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1. APPLICATION SITE AND LOCALITY 

1.1. The application site is an area of agricultural land south of the village of Bodicote. The site is within open countryside adjacent an existing tree-belt which provides screening for residential development currently under construction north of the site. The site sits within an undulating landscape with land levels dropping off down to the south, down to the Sor Brook watercourse.
1.2. In terms of site constraints, the site is not within a conservation area and there are no heritage assets within the vicinity of the site. The land is classified as Grade 2 (Very Good) agricultural land (Natural England - Agricultural Land Classification) and sits within a Minerals Consultation Zone. A Public Right of Way (ref. Footpath 137/6) (PRoW) runs across land immediately adjacent to the west/south-west of the site and there are further PRoWs (Ref. Bridleways 137/4, 137/5 and 101/15) crossing land to the west, south and east of the site. Land to the south-west of the main part of the site lies within an area at high risk of flooding (Flood-zone 2 & 3), following the route of Sor Brook. There are records of protected species (Grass Snakes) being present within the vicinity of the site. An area of high archaeological interest lies within 50m to the east of the site.
2. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT

2.1. The application seeks planning permission for engineering works to create an attenuation pond required as part of an alternative drainage strategy to serve the residential development currently under construction north of the site, originally granted consent on appeal under application 11/00617/OUT. 
2.2. The proposals would see the creation of a bund (~3.75m above existing ground levels at its highest point), utilising spoil from the current construction site, enclosing an area of land within a natural depression within the landscape to create an attenuation pond. The pond would be lined and surrounded by a timber knee rail to section off access. The proposals include the installation of storm drain pipework connecting the storm drain system of the residential development to the attenuation pond, and then a further section of pipework discharging from the attenuation pond into the Sor Brook south of the site. The proposals would also result in a breach (8m width) of the existing tree-belt to allow for the development with associated pipework and appropriate easement.
2.3. A Section 73 application (17/00330/OUT) was also submitted in parallel to this current application, detailing the same drainage scheme, which sought to amend the wording of condition 5 of 11/00617/OUT to allow for a revised drainage strategy and associated Flood-Risk Assessment (FRA) to be implemented. Following concerns being raised by officers with regards to the proposals for the attenuation pond, and that it was unlikely to be supported due to the detrimental visual impact and lack of justification of the need for the development (assessed in detail below), the applicant revised the section 73 application and an associated further planning application (17/01225/F) for a revised drainage strategy has been submitted, omitting the attenuation pond. At the time of preparation of this report these applications (17/00330/OUT & 17/01225/F) were undetermined; however officers have indicated support for the principle of these amended schemes.
3. RELEVANT PLANNING HISTORY

3.1. The following planning history is considered relevant to the current proposal 
	Application Ref.
	Proposal
	Decision

	11/00617/OUT
	Outline application for residential development of 82 No. dwellings
	Application Refused. Allowed on appeal 26.03.2012.

	12/01802/REM
	Reserved Matters Application - (Outline Application 11/00617/OUT) - Layout, appearance, scale and landscaping of a scheme of 82 dwellings
	Application Permitted

	13/00357/DISC
	Discharge of conditions 4, 5, 6, 8, 9, 10 and 11 of 11/00617/OUT
	Application Permitted

	13/00358/DISC
	Discharge of Conditions 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 11, 12, 13, 14, 16, 17 & 18 of 12/01802/REM
	Application Permitted

	16/01599/F
	Amendments to planning permission reference 11/00617/OUT (and reserved matters approval 12/01802/REM) to create an additional 4 dwellings and replacing a number of the existing approved dwellings with new house types.
	Application Permitted

	17/00330/OUT
	Variation of Condition 5 (Drainage) of 11/00617/OUT
	Pending Consideration

	17/01225/F
	Application for engineering operations including drainage outfall to reed bed to serve consented residential development (Ref. 11/00617/OUT, 12/01802/REM)
	Pending Consideration


4. PRE-APPLICATION DISCUSSIONS

4.1. No pre-application discussions have taken place with regard to this proposal.
5. RESPONSE TO PUBLICITY

5.1. This application has been publicised by way of a site notice displayed near the site, by advertisement in the local newspaper, and by letters sent to all properties immediately adjoining the application site that the Council has been able to identify from its records. The final date for comments was 04.05.2017. 
5.2. One email of support for the proposals has been received from the owner of the land on which the development is proposed. The comments raised are summarised as follows:
· The attenuation pond is a sustainable option which has been designed and positioned so that it will be available to be used in the future to attenuate drainage from not just the residential developments but also the existing garden centre, farm buildings and some of the main road, which are all currently un-attenuated.
· The proposed alternative to the attenuation pond involves using deeply buried plastic box culverts and the excavating and removing of large amounts of material off site.
· The drainage strategy for the original consent (11/00617/OUT) was approved with off-site attenuation and there would also be an impact on the existing tree-belt as a result of the approved scheme.
· The potential landscape impact could be reduced through amendments to the proposed design; including regrading of the proposed bunds and surrounding land and a slight reduction in the corridor through the existing tree-belt. 
5.3. The comments received can be viewed in full on the Council’s website, via the online Planning Register.
6. RESPONSE TO CONSULTATION

6.1. Below is a summary of the consultation responses received at the time of writing this report. Responses are available to view in full on the Council’s website, via the online Planning Register.

PARISH/TOWN COUNCIL AND NEIGHBOURHOOD FORUMS

6.2. ADDERBURY PARISH COUNCIL: Objects, making the following comments:
· ‘The drainage ‘pond’ should be located within the development and form part of the open space within the development.  If the development has not been designed so as to accommodate the pond then this merely suggests the development currently being constructed is too dense and is an ill-considered scheme. There is scope for the ‘pond’ to be located on the land immediately to the south of the development under construction (on the land between the estate access road and the garden centre and the land immediately to the north of the modern farm buildings of Cotefield Farm);  

· The siting of the ‘pond’ and the associated engineering and ground works have the practical effect of extending the development into adjacent farmland and amounts to an attempt, by stealth, to incorporate additional land into the consented development and to expand, strategically, the site boundary.  It is noted that on the development application the site area is stated to be 4,619 sqm which is a larger area than is required to accommodate the ‘pond’;

· At present the shelterbelt planting to the NE completely screens the housing development from almost all viewpoints in the vicinity to the W,S and E. Cutting an 8m wide swathe through it will open up views into the site. Adderbury Parish Council does not agree that the break in the tree belt lines up with LEAP and feeder road. The thumbnail on DWG15031-100S104 (i) F shows housing behind the opening.

· The maximum height of the bund is approximately 3.75m which is not an insignificant feature in this gently undulating landscape. The shape will create a ‘dam’ with a flat top which is very artificial in profile and appearance.

· There will be a further visual impact insofar as the earthworks will prevent the continued use of the land for productive agricultural purposes. The works will lead to the degradation of the land not only in the sense of its landscape quality but also in the sense of its productivity. Food security should be a consideration when there are proposals to develop agricultural land when there is non-productive land which could be developed as an alternative in the vicinity’.

6.3. BLOXHAM PARISH COUNCIL: No comments received.
6.4. BODICOTE PARISH COUNCIL: Objects, making the following comments:
· ‘STRONG OBJECTIONS: These engineering operations should be contained within the development site, which is usual, and should have formed part of the original application. The applicants are effectively extending development into the valley. Should CDC decide to grant this application, it must not be construed that this be considered in any way as a step into the valley for further development and a condition to this effect must be included’.
STATUTORY CONSULTEES

6.5. ENVIRONMENT AGENCY: No comments received.

6.6. OXFORDSHIRE COUNTY COUNCIL SINGLE RESPONSE (encompassing Transport, Drainage, Rights of Way and Archaeology: No objections subject to conditions.
6.7. MINERALS AND WASTE (OCC): No objections subject to conditions.
6.8. THAMES WATER: No comments received.
NON-STATUTORY CONSULTEES

6.9. ARBORICULTURE (CDC): No comments received.
6.10. ECOLOGY (CDC): Further information required prior to the determination of the application; including an updated Ecological Impact Assessment and details of ecological and biodiversity enhancements.
6.11. ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION (CDC): No objection.
6.12. LANDSCAPE SERVICES (CDC): Objects. The proposals would create a ‘dam’ with a flat top which is very artificial in profile and appearance and not an insignificant feature in this gently undulating landscape. Further that the proposals would detrimentally impact on the existing tree-belt which serves to screen the residential development.
6.13. OPEN SPACES SOCIETY: No comments received.
6.14. PLANNING POLICY (CDC): No comments to make.
6.15. RAMBLERS ASSOCIATION: No comments received.
7. RELEVANT PLANNING POLICY AND GUIDANCE

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

7.2. The Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 - Part 1 was formally adopted by Cherwell District Council on 20th July 2015 and provides the strategic planning policy framework for the District to 2031.  The Local Plan 2011-2031 – Part 1 replaced a number of the ‘saved’ policies of the adopted Cherwell Local Plan 1996 though many of its policies are retained and remain part of the development plan. The relevant planning policies of Cherwell District’s statutory Development Plan are set out below:

CHERWELL LOCAL PLAN 2011 - 2031 PART 1 (CLP 2031)

· PSD1: Presumption in Favour of Sustainable Development 
· ESD 1: Mitigating and Adapting to Climate Change
· ESD 6: Sustainable Flood Risk Management
· ESD 7: Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS)
· ESD 10: Protection and Enhancement of Biodiversity and the Natural Environment
· ESD 13: Local Landscape Protection and Enhancement
· ESD15: The Character of the Built and Historic Environment

CHERWELL LOCAL PLAN 1996 SAVED POLICIES (CLP 1996)
· C8: Sporadic development in the open countryside

· C28: Layout, design and external appearance of new development

7.3. Other Material Planning Considerations

· National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

· Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)

8. APPRAISAL

8.1. The key issues for consideration in this case are:

· Relevant planning history

· Principle of development

· Visual amenity; including landscape impact
· Ecology and Biodiversity

· Highway safety

· Residential amenity

· Other matters

Principle:
8.2. The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) explains that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. This is defined as meeting the needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own needs. There are three dimensions to sustainable development; these are environmental, social and economic. Also at the heart of the NPPF is a presumption in favour of sustainable development and in the context of this application would include conserving and enhancing the natural environment.

8.3. Policy PSD1 contained within the CLP 2031 echoes the NPPF’s requirements for ‘sustainable development’ and that planning applications that accord with the policies in the Local Plan (or other part of the statutory Development Plan) will be approved without delay unless material considerations indicate otherwise.

8.4. The proposals constitute an engineering operation within open countryside, which would look to provide a revised drainage solution for a residential development originally granted consent under application 11/00617/OUT, and which is currently under construction following the approval of a reserve matters application (12/01802/REM) and clearance of conditions applications 13/00357/DISC and 13/00358/DISC. The Council do not have any specific development plan policies directly relating to engineering operations. Therefore the acceptability or otherwise of the principle of the development is considered to be dependent on whether there is a justified need for such works, to support the residential development, and further, whether any such proposals would result in any significant harm that would be contrary to policies within the development plan with regard to ensuring the protection and enhancement of both the built and natural environment
8.5. The outline permission (11/00617/OUT) was granted consent on appeal subject to a schedule of conditions. Condition 5 of 11/00617/OUT required the submission and approval of an acceptable drainage scheme for the site:
Condition 5: ‘The development hereby approved shall not commence until drainage works have been carried out in accordance with details to be submitted to and approved in writing by the local planning authority. The details shall be in accordance with the submitted Flood Risk Assessment and shall include consideration of a sustainable drainage system in accordance with the principles set out in Annex F of PPS25 (or any subsequent version)’.
The requirements of this condition were satisfied by the submission and approval of details assessed and considered acceptable under clearance of conditions application 13/00357/DISC. The approved scheme was largely contained within the site, utilising underground storage culverts to attenuate surface water runoff.
8.6. The current application has been put forward as a more sustainable drainage option; although this has not been expanded upon nor any comparison made with the previously approved scheme, within the submitted information with the application, to demonstrate that this would be the case. No case has been made, either technical of otherwise, to suggest that the previously approved drainage strategy, which is largely contained within the residential development site boundaries, could not be implemented; and this was confirmed by the applicant at a meeting held at the Council offices on 20.04.2017; at which the applicants and both the district and county council (drainage and highways officers) officers were in attendance. 
8.7. The previously approved drainage strategy was considered acceptable in terms of the sustainability of the approach to be adopted, utilising rainwater harvesting, infiltration to soakaways and a system of underground storage culverts to provide attenuation storage of surface water runoff, and this approved scheme would have little visual impact, being largely confined to being below ground within the residential development site boundaries; aside from the discharge point from the attenuation tanks being into Sor Brook to the south.
8.8. The scheme now proposed is located within open countryside beyond the boundaries of the residential development and an existing tree-belt that provide screening of the new dwellings. Whilst the current proposals would not require that tanking is installed below ground, and could be considered more sustainable in this regard, the attenuation pond would encroach into the open countryside and impact on the character and appearance of the valued surrounding rural landscape. 
8.9. Given the lack of explanation/demonstration of any significantly improved sustainability credentials of the proposed scheme or the quantification of such, above that already consented, it is considered that the proposals represent unjustified development that would result in a significant intrusion into the open countryside, resulting in harm being caused to the character and appearance of the valued rural landscape (discussed further below). The proposals are considered to conflict with the provisions and aims of both local and national policy guidance with regarding to preserving and enhancing the natural environment, resulting in the principle of development therefore being unjustified in this case. 

Visual Amenity:
8.10. The Government attaches great importance to the design of the built environment within the NPPF. Good design is a key aspect of sustainable development, is indivisible from good planning, and should contribute positively to making places better for people. The NPPF also places significant weight on conserving and enhancing the natural environment, which is seen as one of the core principles of sustainable development. These aims are reflected in the policies of the Cherwell Local Plan.

8.11. Policy ESD13 of the Cherwell Local Plan states that development will be expected to respect and enhance local landscape character, securing appropriate mitigation where damage to local landscape character cannot be avoided.  It goes onto state that proposals will not be permitted if they would result in undue visual intrusion into the open countryside or would harm the setting of settlements.  

8.12. Policy ESD15 of the Cherwell Local Plan states that new development will be expected to complement and enhance the character of its context through sensitive siting, layout and high quality design; stating that development should contribute positively to an area’s character and identity by creating or reinforcing local distinctiveness and respecting local topography and landscape features.

8.13. Saved Policy C28 of the CLP 1996 further states that control will be exercised over all new development to ensure that standards of layout, design and external appearance are sympathetic to the character of the rural or urban context of that development.

8.14. A Visual Impact Assessment was submitted in support of the associated Section 73 application 17/00330/OUT, and this has also been considered in the determination of this application; given that the report relates to the same proposed development and assesses the potential visual impacts of the proposed development of the attenuation pond and breach of the existing tree-belt. 

8.15. The Council’s Landscape Officer has assessed the proposals and associated supporting information and expresses her concerns with the proposed scheme, considering them to represent development that “would not be an insignificant feature within the landscape” and would create a ‘dam’ with a flat top which would be very artificial in its profile and appearance, with additional concerns with regard to the impact on the existing tree-belt. 
8.16. These concerns largely echo the case officer’s own thoughts and serve to reinforce the Council’s general opinion with regards to the harm that would be caused by the proposed scheme. However, it is noted that the principle of breaching of the tree-belt has previously been accepted with the granting of the permission for the previous drainage strategy, (which the applicants indicate would require the same 8m easement to the proposed pipework). 

8.17. The proposals would be sited in open countryside, on gently undulating grade 2 (very good) agricultural land. Whilst ponds could be considered a feature that would be seen within such rural landscapes, the proposed bunding necessary to create the pond with associated emergency spill-way and timber trip rail fence would result in a noticeably engineered and artificial feature, that would appear contrary to the existing natural landform and general rural character experienced in this area. The proposed pond feature would also appear in an unnatural position with land levels dropping away to the south.
8.18. The proposals would be prominent within the landscape with extensive views from several PRoWs which traverse land surrounding the site, particularly in respect of Footpath 137/6 which would pass with 40m of the proposed attenuation pond with no physical features on intervening land, allowing extensive views of the proposed bund and breach of the existing tree-belt. 
8.19. As noted above Policy ESD 13 of the CLP 2031 looks to resist development that would cause harm to local landscape character and topography; which is consistent with the provisions and aims of the NPPF in relation to conserving and enhancing the natural environment. In this instance officers consider that there is no justification for the development which would intrude into the open countryside, particularly when there is an approved scheme to serve the progressing residential development, which does not have the same detrimental visual impacts, and also a further alternative drainage strategy (submitted under application 17/01225/F) that is also less visually intrusive than the proposed attenuation pond, and that the proposals are therefore considered unacceptable in terms of potential impacts on the visual amenities of the site and its setting within the open rural countryside.
Ecology and Biodiversity:
8.20. The NPPF – Conserving and enhancing the natural environment, requires that “the planning system should contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by minimising impacts on biodiversity and providing net gains in biodiversity where possible, contributing to the Government’s commitment to halt the overall decline in biodiversity, including by establishing coherent ecological networks that are more resilient to current and future pressures” (Para. 109), these aims are reflected in the provisions of Policy ESD 10 of the CLP 2031.

8.21. No ecological impact assessment appears to have been undertaken or submitted with the application with regard to the proposed development. The Council’s ecological adviser comments on the lack of any up-to-date ecological appraisals and details of biodiversity enhancements. Whilst the majority of the site is agricultural field currently devoid of any significant features of ecological value, the proposals would require the removal of an 8m section of an existing tree-belt. 
8.22. However officers consider that given the context of the site and that the removal of trees has previously been considered acceptable with the granting of the permission for the previous drainage strategy, (which the applicants indicate would require the same 8m easement to the proposed pipework), it would be unreasonable to now consider refusing the application on grounds of lack of ecological information, given the relatively low potential for detrimental impacts; but that matters with regard to pre-commencement ecological checks and appropriate/necessary mitigation measures could be dealt with by way of appropriate conditions, if the Council were  minded to approve the application.
8.23. The application is supported by an arboricultural impact assessment, which while fairly limited in terms of detail concludes that the adverse impact of the proposal breaching the planting belt is not significant. As noted above the Council has previously accepted the principle of a breach of the tree-belt with the approval of the previous drainage strategy. Whilst no formal comment has been received from the Council’s Arboricultural Officer, it is considered that further information would be required in terms of an assessment of potential impacts on trees to be retained and their protection during the construction, to ensure their continue health and well-being. Additional landscaping could also be secured to soften the impact of the creation of a not insignificant gap in the tree belt. However, again it is considered that this could be secured through appropriate conditions should the Council be minded to approve the application.
Drainage and Flood-risk:

8.24. Whilst the majority of the site is not within an area of high flood-risk, the discharge point for the attenuation pond partially sits within an area of higher flood-risk (Flood Zones 2 & 3) associated with Sor Brook watercourse and a detailed Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) has been submitted in support of the application. No comments have been received from the Environment Agency in response to the consultation undertaken on the application, but as surface water from the housing development site naturally drains to the Sor Brook in any case, the key issue is considered to be the need to ensure a suitable drainage scheme is in place to attenuate and properly manage the surface water flows so that they are not materially different to pre-development greenfield runoff rates. 
8.25. Policy ESD 1 demonstrates the Council’s commitment to tackling issues relating to climate change within the district and includes provisions for development to minimise the risk of flooding and making use of sustainable drainage methods.
8.26. Policy ESD 6 further requires that development should be safe and remain operational (where necessary) and proposals should demonstrate that surface water will be managed effectively on site and that the development will not increase flood risk elsewhere, including sewer flooding. 

8.27. As noted above, the application is supported by a FRA and detailed plans showing both the proposed layout of the residential development and the associated pipe network to and from the proposed attenuation pond. The County Council as local drainage authority has assessed the proposals and whilst they raise no objections to the principle of development or the approach being taken (subject to the development being carried in accordance with the submitted details and mitigation measures detailed within the FRA), they have indicated that further information would be required prior to the implementation of any such permission, to ensure that the SuDs proposals were properly managed/maintained and that flood routing and flood storage areas were appropriately identified within the development to ensure that any flood waters are safely managed.
8.28. Subject to the requirements outlined in the comments of the County Council’s Drainage Team being satisfactorily addressed, secured through appropriate conditions should permission be granted, it is considered that the proposals are unlikely to exacerbate the potential for flood risk either on site or elsewhere, whilst providing appropriate surface water drainage to the adjacent residential development and therefore would be considered acceptable in this regard.
Highway Safety:

8.29. The Highways Authority has assessed the proposals and raises no objections subject to the approval of an appropriate Construction Traffic Management Plan (CTMP); which it is considered could be secured through an appropriate condition attached to any such permission, should the application be permitted.
8.30. The proposals would not affect the general layout of the residential development currently under construction, including the approved access and parking arrangements, and are unlikely to give rise to significant vehicle movements; other than those required in connection with the construction of the proposals. From the submission it is not apparent as to how construction vehicles would access the site and the potential impacts of such vehicular movements. However it is considered likely that an acceptable solution could be secured through the approval of an appropriate CTMP prior to the commencement of the development of the proposals, should such permission be granted. 
8.31. The proposals would also affect the adjacent PRoW, both directly during the construction phase and indirectly in terms of the visual impacts discussed above. PRoWs are protected by separate legislation, and given any potential impacts to the authorised routes could largely be assessed and managed through an appropriate CTMP, this is not considered a reason to withhold the granting of any such permission. The applicant would need to be mindful of issues relating to the PRoW and could be reminded of such through suitably worded informatives attached to any permission granted, to ensure that the PRoW is adequately protected.
8.32. Subject to approval of an appropriate CTMP it is considered that the proposals would unlikely result in any detrimental impacts on the safety and convenience of highway users and the proposals are therefore considered acceptable in terms of highway safety. 
Residential Amenity:

8.33. Policy C30 of the CLP 1996 requires that a development must provide standards of amenity and privacy acceptable to the Local Planning Authority. These provisions are echoed in Policy ESD15 of the CLP 2031 which states that: ‘new development proposals should consider amenity of both existing and future development, including matters of privacy, outlook, natural lighting, ventilation and indoor and outdoor space’. 

8.34. Given the context of the site, the nature of the proposed development and its relationship with other properties it is considered that the proposals would not impact on the amenity of any neighbouring properties, and is therefore acceptable in this regard.
Other Matters:
8.35. Government guidance within the NPPF (Para. 112) advises that: ‘Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in preference to that of a higher quality’; underlining the importance of how this natural resource is used as being integral to sustainable development. Whilst the proposals would only cover a small proportion of the agricultural field within which it would sit, given its siting in relation to existing boundaries officers would also question the potential impact on the efficiency of farming the eastern corner of the field given the size of modern day farming equipment; further questioning the sustainability credentials of the proposals.

8.36. The County Council’s Archaeologist has identified that the site is located in an area of archaeological interest immediately south of an area of later prehistoric activity identified through previous archaeological evaluation. It is considered that these features found on the adjacent site may continue into the current application site area and would be disturbed by this development. It is therefore considered that a programme of archaeological investigation will need to be undertaken ahead of any development; to ensure the safeguarding, identification, recording, analysis and archiving of any such heritage assets, should such be found, in accordance with Government guidance contained within the NPPF; and whilst this constraint is not considered so significant to preclude the issuing of any consent, appropriate assessment and mitigation could again be secured through appropriate conditions should permission be granted for the development. 
8.37. Comments were made in relation to the proposals also accommodating the future drainage needs of both existing and proposed new development. No specifics of any such needs are detailed within the application and it is also not clear as to whether there would be the necessary capacity within the proposed development to accommodate any further surface water drainage needs. Each proposal needs to be assessed on its own merits with appropriate supporting information. Given the lack of supporting information in terms of potential future needs, these matters have not been assessed in the context of the current application. 
9. PLANNING BALANCE AND CONCLUSION

9.1. The NPPF states that the purpose of the planning system is to contribute to the achievement of sustainable development. Paragraph 8 requires that the three dimensions to sustainable development (economic, social and environmental) are not undertaken in isolation, but are sought jointly and simultaneously.

9.2. Both local and national policy guidance recognise the need to protect and enhance the natural and local environment, including valued rural landscapes. The proposals would appear as a significant, artificial engineering feature which would intrude into open countryside for which there is little to no justification for such, given that there is already an approved scheme that would meet the surface water drainage needs of the residential development which is currently under construction and also that there are alternatives which would not have the same harmful impacts.
9.3. Whilst it is acknowledged that there would be some limited improvement in the sustainability credentials of the proposed drainage strategy, above that previously approved, omitting the need for the construction and installation of underground box culverts, it is considered that it has not been demonstrated that this benefit would be such that it would outweigh the significant impacts of the proposed development discussed above. It is considered that the proposals fail to conserve or enhance the valued rural landscape and would disrupt the natural topography and the visual amenities of the site and its setting within the open countryside, and would be unacceptable in this regard.
9.4. Given the above assessment the proposals are considered to be contrary to the provisions and aims of the policies of the development plan identified above and are therefore recommended for refusal as set out below.

	10. RECOMMENDATION
That permission is refused, for the following reasons:

1. The proposed engineering operations, and in particular the size, prominent siting and artificial appearance of the attenuation pond, represent unjustified sporadic development within the open countryside, resulting in the introduction of an unnatural landscape feature that would not be sympathetic to the rural context, disrupting the existing topography, to the detriment of the visual amenities of the area and the existing character and appearance of the valued rural landscape; contrary to the provisions and aims of Policies C8 and C28 of the Cherwell Local Plan 1996, Policies ESD 13 and ESD 15 of the Cherwell Local Plan 2011-2031 Part 1 and Government guidance with the National Planning Policy Framework, with regards to conserving and enhancing the natural environment.
PLANNING NOTES:
1. For the avoidance of doubt, the plans and documents considered by the Council in reaching its decision on this application are: Application forms, Planning Statement, ‘Banners Gate’ - Flood Risk Assessment (dated December 2016), Arboricultural Impact Assessment (dated 27 March 2017), ‘RPS’ - Visual Impact Statement (dated April 2017, submitted in support of application 17/00330/OUT), ‘The Brownfield Consultancy’ - Results of Supplementary Soakaway Testing report (dated 3rd July 2016, submitted in support of application 17/00330/OUT) and drawings number: 15031-100S104(i)F, 15031-100S104(ii)D, CFB_FUL_PLN_210, 15031/300F, 15031/310A, 15031/315D, 15031/316B, 15031/317B, 15031/321B and 15031/322B.
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