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1.2

1.3

1.4

Introduction

Application 20/01238/OUTMAJ was submitted on the 28th May 2020 and registered by the
Local Planning Authority on the 24th June 2020. The registration letter advises that the LPA has
until the 14th October 2020 to determine the application, unless an extension to that period is
sought.

A number on internal consultation responses were published on the Council’s website very
recently:

o Highways Development Control 8th September 2020

o Lead Local Flood Authority 14th September 2020
o Tree Officer 15th September 2020
o Landscape 15th September 2020
o Transport Policy 16th September 2020
o Ecology 16th September 2020
o Planning Policy 17th September 2020

These responses, in some instances, request the Applicants to either provide clarification as to
the information it has submitted or request additional information. This response compiled with
information provided by Barrell Tree Consultancy, Brookbanks, Cooper Landscape (formerly of
SLR), Vectors, White Peak Planning and WYG has been prepared to address those requests in
order to assist the determination of the application.

Previously the Applicants have submitted a response to Natural England’s consultation response
and Hampshire County Council on the 15t and 4™ September 2020.
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2.7

Highways Development Control

Discussions regarding highways and transportation have been on-going for a considerable
period of time and culminated in the VISSIM modelling undertaken in 2019.

Mitigation measures. This list of mitigation measures included at para 76 corresponds with
those identified following the VISSIM modelling and set out by the Highway Officer in
correspondence in June and July 2019 and are referred to in the submitted Transport
Assessment. The mitigation measures in red are those which are being attributed to the
Bloor/SFP application. With reference to A339/Pinchington it is unclear how the cost of this
junction improvement is being viewed by the Council. On the basis that the modelling shows
that both the Bloor/SFP scheme and the Donnington New Homes Scheme creates additional
traffic along the A339 that require mitigation (paras 37 — 41), these costs are assumed to be
shared between the two development as per para 76 of the consultation response. The junction
costs will need to be agreed during discussions regarding the Section 106 planning obligation.

Bus Services. The principle of delivering a viable bus service accessing and egressing at Monks
Lane and looping at the Local Centre has been agreed with the Reading Buses and is acceptable
until an extension of this service to Andover Road can be provided with development at New
Warren Farm. Financial contributions towards bus subsidy need to be discussed in the context
of the Section 106 planning obligation. Restricting development in DPC to 100 occupations will
unnecessarily reduce the available patronage to the bus service.

Valley Crossing. An illustrative plan of a proposed valley crossing was submitted as part of the
Transport Assessment, which showed two separate carriageways both consisting of a 3.65 metre
wide carriageway, a 2.0 metre wide footway and a 1.5 metre wide cycleway. An assessment of
this was included as part of the Environmental Statement. In response to previous comments
the proposals sought to ensure that access could be maintained at all times if one carriageway
was closed or obstructed the other could still be used as an emergency access.

It is suggested in the consultation response that two separate carriageways would need to be
extended to level ground and the bridge would need to be two separate structures. We
consider that both of these are achievable. In particular, the culvert over the stream could be
split into 2 culverts.

There is also the comment about a passing place being required but this does not seem logical;
as we are dealing with an emergency access here with good visibility so anyone approaching the
crossing would be able to see an emergency vehicle approaching. Furthermore, the hard
surfacing width on each carriageway is 7.15m (3m for vehicles, 1.5m for cycles and a 2m
footway) so two vehicles can pass in any case.

It should be remembered that this plan is illustrative rather than a detailed element of the
scheme. The LPA have previously acknowledged that this requires a number of considerations to
be taken into account (highway, ecology, landscape, water resources) and that this can be
addressed at a later stage as part of the detailed design. The LPA has not requested, pursuant
to Article 5(2) of the Town and Country Planning (Development Management) Order 2015,
additional information in respect of this.



2.9

Public Right of Way. A 3m wide emergency access is proposed to run adjacent to the Public
Right of Way Footpath Greenham 9, which would connect the site to the A339. It has been
stated that the emergency route would need to be a 3.75 metre bonded surface. A detailed
design for this route, including its alignment and surface treatment, could be conditioned by the
LPA or included with the Country Park Scheme which is to be designed in detail at a later stage.
This detailed design would take account of the proximity of the existing Public Right of Way to

Waterleaze Copse.

Visibility Splays. 2.4x43 metre visibility splays have been added to the two access drawings
and these are included at Appendix 1.
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3.3
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3.6

3.7

Local Lead Flood Authority

In its response to Application 18/0764/OUTMAJ, the LLFA supported the principle of the surface
water drainage scheme subject to detailed design being secured by way of planning condition.
On this occasion, the response still supports the principle of the surface water drainage strategy
but recommends a different planning condition.

It also requests further information in respect of the following:

Pollution Control (Construction Phase). The Draft CEMP at Appendix D1 of the
Environmental Statement outlines the pollution control measures that will be taken in respect of
Water Resources. With direct reference to items WR1 and WR2 contained within Table 6.1 “Site
Specific Environmental Actions”, the Principal Contractor will be obliged to install appropriate
measures to contain and control spillages, contaminants and all other potential pollutants such
that they will not affect the wider water quality. As is conventional, a detailed CEMP will be
submitted by the Applicants for the approval of the LPA in the event planning permission is
granted. At that stage, the LLFA have the right as a statutory body to review and approve the
measures contained within the CEMP at the Reserved Matters stage prior to any construction
work being carried out.

Pollution Control (Occupied Phase). All baseline information gathered to support the ES in
relation to the existing conditions of the site, watercourses and Country Park has concluded that
there is no evidence to suggest that there are existing sensitivities that detrimentally impact the
hydrology of the site including the water courses contained within. The latest ES submission in
both Chapters 6 (Ecology) and 11 (Water Resources) provided an assessment on the sensitivity
of the watercourses and springs within their wider studies and concluded that in parts either a
negligible or minor beneficial effect would occur at the Occupied Phase. The minor beneficial
effect against water quality and pollution control is generated by the introduction of SUDS into
the development. The site will employ SUDS features such as porous paving, swales and
detention basins. These are widely accepted to be of high pollutant removal efficiency (CIRIA
609). This provides for one stage of treatment onsite. As the site currently has no mechanism of
storm water treatment, the introduction of SUDS presents a 2-3 stage of treatment, providing an
extensive system by which to effectively decrease pollutant load within stormwater run-off.

Groundwater. A Site Investigation was undertaken in 2014 (included at Appendix C of the
Flood Risk Assessment) and did not identify any groundwater in any of the trail pits which were
dug to a depth of between 1.25m below ground level (bgl) and 3.7m. The proposed SUDS
features will not be to a depth deeper than 1.5m bgl.

Basins. The illustrative basins are shown at a slope of 1in 3. Itis agreed that the basins will be
designed in detail at a later stage. Should the basins be designed with a 1 in 4 slope at the
detailed design stage, this would generate an increased land take of 1.5m around the basin as
opposed to a 1 in 3 slope. As the basins are all situated in the Country Park with extensive open
space, this potential increase in basin size is considered negligible. Further, it should be noted
that the Sustainable Drainage Systems Supplementary Planning Document December 2018
makes no explicit reference to a required slope gradient.

Drainage features shown on the Illustrative Masterplan. Such water features are shown
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simply to signify SUDS features within the built up areas. These will be situated and designed as
part of the detailed surface water drainage strategy.

Combined Drainage Strategy. Both planning applications 20/01238/OUTMAJ and
8/00828/OUTMAJ have illustrative drainage strategies associated with them. We understand
DNH submitted revisions to their drainage strategy in response to comments made previously.
We believe the LLFA has sufficient information before them to enable a view to be formed as to
whether the measures proposes in respect of both development proposals are adequate.

Flood Risk Assessment. Various errors in the FRA are referred to and Brookbanks has corrected
these in Appendix 2. None of those corrections are substantive.
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4.5

4.6

Tree Officer

Monks Lane. The removal of trees and vegetation along Monks Lane is necessary to provide
the points of access referred to Policy CS3 and the SPD. The Strategic Landscape and Green
Infrastructure Plan illustrates where trees and vegetation is expected to be removed. This is
shown indicatively on the lllustrative Masterplan and on page 45 of the Design and Access
Statement. It is accepted that this affects more trees than shown in the Arboricultural Report.

However, trees along this boundary are of low quality and replacement planting can be
addressed as part of the Landscape Ecological Management Plan proposed for that part of the
development that is intended to be secured as a planning condition and the Reserved Matters
application where approval of landscaping details is sought. This approach is consistent with
Principle L2 in the SPD. The Design and Access Statement, consistent with the SPD, identifies
“the retention of the existing hedgerow and strategic planting” amongst the Key Design Principles
for the Monks Lane Character Area.

Ancient Woodland. See comments at paras 5.15 and 5.17.

Veteran trees. Several trees have been identified by the Woodland Trust as being registered on
the Ancient Tree Inventory:

e T1is shown to be removed as part of the Warren Road improvements. This is not part of this
Application.

e T31is shown to be retained, and at the detailed design stage the RPA for this tree will be
modified in line with Natural England's standing advice.

e T33is shown to be retained, and at the detailed design stage the RPA for this tree will be
modified in line with Natural England’s standing advice.

e T34 is shown to be removed for the Park House School expansion site.

e T127 is proposed for works for safety reasons. Any works to important trees will be subject
to consultation with the LPA.

e T128 is unaffected by the outline proposals.
e T133 is unaffected by the outline proposals.

Landscaping Details. Landscaping is a reserved matter. The LPA has not requested the
Applicants to provide such details under Article 5(2) of the Town and Country Planning
(Development Management Order) 2015.

The Arboricultural Impact Assessment. Trees for removal noted in the tree officer’s
consultations comments:

e T199 and several other trees along Warren Road (T1, T178, T179, T184, T185, T186, T187,
T188 and T196) are shown to be removed as part of the Warren Road improvements. This is
not part of this Application.

e which is outside the red line of this outline application.
e T76 is required to be removed for the valley crossing.
e T34 is required to be removed for the Park House School expansion.



4.7  The impact of the loss of these trees has been properly considered and is set out in the
Arboricultural Report at paragraphs 1.2 and 1.6.
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5.1

5.2
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5.6

5.7

5.8
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5.10

Landscape (Liz Lake Associates)

The LPA previously employed Kirkham Landscape Planning to advise them on landscape and
visual matters and a number of matters were agreed with Ms Kirkham regarding arrangement of
land uses, green links, landscaping measures, the design approach to the Country Park and
viewpoints. This dialogue culminated in a consultation response to application
18/0764/OUTMAJ.

During discussions regarding that Application, the LPA sought the deletion of playing fields then
proposed and the provision of the additional Viewpoint adjacent to the GREE/9. These
amendments have been incorporated into the current scheme. Other matters, including the
design of the valley crossings, were considered matters that could be addressed at the reserved
matters stage.

On this occasion, the LPA has appointed Liz Lake Associates (LLA) to advise them.

Landscape Character Assessment. It is acknowledged that the 2019 Landscape Character
Assessment has not been used. The 2009 Landscape Sensitivity Study is still current. The Site is
referenced 18D and was and remains sensitive because of its complex topography, the mosaic
of arable, grassland and woodland, parkland related to the Priory, secluded valley, open views
from higher ground and intrusion from the urban area. The characteristics were the same when
landscape and visual matters were discussed with Kirkham Landscape Associates and remain
today.

The new Landscape Character Assessment provides the same landscape and visual
considerations and uses a consolidation of previous assessments. South Newbury is part of the
woodland and heathland mosaic. The key characteristics provide very little information on
South Newbury, either new or existing, and it relates mostly to Greenham Common. Sandleford
Park is mentioned at P167 (3): 'Land west of the A339 remains rural in character and contains
blocks of ancient woodland, some uncommon Pre 18C fields and the degraded remains of
Sandleford Park'.

‘Detractors’ are discussed at page 168 and refers to development pressure from Newbury, views
from the plateau to the east, and views from Sandleford Priory.

The Landscape Strategy on page 169 provides little specific to South Newbury. The scheme
does all the following: (2) aims to retain open views, (3) strengthens boundaries (4) promotes
woodland management. (5) balances recreation, (6) integrates new development into the
landscape, enhancing the urban-rural interface, and setting, with new woodland planting, and
(7) protects the integrity of Sandleford Park.

The measures to achieve these principles were agreed with Kirkham Landscape Planning
previously and remain valid at the present time.

The LLA response asserts that the Site is 'Valued Landscape’ but there is no designation to this
effect in the Development Plan.

Land to the West. The comments relate to the development proposals at New Warren Farm
are not associated with this application.
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5.13

5.14

5.15

5.16

5.17

5.18

Education Land. The Feasibility Study shows a potential arrangement for the playing field
sought by Park House School. As is acknowledged, an alternative arrangement could be
designed, which for example relocates the existing playing field and tennis courts. The final
scheme for Park House School will need to be prepared by the Local Education Authority. To
accommodate the enlargement of Park House School contiguous with its boundary, loss of
vegetation (including T34) is unavoidable.

Exclusion Zones. The Exclusions Zones in the Arboricultural Appraisal and Method Statement
need to be read in conjunction with the Strategic Landscape and Green Infrastructure Plan. In
any event this will inform detailed reserved matters applications at that stage rather than the
strategic nature of the parameter plans at this outline planning application stage. A draft
condition has previously been suggested to require tree protection measures to be submitted
by the Applicant.

All modes connection. The main access road connection between the Application Site and the
DNH Site is shown on the respective parameter plans and corresponds to a location where the
trees resource (G47) has been found to be Category C. Category C trees are not considered
sufficiently important to be worthy of influencing any layout. They are not important in the
overall planning context and their loss should not influence the determination of this
application. This has been shown consistently and was not an issue raised by Kirkham
Landscape Planning. This does not appear to be a point raised by the Council’'s Tree Officer.

Link between Neighbourhoods A and B. Approval is not sought at the present time for the
design of the Valley Crossing and what is shown in the TA and considered as part of the ES is an
illustrative design. The LPA have previously acknowledged that this requires a number of
considerations to be taken into account (highway, ecology, landscape, water resources) and that
this can be addressed at a later stage. The LPA has not requested, pursuant to Article 5(2) of the
Town and Country Planning (Development Management) Order 2015, additional information in
respect of this.

Play Areas. The location of play areas has previously been considered satisfactory. As is
conventional, the detailed design will be undertaken at a subsequent stage.

Ancient Woodland. The Applicants’' plans and documentation refer to a 15m buffer between
built development and the Ancient Woodlands, consistent with the SPD. The intended design
approach for the buffer is also shown in the Design and Access Statement, again reflecting the
principles in the SPD.

A planning condition could be drafted to specify (1) that each buffer should be not less that
15m in width, (2) the measure for calculating this, and (3) the uses that would be permissible
within the buffer zone. Such a planning condition would control the reserved matters
applications and the various schemes which are proposed in relation to landscape and
ecological management and the design of the Country Park.

Landscape and Visual Assessment. These are new comments additional to those provided
initially by Kirkham Landscape Planning and which had been addressed. We disagree with the
visual points raised by Liz Lake Associates. We also disagree that the 2017 photographs are not
appropriate, no reason is given as why this is the case.
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Transport Policy

The principal concern expressed in this response is that there is no single Travel Plan for the
whole site and proposes that Travel Planning becomes the responsibility of the Local Authority.
The Applicants have no objection to this approach if is satisfies the Council.

The financial contribution sought in respect of this would need to be discussed as part of
negotiations regarding the Section 106 planning obligation.
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Ecology

The LPA previously employed BSG to advise them on ecology matters. The consultation
response prepared by BSG to Application 18/0786/OUTMAJ did not present an objection to the
proposed development in respect of ecology.

That response identified that the illustrative masterplan generally delivers the ecology objectives
of Policy CS3. The Country Park is referred to as “provid[ing] a new destination for new and
existing residents, helping to mitigate increased recreational pressure on other valued sites in the
local area”. It further identifies the need to consider improving connectively for the wildlife
between woodlands, managing public access and protecting woodland edge but concludes that
these are matters for detailed design and not a reason for objection.

The current application includes additional information in respect of hydrological impacts within
the Environmental Statement and a biodiversity net gain calculation, which were specific
comments made by BSG.

On this occasion, the Council ‘s ecologist has commented on the application. This response
recommends that on ecological and environmental grounds the application be refused unless
the concerns can be addressed.

Ancient Woodland. See para 5.16 and 5.17 for comments regarding the definition of the
Buffer and how this would inform the reserved matters stage. Whilst the existing sports facilities
at Park House School do have lighting, the Park House School Feasibility Study prepared by the
Applicants does not include lighting of the new playing field and hence it was not considered in
the lighting assessment (the earlier Park House School Study prepared by Corde on behalf of
the Council did not specify lighting).

Rush Pasture. We do not understand this comment or the route which is referred to. This is not
a European site and hence the reference to HRA derogation is unclear. The ES concludes a
significant positive effect for marshy grassland habitat due to predicted 14% increase in area
post-development.

Ponds. The detailed design of ponds within the Country Park will follow at a later stage and
measures to prevent dogs entering the ponds can be specified at that time. The detailed design
can also include ponds for use by dogs within the Country Park if this is deemed necessary.

Riparian/Fluvial Habitat. The Landscape and Green Infrastructure Design and Management
Plan (Appendix G7 of the ES) refers to a single, managed access point being provided to the
edge of the River Enborne; this would not be an access for the public. This is the location of an
existing track as opposed to the creation of a new route and will be secured to prevent access
for recreation. The specification for this would be part of the detailed design and LEMP for the
Country Park, which will be secured by planning condition. The remainder of the river frontage
will be safeguarded as a wildlife habitat. If access for management is not required, this track can
be removed. We note also the comments of the Environment Agency in respect of the River
Enborne and measures to protect it from disturbance.

Secondary Woodland. Recreational disturbance has been considered as part of the
assessments. It is not possibly to quantify this in the manner suggested. Consistent with the
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7.13

7.14

7.15

7.16
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view of BSG, the detailed design will provide necessary measures in respect of paths, planting
schemes to prevent access etc. to demonstrate how disturbance will be minimised. Principles are
established within the EMMP and considered as part of the in-built mitigation within the ES.

Hedgerows. Section 6.4.2 of the Ecology Chapter is incorrect, the hedgerows considered likely
to be Important under the Hedgerow Regulations are A and E. The total length to be removed is
521m as per the Ecology Chapter and Appendix F21.

Wood Pasture. No wood pasture has been identified on site.

Bats. Trees with bat roost potential and two trees supporting bat roots have been proposed to
undergo tree works, but are not required to be removed to accommodate the proposed
development. As the removal of these trees is not necessary to allow the development as
submitted to proceed, the loss of these roosts has not been considered. Should works be
required and identified during the detailed design stage, it has been recommended that up to
date surveys are undertaken to inform a suitable mitigation strategy. This approach takes into
account the potential for the roost status of trees on site to change (which has occurred during
surveys to date as detailed in Appendix F8), and for arboricultural recommendations to change
based on the condition of these trees.

Reptiles. The reptile population has been determined to be of low value, a view endorsed by
BSG. Within the ES the population was not considered significant and was discussed only in
relation to potential breaches of legislation. We disagree that there will be a significant negative
impact from domestic pets, and this has not been raised previously. The development will result
in a significant increase in suitable habitat for reptiles, including refuge from predators. The
development will also result in the cessation of pheasant releasing on site which will remove
existing predator pressure on the on-site reptile population.

Skylark and lapwing. No issues were raised by BSG in respect of birds. Air quality impacts
within the site itself are discussed in the Air Quality of the ES and are not significant (Chapter
15). None of the Sites scoped into the cumulative assessment are suitable for ground-nesting
birds. We have also proposed measures (including fencing and signage) to prevent disturbance
of ground nesting bird mitigation areas (this is specified as part of Section 6.5.3 of the Ecology
Chapter). We note that additional compensation measures are now sought either in the form of
off-site provision, which could be provided on other land owned by SFP, or through design
measures in the Country Park.

Otter. See paragraph 7.8 in regard to restricting access to the River Enborne.

Dormice. Although no dormice were recorded in 2017, they were still assessed within the ES
due to the previous records. Furthermore, the ES confirms that dormice were present during
surveys in 2019. The changes in dormouse surveying mentioned (relating to footprint surveys) in
the comments are not yet published best practice and therefore it is not appropriate to request
these are undertaken. This is also not necessary as dormouse presence has been confirmed and
the ES considers impacts to dormice and includes mitigation.

Badger. The current application which includes details of the proposed valley crossing includes
the provision of mammal shelves to make sure that access for badgers is not impeded.
Furthermore, only a comparably small area of suitable foraging habitat for badgers is present to
the north of the proposed crossing, with the vast majority to the south and east. This will be
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enhanced through the proposed landscape design and the provision of the Country Park. The ES
states that at the detailed design stage, recreational routes will be designed to avoid
recreational disturbance of badger setts. Where necessary, this will include fencing to prevent
public access.

Barn Owl. T34 is not a confirmed barn owl nest (See Appendix F5 of the ES). It has been
identified as having suitability for barn owl but there has been no evidence of nesting. However,
as noted within the submission documents, there is potential for barn owl to nest within trees
with suitability prior to development commencing. As per the Ecological Mitigation Plan, update
surveys are required prior to works commencing within 150m of the tree. These surveys are not
required at this point. If nesting is confirmed then the further mitigation set out in the EMMP
will be required. The EMMP also specifies that a barn owl nest box will be installed to the edge
of each woodland parcel to provide alternative roosting sites.

Air Quality. On-site air quality is discussed within the Air Quality Chapter (Chapter 15) which
predicts no significant impacts to on-site receptors. This is referenced within the Ecology
Chapter in respect of Occupation Phase effects (Section 6.6.1).

Invasive Species Any invasive species on site will be eradicated as part of the legal obligation to
prevent spread. However, there is no legal or policy requirement for a contribution to
catchment-wide invasive species management.

Water Quality. We disagree that it should be assumed that there will be a reduction water
quality given the current intensive agricultural use of much of the site. Indeed, the Water
Resources Chapter (Chapter 11) concludes there will be a minor beneficial effect on water
quality. This is referenced within the Ecology Chapter in respect of Occupation Phase effects.

Net Gain. We disagree that the biodiversity net gain assessment does not take account of
proposed land uses. Measures have been proposed to protect and enhance retained habitats
and it does not follow that they will automatically be degraded due to the proposed
development or ‘general intensification’. The net gain assessment uses the provided guidance to
set target levels of condition for retained and created habitats based on specific characteristics.
These measures would be covered by detailed management proposals which are to be the
subject of a planning condition and it is reasonable to assume that these measures will be
achieved and maintained and that the submitted figures are appropriate.

Greenham Common. A ranger for the Country Park is referred to at Section 5.1 of the
Landscape and Green Infrastructure Design and Management Plan (Appendix G7 of the ES). As
referenced in the Ecology Chapter, correspondence from Natural England during 2016/17
confirmed that provided the Country Park is operational upon first occupation, there would be
no significant impact upon Greenham Common through recreation.
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Planning Policy

This response covers a range of matters but concludes by citing a conflict with Policy CS3 in
respect of affordable housing and renewables.

Affordable Housing. The Affordable Housing Statement and Draft Planning Obligation use the
definition of affordable housing in the NPPF which refers to social and affordable rents (page
64). This can be addressed in the context of discussions associated with the planning obligation.

Renewables. The Council previously deemed that conflict with Policies CS3 and CS15 in terms
of renewable energy provision was not a reason to refuse planning permission.



Other Matters

In addition to those consultation responses covered in preceding sections, the Applicants have
also provided information in response to Natural England and Hampshire County Council. For
completeness this information is at Appendices 3 and 4 respectively. Again, this is providing
information which the consultees have specifically sought. In respect of Natural England this
submission explains how ‘in-combination effects’ have been addressed and the HRA
requirements.
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Appendix 2: Flood Risk Assessment revised by Brookbanks.
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| 1 Introduction

1.1

1.2

13

14

Brookbanks is appointed by Bloor Homes Ltd and Sandleford Farm Partnership to complete a Flood Risk
Assessment for a proposed residential development on Land at Sandleford Park in Newbury.

The objective of the study is to demonstrate the development proposals are acceptable from a flooding risk
and drainage viewpoint.

This report summarises the findings of the study and specifically addresses the following issues in the context
of the current legislative regime:

e Flooding risk
e Surface water drainage
e Foul water drainage

Plans showing the existing and proposed development are contained within the appendices.
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| 2 Background Information

2.1

2.2

Location and Details

Sandleford Park is located south-west of Newbury and lies within the county of Berkshire. The Local Planning
Authority is West Berkshire Council. The site is bounded to the north by Monks Lane with residential
development beyond. Monks Lane connects the A339 Newtown Road in the east (from its junction with the
access to Newbury Retail Park) with the A343 Andover Road in the west at Wash Common centre. Newbury
College is located adjacent to the eastern corner of the site, with Newbury Retail Park located beyond (on the
opposite side of the A339). Newbury Rugby Club and Park House School with their associated grounds are
adjacent to the North-west of the site.

The site is currently undeveloped and is not thought to have been historically subject to any significant built
development. The site comprises a mixture of agricultural land, grassed fields and woodland. An unnamed
watercourse flows through the site, towards the River Enborne to the south of the site, and there are a number
of ponds situated in the south and north east of the site. The site location and proposed development boundary
is outlined in red on Figure 2-1.

Seerenang

7
%

s e e

Figure 2-1: Site Location
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2.3

2.4

2.5

2.6

Development Criteria

Sandleford Park is a Strategic Site Allocation in Policy CS3 of West Berkshire Core Strategy (2006-2026)
identified for a sustainable and high-quality mixed-use development for up to 2,000 dwellings with associated
infrastructure. The site has been allocated to contribute towards meeting West Berkshire’s future housing
requirements. The development will also provide education, community uses, public open space and new
highways infrastructure. The development proposals have been conceived in the context of this Policy.

In this instance, the planning application therefore seeks outline permission with all matters reserved (except
for access) for the following development, which forms the majority of the allocation:

‘Outline planning permission for up to 1,000 new homes; an extra care facility as part of the C3 provision; a
new 2 form entry primary school (D1); a local centre to comprise flexible commercial floorspace (A1-A5 up to
2,150 sq m, Bla up to 200 sq m) and D1 use (up to 500m); the formation of new means of access onto Monks
Lane; new open space including the laying out of a new country park; drainage infrastructure; walking and
cycling infrastructure and other associated infrastructure works.’

Sources of Information

The following bodies have been consulted while completing the study:

e Thames Water - Storm & foul water drainage
e Environment Agency - Flood risk and storm drainage
e West Berkshire Council - Flood risk, drainage and associated policy

The following additional information has been available while completing the study:

e Mastermap Data - Ordnance Survey
e Published Geology - British Geological Survey
e West Berks Council - Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (June 2011)

o West Berks Council: Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 2008, 2015 Update

o West Berks Council: Level 2 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment 2009
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I 3 Baseline Conditions

Topography & Site Survey

3.1 Thesiteis characterised by relatively shallow falls from the sides to an ordinary watercourse flowing from north
to south through the centre of the site, and generally from north towards the River Enborne to the south of
the site.

Geology

3.2  With reference to the published British Geological Survey (BGS) digital mapping, the entire site is shown to be
underlain by the London Clay Formation, as shown on Figure 3-1. Most of the sedimentary bedrock comprises
sand, however the southern and central areas of the site are shown to comprise clay, silt and sand.

Key
Bedrock Geology

London Clay Formation —
Sand

London Clay Formation —
Clay, Silt & Sand

Lambeth Group — Clay, Silt
& Sand

Figure 3-1: BGS Bedrock Published Geology
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3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

There are two bands of superficial deposits shown to cross the site, as shown in Figure 3-2. The north, north
west and north east of the site is shown to comprise sand and gravel belonging to the Silchester Gravel Member
whilst alluvium deposits comprising of clay, silt, sand and gravel are shown along the River Enborne in the south
of the site.

Key
Superficial Geology

Silchester Gravel Member —
Sand and Gravel

Alluvium — Clay, Silt, Sand and
Gravel

Lower Thatcham Gravel —
Sand and Gravel

Gravel

Beenham Grange Gravel

Member — Sand and Gravel
yash Water

Figure 3-2: BGS Superficia Publishd Geology

Hydrogeology

With reference to Magic Maps the underlying London Clay sand bedrock in the northern half of the site is
shown to form a Secondary A Aquifer and the superficial Silchester sand and gravel deposits (in the north, north
west and north east of the site) and the alluvium in the south are shown to form a Secondary A Aquifer.

The EA provides the following definitions for Secondary Aquifers:

Secondary Aquifers - These include a wide range of rock layers or drift deposits with an equally wide range of
water permeability and storage.

Secondary A - permeable layers capable of supporting water supplies at a local rather than strategic scale, and
in some cases forming an important source of base flow to rivers. These are generally aquifers formerly classified
as minor aquifers.

Groundwater

The EA estimates that there are around 2000 groundwater sources such as wells, boreholes and springs that
are used for public drinking water supply in England and Wales. The majority of these have been assigned with
Source Protection Zones (SPZs), which illustrate the risk of contamination from any activities that may cause
pollution in the area, with the closest ‘Inner Zone’ being at a higher risk from a polluting activity.
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3.7

3.8

3.9

The site lies within Zone 3 (the Total Catchment) of a groundwater SPZ, which is defined by the EA as, “the area
around a source within which all groundwater recharge is presumed to be discharged at the source. In confined
aquifers, the source catchment area may extend for some distance from the source”.

Figure 3-3 is an extract of the EA’s Simplified GVZ map, in which the indicative risks on site are shown to vary
across the site from ‘Unproductive/ Low/ Medium’ in the southern half to ‘High - Medium’ in the east, west
and northern half.

e

Proposed Development | Key
Groundwater Vulnerability

Zones

High

Medium - High
Medium
Medium— Low

Low

Unproductive

i ——t 5 e 20

Figure 3-3: The EA’s Simplified Groundwater Vulnerability Zones Map (September 2017)

The EA provides the following definition for the underlying GVZ:

High — These are high priority groundwater resources that have very limited natural protection. This results in
a high overall pollution risk to groundwater from surface activities. Operations or activities in these areas are
likely to require additional measures over and above good practice pollution prevention requirements to ensure
that groundwater is not impacted.

Medium-high — These are high priority groundwater resources that have limited natural protection. This results
in a medium-high overall pollution risk to groundwater from surface activities. Activities in these areas may
require additional measures over and above good practice to ensure they do not cause groundwater pollution.

Medium — these are medium priority groundwater resources that have some natural protection resulting in a
moderate overall groundwater risk. Activities in these areas should as a minimum follow good practice to ensure
they do not cause groundwater pollution.

Medium-low - these are lower priority groundwater resources that have some natural protection resulting in
a moderate to low overall groundwater pollution risk. Activities in these areas should follow good practice to
ensure they do not cause groundwater pollution.

Low - these are low priority groundwater resources that have a high degree of natural protection. This reduces
their overall risk of pollution from surface activities. However, activities in these areas may be a risk to surface
water due to increased run-off from lower permeability soils and near-surface deposits. Activities in these areas
should be adequately managed.

10
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3.10

3.11

3.12

3.13

Watercourse Systems & Drainage

The site includes an unnamed ordinary watercourse, a tributary to the River Enborne, which runs in a southerly
direction from the north west of the site through the centre. The River Enborne is designated as a ‘Main River’
by the EA and is situated along the southern boundary of the site.

There are two existing detention/balancing ponds situated in the north east of the site (adjacent to the rear of
West Berkshire Recycling Centre) and one outside of the redline boundary (to the south of Newbury College).
The position of these ponds are shown below on Figure 3-4.

The MAGIC map website indicates that the site includes an ‘issues’ in the north of the site which drains to the
centre, where it traverses into the unnamed watercourse. There are also 2 ‘spreads’ shown in the south of the
site, these are shown on Figure 3-4.

The Ordnance Survey provides the following definitions for the above terms:

Issues: “The start of a flowing watercourse which is a natural emission from an agricultural drain, or where the
stream re-emerges from underground”.

Spreads: “A place where a stream spreads into a marsh or onto a sand or shingle beach or an area of rough
grass”.

3.14 With reference to the Flood Estimation Handbook (FEH) web service, the site is shown to comprise of
‘rocks with essentially no groundwater’.

' 4

Proposed Development Key

Rocks with essentially no
groundwater

— Drainage Network
@ Existing Ponds

+ Issues

oyl an

Figure 3-4: BGS Hydrogeology and Drainage Network (Source: FEH Web Service

3.15 With reference to the FEH dataset V3, the majority of the land is shown to lie within the catchment of
an ordinary watercourse which forms a tributary of the River Enborne. With an URBEXT2000 value of
0.06 the catchment can be described as “moderately urban”. The indicative FEH catchment for the site
is shown in Figure 3-5.

11
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Greenham ..

~d

borne Row __.J)

Figure 3-5: FEH Reported Catchment

3.16 With the exception of the watercourse feature outlined above, a site inspection shows the presence of only
minor field ditches that follow the existing hedge lines and field boundaries.

12
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| 4 Planning Policy

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

National Planning Policy

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), updated in February 2019, sets out Governmental Policy on a
range of matters, including Development and Flood Risk. The policies were largely carried over from the former
PPS25: Development & Flood Risk, albeit with certain simplification. The allocation of development sites and
local planning authorities’ development control decisions must be considered against a risk-based search
sequence, as provided by the document.

Allocation and planning of development must be considered against a risk-based search sequence, as provided
by the NPPF guidance. In terms of fluvial flooding, the guidance categorises flood zones in three principal levels
of risk, as follows in Table 4-1.

Flood Zone ‘ Annual Probability of Flooding

Zone 1: Low probability <0.1%

Zone 2: Medium probability 0.1-10%

Zone 3a / 3b: High probability >1.0%

Table 4-1: NPPF Flood Risk Parameters

The Guidance states that Planning Authorities should “apply a sequential, risk-based approach to the location
of development to avoid where possible flood risk to people and property and manage any residual risk, taking
account of the impacts of climate change.”

According to the NPPF guidance, residential development at the proposed site, being designated as “More
Vulnerable” classifications, should lie outside the envelope of the predicted 1 in 100 year (1%) flood, with
preference given to sites lying outside the 1 in 1,000 (0.1%) year events and within Flood Zone 1.

Sites with the potential to flood during a 1 in 100 (1%) year flood event (Flood Zone 3a) are not normally
considered appropriate for proposed residential development unless on application of the “Sequential Test”,
the site is demonstrated to be the most appropriate for development and satisfactory flood mitigation can be
provided. Additionally, proposed residential developments within Flood Zone 3a are required to pass the
“Exception Test”, the test being that:

e The development is to provide wider sustainability benefits

e The development will be safe, not increase flood risk and where possible reduce flood risk.

Regional & Local Policy

Newbury lies within West Berkshire, in which West Berkshire Council (WBC) is the Lead Local Flood Authority
(LLFA). A Preliminary Flood Risk Assessment (PFRA) was produced in 2011 by WBC according to the guidance
and information provided by DEFRA. The PFRA identifies flood risk from local flood sources and extreme events
occurrence.

13
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4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

4.12

4.13

4.14

Indicative Flood Risk Areas consist of an area where flood risk is most concentrated, and over 30,000 people
are predicted to be at risk of flooding. The PFRA reports that “no areas in West Berkshire have been identified
as national Indicative Flood Risk Areas”.

Regional Flood Risk Assessment: The South East Regional Assembly published their Regional Flood Risk
Assessment (RFRA) in October 2008. The document is a high-level review of flood risk and strategy. In this
document, concerns over the effects of flood risk and potential of climate change are identified across the
wider West Midlands region

As with many RFRA’s, this document outlines the broad understanding of flooding risk across areas of potential
higher growth however makes no specific reference to the proposed site at Newbury.

Strategic Flood Risk Assessment: To support local planning policy, NPPF guidance recommends that local
planning authorities produce a Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA). The SFRA should be used to help define
the Local Development Framework and associated policies; considering potential development zones in the
context of the sequential test defined in the guidance.

West Berkshire Council published a district-wide Level 1 Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) in 2008 and a
Level 2 SFRA for specific areas in 2009. These documents outline the results of a review of available flood risk
related policy and data across the region and set out recommendations and guidance in terms of flood risk and
drainage policy that generally underpin national guidance.

The SFRA document makes no specific reference to the proposed development site however the document
assesses the risk of flooding of the wider Newbury area from the following sources which will be discussed
further in this document:

e Surface Water Flooding
e Sewer Flooding

e Overland flooding

e Groundwater Flooding

The SFRA provides recommendations to developers with regards to Sustainable Urban Design Systems (SUDS)
which will be investigated further in Section 6.

Core Strategy Policy CS16 as outlined with the Local Plan, relates directly to flooding in the area. The policy

states:

“The sequential approach in accordance with the NPPF will be strictly applied across the District. Development
within areas of flood risk from any source of flooding, including Critical Drainage Areas and areas with a history
of groundwater or surface water flooding, will only be accepted if it is demonstrated that it is appropriate at
that location, and that there are no suitable and available alternative sites at a lower flood risk.

When development has to be located in flood risk areas, it should be safe and not increase flood risk elsewhere,
reducing the risk where possible and taking into account climate change.

Proposed development will require a Flood Risk Assessment for:

e Sjtes of 1 ha or more in Flood Zone 1.

e Sites in Flood Zone 2 or 3.

e (ritical Drainage Areas.

e Areas with historic records of groundwater and/or surface water flooding.
e Areas near ponds or the Kennet and Avon Canal, that may overtop.

e Sjtes where access would be affected during a flood.

e Areas behind flood defences.

14
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4.15

4.16

4.17

4.18

4.19

e Sjtes with known flooding from sewers.

Development will only be permitted if it can be demonstrated that:

e Through the sequential test and exception test (where required), it is demonstrated that the benefits of
the development to the community outweigh the risk of flooding.

e |t would not have an impact on the capacity of an area to store floodwater.

e |t would not have a detrimental impact on the flow of fluvial flood water, surface water or obstruct the
run-off of water due to high levels of groundwater.

e Appropriate measures required to manage any flood risk can be implemented.

e Provision is made for the long-term maintenance and management of any flood protection and or
mitigation measures.

e Safe access and exit from the site can be provided for routine and emergency access under both
frequent and extreme flood conditions.

On all development sites, surface water will be managed in a sustainable manner through the implementation
of Sustainable Drainage Methods (SuDS) in accordance with best practice and the proposed national standards
and to provide attenuation to greenfield run-off rates and volumes, for all new development and re-
development and provide other benefits where possible such as water quality, biodiversity and amenity.”

Local Policy will be taken not consideration when evaluating flood risk across the site and when designing the
surface water drainage strategy for the development.

Catchment Flood Management Plans: A Catchment Flood Management Plan (CFMP) is a high-level strategic
plan through which the Environment Agency seeks to work with other key-decision makers within a river
catchment to identify and agree long-term policies for sustainable flood risk management.

The Thames Catchment Flood Management Plan (December 2009), outlines that the Thames River Basin
District has been divided into 9 sub-catchments. The Site is shown to be covered by the following policy:

“Policy 6: Areas of low to moderate flood risk where we will take action with others to store water or manage
run off in locations that provide overall flood risk reduction or environmental benefits.

This policy will tend to be applied where there may be opportunities in some locations to reduce flood risk locally
or more widely in a catchment by storing water or managing run-off. The policy has been applied to an area
(where the potential to apply the policy exists) but would only be implemented in specific locations within the
area, after more detailed appraisal and consultation.”

Development Flood Risk Assessment: At a local, site by site level the NPPF guidance and supporting
documents advocate the preparation of a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA). NPPF requires that developments
covering an area of greater than one hectare prepare an FRA in accordance with the guidance. The FRA is
required to be proportionate to the risk and appropriate to the scale, nature and location of the development.

This document forms a Flood Risk Assessment (FRA), to accord with current guidance and addresses national,
regional and local policy requirements in demonstrating that the proposed development lies within the
acceptable flood risk parameters.

15
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I 5 Flood Risk

5.1

5.2

5.3

5.4

Flood Mechanisms

Having completed a site hydrological desk study and walk over inspection, the possible flooding mechanisms
at the site are identified as follows in Table 5-1.

Mechanisms ‘ Potential ‘ Comment

The EA flood map shows there to be no risk of flooding form the
watercourse through the middle of the site, therefore situated

Fluvial N o a .
within Flood Zone 1 (an area of low probability for fluvial
flooding).

Coastal & Tidal N There is no risk of tidal flooding.

The site is protected from overland flow from the north by
Overland Flow

(Pluvial) N Monks Lane, the east by the A339 Newtown Road and the west
uvia
by open fields.

Geology underlying the site is London Clay formation and thus
Groundwater N . . .

considered relatively impermeable.
Sewers N There is no reported sewer network within the site boundary.
Reservoirs, Canals N No reservoirs or artificial sources lie within an influencing
etc distance of the proposed development.

Table 5-1: Flooding Mechanisms

Where potential risks are identified in Table 3b, above, more detailed assessments have been completed and
are outlined and discussed further within the following sections.

Fluvial Flooding

The Environment Agency’s (EA) National Generalised Modelling (NGM) Flood Zones Plan indicates predicted
flood envelopes of Main Rivers across the UK. In many circumstances, the NGM is based on basic catchment
characteristic data and modelling techniques. W