
      
DEVELOPMENT MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE          20th AUGUST 2018 
 
Case No: 17/00764/FUL (FULL PLANNING APPLICATION) 
 
Proposal:  PROPOSED WAREHOUSE/OFFICE DEVELOPMENT 

INCLUDING ANCILLARY LANDSCAPING 
 
Location:  THE ORCHARD, GARDEN FARM, THE TOWN, GREAT 

STAUGHTON PE19 5BE 
 
Applicant:  ZANTRA LTD 
 
Grid Ref: 512027   264009 
 
Date of Registration:   20.04.2017 
 
Parish:   GREAT STAUGHTON 
 

RECOMMENDATION  -   APPROVE 
 
This application is reported to the Development Management Committee 
(DMC) as it is a departure from the Development Plan and Great 
Staughton Town Council’s recommendation of refusal is contrary to the 
officer recommendation of approval. 
 
1. DESCRIPTION OF SITE AND APPLICATION 
 
1.1 This application relates to a parcel of land (approximately 0.76ha) 

within the wider site of Garden Farm, Great Staughton.  
 
1.2 Located to the south of Great Staughton Road, Garden Farm 

comprises approximately 19.47 ha of predominantly Grade 2 
Agricultural Land. To the east, south and west, largely open fields are 
interspersed with pockets of established trees and boundary 
plantings. 

 
1.3 A variety of structures are located within the wider Garden Farm site, 

including Garden Farmhouse which is a grade II listed building 
(Heritage List entry number 1214659) and sections of walled garden 
(outlined on maps from the 1900s) which are considered to form a 
curtilage listed structure. Other buildings include another residential 
unit (Garden Cottage), a number of barns/sheds, stables, a simple 
lean-to structure and an office building. 

 
1.4 Whilst Garden Farm is a working farm which supports a rare breed of 

highland cattle (para. 11 of the submitted Planning Statement – July 
2018), the operators of the farming business have diversified their 
offering in recent years, primarily through the establishment of Zantra 
Ltd, a business which offers crop protection services/products along 
with nutrients, fertiliser and seeds to farmers and agronomists across 
the UK. 

 
1.5 The diversification and expansion of the business was facilitated by a 

number of planning permissions (described in the relevant section 
below) which granted the change of use of agricultural buildings on 
the site to a B1/B8 use.  



1.6 The proposed development seeks the erection of two warehouse 
units and associated parking and circulation space. Building A would 
provide approximately 1171 m2 of warehouse space and incorporate 
approximately 469m2 of office space. Building B would provide 
approximately 1391m2 of warehouse space.     

 
1.7 This planning application has been advertised as ‘departure’ from the 

Development Plan as the proposed development is contrary to 1995 
Local Plan policy EN17.  

 
1.8 The application must be considered against the Development Plan as 

a whole and all relevant material considerations should be taken into 
account as part of the assessment of the proposal, and as part of the 
planning balance.  

 
 
2. NATIONAL GUIDANCE 
 
2.1 The National Planning Policy Framework (24th July 2018) (NPPF 

2018) sets out the three economic, social and environmental 
objectives of the planning system to contribute to the achievement of 
sustainable development. The NPPF confirms that ‘So sustainable 
development is pursued in a positive way, at the heart of the 
Framework is a presumption in favour of sustainable development. 
The NPPF sets out the Government's planning objectives for:  
• Delivering a sufficient supply of homes;  
• Achieving well-designed places;  
• Conserving and enhancing the natural environment;  
• Conserving and enhancing the historic environment. 

 
2.2 Whilst the NPPF 2018 has now been published and replaces the 

NPPF 2012, transitional arrangements are in place for authorities who 
have submitted Local Plans submissions prior to the 29 January 2019 
and to ensure consistency, the 2012 framework policies will continue 
to be relevant. For clarity HDC submitted their Local Plan on 29 
March 2018.  

 
2.3 The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF 2012) sets out the 

three dimensions to sustainable development - an economic role, a 
social role and an environmental role - and outlines the presumption 
in favour of sustainable development. Under the heading of Delivering 
Sustainable Development, the Framework sets out the Government's 
planning objectives for:  
• Promoting sustainable transport;  
• Delivering a wide choice of high quality homes;  
• Requiring good design;  
• Conserving and enhancing the natural environment;  
• Conserving and enhancing the historic environment. 

 
2.4 In this report, reference to both NPPF 2012 and 2018 from here-on 

referred to as ‘the NPPF’. 
 
For full details visit the government website 
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-
framework--2  
 
 

https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/national-planning-policy-framework--2


3. PLANNING POLICIES 
 
3.1 Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995) 

• E1: Promotion of Economic and Employment Growth 
• E7: Establishment and Expansion of Small Businesses 
• E8: Small Scale Employment in Villages 
• E11: Expansion of Existing Firms 
• EN2: Character and Setting of Listed Buildings 
• EN12: Archaeological Interest 
• EN17: Development in the Countryside 
• EN18: Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Meadowland 
• EN20: Landscaping Scheme 
• EN25: General Design Criteria 
• T18: Access Requirements for new Development 
• T19: Footpath Provision 

 
3.2 Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alterations 

(2002) 
• No relevant policies. 

 
3.3 Adopted Huntingdonshire Local Development Framework Core 

Strategy (2009) 
• CS1: Sustainable Development in Huntingdonshire 

 
3.4 Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 

(as amended March 2018 for submission) 
• LP1: Amount of Development  
• LP2: Strategy for Development 
• LP9: Local Service Centres 
• LP11: The Countryside 
• LP12: Design Context 
• LP13: Design Implementation 
• LP15: Amenity 
• LP17: Sustainable Travel 
• LP18: Parking Provision and Vehicle Movement 
• LP20: Rural Economy 
• LP33: Trees, Woodland, Hedges and Hedgerows 
• LP36: Heritage Assets and their Settings 

 
3.5 The LPA consider the Local Plan to 2036 to be a sound plan and it 

was submitted for examination on the 29th March 2018. Footnote 22 
of NPPF 2018 states during the transitional period for emerging plans 
submitted for examination (set out in paragraph 214 of NPPF 2018), 
consistency should be tested against the previous Framework 
published in March 2012. The plan has therefore reached an 
advanced stage and is consistent with the policies set out within the 
NPPF 2012.  Given the transitional arrangements in place it is 
considered that if there is any tension between emerging policies and 
NPPF 2018 the previous framework policies will prevail.   

 
3.6 Supplementary Planning Documents: 

• Huntingdonshire Design Guide Supplementary Planning 
Document 2017 

• Huntingdonshire Landscape and Townscape Assessment 
June 2007 



4. PLANNING HISTORY 
 
4.1 This planning application was recommended for approval by officers 

at the LPA’s Development Management Committee in March 2018. 
Members approved the application and planning permission was 
issued on 23rd March 2018. Mr Ross Goody challenged this decision 
bringing a claim for judicial review to the High Court and the decision 
was quashed on 11th June 2018.  

 
4.2 The quashing of the grant of planning permission means that the 

application was put back in the hands of the Local Planning Authority 
for re-determination.  

 
 Applications of relevance:  
4.3 16/00799/FUL: Change of Use from Agricultural Barn to B2 

(workshop/motor repairs) and other associated work. 
 Approved:  08.06.2016 
 
4.4 1100308FUL: Change of use of existing agricultural building to 

storage of agricultural products, formation and landscaping of new 
access to highway and garden cottage. 

 Approved: 21.07.2011 
 
4.5 0603433FUL: Retention of use of redundant farm buildings for B1/B8 

(light industrial/warehousing) 
 Approved: 20.12.2006 
 
4.6 0600295FUL: Change of use from agricultural to B1/B8 

(office/warehousing), alterations and construction of new access 
 Refused: 22.03.2006  
 
 
5. CONSULTATIONS 
 
5.1 Great Staughton Parish Council (12.05.2017): "Generally, the 

council think the building will blend in well eventually, providing the 
landscaping is done properly. However there are concerns: 
1. That the 2 Public Rights of Way 213/1 and 213/2 may be 
threatened. We would like some reassurance that they will not be 
closed off. 
 
2. Traffic. The estimate of the number of lorries per day often seems 
highly conservative. (Compare the lorries on Moor Rd for example.) 
The figures given here may be an underestimate. 
 
3. From which direction (through the village? Past the school) will the 
lorries travel to the site? The number of lorries going through the 
village is already causing some concern and this scheme may well 
exacerbate the situation. When the B645 / Causeway improvement 
scheme is completed will it be possible for lorries to use this route? 
 
4. Employee traffic. How many cars are likely to be on site at any one 
time, and this likely to cause any problems”. 

 
5.2 Great Staughton Parish Council (30.06.2017): Following their 

meeting on Wednesday 28 June, Great Staughton Parish Council 



wish to raise further objections to planning application 17/00764/FUL, 
Orchard Farm. The principal objections are as follows: 
 
The development was aesthetically unpleasing and on a scale 
inappropriate to a conservation area. 
 
The scheme should be considered an industrial rather than an 
agricultural development. 
 
The concern was expressed that there might be further expansion of 
the buildings and some might be sublet to other, separate 
businesses. 
 
Particular concern was expressed concerning traffic volumes and 
movements: 
• HGVs would be accessing the site via The Causeway, at school 

start and finish times. 
• The number of lorries was felt to be a serious underestimate.  
• The Causeway is going to be reconfigured to prevent cars 

proceeding at speed from the B645. Manoeuvring a 40 tonne 
HGV around this highway improvement will cause serious H & S 
issues. 

• The East and West entrances to the village, on the B645, already 
have chicanes, which significantly inhibit HGV movements. 

• Loading / unloading vehicles will require powerful and intrusive 
lighting on winter days or at night. 

• Several of the houses in the Town have no footing, and the 
impact of 40 tonne HGVs is likely to be deleterious. 

• The Kym river bridge is unsuitable for sustained HGV traffic. 
• The footpath from the start of the Causeway to the Town exit of 

the village would be a hazard to any pedestrians, particularly 
those walking with children, the elderly and infirm. 

 
5.3 Cambridgeshire County Council as Local Lead Flood Authority: 

"No objection in principle…conditions recommended". 
 
5.4 Cambridgeshire County Council Highways: No objection. In 

summary CCC Highways explained that the surrounding road 
network is suitable for the types of traffic associated with the 
development and indeed already sees a number of HCV uses both 
from the site and the surrounding agricultural uses during harvest 
time etc. It would therefore not be possible to refuse this application in 
relation to the types of vehicles associated with the proposal. It is 
noted that there are no footway provision within the area of the site 
because of its rural location; it is therefore likely that there would be 
minimal cycling and walking to the site, also given the location it 
would be unreasonable to request their provision in relation to this 
application. 

 
5.5 Cambridgeshire County Council Archaeology: "We do not object 

to development from proceeding in this location but consider that the 
site should be subject to a programme of archaeological investigation 
secured through the inclusion of a negative condition such as the 
example condition approved by DCLG". 

 



5.6 Anglian Water: No objection, subject to conditions regarding 
submission of a foul water strategy and surface water management 
strategy. 

 
5.7 HDC Transportation: "There are no highway-related objections to 

this proposal…all vehicular access to serve the proposal will be via 
the previously approved upgrade to the site, which has now been 
implemented, including a new vehicular access junction with the 
public highway at The Town. Likewise, in terms of the on-site layout, 
there is adequate on site access roads and both parking and turning 
space for both cars and HGV movements and all can be safely 
accommodated". 

 
5.8 HDC Landscape: No objection, subject to conditions regarding 

Landscape maintenance/management and external 
appearance/colour of the sheds, roofing and doors 

 
 Any further comments received will be outlined in the Late 

Representations document.  
 
 
6. REPRESENTATIONS 
 
6.1 18 representations were received, objecting to the proposal,  
 highlighting concerns relating to: 

• Undeveloped countryside site - incompatible with policy and an 
unsuitable location for proposed development 

• Need for development not demonstrated 
• More sustainable sites available in other locations 
• Detrimental impact on highway safety/increase in traffic; 
• Bridge is unsuitable for heavy vehicles; 
• Adverse impact on structural stability of properties near the road 

from vehicle movements 
• Narrow road and absence of footpath increases concern over 

highway safety 
• No public transport in the area; 
• Negative impact on heritage assets, harm outweighs public 

benefit 
• Negative impact on rural and historic character of Great 

Staughton 
• Detrimental impact on Conservation Area; 
• Negative visual impact 
• Noise impact and disturbance, including light pollution  
• Landscape Assessment insufficient 
• Village Plan has no mention of industrial developments on this 

scale 
• Drainage/sewerage concerns 
• No agricultural link to proposed development 
• Concerns of sub-letting buildings which become redundant 
• Development would set an undesirable precedent 
 
In particular, representations were received by Kingsley Smith 
Solicitors LLP, the contents of which have been taken into account in 
drafting this Report.  
Any further comments received will be outlined in the Late 
Representations document.  



7. ASSESSMENT 
 
7.1 The Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (Section 38(6)) 

identifies that planning applications should be determined in 
accordance with the Development Plan unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. This is reiterated within paragraphs 
2, 11 and 47 of the NPPF 2018. 

 
7.2 Under section 70(2) of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990, in 

dealing with planning applications, the Local Planning Authority shall 
have regard to the provisions of the development plan, so far as 
material to the application, and to any other material considerations. 

 
7.3 The Development Plan is defined in Section 28(3)(b) of the 2004 Act 

as “the development plan documents (taken as a whole) that have 
been adopted or approved in that area”. 

 
7.4 In Huntingdonshire the development plan consists of: 

• Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan 1995 (Parts 
1 and 2) 

• Saved policies from the Huntingdonshire Local Plan Alteration 
2002 

• Adopted Huntingdonshire Local Development Framework Core 
Strategy (2009) 

• Huntingdonshire West Area Action Plan 2011 
• Cambridgeshire & Peterborough Minerals and Waste 

Development Plan Core Strategy 2011 
• St Neots Neighbourhood Plan 
• Godmanchester Neighbourhood Plan 
• Houghton and Wyton Neighbourhood Plan 

 
7.5 The statutory term ‘material considerations’ has been broadly 

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

 
7.6 The fundamental assessments to be made:  

• Whether the proposed development conflicts with the policies 
outlined in the Development Plan; 

 
• If a conflict is identified, whether the application can be 

considered to be in accordance with the Development Plan when 
taken as a whole;  

 
• If the proposed development is not in accordance with the 

Development Plan, whether there are any material 
considerations, including emerging policies in the Local Plan to 
2036 and the NPPF, which indicate that planning permission 
should be granted. 

 



7.7 This report assesses the following principal, important and 
controversial issues: 

• The principle of development;  
• The impact upon the visual amenity of the area and the 

character and setting of the listed buildings; 
• The impact on highway safety; and 
• The impact on the amenity of neighbours. 

  
 
 The principle of development: 
 
 Development Plan policies: 
 
7.8 Policy E1 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995) promotes 

economic and employment growth in Huntingdonshire. Policy E7 of 
the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995) states that expansion of small 
businesses will normally be supported subject to traffic and 
environmental considerations. Policy E11 outlines that the expansion 
of existing firms can be supported, providing that the scale and 
location of the development does not conflict with other local plan 
policies.  

 
7.9 The supporting text to policy E11 notes that it is the LPA's policy to 

allow such growth within existing curtilages or beyond whenever and 
wherever it causes no detriment to other interests. Expansion in situ 
beyond the village limits will be acceptable where the case for 
protecting existing employment or creating new employment is 
stronger than any environmental, amenity or other consideration. 
Environmental and amenity considerations are addressed in the 
relevant sections of this Report. 

 
7.10 Policy CS1 of the Core Strategy (2009) promotes sustainable 

development and details a range of considerations for new 
development. Of relevance to the principle of the proposed 
development are those supporting the local economy and 
businesses. Within the supporting text of CS1 it is recognised that 
“due to the limited supply of brownfield land, it is also necessary to 
use greenfield land in order to accommodate the growth required”.  

   
7.11 Policy EN17 of the 1995 Local Plan generally restricts development to 

“that which is essential to the efficient operation of local agriculture, 
horticulture, forestry, permitted mineral extraction, outdoor recreation 
or public utility services”.  

 
 
 Identified policy conflict: 
 
7.12 Whilst the proposed development is not considered to conflict with 

policies E1 and the economic focus of CS1, the proposed 
development is clearly in conflict with policy EN17 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995) as the development is not one of 
the types listed in the policy wording.  

 
7.13 The prohibition of development (other than the expressly stated 

forms) in the countryside through the provisions of EN17 requires an 
assessment as to the extent to which this policy accords with the 
NPPF. It is considered that EN17 does not reflect the more nuanced 



approach to development in rural areas identified in the NPPF. 
Accordingly, policy EN17 is considered, to a moderate degree, to 
conflict with the NPPF. 

 
7.14 Therefore, whilst the proposed development conflicts with policy 

EN17 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan (1995), this degree of 
conflict does not carry a significant amount of weight, given the 
inconsistencies between Policy EN17 and the NPPF.  

 
 
 Emerging local plan position: 
 
7.15 The recognition of the conflict between policy EN17 and the NPPF is 

reflected in the policy direction of the emerging local plan. 
 
7.16 Emerging Policy LP2 of the Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036:  

Consultation Draft 2017 identifies that ‘support[ing] a thriving rural 
economy is a key component of the development strategy for 
Huntingdonshire.  

 
7.17 Emerging Policy LP20 of Huntingdonshire's Local Plan to 2036:  

Consultation Draft 2017 outlines the criteria upon which a proposal for 
business development in the countryside needs to be assessed, 
noting that an established industrial or rural business seeking to 
expand outside of its existing operational site in the open countryside 
can be supported, subject to the proposal demonstrating compliance 
with the specified criteria: 
1. Consideration has been given to reuse or replacement of 
existing buildings in preference to new build; 
2. Any opportunities to make more efficient use of land within 
the existing site boundary are not suitable for the proposed use; 
3. It avoids the irreversible loss of the best and most versatile 
agricultural land (Grade 1 to 3a) particularly Grade 1 where possible 
and should use land of lower agricultural value in preference to land 
of higher agricultural value; and 
4. The scale, character and siting of the proposal will not have 
a detrimental impact on its immediate surroundings and the wider 
landscape. 

 
 The above criteria are addressed in turn: 
 
7.18 1. Previously approved applications for planning permission have 

seen the structures which are suited for conversion to storage 
repurposed for this use. The two converted structures toward the 
centre of the site which are in an accessible location for deliveries by 
larger vehicles have already reached capacity as the scale, 
construction and low roof profile of the structures does not allow for 
the installation of high bay racking systems. The other structures 
within the site would not provide an alternative solution to the storage 
issue given their smaller scale and difficulties with accessibility.  

 
7.19 2. The lack of suitable storage space is an impediment to the growth 

of the business and addressing this issue is central to the purpose of 
the application. It is accepted by officers that accessible, secure and 
weatherproof storage which conforms to the relevant legislation 
cannot be provided within the existing site boundary. 

 



7.20 3. The area of land which the application site covers is classed as 
Grade 2 Agricultural Land. Whilst of a high quality, the scale of the 
development is such that the loss of this area is considered 
acceptable when balanced against the continuing growth of the 
business and the existing uses of the wider site. 

 
7.21 4. Whilst the comments regarding the Landscape and Visual Impact 

Assessment (Aspect Ltd: March 2017) are noted, a revised planting 
plan (6096/ASP4) which outlined the planting of over 1000 native 
species was submitted, in order to provide a significant level of 
screening around the proposed development. HDC Landscape 
confirmed the revised plan to be acceptable, subject to the imposition 
of a condition to secure its implementation and ensure the long term 
management/maintenance of the planting scheme and a suitable 
colour finish for the exterior of the proposed buildings.  

 
7.22 It is therefore considered that the proposed development is not in 

conflict with the emerging policies LP2 and LP20 of the 
Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as 
amended March 2018 for submission). Emerging policies LP2 and 
LP20 have unresolved objections and are yet to be subjected to full 
Examination, however when taking account of paragraph 48 of the 
NPPF, it is considered that at this time, they can be afforded 
moderate weight. 

 
 
 NPPF position: 
 
7.23 The presumption in favour of sustainable development is clearly 

outlined within the NPPF. Paragraph 8 of the NPPF 2018 is explicit in 
supporting sustainable economic development. Paragraph 83 of the 
NPPF 2018 (Supporting a prosperous rural economy) identifies that 
planning decisions “should enable the sustainable growth and 
expansion of all types of business in rural areas, both through 
conversion of existing buildings and well-designed new buildings”. 

 
7.24 Paragraph 84 of the NPPF 2018 states that “Planning policies and 

decisions should recognise that sites to meet local business and 
community needs in rural areas may have to be found adjacent to or 
beyond existing settlements, and in locations that are not well served 
by public transport”. 

 
7.25 The relevant sections in NPPF 2012 are very similar to these 

objectives in the NPPF 2018 as outlined above.  
 
  
Conclusion: 
 
7.26 Notwithstanding the identified conflict with EN17 of the 1995 Local 

Plan, for the reasons set out above and having regard to the 
provisions in paragraphs 8, 83 and 84 of the NPPF 2018, and the 
corresponding sections in NPPF 2012 (in support of a prosperous 
rural economy), as well as emerging policies LP2 and LP20, it is 
considered that the proposed development is capable of being 
acceptable in principle.  

 



7.27 The remainder of this report will provide an assessment as to whether 
the proposal would represent sustainable development, taking into 
account other material planning considerations, the balance of 
benefits and any adverse effects.   

 
 

The impact upon the visual amenity of the area (including views 
in to and out of nearby conservation area) and the character and 
setting of the listed buildings 

 
7.28 HDC Conservation raised no objection to the proposed development.  
 
7.29 Given the impact of the existing operation of the wider Garden Farm 

site and the structures within it, the proposed development is not 
considered to harm either the setting or significance of the grade II 
listed Garden Farmhouse, or the remnants of the walled garden. 

 
7.30 The grade II listed structures to the northeast, Staughton Manor 

(1214650) and The Old Coach House (1214657) are located 
approximately 457m and 472m from the application site respectively. 
Due to the screening provided by the established planting to the 
southwest of the pair, coupled with the impact of the existing 
operation and structures within the wider Garden Farm site, the 
proposed development is not considered to result in a detrimental 
impact on either of the heritage assets.    

 
7.31 Whilst the southwest boundary of the Great Staughton Conservation 

Area is located closer to the application site (approximately 309m 
from the northeast corner),  with the imposition of a condition to 
ensure an appropriate landscaping scheme, the proposed 
development is not considered to impart a detrimental impact upon 
views into, out of or across the Conservation Area. As such, the 
proposed development is considered to be acceptable in this regard.  

 
7.32 A number of representations expressed concern regarding the visual 

impact of the development. Through the imposition of conditions to 
ensure an appropriate landscaping scheme and to control the 
appearance of the exterior of the proposed buildings, the 
development is not considered to result in an unacceptable 
detrimental impact upon visual amenity. 

 
7.33 CCC Archaeology advised that the site lies in an area of high 

archaeological potential, situated to the west of Staughton Manor and 
to the north east of The Park, Great Staughton which contains 
manorial earthworks. Adjacent to The Park is the Old Manor House, 
Cretingsbury: a motte castle and moated manor house. To the south 
east is former settlement, while to the north is cropmark evidence of 
enclosures and moated site at Place House. Accordingly, a condition 
to secure a programme of archaeological investigation is considered 
to be appropriate and justified. 

 
7.34 The relevant Development Plan policies relating to landscape and 

visual impacts are EN18, EN20 and EN25 of the Local Plan 1995 and 
policy CS1 of the Core Strategy 2009. The proposed development is 
considered to be compliant with these Development Plan policies 
causing no conflict. The relevant Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: 
Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for 



submission) emerging policies are LP12; LP13; LP15 and LP33. 
There is considered to be no conflict with these emerging local plan 
policies.  

 
7.35 Significant weight can be given to Development Plan policies EN18, 

EN20 and EN25 and CS1 as they are all broadly consistent with the 
NPPF. Emerging policies LP11, LP13, LP15 and LP33 have 
unresolved objections and are yet to be subjected to Examination, 
however when taking account of paragraph 48 of the NPPF, it is 
considered they can be afforded moderate weight. 

 
7.36 The relevant Development Plan policies relating to potential impacts 

on heritage assets arising from the proposed development are EN2 
and EN12 of the 1995 Local Plan and policy CS1 of the Core 
Strategy. The proposed development complies with these policies 
and does not create a conflict.  

 
7.37 There is considered to be no conflict with the Huntingdonshire Local 

Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 
for submission) emerging policy LP36.  

 
7.38 In terms of policy weighting, Policies EN13 and the 

conservation/heritage focussed elements of CS1 are broadly 
consistent with the NPPF and can therefore be afforded significant 
weight. Policy LP36 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: 
Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for 
submission) follows a similar vein and is also considered to be 
consistent with the NPPF. Policy LP36 of the emerging local plan has 
unresolved objections and is yet to be subjected to Examination, 
however when taking account of paragraph 48 of the NPPF, it is 
considered that the policy can be attributed moderate weight. 

 
7.39 The proposed development is not considered to harm the significance 

of the identified heritage asset and as such there would be no conflict 
with the statutory duty under S66 of the Listed Buildings Act 1990.  

 
 
 The impact on highway safety 
 
7.40 CCC Highways did not raise an objection to the proposed 

development with regard to highway safety.  
 
7.41 Concerns regarding the potential impact of the proposed 

development upon residential amenity and the safety of the highway 
within the vicinity of the application site were consistent themes 
throughout the representations from neighbours and Great Staughton 
Parish Council. A particular concern relating to the impact of larger 
commercial vehicles was identified. 

 
7.42 The traffic/highways evidence is split across the following documents: 

• Transport Assessment (Mewies Engineering Consultants: April 
2017)  

• Technical addendum – response to objection letter (Mewies 
Engineering Consultants: July 2017)  

• Vehicle movements Data (ABDS Ltd: August 2017) 
• Technical note – Accidents (Mewies Engineering Consultants: 

December 2017) 



• Pedestrian and Cyclist traffic data (ABDS Ltd: January 2018) 
• Safety Assessment (Mewies Engineering Consultants: July 2018) 

 
7.43 Section 7.3 of the Transport Assessment (TA) states: 

"…two-way vehicle flows along Great Staughton Road in the vicinity 
of the site access, were observed as 673 two-way vehicle flows 
noted over the 5-hour study period. This equates to approximately 
2.2 vehicles past the existing access approximately every minute, 
illustrating the low-moderate traffic volume on the existing 
carriageway". 

 
 Vehicle movements associated with the application site 
 
7.44 The TA monitored from traffic flows around the site access, recording 

the movements of vehicles entering and leaving the site during two 
peak time intervals (0700 - 0930 and 1600 - 1830). 

 
 Entering the site: 
7.45 AM: 335 movements west bound (W/B) and east bound (E/B) along 

B645. Of those 335, 18 vehicles entered the site (c. 5.3% of overall 
volume of traffic along this stretch of the B645). 

 
7.46 PM: 314 movements W/B and E/B along B645. Of those 314, 6 

vehicles entered the site (c. 1.9%). 
 
 Exiting the site: 
7.47 AM: Five goods vehicles turned right from the site access. 0 vehicles 

turned left. 
 
7.48 PM: 11 vehicles (10 cars, one goods vehicle) turned right from the 

site access. 3 vehicles (one car, two goods vehicles) turned left. 
 
7.49 A plan which identified the individual uses of the buildings across the 

wider Garden Farm site was requested in order to ascertain a clearer 
picture of the existing overall movements associated with the site. 

 
7.50 CCC Highways provided a breakdown of the vehicle movements 

associated with the individual uses using Trip Rate Information 
Computer System (TRICS) data (Table 1) to demonstrate a baseline 
estimate of the existing movements associated with the site. 

 
7.51 It must be noted that barns, microbreweries and car storage are not 

specified in TRICS, so the same rates as general commercial storage 
have been assumed. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Table 1 
 

TRICS Land Use 
Category 
 

Existing 
Floor space  
 

AM (Peak) 
Arrive 

AM Peak) 
Depart 

PM 
(Peak)  
Arrive 

PM 
(Peak) 
Depart 

Employment 
Warehousing 1439 0.472 0.194 0.123 0.388 

Zantra 
 Vehicular Movements   7 3 2 6 

B1 Office Zantra 268 2.828 0.404 0.202 1.717 

 Vehicular Movements  8 2 1 5 

Employment 
Warehousing 

360 0.472 0.194 0.123 0.388 

Car Storage 

 Vehicular Movements  2 1 1 2 

Micro Brewery 125 0.472 0.194 0.123 0.388 

 Vehicular Movements  1 1 1 1 
Barn 295 0.472 0.194 0.123 0.388 
 Vehicular Movements  2 1 1 2 

Employment 
Warehousing 

194 0.472 0.194 0.123 0.388 

Landscape Storage  

 Vehicular Movements  1 1 1 1 

General Storage 443 0.472 0.194 0.123 0.388 

Vehicular Movements 
 

3 1 1 2 

      Total Vehicular Movements 
 

24 10 8 19 

  
AM 34 PM 27 

 
 
 
7.52 Table 1 provides estimated figures for the floor space currently 

operated by Zantra which are below the levels indicated by the 
applicant, however it must be noted that Table 1 provides ‘peak hour’ 
estimates only.  

 
 



7.53 Following consultation with CCC Highways, Zantra provided specific 
details of the existing vehicle movements to and from the site. A 
summary is provided below: 
• Staff movements: 23 staff to/from the site each day = 46 in/out 
• Goods in: A monthly average of 52 HGV deliveries to site – c. 1.7 

a day = c. 3.4 in/out 
• Goods out: A monthly average of 108.5 vehicle movements 

(Transit Van/Light Goods vehicle)  - c. 3.6 a day 
• Peak movements do not exceed 8 HGV movements per day 

to/from the site 
 
7.54 Of the recorded 673 two-way vehicle flows (during the 5 hour study 

period) along Great Staughton Road/The Town, 53 (7.8%) of those 
movements are associated with existing Zantra floor space.  

 
 Estimations of ‘Worst Case’ Vehicle Movements: 
 
7.55 The TA utilised the TRICS7 database to provide an analysis of the 

potential traffic impact from the proposed development. TRICS is the 
UK’s national standard system of trip generation analysis which 
incorporates local conditions/variables and utilises over 7000 
datasets. 

 
7.56 Section 6.2 of the TA indicates that the proposed development of 

2093 sq. m. commercial warehousing and 469 sq. m. office space 
would likely create an additional 29 trips between 0800 and 0900 and 
an additional 20 trips between 1700 and 1800. CCC Highways have 
confirmed that these figures are reasonable assumptions. 

 
7.57 Using TRICS data analysis, CCC Highways provided anticipated 

‘worst case scenario’ daily vehicle movements associated with the 
proposed development: 
* 91 vehicle movements (37 HCVs) associated with the proposed 
warehouse floor space 
* 103 vehicle movements associated with the proposed office floor 
space 

  
7.58 Total ‘worst case scenario’ daily vehicle movements associated with 

the proposed development = 194 vehicles, including 37 HCV’s. 
 
7.59 673 (existing recorded movements during the 5 hour study period) + 

194 movements (existing + ‘worst case’ TRICS) = 867 movements. 
 
7.60 As a worst case scenario, of the 867 movements, 194 additional trips 

(or 22.3%) could be associated with existing and proposed Zantra 
floor space.   

 
 
 Anticipated Vehicle Movements Vs Worst Case Vehicle 

Movement for Zantra: 
 
7.62 Existing Zantra vehicle movements: 53 (46 staff + 3.4 goods in + 3.6 

goods out) 
 TRICS ‘Worst Case’: 194 
 
7.63 ‘Worst case’ scenario TRICS data suggests that up to 194 additional 

trips could be generated from the proposed additional floor space, 



however it must be noted that the existing daily vehicle movements to 
and from the site (provided by Zantra) are substantially below the 
movements illustrated in the ‘Worst Case’ estimations, particularly 
with regard to HGV movements: 

 
7.64 Existing Zantra HCV movements:  <8 per day 
 TRICS ‘Worst Case’:   37 
 
7.65 In addition, the supporting information suggested that the proposed 

development could allow Zantra to order supplies more efficiently, 
potentially reducing HGV delivery vehicle movements.  

 
7.66 The ‘Worst Case’ scenario is helpful because it provides an ‘absolute 

upper limit’ of vehicular movements using a UK national standard 
system of trip generation analysis which incorporates local 
conditions/variables. It is also informative because it demonstrates 
the significant disparity between the actual situation and the ‘Worst 
Case’ situation.   

 
7.67 The Safety Assessment (Mewies Engineering Consultants: July 2018) 

built upon the aforementioned vehicle movement data by providing 
data obtained from a 12 hour CCTV survey (undertaken 7th June 
2018) in order to assess the number of pedestrian, pedal cycle and 
equine movements at three locations – upon The Town (west of 17 
The Town), upon Causeway (east of the River Kym) and in the 
vicinity of the Church of St Andrew. 

 
7.68 The findings suggest that the movements of vulnerable road users 

(VRU) totalled 40 across the 12 hour period, equating to just over 
three movements per hour. The report suggests that the “overall VRU 
movements both along and across the study area are considered [to 
be] low”. 

 
7.69 Paragraph 109 of the NPPF 2018 states that “Development should 

only be prevented or refused on highways grounds if there would be 
an unacceptable impact on highway safety, or the residual cumulative 
impacts on the road network would be severe”. The relevant NPPF 
2012 paragraph repeats this. The responses from Cambridgeshire 
County Council Highways and HDC Transportation are noted and the 
proposed development is not considered to result in an unacceptable 
impact on highway safety or impart a severe residual cumulative 
impact.  

 
7.70 The relevant Development Plan policies relating to access and 

transport are policies T18 and T19 of the Local Plan 1995 and policy 
CS1 of the Core Strategy 2009. The proposed development is 
considered to be compliant with policies T18 and T19 of the 1995 
Local Plan. There is considered to be limited conflict with policy CS1 
of the Core Strategy 2009 which advocates increasing opportunities 
to make journey by foot, cycle or public transport. 

 
7.71 The relevant Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Proposed 

Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission) emerging 
policies are LP17 and LP18. There is considered to be limited conflict 
with emerging policies LP17 as, due to its countryside location with 
no public transport links, the proposed development could be 
considered to fail to maximise the use of sustainable travel modes. 



 
7.72 Significant weight can be given to policies T18, T19 and CS1 as they 

are all broadly consistent with the NPPF. Emerging policies LP17 and 
LP18 have unresolved objections and are yet to be subjected to 
Examination, however when taking account of paragraph 48 of the 
NPPF, it is considered they can be afforded moderate weight. 

 
7.73 Significant weight is also afforded to paragraph 84 of the NPPF, 

which outlines that “sites to meet local business and community 
needs in rural areas may have to be found adjacent to or beyond 
existing settlements, and in locations that are not well served by 
public transport. In these circumstances it will be important to ensure 
that development is sensitive to its surroundings [and] does not have 
an unacceptable impact on local roads… ”.  

 
7.74 When the limited conflict with CS1 is balanced against the degree of 

compliance with T18, T19, LP17, LP18 and the provisions of 
paragraph 84 of the NPPF (coupled with the response from CCC 
Highways), the proposed development is considered to be acceptable 
in this regard. 

 
 
 The impact on the amenity of neighbours: 
 
7.75 The concerns raised through the representations are understood and 

the potential impact on the amenity of local residents must be 
considered with care. Individual expectations of traffic impacts may 
vary, however it is recognised that expectations are often location-
based. For example, one would expect a lower level of traffic on a 
residential cul-de-sac than on a main road through a built up area in a 
small settlement. In turn, one would expect a lower level of traffic on a 
main road through a built up area than on the A1. 

 
7.76 With regard to this section of the B645, the figures within the 

Anticipated Vehicle Movements section must be assessed. If the 
'worst case' estimations are taken into account, the proposed 
development could increase the amount of vehicle movements along 
this section of the B645 by around 22%. 

 
7.77 Relative to the five hour study period outlined in the TA, this would 

represent a potential increase in vehicle movements from 2.2 per 
minute to approx. 2.89 per minute 

 
7.78 Comments from CCC Highways must be noted: "…the developer is 

only required to mitigate the impacts of the application, where they 
are severe. In this instance the floor space and therefore trips are 
such that they could not be deemed as significant and therefore not 
severe". 

 
7.79 Due to the scale and position of the proposed warehouse/office 

structures, the proposed development is not considered to result in an 
unacceptable detrimental impact in terms of a loss of light, loss of 
privacy or by way of being overbearing.  

 
7.80 The relevant Development Plan policies relating to potential impacts 

upon residential amenity arising from the proposal are EN25 of the 
1995 Local Plan and the requirements for good design set out in CS1 



of the Core Strategy (2009). The proposed development complies 
with these policies and does not create a conflict. There is considered 
to be no conflict with emerging policy LP15 of the Huntingdonshire 
Local Plan to 2036: Proposed Submission 2017 (as amended March 
2018 for submission).  

 
7.81 In terms of policy weighting, both Policy EN25 of the Local Plan 1995 

and CS1 of the Core Strategy (2009) are broadly consistent with the 
NPPF and can be afforded significant weight. 

 
7.82 Policy LP15 of the Huntingdonshire Local Plan to 2036: Proposed 

Submission 2017 (as amended March 2018 for submission) is also 
considered to be consistent with the NPPF. Whilst the emerging local 
plan is yet to be subjected to Examination, taking account of 
paragraph 48 of the NPPF, it is considered that the policy can be 
attributed moderate weight. 

 
 Conclusion and Planning Balance: 
 
7.83 The Local Planning Authority must determine this application in 

accordance with the Development Plan, unless material 
considerations indicate otherwise. An assessment of those 
considerations is set out in the main body of this report. If the 
proposed development is not in accordance with the Development 
Plan, a balanced judgement as to whether there are any material 
considerations, including the NPPF, which indicate that planning 
permission should be granted, is required.  

 
7.84 Two conflicts with the Development Plan have been identified, firstly 

in relation to development in the countryside (Policy EN17 of the 
Local Plan 1995) and second, with regard to the direction of Policy 
CS1 of the Core Strategy (2009) which advocates increasing 
opportunities to make journeys by foot, cycle or public transport. The 
application has been advertised as a departure for this reason. 

 
7.85 However, both of these policies are not fully consistent with the 

NPPF. Policy EN17 is considered to conflict to a moderate degree 
with the more nuanced approach to development in rural areas 
identified in the NPPF. 

 
7.86 The conflict between Policy CS1 and paragraph 84 of the NPPF 2018 

is considered to be lower than the conflict identified between Policy 
EN17 and the NPPF. Nevertheless, CS1 indicates that development 
should “… [promote] and [increase] opportunities to make necessary 
journeys by foot, cycle or public transport”, which sits uncomfortably 
with the thrust of paragraph 84 of the NPPF. As such, both EN17 and 
CS1 are afforded only moderate and low weight respectively.  

 
7.87 The NPPF is given significant weight. At the heart of the NPPF is a 

presumption in favour of sustainable development, that is, 
development which strikes a satisfactory balance between economic, 
environmental and social considerations.  

 
 In this instance: 
 
7.88 Economic: The proposed development would contribute toward 

economic growth, providing certainty in the medium-long term with 



regard to the existing employment and providing a minor contribution 
in the immediate term through job creation during the construction 
phase. 

 
7.89 Environmental: The visual impacts of the proposed development can 

be adequately mitigated with the imposition of a condition which 
ensures adherence to an appropriate landscaping scheme. The 
proposed development may result in fewer HGV movements through 
facilitating more efficient ordering/delivery arrangements. 

 
7.90 Social: The proposed development is deliverable and would not result 

in an unacceptable detrimental impact upon the street scene or the 
heritage assets in the vicinity of the application site. CCC Highways 
have not identified an unacceptable impact on highway safety or 
severe cumulative impacts on the road network as outlined in 
paragraph 109 of the NPPF 2018. 

 
7.91 It is considered that the proposed development will (subject to the 

recommended conditions): 
• Provide the opportunity for a rural business to expand its 

operation; 
• Represent a design which is acceptable in scale, massing and 

overall form; 
• Not cause a significant detrimental impact upon residential 

amenity; 
• Not cause a severe highways impact; 
• Not result in a significant loss of Grade 2 agricultural land; 
• Have no significant adverse impact on features of landscape 

value; 
• Manage flood risk and drainage effectively. 

 
7.92 The proposed development conflicts with the Development Plan. 

However, it is considered that the report identifies and clarifies the 
material considerations which, on balance, indicate that planning 
permission should be granted. 

 
8. RECOMMENDATION  - APPROVAL subject to 

conditions to include the following 
 

• Time limit 
• Development in accordance with plans 
• Surface water drainage scheme 
• Maintenance of surface water drainage scheme 
• Foul Water strategy 
• Written scheme of archaeological investigation 
• Landscape management and maintenance 
• Materials 
• Restriction on delivery / dispatch times  between 23:00 - 07:00 

Monday to Friday, before 07:00 and after 13:30 on Saturdays 
and the entirety of Sundays and public holidays 

 
If you would like a translation of this document, a large text version or an audio 
version, please contact us on 01480 388388 and we will try to accommodate 
your needs. Enquiries about this report to James Lloyd Senior Development 
Management Officer 01480 388389 



1

Huntingdonshire DC Public Access

From: Great Staughton Council <GtStaughtonParishClerk@outlook.com>

Sent: 26 February 2018 16:07

To: DevelopmentControl

Subject: Planning Permission  - The Orchard Garden Farm The Town (ref 17/00764/FUL)

Dear Sirs,

We have been informed by a local resident of The Town, Great Staughton that a Traffic Survey has 
been submitted in relation to the above planning application. The Great Staughton Parish Council 
have now considered that Survey and wish to raise objections as to the way the traffic survey has 
been conducted, which they feel is unsatisfactory.

Essentially the objections are as follows:

1. This survey does not consider the points made by the Parish Council and residents in their 
objections. These were related to the pedestrian and cycle traffic at the Western end of the 
village through The Town to the cemetery, the footpath, local houses, and beyond. The 
survey conducted was beyond all of these important points and as such proves very little.

2. The timing is not ideal as it takes no account of walkers/cyclists after 9.00 and before 4pm. 
The weather in winter on the 18th January is not a time of year when walkers/cyclists are 
likely to be properly representative of flows later in the year.

We look forward to hearing from you once you have had the opportunity to consider the above 
points but perhaps in the first instance you could acknowledge safe receipt of this email.

Yours faithfully,

Jo Russel
Clerk - Great Staughton Parish Council
Phone: 01480 860247
Village Website: www.greatstaughton.com
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Native Woodland Mix

108 No.Acer campestre60-80cm

11 No.Alnus glutinosa175-200cm

97 No.Alnus glutinosa60-80cm

97 No.Betula pendula60-80cm

11 No.Betula pendula175-200cm

54 No.Cornus sanguinea60-80cm

54 No.Corylus avellana60-80cm

108 No.Crataegus monogyna60-80cm

97 No.Prunus avium60-80cm

11 No.Prunus avium125-150cm

108 No.Prunus spinosa60-80cm

97 No.Quercus robur60-80cm

11 No.Quercus robur175-200cm

108 No.Rosa canina60-80cm

11 No.Sorbus aucuparia175-200cm

97 No.Sorbus aucuparia60-80cm

Total :1080 No.

2.5Ctr60-80cmTransplant:1+1 :BRSorbus aucupariaSau97 No.

2.5Ctr175-200cmFeather :2+2 :BRSorbus aucupariaSau11 No.

2.5Ctr60-80cmTransplant:1+1 :BRRosa caninaRca108 No.

2.5Ctr175-200cmFeather:2+2 :BRQuercus roburQr11 No.

2.5Ctr60-80cmTransplant:1+1 :BRQuercus roburQr97 No.

2.5Ctr60-80cmTransplant:1+1 :BRPrunus spinosaPRUSP108 No.

2.5Ctr125-150cmFeather :2+2 :BRPrunus aviumPav11 No.

2.5Ctr60-80cmTransplant :1+1 :BRPrunus aviumPav97 No.

2.5Ctr60-80cmTransplant :1+1 :BRCrataegus monogynaCmo108 No.

2.5Ctr60-80cmTransplant :1+1 :BRCorylus avellanaCav54 No.

2.5Ctr60-80cmTransplant :1+1 :BRCornus sanguineaCORSA54 No.

2.5Ctr175-200cmFeather :2+2 :BRBetula pendulaBETPE11 No.

2.5Ctr60-80cmTransplant :1+1 :BRBetula pendulaBETPE97 No.

2.5Ctr60-80cmTransplant :1+1 :BRAlnus glutinosaAgl97 No.

2.5Ctr175-200cmFeather :2+2 :BRAlnus glutinosaAgl11 No.

2.5Ctr60-80cmTransplant :1+1 :BRAcer campestreAc108 No.

DensityHeightSpecificationSpeciesAbbreviationNumber
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Planting Schedule
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PLANTING NOTES

All plants to be supplied in accordance with the HTA 'National Plant Specification' and

from a HTA certified nursery. All plants and trees to be planted in accordance with

BS3936 and BS8545. Delivery and handling of all plant material to be in accordance with

BS4428/JCLI/CPSE Code of Practice for 'Handling and Establishing Landscape Plants'

Parts I, II and III and BS8545.

Planting Pit and Trench Preparation

Tree pits in soft landscape to be excavated to 1mx1mx1m depth prior to topsoiling and all

shrub planting areas excavated to 450mm depth. All proposed hedge planting trenches to

be excavated to 600mm depth.Unless otherwise specified, all tree pits in hard landscape

to be 2mx2mx1m, backfilled with compacted Urban Tree Soil.

The preparation of planting pits, bed or trenches shall comply with the appropriate British

Standards, namely BS4043, BS4428, BS5837 and BS8545.

Excavation of planting pits, beds or trenches shall not take place when the ground is

frozen or waterlogged such that damage may occur to the structure of the soil. All

excavated areas to be backfilled with either site won topsoil or imported topsoil to be

BS3882-General purpose grade. All topsoiled areas to be clear of rocks and rubble larger

than 50mm diameter and any other debris that may interfere with the establishment of

plants. The Contractor shall break up and cultivate at the base of the trenches or planting

pits. The sides of the trenches or planting pits shall be loosened with a fork or other

similar implement. All stones and the like over 75mm in any dimension, deleterious

matter, weeds and weed roots brought to the surface by any cultivation or excavation

shall be removed off site.  The Contractor shall remove off site the excavated subsoil/fill

material when preparing planting pits. The imported topsoil should make up any

deficiencies caused by the removal of the subsoil/fill material. Trenches and pits shall

have the topsoil and any subsoil/fill material thoroughly broken up and mixed prior to

backfilling.

All trees shall be supplied root balled, unless otherwise stated.  Root balled trees shall be

well grown, healthy and with a compact, contained rootball.  They shall be nursery grown

and have been regularly watered. Prior to planting, all plant material shall be stored and

sorted at in accordance with best practice.

Planting

All plants shall be planted in a random fashion avoiding formal regimented lines at

densities indicated in the schedule, unless otherwise specified. Unless otherwise

specified, all hedgerows shall be planted in a double staggered rows and hedgerow

mixes shall be planted in groups of 7, 9 & 13s at densities indicated on the schedule.

Ornamental shrub planting mixes shall be planted in groups of 5, 7 & 11s and native

shrub planting mixes shall be planted in groups of 9, 13 & 15s. The selection,

procurement, handling, storage and planting operations of all proposed trees shall be in

accordance with BS8545:2014 - Trees: from nursery to independence in the landscape,

recommendations.

Planting and associated operations shall comply with BS4043, BS4428, BS5837 and

BS8545. Unless otherwise stated planting shall be carried out during the period of 1 Nov

to 31 March when the ground is not frozen or water logged. If planting is required outside

this period agreement shall be sought and all bare root plants shall be substituted with

container grown stock.

Watering

All plants shall be watered in to field capacity immediately after planting and mulched with

50mm depth of medium grade crushed mulch. The Contractor shall water the trees,

shrubs and hedges once planted so that the entire tree pit or planted area is moistened to

field capacity, i.e. “the amount of water retained by previously saturated soil once full

drainage has ceased". Watering to field capacity shall continue frequently and on a

regular basis as considered necessary by the landscape contractor and as necessary to

ensure the successful establishment and continued thriving of all planting. Additional

watering shall be undertaken during summer months and/or periods of drought. Post

planting management and maintenance specifically for new tree planting shall include

ongoing irrigation and formative pruning as outlined in BS8545. The period over which

regular irrigation required for transplanted trees is likely to be at least two full growing

seasons to ensure successful establishment. As the root system develops the frequency

of irrigation can be reduced.

Staking

All trees within soft landscape areas to be double staked with cross bar and tied, using

1.5m long, 75mm diameter rounded tree stakes 75mm brace, rubber tie and spacer

block. Stakes not to extend more than 650mm above ground level. All trees within

hardstanding/highways visibility splays to be clear stem to 1.5m high unless otherwise

specified. Trees within hardstanding / specific pits to be underground guyed unless

otherwise specifed.

Root Barriers

Root barriers (ReRoot 1000 or equivalent) to be included adjacent to buildings and

services where necessary. Landscape contractor shall check all planting operations

comply with appropriate standards and that in the absence of detailed surveys, any

necessary underground investigations are undertaken to ensure there are no conflicts

with existing or proposed utilities, services or foundations.

PROTECTION OF EXISTING VEGETATION TO BE RETAINED

Existing trees to be retained shall be protected in accordance with BS5837, from

commencement to completion of all works on site.

N.B. All planting proposals including tree planting have been developed in order to create

a high quality environment and gain planning consent for the development. All tree

species have been reviewed in line with NHBC guidance (2017) and in the absence of

any building foundation depths or detailed soil analysis information for the site. Where

possible only low and moderate water demand species are proposed in close proximity to

new buildings. A number of varied cultivars of these species as well as ornamental

species that have a smaller overall mature height (which are not currently assessed

within NHBC guidance 2017) are proposed to provide variety in the scheme and

engineer's should consider these locations & species. Where necessary new building

foundation depths shall be designed to accommodate the approved tree species, site

specific soil shrinkage and tree water demand in line with NHBC standards 2017

(Chapter 4.2 - Building Near Trees). Planting plans have been prepared for planning

purposes and in the absence of fully detailed ground investigations, geological or

hydrological surveys and planting design or species choice may be subject to change -

suitability should be confirmed on site by the landscape contractor. Detailed site specific

soil analysis and suitable site drainage should be checked by landscape contractor to

ensure planting can be implemented in accordance with approved drawings prior to

implementation.
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