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COWENTS:
| object to this application
GREEN BELT

| disagree with the grey belt |land designation arrived at because of
previ ous | and use.

Only a small part of the overall site was used as the plant nursery.
If you scroll back through GoogleEarth tinme series satellite imges
you can see the majority of the site overall has been heavily
overgrown since around 2004.

Trees and overgrowh within the site have been recently cleared
since August 2025 and the debris /remains of quite large trees can
be seen on site and in the photographs in the ecology report. This
has not

been recogni zed in the arboricultural report, the ecol ogy report or
in the planning statenment. Presunmably a cynical attenpt to nake the
site appear nore derelict, nore browfield, |ess greenfield/
greenbelt and of |ower ecological and arboricultural value than it
actually was a year ago, for the purposes of securing a planning
consent .

I would urge planning officers to designate the site as a whole as
"Green Belt" land, and as such the application should be refused.

The footprint of the new dwelling, garages and paved areas is at

|l east 5 tines larger than that of the previous polytunnel and
greenhouse. Therefore there is very significant expansion (500%

of built

devel opnent away fromthe footprint of the original buildings, and
| oss of green space in the green belt. Contrary to Policy CPll itens
2) and 4), and TB01, 2. and 3.

DRAI NACE

The Drai nage Strategy and outline design subnmtted by the Applicant
is flawed in nmy opinion and | would urge the Planning Oficer to
ensure the drainage proposals are scrutinized in detail by a
suitably qualified and experienced specialist during the
consultation process. In order to ensure there is no increase in
risk of surface water floodi ng whatsoever in the surroundi ng area.
Mai n points of concern (not exhaustive) based on Nationa

St andards for Sustainabl e Drai nage Systens (SuDS) (Nationa
standards for sustainabl e drai nage systens (SuDS) - GOV. UK) are:

- The surface water drainage solution relies conpletely on punping.
(National Standards (NS) 1.24 to 1.26 states: 1.24 The use of
punping within surface water drai nage systens shall be by exception
only and agreed with the approving body due to the associ ated
carbon, energy and nmai ntenance inplications, and the risks
associated with failure and exceedance. 1.25 The need for punping
shoul d be assessed against the use of a lower priority fina
destination which is achievable by gravity. 1.25.1 The assessnent
shoul d consider the cost effectiveness of punping and risk of punp
failure, including nitigation against

pol lution and flooding.1.26 Punping shall only be utilised for any
parts of the devel opnent that cannot be drained by gravity.

Parts of the site can be drained by gravity, the drainage report
does not assess energy, carbon inplications and other risks. Punping



and energy consunption in thenselves are not sustainable and the
consequences of punp failure or orifice blockage are not assessed.

- Digging a pit and saying the water did not drain away is not the
scientific investigation required to deternine the infiltration rate
is less than 1 x 10-6 m's as required (National Standards (NS)

3. 15.

- NS 3.18 to 3.20 require the greenfield runoff rate to be
establ i shed and attenuation discharge to the receiving watercourse
to be designed on this basis. This has not been done. A discharge
rate of 5.2 litres per second has been selected (not based on
greenfield runoff rate) but arbitrarily because they claimin 4.2.2
of the drainage report that is the maxi nrumfl ow through a 50mm

di ameter orifice.

The drai nage report and design suggests this is a m ninum

perm ssible size orifice but NS actually states 3.22 Wiere the peak
al | owabl e di scharge rate requires flow controls with orifices (or
equivalent) with a dianeter of |less than 50nm the flow contro

shal | be robustly protected from bl ockage risks. Regardless of this,
the risk of blockage for all flow controls shall be assessed and
mtigated

agai nst .

5.2 litres per second may be nore than the pernissible safe
greenfield runoff rate. A smaller discharge and therefore a snaller
orifice may be necessary with the protections and risks assessed as
per 3.22. O her types of flow control devices are avail abl e.

Such fundamental m sunderstanding of the National Standards is
Wor ryi ng.

- No assessnent of the receiving ditch has been undertaken. Were
does it flowto? Is it blocked or overgrown? Does it connect with a
wi der drainage network or is it a closed systemthat could be
overwhel ned during certain flood events? Does discharge into this
ditch increase flood risk /flooding dowmstream /down gradient to
other properties ?. Is the ditch actually on the Applicants
property? Does the

Applicant have the right to discharge into the ditch? Wi is
responsible for maintaining the ditch al ongside the site and
downstrean? The Drai nage Report ignores all these very inportant
questions. | note also that the watercourses and ditches al ongsi de
Bl akes Lane near its junction with the A4 and along the A4 are
constantly overflow ng and causing fl oods every wi nter. H ghways and
drainage are well aware of this. Any increase in flooding anywhere
locally as a result of this devel opnment is unacceptable.

- Tabl e nunbers are wong in Section 4.2.4 of the report or a table
is missing so it is not clear the data shows an appropriate |evel of
treatment in the attenuation systens for the hydrocarbons and netal s
in the surface water that will run off the driveway and parKking

ar eas.

-4.2.5 of the Drainage Report "the 4 pillars" is very m sl eadi ng.
As | have shown above none of these "pillars" can actually be
denonstrated. The discharge rate (pillar 1) does not foll ow
greenfield runoff rate principles, the treatnent (pillar 2) tables
are a nuddle, the lack of investigation and data on the receiving



ditch /watercourse neans they cannot show any reduction in inpact
for adjacent places or biodiversity /environment (pillars 3 and
4).

- Fl ood exceedance routes (NS 3.40) for runoff have not been
assessed. Fromthe contours floww Il be to the east or south east
where there are neighbouring properties.

- There are several other statenments in the Drai nage Report where
the aut hor appears to nake coments favourable for the Application
that are not actually supported by the facts and adherence to the
Nati onal Standards. An objective critical review of the report is
required.

ECOLOGY

As can be seen fromtine series satellite photographs on

Googl eEarthpro nost of the site was heavily overgrown from 2004
until at |east August 2025. As such it nust have been of

consi derabl e

ecol ogical and wildlife value. Between 2025 and July 2026 when the
ecol ogy survey was carried out, the site was cleared of nuch of its
vegetation. So the Ecology report is not representative of its
ecol ogi cal status and the habitats present just a short tinme ago.

You can see the site has been cleared fromthe photos in the ecol ogy
report, and actual inspection that | have undertaken

The Ecol ogy Report is clearly a "cut and paste" job froma previous
report for another site. For instance 4.1 states there are 8
habitats on site whereas Appendix Clists 4 and the report text
describes 5. Section 4.1.1 refers to 7 fields and | don't recognize
fromsite inspection and the photographs that nost of the site is
neutr al

grassland or the proportions of grass species. Following site
clearance in the last year or so it is clearly being recol oni zed
with thistles, branbles, docks, nettles and weeds which are the
species that first start to grow after sites are cleared of dense
vegetation. | think the start of 4.1.1 refers to another site.

Just because the trees that are being retained around the site
margin retain their bat roost potential does not in ny opinion
negate the requirenent for aerial surveys to deternine whether bats
use the site for foraging, and how the devel opnent m ght affect
their feeding if it was to go ahead. The inpact on bats night not be
low as clained if further work is carried out. A full bat survey is
required.

In view of the piles of felled wood and brash on the site present
after site clearance there are habitats there for reptiles, and a
full reptile survey with refugia being placed on the ground at the
site and regul ar inspections should have been undertaken. The
potential for reptiles to be present might not be | ow and the inpact
on reptiles mght not be | ow

Wth both bats and reptiles, if the proper survey work is not
undertaken then it is not possible to state that any inpact is |ow
Section 5 of the report contains various reference to a | andscaping
schene that will be delivered, however such a "landscapi ng" schene
is not described in the Planning Statenent or el sewhere in the
Application subm ssion. Its waffle, probably left in there fromthe
cut and paste nature of the report as described earlier

CONCLUSI ON



For the reasons above this Application should be refused.



