3 1.0 0.475 0.066 0.0430

30 minute winter MH3 1.001 MH4 0.9 0.345 0.021 0.1035

30 minute winter MH4 1.002 PPl 0.6 0.121 0.015 0.0524

30 minute winter FP1 1.003 MH14 0.7 1.634 0.002 0.0007

30 minute winter MHS 3.000 MHGE 0.5 0.298 0.012 0.1323

30 minute winter MHE 3.001 MHE 0.6 0.361 0.014 0.2487

30 minute winter MHT 4,000 MHE -0.6 -0.041 -0.012 0.2812

30 minute winter MHE 3.002 PP2 -1.1 0.091 -0.025 0.0544

30 minute winter MHS 5.000 PPZ 0.8 (0.343 0.012 01728

15 minute winter MH10 6000 MH11 0.7 0.729 0.021 0.0068

15 minute summer MH11 6001 MH12 1.0 0.688 0.023 0.0065

15 minute summer MH12 6002 PP2 16 0.883 0.049  0.0027

30 minute winter PP2 3.003 MH14 16 1.047 0.005  0.0052

15 minute winter MH13 7.000 MH14 1.2 0.491 0.082  0.0397

15 minute winter MH14 1004 MH15 a2 0.659 0.037 0.1243

15 minute winter MH15  1.005 MH16 a2 0.580 0.060 0.3244

15 minute winter MH1e 1.006 MH17 a1 0.566 0.057 0.3351

15 minute winter MH17 1007 MH18 3.9 0.551 0.056 0.1345

15 minute winter MH1E 1.008 MH19 3.9 0.458 0.055 0.3827

30 minute winter MH19 1.009 Swale 33 0.666 0.030 0.0610

15 minute winter Swale 1010 MH21 19.1 1.157 0.149 0.2129

30 minute winter MH20 2.000 MHZ21 -11.5 -0.964 -0.270 0.0383

30 minute winter MH21 1011 24 OUT 2.0 0.514 0.047 0.0058 16.1
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Results for r Critical rm Duration west m lan
Node Event us Peak Level Depth Inflow  Node Flood Status
Node (mins) (m) (m) (Ifs) Vol (m? [m?)
30 minute winter  MH1 26 59.327 0277 1.4 0.0736 0.0000
30 minute winter  MH2 25 59327 0277 1.8 0.0957 0.0000
30 minute winter  MH3 26 59326 0409 2.6 0.0848 0.0000
30 minute winter  MH4 26 59.327 0432 1.7 0.1424  0.0000
30 minute winter PP1 26 59.327 0441 2.2 0.3327 0.0000
30 minute winter MHS 26 59.134 0.384 19 0.1596 0.0000
30 minute winter  MHG 26 59.133 0429 19 0.1537  0.0000
30 minute winter  MH7 27 59133 0.383 1.7 0.1286 0.0000
30 minute winter MHE 26 59,132 0483 3.4 0.1595 0.0000
30 minute winter MHS 26 59,133 0.383 2.1 0.1901 0.0000
15 minute winter MH10 10 59774 0.024 1.8 0.0101 0.0000 QK
15 minute winter MHI11 10 59,525 0,025 2.5 0.0083 0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MH12 10 59,292 0.042 3.9 0.0162 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter PP2 25 59,132 0.568 8.1 1.5508 0.0000
15 minute winter MH13 10 58496 0046 2.8 0.0199  0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MH14 10 58.320 0,055 8.4 0.0213  0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MH15 11 58.134 0.070 8.4 0.0796  0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MH16 12 57957 0.069 84 00785 0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MH17 12 57.774 0.070 8.2 00790 0.0000 OQK
30 minute winter MH18 25 57760 0.131 7.3 0.1487 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter MH19 27 57.761  0.232 6.5 0.0656 0.0000 OK
15 minute winter Swale 10 57.605 0.152 48.5 09513 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter  MH20 75 57444 0,107 358 27.8720 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter  MH21 22 57.568 0.249 38.7 15.6787 0.0000
15 minute winter  24_0UT 21 57343 0.033 2.0 0.0000 0.0000 OK
Link Event us Link Ds Outflow Velocity Flow/Cap Link Discharge
(Upstream Depth) Node Node (1/5) (m/fs) Vol (m?) Vel (m?)
30 minute winter MH1 1.000 MH3 0.8 0.351 0.052 0.1533
30 minute winter MH2 2.000 MH3 1.8 0.453 0.119 0.1366
30 minute winter MH3 1.001 MH4 1.4 0.376 0.034 0.128%
30 minute winter MH4 1.002 PPl 16 0.195 0.039 0.0557
30 minute winter FP1 1.003 MH14 1.1 1.836 0.004 0.000%
30 minute winter MH5S 3.000 MHE 1.3 0.262 0.031 0.2744
30 minute winter MHE 3.001 MHE 1.7 0.306 0.039 0.3297
30 minute winter MH7 4,000 MHE -1.2 0.097 -0.024 0.4498
30 minute winter WMHE 3.002 PP2 -2.9 -0.157 -0.068 0.0597
30 minute winter MHS 5,000 PP2 1.7 (0,393 0.026 0.2673
15 minute winter MHI10 6,000 MHI11 1.8 0.967 0.054 0.0132
15 minute winter MH11 6.001 MH1Z 2.5 0.868 0.058 0.0128
15 minute winter  MH12 8&.002 PP2 39 1.101 0,120  0.0053
30 minute winter  PP2 3.003 MH14 2.5 1.207 0.009  0.0073
15 minute winter  MH13  7.000 MH14 28 0.626 0.193  0.0737
15 minute winter MH14 1,004 MH15 8.4 0.798 0,073 0.,2013
15 minute winter MH15 1.005 MH16 8.4 0.681 0.119 0.5328
15 minute winter MH1E6 1.006 MH17 8.2 0.667 0.116 0.5568
15 minute winter MH17  1.007 MH18 8.4 0.665 0,120 0.3502
30 minute winter MH18 1.008 MH19 6.5 0.444 0.092 1.0691
30 minute winter MH19 1.009 Swale 5.1 0.804 0.046 0.1389
15 minute winter Swale 1.010 MH21 47.2 1.324 0.368 0.4367
30 minute winter MH20 8.000 MH21 -35.8 -1.480 -0.838 0.0571
30 minute winter MH21 1.011 24 OUT 2.0 0.515 0.047 0.0058 40.7
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Node Event

30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute summer
15 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter
30 minute summer

Link Event
(Upstream Depth)
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute summer
15 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter

1.000
2.000
1.001
1.002
1.003
3.000
3.001
4.000
3.002
5.000
6.000
£.001
6.002
3.003
7.000
1.004
1.005
1.006
1.007
1.008
1.009
1.010
8.000
1.011

29

(m)
59.406
59.406
59.406
59.406
59.406
59.214
59.214
59.215
59.213
559.214
58.779
59.529
559.301
559.214
58.505
58.329
58.146
57.969
57.816
57.815
57.816
57.645
57.484
57.614
57.343

D5
MNode

MH3
MH3
MH4
PP1
MH14
MHE
MHE
MHE
PP2
PP2
MH11
MH12
PP2
MH14
MH14
MH15
MH16
MH17
MH18
MH19
Swale
MH21
MH21
24 OUT

Depth Inflow
(m)  (I/s)
0.356 16
0.356 26
0.489 37
0.511 39
0.521 4.9
0.464 1.8
0.510 29
0.465 2.1
0.564 4.5
0.464 30
0.029 2.5
0.029 3.5
0.051 5.5
0.650 12.7
0.055 4.0
0.064 11.5
0.082 114
0.081 11.3
0.112 9.4
0.186 9.3
0.287 7.0
0.192 68.3
0.147 50.6
0.294 66.7
0.033 2.0
Outflow Velocity
(I/s) (m/s)
0.9 0.364
2.1 0.445
3.2 0.333
36 0.193
1.2 1.877
18 0.266
26 0.322
-1.4 0.118
-3.8 0.218
29 0.427
2.5 1.059
35 0.933
3.5 1.194
2.7 1.234
4.0 0.690
11.4 0.866
113 0.742
110 0.729
9.3 0.634
7.0 0.456
6.5 0.835
66.7 1.392
-50.6 -1.699
2.0 0.515

Node
Vol (m?)
0.0947
0.1232
0.1012
0.1686
1.3370
0.1929
0.1824
0.1561
0.1863
0.2299
0.0119
0.0098
0.0158
3.9369
0.0241
0.0251
0.0925
0.0913
0.1270
0.2103
0.0812
1.2025
38.9749
21.2031
0.0000

Flood
(m?)
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Flow/Cap

Link

0K
0K
QK

Ok
Ok
Qk
OK
oK
oK
0K
0K
0K

0K

Vol (m?)

0.063
0.139
0.076
0.086
0.004
0.042
0.061
-0.028
-0.020
0.044
0.075
0.082
0.169
0.010
0.276
0.100
0.160
0.155
0.131
0.098
0.058
0.520
-1.183
0.047

0.1533
0.1366
0.1289
0.0597
0.0010
0.2744
0.3297
0.4493
0.0597
0.2673
0.0163
0.0167
0.0069
0.0078
0.0957
0.2510
0.6646
0.7099
0.6449
1.4035
0.2069
0.5458
0.0729
0.0058

Status

Discharge
Vol (m?)

44,2
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Node Event

30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute summer
15 minute summer
15 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter
30 minute winter

Link Event
(Upstream Depth)
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute summer
15 minute summer
15 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
30 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter
15 minute winter
30 minute winter
15 minute winter

1.000
2.000
1.001
1.002
1.003
3.000
3.001
4.000
3.002
5.000
6.000
£.001
6.002
3.003
7.000
1.004
1.005
1.006
1.007
1.008
1.009
1.010
8.000
1.011

29

Ds

Node
MH3
MH3
MH4
PP1
MH14
MHE
MHE
MHE
PP2
PP2
MH11
MH12
PP2
MH14
MH14
MH15
MH16
MH17
MH18
MH19
Swale
MH21
MH21
24 OUT

Depth Inflow
(m)  (I/s)
0.336 14
0.335 2.4
0.468 39
0.490 4.2
0.500 5.2
0.444 1.7
0.489 2.7
0.445 2.0
0.544 4.6
0.444 2.8
0.027 2.3
0.028 3.2
0.048 5.0
0.629 13.0
0.053 3.7
0.062 10.8
0.073 10.7
0.078 10.6
0.098 8.9
0.174 8.9
0.272 8.6
0.181 63.0
0.137 479
0.282 61.7
0.033 2.0
Outflow Velocity
(I/s) (m/s)
13 0.339
2.0 0.449
3.6 0.324
4.0 0.189
1.2 1.867
1.7 0.262
2.5 0.288
-1.4 0.123
-3.9 0.213
3.0 0.431
23 1.036
3.2 0.917
5.0 1.167
2.7 1.228
3.7 0.675
10.7 0.854
106 0.729
103 0.714
8.9 0.626
7.1 0.446
6.2 0.823
61.7 1.377
-47.9 -1.644
2.0 0.515

Node
Vol (m?)
0.0893
0.1161
0.0970
0.1618
1.0767
0.1845
0.1752
0.1454
0.1796
0.2200
0.0114
0.0094
0.0187
3.3436
0.0231
0.0243
0.0896
0.0881
0.1113
0.1966
0.0769
1.1385
36.3875
19.7126
0.0000

Flood
(m?)
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000
0.0000

Flow/Cap

Link

0K
0K
QK

Ok
Ok
Qk
OK
oK
oK
0K
0K
0K

0K

Vol (m?)

0.090
0.132
0.085
0.093
0.004
0.041
0.058
-0.029
-0.093
0.045
0.069
0.075
0.153
0.010
0.255
0.094
0.150
0.146
0.126
0.100
0.055
0.481
-1.119
0.047

0.1533
0.1366
0.1289
0.0597
0.0010
0.2744
0.3297
0.4493
0.0597
0.2673
0.0153
0.0155
0.0064
0.0077
0.0904
0.2391
0.6338
0.6491
0.5756
1.3314
0.2528
0.5264
0.0681
0.0058

Status

Discharge
Vol (m?)

41.0

Flow+ v10.6.232 Copyright © 1988-2023 Causeway Technologies Ltd






EAS Transport PLanning Ltd File: 2023.06.21-F5R.pfd Page 10
c AUSMY 0 MNetwork: Storm
Stephen Adams
22/06/2023
Resul rl r+4 ritical rm D ion. Lowest m lan
Node Event us Peak Level Depth Inflow  Node Flood Status
Node (mins) (m) (m) (Ifs) Vol(m? [m?)

30 minute winter MH1 30 59.493 0443 149 0.1179 0.0000
30 minute winter MH2 30 59.493 0443 3.4 0.1534 0.0000
30 minute winter MH3 30 59493 0576 5.9 0.1193 0.0000
30 minute winter MH4 30 59.493 0.598 6.4 0.1974 0.0000
30 minute winter PP1 30 59.493 0.608 79 24438 0.0000
30 minute winter MHS 29 59303 0.553 2.4 0.2299 0.0000
30 minute winter MHE 30 59.302 0.598 3.5 0.2142 0.0000
30 minute winter MH7 29 59.310 0.560 2.6 0.1880 0.0000
30 minute winter MHE 30 59.303 0.654 5.1 0.2158 0.0000
30 minute winter MHS 31 59.303 0.553 3.9 0.2743  0.0000
15 minute summer MHI10 10 55.782 0.032 3.2 0.0135 0.0000 OK
15 minute summer MH11 10 59.533  0.033 4.5 0.0111 0.0000 OK
15 minute summer  MH12 10 59.309 0.0559 7.1 0.0230 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter PP2 30 59.303 0735 18.4 6.5499  0.0000
15 minute winter MH13 10 58.514 0.064 5.1 0.0276  0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MH14 10 58.336 0.071 139 0.0278  0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MH15 100 58.155 0,091 139 0.1027  0.0000 OK
15 minute winter MH16 11 57978  0.090 137 0.1018 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter MH17 27 57886 0132 11.7 0.2062 0.0000 Ok
30 minute winter MH18 26 57885 0.25% 106  0.2899 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter MH19 26 57.887 0.358 7.7 0.1012 0.0000
15 minute winter Swale 10 57.686 0.233 ar.7 1.4619 0.0000 OK
30 minute winter MH20 107 57525 (0.188 614 507044 00000 OK
15 minute winter MH21 14 57.656 0.336 86.3 27.2779 0.0000
30 minute winter 24 OUT 184 57.343 0.033 2.0 0.0000 0.0000 OK

Link Event us Link D5 Outflow Velocity Flow/Cap Link Discharge
(Upstream Depth] Node Node {1/s) (m/fs) Vol (m?) Vel (m?)
30 minute winter MH1 1.000 MH3 1.8 0.355 0.122 0.1533
30 minute winter MH2 2.000 MH3 3.2 0.446 0.208 0.1366
30 minute winter MH3 1.001 MH4 5.5 0.378 0.129 0.1289
30 minute winter MH4 1.002 FPP1 6.0 0.152 0.142 0.0597
30 minute winter PP1 1.003 MH14 1.4 1.917 0.004 0.0011
30 minute winter MH5S 3.000 MHE 2.1 0.302 0.049 0.2744
30 minute winter MHG 3.001 MHE 3.2 0.290 0.075 0.3297
30 minute winter MHT 4,000 MHE -1.9 0.095 -0.038 0.4498
30 minute winter MHE 3.002 PP2 4.7 -0.203 0.111 0.0597
30 minute winter MHS 5.000 PP2 a7 0.414 0.056 0.2673
15 minute surmmer MH10 6000 MH11 3.2 1.133 0.095 0.0200
15 minute summer MH11 6001 MH12 4.5 0.983 0.105 0.0203
15 minute summer MH12 6002 PP2 71 1.265 0.218  0.0084
30 minute winter pPp2 3.003 MH14 3.0 1.261 0.010  0.0082
15 minute winter MH13 7.000 MH14 5.1 0.735 0.353 0.1146
15 minute winter MH14 1004 MHL15 139 0.908 0.121 0.2916
15 minute winter MH15  1.005 MH16 13.7 0.783 0.194 0.7679
15 minute winter MH16 1.006 MH17 13.4 0.778 0.190 1.1384
30 minute winter MH17  1.007 MH18 10.6 0.643 0.151 1.0046
30 minute winter MH1E8 1.008 MH19 7.7 0.475 0.108 1.6398
30 minute winter MH15  1.009 Swale 7.2 0.863 0.064 0.3052
15 minute winter Swale 1.010 MH21 86.3 1.485 0.673 0.6349
30 minute winter MH20 8.000 MH21 -61.4 -1.966 -1.436 0.0918
15 minute winter MH21  1.011 24 OUT 2.0 0.515 0.047 0.0058 57.5

Flow+ v10.6.232 Copyright © 1988-2023 Causeway Technologies Ltd
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BRINGTON & MOLESWORTH PARISH COUNCIL
CHAIRMAN: ClIr David Frayatt

Ms Ramune Mimiene
Clerk to Brington & Molesworth Parish Council
8 Bernard Road
Brampton
Huntingdon
Cambs
PE28 4RW
07596 163703
20" December 2023

clerk@bringtonmolesworth-pc.gov.uk
www.bringtonmolesworth-pc.gov.uk

Senior Development Management Officer
Development Services

Corporate Delivery

Huntingdonshire District Council
Pathfinder House

St. Mary's Street

Huntingdon. PE29 3TN

For the attention of Marie Roseaman.

Dear Marie,

Parish Council Consultation: Application Ref. 23/02123/FUL - Erection of three houses - Land South of Hill Place
Brington.

Further to your letter of 23 November 2023, Brington and Molesworth Parish Council (BMPC) have reviewed the
planning documents 23/02123/FUL. BMPC has reviewed the applicants’ drawings, held a public meeting to understand
parishioners’ views and therefore made the following recommendations:

The Parish Council notes that there is an outstanding Planning Inspectorate case — APP/H0520/C/23/3322025 regarding
the land that forms part of this application. In normal circumstances, we would have liked to have reviewed the Planning
Inspector’s findings before commenting, as some Hill Place residents believe this land should be an orchard as outlined
in the original 2013 planning application (1300679FUL). However, we understand the frustration of many residents of
Hill Place / The Green, that they want to see the estate completed without further delay and to a high standard as the
original construction works.

In principle, BMPC is in favour of this application. The new layout of the three homes goes a long way to resolve many
of the previous application issues. This application does help mitigate the loss of privacy at 14 and 16 The Green. We
believe it is important that any fenestration is of adequate height to prevent loss of privacy, particularly whilst the tree
belt takes time to mature. The Orchard Area and Area of buffer planting should be planted before the first occupation,
with mature trees of adequate height to prevent loss of privacy.

BMPC is aware through conversation and neighbour letters published as part of the planning process, that both 14 and
16 The Green have suffered from surface water flooding in the past few years. 16 The Green highlights three occasions
when the property has suffered water damage. Most recently in October 2023, surface water ingress into the house
has damaged carpets. We would hope that the LPA and LLFA will work with the Applicant to resolve any surface water
appearing within the gardens of particularly 14 & 16 The Green, along with any other property.



The Parish Council also notes the HDC Call for Sites application — cfs310 — Land West and East of Hill Place, Brington.
Campbell Buchanan has applied for thirteen homes, eight plus five affordable. We hope in a spirit of goodwill to the
village and particularly The Hill Place / The Green homeowners, that this application will now be withdrawn. BMPC
would hope that the original offer by the senior management team of Campbell Buchannan at a public meeting in June
2022, to give this land to the Parish Council for community use, will be honoured.

Planning Conditions:

We would be grateful for the LPA to review our request for detailed planning conditions should the Applicant be
successful. Our planning condition list is not exhaustive and therefore BMPC requests that the LPA ensure the final
condition schedule provides adequate public safety and continued public amenities, whilst and after any development
takes place. May we remind you that we believe it important that all planting should be completed before first
occupation.

Yours sincerely

Cllr David Fryatt

Enc: Conditions — 23/02123/FUL



BMPC request for Planning Conditions — 23/02123/FUL - for new build applications within Brington and
Molesworth. Not exhaustive and need professional review by LPA.

Condition: The development hereby permitted shall be begun before the expiration of three years from the date of
this permission.

Reason: To comply with Section 91 of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, as amended

Condition: Construction Hours of Activity All construction activities, mechanical machinery, site radios or deliveries
shall be restricted to the operational hours 07:30 to 18:00 Monday to Friday, and 08:00 to 13:00 on Saturdays and at
no time on Sundays or Bank Holidays.

Reason: To maintain a quiet neighbourhood, outside of normal operational hours.

Condition: Highway Maintenance The contractor will be responsible for ensuring the highway is always kept clean and
clear of mud and associated construction debris to secure the safety of Parish residents and visitors.
Reason: To maintain highway safety on local roads and footpaths.

Condition: Prior to any development works taking place the proposed on-site parking and delivery areas as defined in
referenced ‘Approved’ planning application in conjunction with any further identified parking requirements have been
laid out and demarcated in accordance with the approved plan and thereafter retained for that specific use.

Reason: To ensure the permanent availability of the parking / manoeuvring area, in the interests of highway safety.

Condition: That Brington and Molesworth public footpath 29/9 is protected and remains available for the public to use
at all times during and after the development.

Reason: To ensure that public footpath 29/9 is available for public use at all times.

Condition: The development hereby permitted shall be carried out in accordance with the approved plans listed in the
table above.

Reason: For the avoidance of doubt to ensure that the development is carried out in accordance with the approved
plans.

Condition: The development hereby permitted shall be constructed in accordance with the materials specified on
approved drawings unless otherwise submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The
development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: In the interests of visual amenity.

Condition: No development, demalition, clearance, or preparatory operations shall commence until details of the
existing and proposed levels, floor levels and contours have been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local
Planning Authority. The submitted details shall show the relationship of proposed levels and contours to existing
vegetation and surrounding landform. The development shall be carried out in accordance with the approved details.

Reason: To ensure the proposals are integrated within the street scene and to protect the visual character of the area
in accordance with Policies LP11, LP12 and LP14 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036.



Condition: Notwithstanding the submitted details, no development above slab level shall take place until full details of
the materials to be used in the construction of the external surfaces of the dwelling hereby permitted have been
submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The development shall be carried out in
accordance with the approved details.

Reason: In the interests of visual amenity.

Condition: No development above slab level shall take place in connection with the development hereby approved
until full details of:

1. Hard landscape works, to include but not be limited to, full details of boundary treatments (including the
position, height, design, material) to be erected and paved surfaces (including manufacturer, type, colour and
size);

2. Soft landscape works based on the proposed works outlined in the submitted proposed site plan to include
planting plans (which show the relationship to all underground services and the drainage layout), written
specifications (including cultivation and other operations associated with plant and grass establishment),
schedules of plants noting species, plant sizes, proposed numbers and densities, tree pit details (where
appropriate) including, but not limited to, locations, soil, volume u=in cubic metres, cross sections and
dimensions;

3. The Orchard and Buffer planting is completed before first occupation.

Full details of landscape maintenance regimes;

5. An implementation programme for the landscape works; have been submitted to and approved in writing by
the Local Planning Authority. These works shall be carried out in full in accordance with the approved details.
Any trees or plants which are planted in connection with the approved soft landscape details which within a
period of five years from planting, die, are removed, or become seriously damaged or diseased, shall be
replaced in the next planting season with others of the same size and species as those originally approved,
unless the Local Planning Authority gives written approval to any variation.

=

Reason: In the interests of visual amenity and to enhance the character and appearance of the site in
accordance with Policies LP11, LP12 and LP14 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036.

Condition: No development, including preparatory works, shall commence until details of measure indicating how
additional surface water run-off from the site will be avoided during the construction works have been submitted to
and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The applicant may be required to provide collection, balancing
and/or settlement systems for these flows. The approved measures and systems shall be brought into operation before
any works to create buildings or hard surfaces commence.

Reason: To ensure water is managed appropriately during the construction phase of the development, so as not to
increase the flood risk to adjacent land/properties or occupied properties within the development itself; recognising that
initial works to prepare the site could bring about unacceptable impacts.

Condition: The access shall be constructed with adequate drainage measures to prevent surface water run-off onto the
adjacent public highway, in accordance with a scheme submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning
Authority.

Reason: To prevent surface water discharging to the public highway.

Condition: No development shall commence until details of the surface water drainage for the site have been submitted
to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. The drainage works shall be constructed in accordance with
the approved details prior to the occupation of any part of the development hereby approved.

Reason: To ensure appropriate surface water drainage in accordance with LP15 of the Huntingdonshire Local
Development Plan.



Condition: No development shall commence onsite until a detailed design of the surface water drainage of the site has
been submitted to and approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority. Those elements of the surface water
drainage system not adopted by a statutory undertaker shall thereafter be maintained and managed in accordance
with the approved management and maintenance plan. The Scheme shall be based upon the principles within the
approved FRA and Drainage Report and shall also include:

a) Full results of the proposed drainage system modelling in QBAR, 3.3% Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) (1
in 30) and 1% AEP (1 in 100) storm events (as well as 1% AEP plus climate change), inclusive of all collection,
conveyance, storage, flow control and disposal elements and including an allowance for urban creep, together
with an assessment of system performance.

b) Detailed drawings of the entire proposed surface water drainage system, attenuation and flow control
measures including levels, gradients, dimensions and pipe reference numbers, designed to accord with the
CIRIA C753 SuDs Manual (or equivalent guidance that may supersede or replace it);

c) Full detail on SuDs proposals (including location, type, size, depths, side slopes and cross sections);

d) Details of overland flood flow routes in the event of system exceedance, with demonstration that such flows
can be appropriately managed on site without increasing flood risk to occupants.

e) Demonstration that the surface water drainage of the site is in accordance with DEFTA non-statutory technical
standards for sustainable drainage systems.

f)  Full details of the maintenance / adoption of the surface water drainage system.

g) Permissions to connect to a receiving watercourse or sewer.

h) Measures taken to prevent pollution of the receiving ground water and / or surface water.

i) Adequate measures to prevent further surface water flooding at lower properties (The Green)

Reason: To ensure that the proposed development can be adequately drained and to ensure that there is no increased
flood risk on or off site resulting from the proposed development and to ensure that the principles of sustainable
drainage can be incorporated into the development, noting that initial preparatory and/or construction works may
compromise the ability to mitigate harmful impacts meeting the requirements of Policies LP5, LP15 and LP37 of
Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036.

Condition: Notwithstanding the provisions of the Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development)
(England) Order 2015 (or any Order revoking or re-enacting that order with or without modification), no development
within Class A to F inclusive of Part 1 of Schedule 2 and Class A of Part 2 of Schedule 2 of the Order shall be undertaken
without planning permission first being obtained from the Local Planning Authority

Reason: To enable the Local Planning Authority to retain control in the interest of amenity and to control surface water
flooding, in accordance with Policies, LP9, LP11, LP12, LP14 and LP5 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036.

Condition: Access Construction The access shall be constructed with adequate drainage measures to prevent surface
water run-off onto the adjacent private or public highway, in accordance with a scheme submitted to and approved in
writing by the Local Planning Authority The access shall be constructed and retained in accordance with the approved
details.

Reason: In the interests of both private and public highway safety.
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Existing Location Plan
A2 @ 1:1250

NOTES:

o This drawing including all designs & detail contained theron is the copyright of PW
Architects & may not be reproduced or used except where written permission is
granted.

 This drawing may be used for Planning purposes only by the Local Planning
Authority.

© Dimensions must not be scaled from this drawing. The Contractor is to check and
verify all building and site dimensions before work is put in hand. The scale ruler
drawn below is to be used as guide only and should not be relied upon for
accurate scale.

 The Contractor is to check and verify with all the Statutory Authorities and the
Employer the location and condition of any underground or overhead services or
confirm that none exist prior to work commencing on site.

 The Contractor shall comply with enactments regulations and working rules
relating to safety health and welfare of workpeople.
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NOTES:

o This drawing including all designs & detail contained theron is the copyright of
Peter Wilmot Architects & may not be reproduced or used except where written
permission is granted.

o This drawing may be used for Planning purposes only by the Local Planning
Authority.

o Dimensions must not be scaled from this drawing.
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SPECIFICATION NOTES 8. It is the Contractors responsibility to ensure all provided Woodland Mix - Tree and Shrub Planting:
plants are pest and disease free, and with plant passports Transplanted Trees: 18. Bare root trees and cell grown plants - to be planted
General: ' ' provided (as per above point). If the contractor suspects 14. Trees to be transplanted are standard trees that at their natural level in holes larger than the extent of the
1. Works to be undertaken in accordance with these any newly planted trees or any existing trees are have been relatively recently planted. Work to be root system. Roots of bare root plants shall be spread out
specification notes, and otherwise stated in the Softworks contaminated with any notifiable pest or disease, they undertaken during the dormant season and in frost free to their natural position and cut back to remove any minor
Specification used for the existing Hill Close development. should report it immediately to conditions. Receiving pit to be excavated prior to lifting damage to roots and shoots. Backfill material shall be
Where there are differences, these notes take precedent. https://treealert.forestresearch.gov.uk/ as well as the tree. Hole to be dug for the receiving location which is trodden down firmly to remove any air pockets around
Before planting the Landscape Contractor is to ascertain Client, project Landscape Architect and Main Contractor (if larger than the rootball to be excavated. Excavate tree the root system. New planting within Mixes to be planted
the exact location of gmstmg or afs-bmlt services and is appropriate). Do not attempt to destroy or move infected root ball, seeking to retain as many roots as possible, in single species groups of between 3 and 13 plants.
responsible for ensuring thE_lt services are not dama_ged. material yourself. For additional information relating to whilst maintaining an intact ball of contained growing Mulch- Surface mulching comprising of 75mm depth of
If necessary, planting locations may need to be adjusted reporting a notifiable pest or disease additional medium, as far as possible, and immediately transferring well-spent mushroom compost (or otherwise approved) to
locally. information can be found at the following link: to the receiving pit. Water in immediately following be supplied and spread to all plants at 500mm diameter
) ) ) https://www.gov.uk/guidance/report-a-tree-pest-or- transplanting. around each plant, with intervening areas maintained as
2. No plant species, size or location should be altered disease-overview. bare earth through weed-kill applications
without prior approval of the Landscape Architect. Individual Tree Planting:
Groundworks and Planting: 15. Tree pits - tree pits to be 1.0 x 1.0 x 0.6m deep, or Grass:
Clearance: g , : 9. All groundworks and planting operations shall be in 300mm larger than root ball, whichever is larger. 19. Amenity Grass Seed mix to be 'PM120 Slowgrowth'
g' f‘" areas of proposedbp!antmgdf seeding to be cleared of: accordance with the following British Standards: Compost - peat-free tree and shrub planting compost by mix by DLF UK or similar approved.
uilding c.lebns, stones, '”CK and concrete DVEF 50mm in BS 3936 thoroughly incorporating it with topsoil into planting holes yw
Idlag';eter, contammatmr;, and sc:jlls ursmtablé o_; ; Part 1 (1992) Nursery Stock - Specification for Trees and at the ratio of 40 litres per tree 20. Wildflower Grass mix within the orchards, beneath A Amendments following client feedback RG 28/03/2022
atstahe, PUrpuses ON. NOUsng CEVBINMENLS, eSS Shrubs Tree Staking - where trees are located in lines, tree stakes native tree and shrub mix, and grass maintenance path to Letter Revision By Date

should be removed from site. All areas of proposed
planting/seeding affected by construction works to be
relieved of compaction by ripping to a depth of 600mm at
1m centres, in two directions, except below the canopies
of existing trees and where underground services exist or
where directed not to by on-site engineers.

Topsoil:
4. Existing topsoil to be utilised. Imported topsoil to make

up any deficit in the topsoil requirements for the proposed
planting scheme shall be in accordance with BS
3882:2015 and of multi-purpose grade, free from plant
material prohibited under the Wildlife and Countryside Act
1981, that contains no concentration of chemical
contaminants that would cause a significant risk to human
health and the environment and tested by a competent
testing laboratory for its suitability for use in a housing
development.

5. Topsoil depths to be:

50mm for wildflower areas

150mm for amenity grass areas;

450mm for shrub areas and low hedgerows;

450mm for tree pits (over 150mm backfilled sub-soil)
Tree pits to be 1.0 x 1.0 x 0.6m deep.

Supply of plants

6. All plants shall be supplied in accordance with the
National Plant Specification, by nurseries accredited by
the Horticultural Trade Association.

7. The Contractor is to provide Plant Passports to the
Client, Principal Designer, Clerk of Works and Landscape
Architect upon purchase of plants, prior to planting.

Part 3 (1990) Nursery Stock - Specification for Fruit Plants
Part 10 (1990) Nursery Stock - Specification for Ground
Cover Plants

BS 4428 (1989) Code of Practice for General Landscape
Operations (excluding Hard Surfaces)

BS 3882 (2015) Specification for Topsoil

BS 8545 (2014) Trees: from nursery to independence in
the landscape. Recommendations

10. Effective weed control shall be carried out prior to
cultivation. All planting areas to be cultivated to a depth
of 300mm except below the canopies of existing trees
where pits should be hand dug.

11, All plants to be watered before and after planting
and as necessary during the growing season to ensure
planting thrives.

Planting Protection

12. Rabbit Protection - tree species (Transplants and
Half Standards) to be fitted with brown spiral tree guards
60cm x 38mm - to be biodegradable (e.g. 'TreeBio',
green), or otherwise approved. Native shrubs (other than
Holly) to be fitted with shrub shelters 60cm high x
130-160mm diameter, (e.g. Shrub Shelter by "Tubex') - to
be made of photodegradable and recyclable, or otherwise
approved. Holly to be fitted with shrub shelters 60cm high
x 144-200mm diameter - to be made of photodegradable
and recyclable, (e.q. Shrub Shelter Plus by Tubex') or
otherwise approved.

Timing of Works:

13, Planting shall occur within the next planting season
after completion of the built development. Bare root
stock to be planted in the next appropriate planting
season (Nov-March) after completion of the built
development.

to be angled in the same orientation parallel to adjacent
roads.

Angled Staking: trees shall be supported by 1No. 50mm
dia x 1800mm long stakes angled to avoid rootball with
400mm above ground level, tied with Standard Nylon
Reinforced Rubber Belts, 37.5mm with Extra Large Pads
spacer - supplied by J Toms Ltd or similar approved
supplier.

Mulching - surface mulching to individual trees in grass
shall be 75mm depth of ornamental bark mulch, 500mm
diameter around tree.

Irrigation: all fruit trees and transplanted trees to fitted
with a Treegator Orginal Slow Release Watering Bag.

Native Hedgerow Planting

16. Hedgerows plants to be planted in pits to be 300 x
300 x 300mm, or 200mm larger than root ball, whichever
is larger.

Compost - Apply peat-free tree and shrub planting
compost by thoroughly incorporating it with topsoil into
planting holes at the ratio of 8 litres per shrub.

Mulch - surface mulching to all plant beds shall be 75mm
depth of ornamental bark mulch.

Density - double staggered rows, planted at 4/lin m
(500mm c/s), with rows 0.5m apart.

Native and Ornamental Shrub Planting:

17. Shrub pits - pits to be 300 x 300 x 300mm, or
200mm larger than root ball, whichever is larger.
Compost - Apply peat-free tree and shrub planting
compost by thoroughly incorporating it with topsoil into
planting holes at the ratio of 8 litres per shrub.

Mulch - surface mulching to all plant beds shall be 75mm
depth of ornamental bark mulch.

be Emorsgate Seeds EM2 - Standard General Purpose
Meadow Mixture at 4g/m2. Carry out a topping in the first
year. In successive years cut to a height of 15mm in late
July, with cuttings left to dry for 1-7 days and
subsequently removed. Implementation and maintenance
to be undertaken in accordance with the Biodiversity
Enhancement Plan, October 2019, submitted as part of
the planning application.

Maintenance:

21. Maintenance - shall be carried out in accordance
with the Biodiversity Enhancement Plan and Soft works
specification. The key requirement are to keep all planting
areas weed free within public areas. Any dead, diseased
or seriously damaged plants (including those vandalised
and transplanted) shall be replaced during the following
planting season during the 5 Year Establishment Period.
These are to be replaced with plants of the same size and
species to that originally specified. Mulch to shrubs and
trees within public areas to be topped up annually to
maintain 75mm depth until established.

22. Maintenance shall be carried out to all amenity grass
verges and areas of open space with regular maintenance
cuts (approx.) 12-15/year to 38mm height and once a
year for wildflower grassland cut to a height of 15mm
height in July with arisings left to dry for 1-7 days and
then removed off-site for composting.

Foundations:

23. Foundations must be designed by an
engineer/architect to take into account the potential effect
of existing and proposed trees and shrubs.

thelandscape
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