




















Planning Committee

Update Sheet

21°* April 2016

The information set out in this Update Sheet includes
details relating to public speaking and any change in
circumstances and/or additional information received after
the agenda was published.
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Item Ref No Address Recommendation
No

05 (SDNP/15/06425/FUL BJue Moon, Green Lane, Hambledon, = |REFUSE
Hampshire

Agenda Page: 110
Officer Presenting: Jane Rarok

Public Speaking

Objector:

Parish Council representative:

Ward Councillor:

Supporter: lan Donohue (Agent — Southern Planning Practice)

Update
None
Item |Ref No Address Recommendation
No
06 14/01993/0UT Sandyfields Nurseries, Main Road, PERMIT
Colden Common, Winchester

Agenda Page: 120
Officer Presenting: Simon Avery

Public Speaking

Objector: Mr Barnes & Kirsten Gray or Steven Smallman (Pro Vision)
Parish Council representative: Clir Maggie Hill

Ward Councillor: CliIr Izzard & Clir Susan Cook

Supporter: Steve Carrington (Applicant)

Update
A letter has been submitted to the Council from solicitors acting for Welbeck

Strategic Land LLP, one of the objectors to this application. The majority of the
points raised in this letter are already covered in the officer report, however, the
points are summarised and addressed as follows:

Objections / points raised in the letter
1. The application should be refused until the application site is confirmed as a
LPP2 allocation and the policy has not changed since the Welbeck and Bargate

applications were refused last year on policy grounds.

2. The application cannot be approved due to the lack of consultee response from
SDNPA.

3. The proposed walkway within the woodland cannot be delivered.




4. The report does not address loss of employment.

5. The management of the woodland would not satisfy paragraph 204 of the NPPF
and tests within Regulation 122 of CIL Regulations 2010.

6. The officer’s report does not balance the harms arising from the application
against the benefits.

7. The application contains errors in that the supporting Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment only assesses the impact of 140 dwellings rather than 165 and
the plans attached to the committee agenda shows Stratton’s Copse as part of the
application site.

Response of WCC

1. This point is addressed in the report under the heading ‘Principle of
Development’. In the context of the presumption in favour of sustainable
development in the NPPF applications can be approved in advance of LPP2 being
adopted if the proposal fully conforms to the requirements of emerging policy CC1
and meets other general planning requirements. The Council has already approved
a number of other sites in advance of LPP2 under such circumstances. The
Government does not expect Local Planning Authorities to refuse planning
permission on grounds of prematurity, especially as the Local Plan hearing is due to
start on 12July. . However, the Bargate and Welbeck sites referred to are not the
community’s preferred sites for residential development.

2. The SDNP were consulted on 22 March 2016. Their comments are expected
prior to the planning committee meeting but have not been received in time for the
update sheet. In regard to this application the SDNP is not a statutory consultee as
the site is not within the National Park (Stratton’s Copse is not itself within the
application site but is within the ownership of the applicant). In this matter the
Council has undertaken appropriate consultations and given the SDNP the
opportunity to respond. The fact that a consultee does not respond, does not
prevent the Local Planning Authority from taking a decision.

3. The proposed woodland is within the ownership of the applicant and their
intention is to transfer this to the Parish Council. This requirement is proposed to be
secured through a legal obligation. Access to the woodland makes an important
contribution towards the open space requirements of the development and such
access was advocated by the SDNP when they were consulted about the allocation
of the site under LPP2. If however this aspect of the development cannot be
secured though a s106 obligation then the requirements of the development would
have to be re-assessed by the Committee at a subsequent meeting. This is no
different to any other application granted subject to the provisions of a s106
obligation. It needs to be borne in mind however that the woodland is within private
ownership and currently does not benefit from any specific management, whereas
under these proposals it would be managed and controlled by the Parish Council in
line with the Woodland Management Plan which would be to the long term benefit of
the woodland and the community.

4. Loss of employment is not directly addressed within the report since this is a site




allocated for residential development. The impact of development / loss of existing
uses has therefore been assessed as part of the LPP2 process. Even if there were
a requirement to consider it further at this stage, Policy CP9 of the LPP1 which
deals with loss of employment states that losses will only be permitted where
retaining a business use would not be reasonable having regard to a number of
considerations. These include the strength of local demand for the type of
accommodation and the benefits of the proposed use compared to the benefits of
retaining the existing use. In this case the benefits of the proposed use, i.e. housing
development to meet the needs set out in the LPP1, outweigh the benefits of
retaining the existing use.

5. The woodland is part of the open space required by Policy CC1 and it forms a
necessary part of the application. As such it is considered to satisfy the relevant
legal tests being necessary to make the development acceptable, directly related to
the development and fairly and reasonably related in scale to the development. The
fact that it is not within the red line does not prevent it from being included within a
s106 obligation. The reason it has been omitted from the application site is because
it falls within the area for which the SDNPA is the local planning authority.

6. The officer’s report provides a balanced judgement on the proposed scheme.

7. The Landscape and Visual Assessment (LVIA) supporting the application refers
to 140 dwellings rather than 165 due to an earlier masterplan showing less housing.
However, the difference has no material bearing on the findings of the LVIA as the
earlier iteration of the masterplan proposed housing fundamentally within the same
parameters as the current scheme.

The applicant has also submitted a revised Affordable Housing plan (drawing no.
14.128.03 rev B), following discussions with the Council’s Strategic Housing officer
to improve the distribution of affordable housing across the site.

It is noted that there is an error in the report on page 134 where it states that that
details of the proposed walkway will form part of the reserved matters application.
This is not the case as reserved matters can only be submitted in relation to the
redline application site itself, whereas the woodland is outside of this area.

However, the submitted Landscape and Public Open Space Strategy and Woodland
Trail and Woodland Management Plan provide details of how the access to the
woodland would function and the details and operation of this would be undertaken
by the Parish Council.

It is also noted that the location plan issued with the committee report incorrectly
shows the woodland at Stratton’s Copse within the redline of the application site.
The location plan below correctly shows the application site outlined in red and land
in the applicant’s ownership in blue.




Item |Ref No Address Recommendation
No

07 15/02765/FUL |Land Junction of Sandy Land and Bull PERMIT
Lane, Waltham chase

Agenda Page: 144
Officer Presenting: David Rothery

Public Speaking

Objector: Mrs Bostock

Parish Council representative:
Ward Councillor: Clir Linda Gemmell
Supporter: Robin Reay (Luken Beck)

Update

Revised layout

Amended plans have been submitted to reflect minor changes in the layout of plots
1- 21 in the northern part of the site and to plot 38 along the southern edge of the
development.

Recommendation
Delegate to the Head of Planning to amend the wording of condition 24 ‘Approved

10



Appendix C

South Downs National Park Authority consultation response to Sandyfields Nurseries
14/01993/0UT



21 June 2016

Winchester City Council
City Offices

Colebrook Street
Winchester

SO239LJ

Dear Simon Avery

South Downs National Park Authority response: 14/01993/0UT Major housing
development of 165 homes at Sandyfields, Colden Common

The National Park Authority have previously outlined our concerns in relation
to the Strattons Copse, which is ecologically sensitive, being a SINC, semi-
natural ancient woodland and containing protected species. We remain of
the same opinion, that whilst sensitive access could be facilitated, this should
not be relied upon as the open space provision for the whole residential
development but should merely complement it. This is particularly important
as there is a short fall of green infrastructure already within the parish. It is
appreciate that this could potentially impact on the number of dwellings that
could be delivered on this site. Reliance of the site could further degrade the
Copse, rather than provide overall ecological enhancements which everyone
is seeking to achieve.

The planning committee report still shows the former red line boundary and
includes the Copse and it is considered that this could have been amended
as it further confuses matters. The outline application should also reduce the
number of houses applied for, as a small number will be delivered adjacent
the main road outside of the application site (albeit it is acknowledged that
this is a small difference). . The current provision of open space within the
layout is considered too small for the number of units applied for.. The Copse
has not been allocated as open space in the South Downs Local Plan
Preferred Options 2015 either.

The northern access to the surrounding woodland is likely to be more
ecologically sensitive, however no surveys appear to have been carried out
to date. Connections to existing footpaths across the existing paddocks would
have less impact. This has been a strong preference throughout the planning
process, linking to the recreation ground. There should be a comprehensive
green infrastructure strategy for the associated allocations in Colden
Common (some 250 homes over the plan period), which links up existing and
new open space. This would mean that the Copse is a through route rather



than a circular walk within the copse itself. The woodland management plan
does not show this or the potential connection.

Annual monitoring of any detrimental effects of public use of the Copse, such
as the trampling or uprooting of wild flowers will be crucial. Management of
the rhododendron identified on the western edge of the meadow will be
important as well as any other invasive species in the future. The location of
the new badger sett may be problematic from our initial assessment.

We have limited information regarding the S106 agreement and future
management arrangements for the copse and would wish to be party to this..
The maintenance team at the parish council are likely to require training from
specialists in regard to future management (and it would be helpful if this
included the wider network of waterbodies under management). The
Amphibian and Reptile Conservation Trust (ARC) may also be able to provide
further advice in this regard. Wildlife kerbs should be incorporated given the
amphibians present as part of the mitigation strategy within the housing
development is another suggestion to maintain ecology across the site.

Our particular concerns have been raised in the pre-application response to
the developer, which is attached to this letter as an appendix, planning
reference SDNP/16/00225/PRE. The re-consultation was carried out prior to our
comments being issued therefore the developer has not had time to review
these and address comments made. We will not repeat issues raised within
the letter as this forms part of our consultation response.

It has also been problematic to provide a comprehensive response on the
additional information within the time constraints, therefore specialist advice,
specifically in relation to ecology, has not been able to be carried out.. The
SDNPA request that the planning committee decision is deferred in an
attempt to reconcile issues identified collectively, which we are keen to
achieve.

Whilst Winchester City Council appear to be satisfied that no adverse impact
will occur to the SINC, protected species or the wider surrounding woodland,
The Authority are not sufficiently persuaded that this is the case.. Specialist
comments have not been uploaded or not felt to be comprehensive enough,
looking particularly at areas previously highlighted as an area of concern. The
Planning Committee report does not assess the impacts the development will
have on the National Park purposes and duty or the development plan within
the Copse e.g. the Joint Core Strategy, the saved Local Plan policies and the
South Downs Local Plan Preferred Options (September 2015). Therefore the
assessment is considered limited in regard to the protected landscape.

Examining the proposed new residential layout, the woodland belt within the
two parcels of land would be removed for example, but this could be a
potential wildlife corridor. It may also lead to a loss of dormice habitat.



Retaining these or creating alternative habitat creation, connecting the
surrounding countryside with the development is important. The tree survey
has not addressed this removal and it is not clear that the replacement trees
would have the same value due to limited space provided in the illustrative
layout. The scheme appears to be car dominated given the relative high
density and layout of the development shown. There is a limited transition from
the development and the National Park boundary too. The external boundary
trees surrounding the development have significant amenity value too and
help to minimise landscape concerns. Some of these are situated outside of
the boundary of site, and root protection issues may occur.

The submission does not include a lighting strategy as suggested by our dark
night sky lead and this is considered to be particularly important given the
nocturnal species present.

In conclusion, the SDNPA maintains its objection to the residential
development given the above and enclosed concerns within the attached
pre-application response.

Yours

Rob Ainslie
Development Management
South Downs National Park Authority

Enc SDNP/16/00225/PRE pre-application response

South Downs Centre, North Street,
Midhurst, West Sussex, GU29 9DH

T: 01730 814810
E: info@southdowns.gov.uk
www.southdowns.gov.uk

Chief Executive: Trevor Beattie



Appendix D
Solicitors Letter from Osbourne Clark to WCC (on behalf of Wellbeck)
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Clarke

By Post & Email

Mr Simon Finch

Head of Planning Management
Winchester City Council
Colebrook Street

Winchester

S023 9LJ

Our reference JGB/1006902/028932339. 1/NXM

Your reference

15 April 2016

Dear Sirs

Proposed 165 dwellings and associated works at Sandyfields, Main Road, Colden Common
(the "Site") (Application 14/01993/0UT) (the "Application")

We are instructed by Welbeck Strategic Land LLP ("Welbeck") in this matter.

Welbeck submitted an application (reference 15/02043/OUT) in respect of the proposed development
of up to 70 dwellings on Land East of Highbridge Road, Colden Common, Hampshire SO50 6HW (the
"Welbeck Application"). This was refused by Winchester City Council (the "Council") on 15
December 2015 and an appeal submitted to PINS (reference APP/L1765/\W/16/3143886).

We are also aware that two other planning applications at Colden Common submitted by Bargate
Homes ("Bargate”) (references 15/01149/0OUT and 15/01151/OUT) have been refused and they are
also subject of appeals submitted to PINS (the "Bargate Applications").

The Application is to be presented to the Council's Planning Committee on 21 April 2016 and we have
had the opportunity to review the report prepared for the Planning Committee.

For the reasons identified below, the grant of planning permission would be unlawful.

1. Failure to take into account material considerations

A decision-maker will err in law if he fails to take into account a material consideration. The
tests to be applied in deciding whether or not a consideration was material and so ought to
have been taken into account by a decision-maker were set out by Glidewell LJ in Bolton

Metropolitan Borough Council v SSE (1990) 61 P & CR 343, at 352. They can be summarised
as:

(a) The decision-maker ought to take into account a matter which might cause him to
reach a different conclusion to that which he would reach if he did not take it into

Osborne Clarke LLP
One London Wall, London, EC2Y 5EB or DX 466 Landon Chancery Lane WC2 T +44 207 105 7000 F +44 207 105 7005

Osborne Clarke LLP 18 a Iimiteq liability partnership registered in England and Wales with registered number OC387443 whose registered office is al One London Wail.
London EC2Y SEB. ltis authorised and regulated in the UK by the Solicitors Regulation Authority (SRA} and is registered as a recognised body with SRA number 619990

The term ‘partner refers to a member of Osborne Clarke LLP. Al

f ist of members of Osborne Clarke LLP and their professional qualifications i i
the registered office. Any advice given by any individual member, ; (B LLP st not the ety T pection at

employee. or consultant is the responsibility of Osborne Clarke LLP and not the individual
Osborne Clarke LLP is part of an international legal practice
osborneclarke.com



account. The verb “might’ means where there is a real possibility that he would reach
a different conclusion if he did take that consideration into account.

(b) If a matter is trivial or of small importance in relation to the particular decision_, then it
follows that if it were taken into account there would be a real possibility that it would
make no difference to the decision, and thus it is not a matter that the decision-maker
ought to take into account.

(©) There is clearly a distinction between matters that a decision-maker is obligeq by
statute to take into account and those where the obligation to take into account is to
be implied from the nature of the decision and of the matter in question.

(d) If the validity of the decision is challenged on the ground that the decision maker faﬂed
to take into account a matter that might have caused him to reach a different decision,
it is for the judge to decide whether it was a matter which the decision-maker should
have taken into account.

(e) If the judge concludes that the matter was “fundamental to the decision”, or that it is
clear that there is a real possibility that the consideration of the matter would have
made a difference to the decision, he is entitled to hold that the decision was not
validly made.

This approach is confirmed in paragraphs 8 and 9 of the National Planning Policy Framework.
With regard to the Application, the following material considerations are relevant:
A: Application of Policy Local Plan Part 2 (LPP2)

The draft LPP2 is still subject to a number of unresolved objections and has not been
independently examined. These unresolved objections include objections to the principle of
allocating the Application site for housing purposes and the capacity of the site. The
Application should therefore be refused until the Site is confirmed as an allocation in LPP2
following the Examination in Public.

B: The Welbeck Application and the Bargate Applications

One of the reasons for refusal of the Welbeck Application was "The proposal would be so
significant that to grant permission would undermine the Local Plan Part 2 process by
predetermining decisions about the scale, location or phasing of new development that are

central to the emerging Local Plan, which is at an advanced stage but not yet formally part of
the development plan”.

There is no evidence produced by the Council in the Committee report to show how the policy
position on LPP2 has changed since the determination of the Welbeck application and the
Bargate Applications. In the circumstances the grant of planning permission in favour of the
Application would be unlawful and further would prejudice the consideration of the Welbeck
Application and the Bargate Applications at appeal.

This is_particularly so given the Application is demonstrably worse in sustainability terms than
other sites at Colden Common and the sustainability of the Site is fundamental to the decision
to be reached by the Council in determining the Application. Indeed, there is a requirement

imppsed on decision makers to exercise their functions with the objective of contributing to the
achievement of sustainable development.

It would be perverse and whqlly unreasonable for the Council to grant planning permission for
the Application without providing a clear and reasoned justification for doing so having argued

OC_UKI28989847.1



elsewhere that allowing potential alternative sites ahead of the adoption of LPP2 would
predetermine decisions on the emerging LPP2.

c Lack of consultee responses - Stratton's Copse

We also understand there have not been responses received from statutory consultees such
as the South Downs National Park Authority (SDNPA).

The applicant has made the ‘offer’ of public access to Stratton’s Copse an important and
integral benefit of the proposed development. However, for planning purposes, the Copse lies
outside of the administrative authority of the Council and is a matter for consideration by the
SDNPA. Any planning conditions or obligations should be capable of being enforced by the
local planning authority which has planning responsibility over the Copse not a neighbouring
planning authority.

Unless or until the SDNPA ‘approves’ the proposals for Stratton’s Park as a separate
application and confirms the absence of any adverse impacts associated with the adjacent
proposed housing development then planning permission cannot be given

The Council should not determine the Application until these responses are received as they
may have a fundamental impact upon the consideration of the Application. A clear example of
this is in relation to the managed access to the woodland, rather than await comments from
the South Downs National Park, reliance is placed upon the Council's "specialist officers"
assessment of the various documents and their conclusion that public access to the woodland
can be achieved and managed in a fashion which will provide an accessible natural green
space for the community while also protecting and enhancing the biodiversity of the woodland.

This conclusion cannot be lawfully reached until a response has been received from the South
Downs National Park.

D Delivery of the walkway

Further, a conclusion is reached that “Further details of the walkway will need to be provided
at reserved matters'. This conclusion is flawed as the details of the walkway cannot be
approved at reserved matters as the walkway was not included within the Application and will
not form part of any planning permission granted.

A check on the SDNPA list of applications which have been received does not include one for
the erection of the boardwalk through this ancient woodland and for the change of use to
enable public recreation.

Accordingly, particularly because of the administrative matters, there can be no certainty or
guarantee that this alleged benefit can and will be delivered as part of the development.

We note the response to the pre-application regarding public access to Stratton's Copse:
SDNP/16/00225/PRE | Provision of managed public access to Stratton's Copse as part of a
wider public open space strategy for a residential development on adjacent land | Sandyfields
Nurseries 103 Main Road Colden Common Winchester Hampshire SO21 1TB

“In conclusion, there are significant concerns that the proposal would fail to comply with the
SDNPA’S purpose 1 to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural
heritage. Whilst policy supports improved green infrastructure and the management of
woodlands, the submitted information is insufficient in respect of details and strategy to assess
whether the impact on ecology can be appropriately mitigated."

There is therefore no evidence before the Committee the walkway can be delivered. In fact,
as the walkway does not form part of the Application it cannot be delivered and there is no

OC_UK/28989847.1



evidence before the Committee that the provision of any walkway would be supported by
SDNP.

We note that a response from SDNP dated 11 December 2015 states:

If the applicant wishes to remove the SDNPA area from the scheme, the SDNPA will still be
the neighbouring/adjoining Local Planning Authority (LPA). Given the proximity to the sensitive
area, the SDNPA would be party to the S106 if minded to approve (through mitigation
measures e.g. management of the woodland). If issues cannot be resolved and the SDNPA is
not able to enter into the S106 agreement, this will become a significant issue to the
developer.

E: Failure to consider relevant planning policies regarding loss of employment
land

There remains no consideration about how the redevelopment of the site for housing purposes
conflicts with Policy CP9 of the Local Plan Part 1 which seeks the protection of employment
opportunities, namely in this case external storage falling within Class B8.

Indeed, the description of development for the Application to extend the caravan storage use
specifically refers to a ‘Change of use of existing field to caravan and mobile home storage
site (B8); to provide an additional 196 spaces to the existing caravan and mobile home
storage facility and erection of a new office building’.

It is also pertinent to note that when the Application was submitted to extend the storage
facility in 2012 the need for planning permission in the open countryside was justified by some
130 people on a waiting list to park caravans at Sandyfields. It is clear that the storage use is
currently a facility valued by the local community. Further, there are no indications from the
applicant that alternative caravan/open storage provision is made.

We also note no reference to policy CP9 is made in Informative three which lists the
development plan policies the Council has taken into account in reaching its decision.

Failure to comply with paragraph 204 of the National Planning Policy Framework and
Regulation 122 of the Community Infrastructure Regulations 2010 (as amended).

The Committee report includes in the matters to be secured by way of a S106 Agreement
"management of the woodland".

As the woodland is not included within the planning application redline, the requirement to

provide management of the woodland must be assessed against the legal tests in Regulation
122 namely that the planning obligation is:

(a) necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
(b) directly related to the development; and
(c) fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

It is therefore unlawful for the Committee to place weight upon the management of the
woodland in determining the Application as the assessment of this obligation against the
Regula.thn 122 test has not been satisfied. This failure highlights the illegality of the Council in
determining the Application before receiving a response from the SDNP especially given the
SNDP's position regarding the S106 Agreement as detailed at paragraph 1 (E) above. .

0OC_UK/28989847.1



3 Failure to carry out a balancing exercise

At no point in the Committee report is a balancing exercise carried out to assess the harm of
the Application (as identified in the numerous objections) against any benefits the Application
may have. This is of particular relevance given there is no analysis of the Welbeck Application
and the Bargate Applications in the Committee report.

4. Errors in the Application

(a) The LVIA only assess the impact of 140 dwellings. The Application is for up to 165
dwellings and therefore the LVIA is an inadequate document upon which to approve
the Application.

(b) Stratton's Copse is shown as forming part of the Application site on the plan included
in the Committee report. As set out above, Stratton's Copse does not fall within the
administrative authority of the Council

Next Steps

s The Application and the Committee report are legally flawed. The issues raised in both the
Application and the Committee report are of such significance to the determination of the
Application that they cannot be properly addressed by way of an update report to members of
the Planning Committee.

2. The Application should be refused by the Planning Committee on the basis of the comments
above.
3. Any permission granted by the Council pursuant to the Application will be challenged by way

of judicial review

Please contact John Baird of this firm with any queries.

Osborne Clarke LLP

T +44 207105 7102
F +44 20 71057103
E john.baird@osborneclarke.com

OC_UK/28989847.1



Appendix E
Hampshire Highways consultation response to Sandyfields Nurseries 14/01993/0UT



Enquiries to

Direct Line

Date

Head of Planning

Economy, Transport and Environment Department
Elizabeth Il Court West, The Castle
Winchester, Hampshire SO23 8UD

Tel: 0300 555 1375 (General Enquiries)

Winchester City Council 0300 555 1388 (Roads and Transport)

City Offices 0300 555 1389 (Recycling Waste & Planning)
Colebrook Street Textphone 0300 555 1390

WINCHESTER Fax 01962 847055

Hampshire www.hants.gov.uk

S0239LJ

Joe Malone My reference 6/3/5/353

01962 813863 vour reference  14/01993/0OUT -
20t April 2016 Email Joe.malone@hants.gov.uk

For the attention of Simon Avery

Dear Sirs

Outline planning application for residential development of 165
dwellings and associated public open space following change of use of
land and demolition of existing buildings at the Sandyfields Nurseries,
Colden Common.

| write in regard to my previous consultation response on the above planning
application.

My previous response detailed a number of areas which needed to be
addressed by the applicant:

Further consideration of trip distribution and the impact that different
journey purposes have on the assessment;

Multi Modal trip generation data;
Further count data to validate the one day survey undertaken;

Consideration of improved pedestrian and cycle connections, and
improved bus waiting facilities;

Revised junction assessments;
Additional information for Travel Plan.

| have now been provided with additional information which | have assessed
and my comments are below.

Director of Economy, Transport and
Environment

Call charges and information apply see www.hants.gov.uk

E 14_01993_OUT-



Traffic Impact

In Hampshire County Council’s previous response further details of the
application site’s trip generation and trip distribution were requested.

Trip Generation

The applicant has updated the methodology to calculate the sites vehicular
trip generation. The TRICs assessment has been updated to include sites
solely listed in the type of site category ‘Edge of Town’ and ‘Suburban’. | can
confirm that the trip rate calculated is suitable for use in this assessment.

The outcome of this assessment is that the development is likely to lead to an
additional 105 two way trips in the AM peak and 100 in the PM peak as per
the following table:

Table 6.1 — Vehicular Trip Generation
AM Peak (08:D0-09:00) FPM Peak (17:00-18:00)

Arrive Depart TOTAL Arrive Depart TOTAL
Trip Rates 0171 0466 0.6ar 0375 0228 0.603

Trips 28 77 105 G2 38 100

Trip Distribution

The applicant has updated the method to derive trip distribution and
assignment onto the local highway network to also include consideration of
education and shopping/ leisure trips. This results in 80% heading north out
of the development during the AM peak hour while 20% head south and is
considered to be realistic.

Baseline Traffic Data

Further count data to validate the one day survey has been provided.

Repeat Automatic Traffic Count (ATC) surveys were commissioned and were
placed in the same location as the original ATC on B3354 Main Road in the
vicinity of the site access in January 2015. A comparison between average
weekday two-way flows between July 2014 and January 2015 surveys
revealed similar traffic flows within the AM Peak and a reduction in traffic
during the PM Peak as shown by the Table below.

Survey AM Peak  PM Peak

July 2014 453 514
January 2015 456 413
% Change 0% -20%

It is therefore considered that the baseline traffic flows previously recorded in
July 2014 for use in the assessment and junction modelling was robust.

However upon inspecting the traffic count data it is considered that the
applicant has identified the wrong AM peak hour to be used in the capacity
assessments. Northbound flows recorded between 07:00 and 08:00 are seen



to be significantly higher than the 08:00 — 09:00 period that was used in the
transport assessment. Using the lower flow peak hour will result in the
junction models underestimating available junction capacity.

The junction capacity models will need to be amended with the relevant peak
hour flows in order to determine the level of impact the development may have
on the junctions. The amended capacity models will then be used to inform
and agree the level of mitigation required to offset the development’s traffic
impact.

The modelling work undertaken so far demonstrates that while the level of
impact at these junctions is modest, it does also show that the junctions
assessed are approaching capacity during certain periods and mitigation
measures will need to be agreed.

Pedestrian and Cycle Connections

My previous response required the applicant to further consider walking and
cycling connections to local destinations. The applicant has confirmed that
the footways along Main Road are at a minimum of 1.6m wide which is above
the required minimum as set out by the DDA guideline minimum of 1.5m.
Street lighting between the site and local destinations is not continuous and
may deter some journeys being made on foot during darker periods of the
year.

There is reasonable access to local schools and other facilities which are
located approximately 1km from the site. To encourage sustainable travel
from the site, safe and attractive walking and cycling routes will need to be
established where possible. To support this, a financial contribution will need
to be secured which can be used in part towards delivering walking and
cycling improvements in the local area.

Updated Pedestrian Accident Data

The applicant has provided a 5 year study of the most recent Personal Injury
Accident (PIA) data available. The study found that 23 injury accidents had
taken place within 1km of the site. Out of the 23 accidents 3 were classified
as severe while 20 were classified as slight.

The predominant causes of accidents appear to be due to road user error
rather than underlying issues with the geometry of the local highway network.
It has been concluded that overall there are no trends that suggest the
additional traffic as a result of the development proposals would significantly
worsen the safety situation on the local highway network.

Access
The proposals have been reviewed by Hampshire County Councils Section

278 highways engineers and have been deemed to be technically acceptable
and deliverable with the extent of the highway or land controlled by the



applicant. The works will be subject to detailed design check and Section 278
agreement with Hampshire County Council.

Travel Plan

| can confirm that an updated Travel Plan has been provided however it has
not been possible to review it in the timescale given. The travel plan will need
to be agreed and measures secured prior to signing the S106 Agreement.

Contribution

A contribution is necessary in order to off-set the wider transport and highway
impacts of the development and to encourage greater use of non-car based
transport.

The contribution will be based on the increase of multi modal trips associated
with the development based upon the known cost of providing transport
infrastructure to support development.

However it is not possible to consider further mitigation including specific
contributions towards local infrastructure until my comments on the Transport
Assessment have been suitably addressed.

Recommendation

Whilst a number of the matters raised in my previous response have been
satisfactorily addressed, there are still areas of work relating to the traffic
assessment work and the level of mitigation required that are still to be
resolved. | recognise that the application is being determined by committee
on the 21 April and | am satisfied that the matters identified in this response
that need to be addressed can be resolved through the delegated authority
you are seeking from the committee. Whilst | am not able to provide a formal
recommendation at this stage | am satisfied that the proposals can be
finalised, subject to agreeing the final package of mitigation, which for the
avoidance of doubt could include infrastructure improvements or financial
contributions. | would be happy to formally update this recommendation once
full agreement has been reached on these matters, together with conditions
and S106 provisions.

| trust the above is clear but please contact Joe Malone on the above number
should you wish to discuss further.

Yours faithfully

Ben Clifton
Transport Team Leader - Highways Development Planning



Appendix F

South Downs National Park Authority pre-application response SDNP/16/00225/PRE
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South Downs

National Park Authority

Foreman Homes LTD Our Ref: SDNP/16/00225/PRE
Unit 1, Station Industrial Park Contact Officer: Jean Chambers

Duncan Road Tel. No.: 01730 819203
Park Gate

Southampton
Hampshire
S031 1BX
22 March 2016
Dear Foreman Homes LTD

RE: Pre-Application Advice - Provision of managed public access to Stratton's Copse

as part of a wider public open space strategy for a residential development on adjacent

land.

Site Address: Sandyfields Nurseries, 103 Main Road, Colden Common, Winchester,
Hampshire, SO21 1TB

Thank you for your correspondence received 18 January 2016 seeking pre-application advice.

Site Description and Proposal

Pre application advice is sought for the provision of managed public access to Stratton's
Copse as part of a wider public open space strategy for residential development on adjacent
land. The Copse is a 2.6 hectare woodland previously understood to be used for informal
recreation by the owner and paintball activities.

The woodland is designated as an Ancient Semi Natural Woodland with primarily English oak
and ash, the eastern section is poorly drained.

The proposal would provide managed public access through the copse using boardwalk for
wetter areas and low impact 'no dig' cellular confinement systems for the routes. Cleft
chestnut pale fence would be used at the start of the path to keep people from straying into
species rich areas. There would be an information board at the entrance.

Some thinning would be required and a coppicing regime introduced to improve conditions for
ground flora. The programme of work would run over a 5 year period, thereafter a review of
objectives and management plan would occur. Longer term, every 2-3 years, trees would be
surveyed and reviews undertaken to ensure the objectives are adjusted as required.

Bear's Copse is located to the east of the site, Chalk Dell Copse is located to the north.

Relevant Planning History
14/01993/0OUT for proposed 165 dwellings and associated works, pending consideration
(Winchester City Council)

South Downs National Park Authority, South Downs Centre, Midhurst, GU29 9DH Tel:
0300 303 1053 Email: planning@southdowns.gov.uk



14/00179/SCREEN for 150 dwellings, Winchester City Council. 2014

SDNP/15/04975/PA16 Replacement of existing 3 no. antennas with 3 no. new antennas and
installation of 2 no. additional equipment cabinets and development ancillary thereto situated
within the established compound. Granted 27.11.2015

Policy Context

Applications must be determined in accordance with the Development Plan unless material
considerations indicate otherwise. The statutory development plan in this area is the
Winchester District Local Plan (2006). The relevant policies to this application are set out

below.

National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) and Circular 2010

Government policy relating to National Parks is set out in English National Parks and the
Broads: UK Government Vision and Circular 2010 and The National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) which was issued and came into effect on 27 March 2012. The Circular
and NPPF confirm that National Parks have the highest status of protection and the NPPF
states at paragraph 115 that great weight should be given to conserving landscape and scenic
beauty in the National Parks and that the conservation of wildlife and cultural heritage are
important considerations and should also be given great weight in National Parks.

National Park Purposes

The two statutory purposes of the SDNP designation are:

e To conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage of their
areas;

e To promote opportunities for the public understanding and enjoyment of the special
qualities of their areas.

If there is a conflict between these two purposes, conservation takes precedence. There is
also a duty to foster the economic and social well being of the local community in pursuit of
these purposes.

Relationship of the Development Plan to the NPPF and Circular 2010

Winchester Local Plan Part 1- Joint Core Strategy Adopted 2013

Policies:

MTRA4 Development in the Countryside
CP7 Open Space Sport and Recreation
CP15 Green Infrastructure

CP16 Biodiversity

CP19 South Downs National Park

South Downs Partnership Management Plan
Policies: 1, 3,4, 19, 28

Outcomes: 1,2, 3,9



NPPF

Planning Policy

The following policies of the Winchester District Local Plan (2006) are relevant to this
application:

WNCE28 - (WN)Sustinable Facilities

WNDP3 - (WN)General Design Criteria

WNDP4 - (WN)Landscape And The Build Environment
WNDP5 - (WN)Design Of Amenity Open Space

Planning Assessment
Principle

The proposal seeks advice for using a 2.6 hectare woodland, Stratton's Copse for public
access in connection with a pending outline application, reference 14/01993/OUT with
Winchester City Council for 165 dwellings on the adjoining site. The principle of linking
development to multi user networks is supported especially where it offers an opportunity to
restore and connect wildlife habitats. This needs to be considered cautiously to ensure
appropriate control within protected landscapes. The Woodland Management Plan highlights
sensitivities on this site; great crested newts, orchids and other important species/habitats. It
is therefore important that an application demonstrates that the facility offered delivers an
appropriate balance between public access and enhanced biodiversity against potential harm.

The National Park have raised objection to the outline application with concerns that the
adjacent site does not have the capacity to accommodate 165 dwellings. It has not been
demonstrated that all open space can be provided within the development itself (excluding the
reliance on the sensitive Stratton Copse woodland area) and provide an overall enhancement
to ecology. Notwithstanding the above, this advice focuses on the pre application request for
the use of Stratton Copse.

Visual impact, Layout and design

The 'Design Principals' plan indicates that between the residential development and woodland
edge, works would be undertaken to provide informal tree planting to enhance the parkland
and woodland edge character; retention and enhancement of woodland eco-tone (rough
grass, wildflower meadow and fine meadow swathes) and native buffer planting to support
existing habitats. No detailed layout of the anticipated access routes within the copse has
been provided. The Landscape Officer considers that in general the proposals are well
thought out and take on board the sensitivity of the Ancient Woodland. It is recommended that
a detailed design of all construction within the woodland would be required and that an
Arboricultural Impact Assessment and methodology statement in accordance with BS 5837
Trees in Relation to Demolition, Design and Construction 2013 Recommendations be
submitted. A Woodland and Biodiversity Management and Monitoring Plan should be
submitted as part of the application. If the houses were to have open fires, it would be
positive for local people to be involved with harvesting their own coppiced wood from the
woodland.

The proposed boardwalk is imposing and appears quite large in the visuals. It may be
advisable to reduce the scale of the construction as this is likely to have long term
maintenance issues. Boardwalks can cause mobility issues for less able visitors, they can be
slippery (particularly in wooded areas) and will need constant monitoring for safety issues.



There is an anomaly between the indicated alignment of the 'pedestrian access from the
development zone' on the Woodland Access Strategy Plan page of the Landscape Strategy
and the HGP architects Indicative Layout Plan. On the latter it is offset thus making the
woodland portal undermined; on the landscape strategy it is in line creating a direct visual link
to Stratton's Copse. The woodland access points need to be considered in detail.

It may be helpful to consider whether the path in the copse should link to a new Public Rights
of Way leading to the recreation ground which would facilitate a through route rather than a
circular route which could lead to pressure within the most sensitive parts of the copse and
potential entry into the wider copse which is sensitive. A deterrent to access to sensitive
areas of the wider woods (outside of the current ownership) could be the use of dead hedging.

The presence of the lattice mobile phone tower with antennas will require access for
maintenance. This should be acknowledged and considered as part of the overall
management plan/access arrangements.

Lighting

The Dark Skies Lead and Ranger has commented in respect of the open space strategy for
the housing element and recommended a condition to ensure there would be no external
lighting, or that a lighting plan is submitted. He further comments that the introduction of
houses will also inevitably lead to an increase in light pollution, from internal spill, surface
reflection and traffic. This will have an impact on wildlife within the local area, particularly any
sensitive habitats nearby. A more detailed response can be provided once an ecological
assessment has been undertaken. However, the incorporation of habitats into the
development will impact on the wildlife which would have resided under darker conditions.

Trees and Ecology

Detailed arboricultural and ecology appraisals would need to be accompany a planning
application. The Forestry Commission have advised that there are aspects that would
improve the management plan, namely:

EPS and priority species

Newts are mentioned, but how these species will be protected isn't covered anywhere in the
plan, it would be expected that as a minimum, good guidance for this species would be
followed.

Operations do not currently state over what area they will be worked or the number or volume
of timber that will be removed during thinning and coppicing. These works might require a
felling licence dependent on the volumes being removed.

Objectives

Vegetation management to improve biodiversity potential; Blackthorn can be an important
habitat for birds and invertebrates and can make extremely valuable scrubby edge habitat, a
rotational management would be more beneficial. Coppicing can be extremely valuable to
wildlife including dormice, there are woods in the area with this species so they should be
considered and habitat corridors and checker board management carried out.

Risks



Pests - deer and squirrel might not be an issue at the moment as the wood hasn't been
managed in a while, but as thinning and coppicing is instigated this will make the woods more
vulnerable. As there will be public access, culling might not be suitable but areas of
regeneration, coppice and ground flora should be protected. Either temporary or permanent
fencing could be used to enable regeneration and coppicing to grow above browsing line or
the entire area could be deer fenced with gates for public access.

Disease - Ash Dieback (Chalara) isn't mentioned, but could have a significant affect in the
medium term from a safety and recruitment angle. Regeneration should be monitored to
ensure species other than ash are being recruited and if not group replanting might be
required. Chronic and acute oak decline should also be considered, with oaks health
monitored and enrichment planting being carried out to diversify the woods and increase
resilience.

With regard to Green Infrastructure, Colden Common is a settlement lacking in localised
Greenspace. The Sustainability Policy Officer advises that if the existing site has insufficient
capacity to support 165 homes, provision of the additional open space for new residents (as a
minimum, noting the existing deficit for Colden Common) and requirements for Sustainable
drainage (some of which may be compatible with open space provision) then an imaginative
and robust alternative solution needs to be found. Suggested options that might be considered
include:

o] Reduction in the housing yield for the site commensurate with meeting the open space
standards;

0 Provision of open space at an alternative site in close proximity within Colden Common,
preferably with a PROW extension for ease of sustainable access.

Other Issues for consideration

Given the presence of great crested newts and other amphibians within the copse, it is likely
migration routes will be within the development. Amphibians in the carriageway naturally follow
the line of the kerb, and when they reach a gully grid they normally fall through into the gully
below, where they generally die of starvation. Wildlife kerbs could be considered or sets with
gulley's positioned slightly away from the path edging/sets, with features such as a bypass
recess or other options explored as part of any mitigation strategy. In additional drainage
changes may also impact on this habitat.

Financial Contributions

SDNPA are not aware of what S106 contributions for the dwellings have been negotiated but
would need to be party to discussions. Mitigation for the impacts and long term maintenance
costs would need to be understood and considered.

In conclusion, there are significant concerns that the proposal would fail to comply with the
SDNPA's purpose 1 to conserve and enhance the natural beauty, wildlife and cultural heritage.
Whilst policy supports improved green infrastructure and the management of woodlands, the
submitted information is insufficient in respect of details and strategy to assess whether the
impact on ecology can be appropriately mitigated.

If you pursue a formal planning application please note that the requirements of the South
Downs National Park Authority Local Validation List will apply with regard to the information
required to be submitted. Further information is available at
www.southdowns.gov.uk/planning/planning-advice.



It would be advisable to contact the Building Control department at your Local Authority to
check if building regulation approval is required.

Please note that the advice contained within this letter constitutes an informal Officers opinion
and does not prejudice, nor is binding upon, any future decision taken by the South Downs
National Park Authority.

Yours faithfully,

Jean Chambers
Development Management Officer



Appendix G

lllustrative Site Layout Plans for 15/01151/0UT Land at Main Road (2494) and
15/01149/0UT Land off Lower Moors Road (1870).
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ACCOMMODATION SCHEDULE
Plot Type Quantity

o OPEN MARKET
2 Bed 3 Person Lodge
3 Bed 4 Person Lodge
3 Bed 5 Person House
4 Bed 6 Person House

X X X X
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1
10
3

o AFFORDABLE
1 Bed 2 Person Flat
2 Bed 4 Person House
3 Bed 5 Person House
4 Bed 6 Person House

X X X X
~oN

Total 31

P8 Landscape amended 15.05.01
P7 Landscape & schedule amended 15.04.21
P6 Extended site information added 15.04.14
P5 General amendments 15.04.13
P4 Planning issue 14.04.14
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ACCOMMODATION SCHEDULE

Plot Type Quantity
() OPEN MARKET
2 Bed 3 Person Lodge X 5
3 Bed 4 Person Lodge X 1
3 Bed 5 Person House X 16
4 Bed 6 Person House X 5
(]
AFFORDABLE
1 Bed 2 Person Flat X 3
2 Bed 4 Person House X 7
3 Bed 5 Person House X 7
4 Bed 6 Person House X 1
Total 45

P10 Landscape & schedule added

P9 Landscape & schedule added
P8 General amendments

P7 General amendments

P6 Northern boundary amended

15.05.01
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