Appeal statement in respect of the erection of two-storey dwelling to rear of 39 Fair Oak Road and insertion of new first floor bay window to rear elevation of 39 Fair Oak Road
This appeal follows the refusal of planning permission by Eastleigh Borough Council for the above development.
The planning application was validated by Eastleigh Borough Council on the 6th March 2023. It was accompanied by all the relevant drawings and statements which have been included with this appeal submission.
The planning application was refused by decision notice dated 26th April 2023. There are two reasons for refusal which are as follows:
“1. The proposed development would reduce the sense of openness on this side of Sayers Road resulting in a negative impact on the streetscene. The resultant plot size for the existing and proposed would be much smaller than others in the locality, not in keeping with the existing pattern of development. It therefore fails to take proper account of the context of the site contrary to Policy DM1 of the Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016-2036 and The National Planning Policy Framework. 

[bookmark: _Hlk135500891]2. The application fails to provide for the required mitigation to offset the impacts of the development on the European protected sites (i.e., River Itchen Special Area of Conservation, Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area & Ramsar Site, Solent Maritime Special Area of Conservation) from nutrient loading and recreational disturbance generated by the population increase resulting from the development. The application is therefore contrary to Policies S1, DM10 and DM11 of the Submitted Eastleigh Borough Local Plan 2016- 2036, provision within the National Planning Policy Framework and The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.”

The decision notice and the planning case officer’s report helpfully confirm there are no other matters of concern to the Local Planning Authority (LPA). 

Following the publicity of the planning application, no representations were received from any local residents. The appellant believes this reflects the careful efforts that were made with the design of the house to ensure it did not materially harm the living conditions of nearby residents or the appearance of the area. 

The appellant further notes that no objections were raised by Consultees and that the Planning Case Officer was fully satisfied that a number of matters raised could be satisfactory addressed through the imposition of appropriate planning conditions.
In accordance with the Planning Practice Guidance, the appellant wrote to the planning case officer on the 4th May asking whether there were any changes that could be made to the proposal which would make it more acceptable and likely to gain permission. On the 11th May the planning case officer responded and said that ‘I think unfortunately the site constraints and orientation make this a tricky one and therefore I cannot see how any design changes could overcome the impact on the street scene or could make the proposal for a new dwelling more in-keeping with the existing pattern of development.’ A copy of the exchange between the appellant and the planning case officer is attached at Appendix A. As it does not appear that the LPA will support any form of dwelling on this site there was no option but to pursue the matter through an appeal.
An extensive Planning Statement was submitted with the planning application and the Inspector’s attention is respectfully drawn to the contents of the Planning Statement. The appellant will focus on the matters set out in the Council’s decision notice for the remainder of this Statement, being the impact upon the character of the area and the impact upon Habitat Sites.

Impact upon the character of the area (Reason for refusal number 1)

There are effectively three elements to the Council’s objection under this ground being:

i) the proposal would not be in keeping with the existing pattern of development 
ii) The resulting plot sizes for the existing and proposed property would be much smaller than others in the locality; and 
iii) There would be an unacceptable reduction in openness on the east side of Sayers Road

To address this particular aspect of the reasons for refusal, it is necessary to undertake a detailed assessment of the character of the surrounding development which is extremely varied. 

Immediately to the east of 39 Fair Oak Road is a short run of semi-detached houses which front Fair Oak Road, with rear gardens on their northern side. 

To the east of this run of semi-detached houses, the pattern of development markedly changes. Here, houses served by Manor Farm Close, back onto Fair Oak Road with garden areas to the south of the houses. Alan Drayton Way, to the east of Manor Farm Close, runs to the north of and parallel to Fair Oak Road.

To the west of Sayers Road, there is another short run of semi-detached houses which front Fair Oak Road with rear gardens on their northern side. These terminate at Guest Road, where the closest houses to Fair Oak Road, have their flank walls rather than frontages, visible from Fair Oak Road.

On the opposite side of Fair Oak Road, a modern housing development known as Chalkhill Meadow, has been built behind a row of trees, parallel to Fair Oak Road. These properties face the highway but have no discernible frontages.

Sayer Road which runs immediately west of the appeal site, is varied in character along its length. When entering Sayers Road from Fair Oak Road, the highway is flanked on one side by tall fencing with a wall/ fence combination on the other. On the western side of Sayers Road tall conifer trees further enclose the road and limit views to the land beyond. On the eastern side of the road there is greater appreciation of the undeveloped land to the rear of 41-65 Fair Oak Road.

Continuing along Sayers Road there are two detached properties either side, then some semi-detached properties before you arrive at the junctions with Harvey Road and Numbers 9-23 Sayers Road. 

Harvey Road comprises detached, semi-detached and terraced houses all in different arrangements with differing sizes of frontage, in contrast to Fair Oak Road and Sayers Road. 

Numbers 9-23 Sayers Road is primarily a bungalow development within an area characterised by two storey houses. The bungalows front onto the highway and have much smaller rear gardens than the properties which adjoin them to the south and west (in Guest Road). A similar and even tighter arrangement of bungalows has been erected to the north of this development at 33- 39 Sayers Road.
As explained in the Planning Statement, the appeal site has been carefully designed to respect the prevailing form of the development within its immediate surroundings. The proposed house would front the highway, would achieve a frontage depth directly comparable to adjacent properties and replicate the car parking arrangement found commonly in Sayers Road. 
The width of the plot would be wider than many of those found on Fair Oak Road and Sayers Road. At approximately 6 metres in depth and 9 metres in width, the footprint of the proposed house would again be directly comparable to houses found in the immediate locality. Number 2a Sayers Road, immediately north of the appeal site for example, has a 2 storey element measuring just over 9 metres in width by approximately 6 metres in depth. The proposed house would be directly comparable in overall height to immediate neighbours in Sayers Road.
The rear garden areas of number 39 Fair Oak Road and the appeal property would be smaller than those serving the properties immediately adjoining. The Council accepts that the garden areas are sufficient to meet the needs of the future occupiers, but regard the small size of the gardens as out of keeping with the existing pattern of development.
As set out in the above assessment of the wider area, some of the newer development undertaken along the western side of Sayers is provided with rear garden areas very similar in size to those proposed here. The rear garden serving the proposed house would not be visible from public areas- views of the garden would be blocked by the house itself and boundary treatments. From Sayers Road the perception would be one of a two storey house with extensive undeveloped land behind. Any views of the rear garden size of the proposed house from the first floor windows of neighbouring properties would be extremely limited.
It should also be emphasised that the proposed house will maintain substantial gaps between both itself and 2a Sayers Road, and itself and 39 Fair Oak Road. There will still continue to be an appreciation of the large undeveloped land to the rear of Fair Oak Road, Sayers Road and Harvey Road, behind the frontage development.
Lastly, the applicant would question how much ‘value’ the space at the rear of 39 Fair Oak Road really contributes to the streetscene. It is not a strong ‘design’ feature found throughout the surrounding streets and developments but rather a consequence of a rear garden running alongside a public highway. 
Whilst it provides a small break between built 2 storey development, it presents a ‘dead’ frontage to Sayers Road being enclosed with a long run of tall fencing. The introduction of a dwelling here would bring about benefits to the appearance of the street with greater natural surveillance as set out in the Planning Statement. In the appellant’s view any harm arising from the reduction of the space would be offset by the improved appearance of the streetscene.
Impact upon Habitat Sites (reason for refusal number 2)

[bookmark: _Hlk135548046]The appellant is familiar with the need to mitigate the impact of recreational disturbance upon The New Forest. In addition to this the appellant is aware of the need to mitigate against the effects of nitrates and phosphates upon watercourses and designated Habitat Sites.
In light of the size of the application site, the appellant is unable to deliver full mitigation for Habitat Site impacts upon the appeal site. 
Within their submitted Planning Statement, the appellant indicated their willing to make financial contributions to provide the necessary mitigation to address the impacts upon Habitat Sites.
There appeared to be some ambiguity in the Council’s reason for refusal number 2 as to what impacts upon Habitat Sites the Council believe need to be mitigated. The appellant wrote to the LPA on the 4th May seeking clarification on this point, with a response received from the LPA on the 11th May (Appendix A). 
The LPA has helpfully clarified that the recreational impact upon The New Forest Special Protection Area (SPA) can be mitigated through a financial contribution; there are no impacts relating to recreational disturbance upon SPAs within The Solent to be mitigated, in light of their distance from the appeal site. A unilateral undertaking is now being prepared in consultation with the Council to address this matter and will be presented to the LPA and Planning Inspectorate within 7 weeks of the appeal start date (in line with paragraph 18 of the Planning Appeals Procedural Guide).
There is a long-standing issue within South Hampshire relating to the impacts of nutrients (in particular nitrates and phosphates) upon Habitat Sites. Natural England has highlighted that increased levels of nitrates and phosphates entering The Solent (because of agricultural fertilizers and wastewater from new dwellings) is likely to have a significant effect upon Habitat Sites. This is because increased nitrates in the water can cause increased growth of plants and algae which, in turn affects oxygen and light levels within the water, thus affecting other species and habitats.
The LPA is therefore faced with the dilemma of ensuring housing is delivered in accordance with requirements imposed by the Government whilst ensuring that Habitat Sites are protected in accordance the duties placed on the LPA under the The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017. Mitigation has often taken the form of taking land out of agricultural use and putting it to other uses which are not nitrate intensive or use no nitrates at all.
In order to mitigate the impact of nutrients upon the Habitat Sites, and to ensure that new development achieves nutrient neutrality, Eastleigh Borough Council has put a scheme in place so that developers can offset excess nutrient outputs against Council-owned land through the purchase of nitrate credits.
Eastleigh Borough Council advises that it currently presides over 238 hectares of mitigation land, worth a total of 11,354 credits (1 credit = 1 kilogram of nitrates per year).  The Council further advises that to date the nitrate credits being made available by Eastleigh Borough Council are all through the cessation of farming practices and do not rely on any proactive interventions i.e. creation of wetland, planting of woodland, installation of nitrate retaining SUDs features or the like. 
In line with their earlier commitment, it is the appellant’s intention to purchase credits to mitigate any impacts of nitrates and phosphates, either through the Council’s own scheme or another scheme which is satisfactory to the LPA. During the course of the determination of the planning application, the LPA helpfully confirmed that this matter could be addressed through the imposition of a suitable planning condition. A copy of the email exchange between the applicant and the LPA on this point is attached at Appendix B. 
A completed Itchen Catchment Nutrient Budget Calculation (using the Natural England Calculator version 2 issued in October 2022) has been undertaken to identify the amount of mitigation which would be required for nitrates and phosphates. A copy of that calculation is attached at Appendix C. If any additional information is required in order for the Planning Inspector to undertake an Appropriate Assessment, the appellant would be happy to provide it.
Summary and the Planning Balance

There are essentially two principal objections to the scheme from the LPA- the impact upon the character of the area and the potential impact upon Habitat Sites.
The Appellant has carried out an assessment of the surrounding area and highlighted the extent of variety within it. The appellant has demonstrated that the siting and design of the proposed house would respect the pattern of surrounding development. The footprint of the proposed house is directly comparable to those nearby and the width of the plot is greater than many of the nearby properties. 
The rear garden areas of the proposed house and that at number 39 would be smaller than those immediately adjacent but not materially different from others very close by in Sayers Road. The size of these garden areas would not be appreciated from public areas and they would be of appropriate size to serve the residents of the respective dwellings.
Whilst some reduction in the visual gap between 39 Fair Oak Road and 2a Sayers Road would occur, remaining substantial gaps to the north and south of the proposed house would retain allowing an appreciation of the extensive undeveloped land to the east.
The report produced by the planning case officer in connection with the planning application, focusses on what the LPA considers to be the unacceptable aspects of the scheme. There is nothing within the report however that balances what the LPA perceives as the negative elements against the positive benefits the scheme would deliver. In summary these positive benefits, which are also highlighted through the National Planning Policy Framework, include:
· making best use of land within a sustainable and accessible location; 
· delivering a wheelchair accessible three bedroomed family home which the Council’s adopted local plan identifies as being needed; 
· enhancing the appearance of the site through the permanent removal of outbuildings and the creation of a welcoming frontage to Sayers Road (which would secure the removal of a long stretch of unbroken boundary fencing);
· improved natural surveillance of Sayers Road; and 
· biodiversity gain on a piece of land which currently has no biodiversity value.
The planning officer’s report similarly does not explain why weight was not be given to adopted policies S1 (delivering Sustainable Development) and DM1 (General Criteria for New Development) which state that:
……new development in the Borough should…. (g) seek opportunities to optimise density of new development and redevelopments (Policy S1); and that ‘….All new development should (as relevant)…… (b) make efficient use of the site, maximise opportunities to increase density and have regard to potential development opportunities on adjoining land’…. (Policy DM1).
Lastly on the character of the area issue, it is unclear why the Council considers the openness on this side of Sayers Road to be so significant that the reduction that would arise justified the refusal of planning permission.  
The appellant asserts that contrary to the LPA’s view, the development is in keeping with the pattern of development in the immediate locality, would not result in any harmful reduction in space about the buildings at this point in the street and would not harm the character of the area. If it should be judged that some harm would be caused to these matters by the development, the appellant believes that any harm would be outweighed by the benefits the scheme would deliver.
In terms of the second reason for refusal, the appellant has been keen to mitigate against any impacts from the outset. A unilateral undertaking will be submitted shortly securing a financial contribution to mitigate any impact upon The New Forest SPA. The appellant is happy for an appropriate planning condition to be imposed in respect of nitrate and phosphate mitigation. 
The Inspector is respectfully requested to allow this appeal and grant planning permission for the erection of a two-storey dwelling to rear of 39 Fair Oak Road and insertion of new first floor bay window to rear elevation of 39 Fair Oak Road.
Appendices

Appendix A – Exchange between Appellant and LPA dated 4th and 11th May 2023

Appendix B – Exchange between Appellant and LPA dated 28th and 29th March 2023

Appendix C - Itchen Catchment Nutrient Budget Calculation























APPENDIX A

From: M Pople 
Sent: 04 May 2023 22:06
To: Webb, Alex  
Subject: 39 Fair Oak Road 
Dear Ms Webb, 
I am writing with regard to the above planning application which was refused on the 26th April. 
I am aware of the advice within the national Planning Practice Guidance that ‘before making any appeal the party seeking permission should first consider re-engaging with the local planning authority to discuss whether any changes to the proposal would make it more acceptable and likely to gain permission’. I would be grateful if you could advise me whether there are any changes I could make to my proposal which would make it more acceptable and likely to gain permission.  
I would also be grateful if you could clarify a few aspects for me in respect of reason for refusal number 2 on the decision notice.  
Within your Officer delegated report it states that ‘The site is within the buffer for recreation impact on the New Forest SPA but not on the Solent and Southampton Water SPA’. The decision notice however states that ‘The application fails to provide for the required mitigation to offset the impacts of the development on the European protected sites (i.e., River Itchen Special Area of Conservation, Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area & Ramsar Site, Solent Maritime Special Area of Conservation) from nutrient loading and recreational disturbance generated by the population increase resulting from the development’. There is no reference in the formal decision notice to the New Forest SPA but there is to The Solent and Southampton Water SPA. 
I would be grateful if you could clarify precisely which impacts need to be mitigated. I assume that if phosphate and nitrate mitigation were secured, this would address the impacts upon the River Itchen Special Area of Conservation, Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area & Ramsar Site, Solent Maritime Special Area of Conservation? Is there a recreational impact upon The Solent and Southampton Water Special Protection Area which needs to be mitigated or not? Should the recreational impact upon The New Forest SPA have been included within the reasons for refusal? 
In respect of mitigation to address the impacts of nitrates and phosphates upon Habitat Sites, can you confirm that you are happy that this can be secured through the imposition of planning conditions? I understand that the recreational impacts upon the SPA is normally addressed through the payment of a financial contribution which would be secured through a Section 106 planning obligation. In the event that it is necessary for me to pursue the matter through a planning appeal, do you have a model unilateral undertaking you can share with me or would the Council be prepared to draft the undertaking if I met its legal costs? Lastly I would be grateful if you could confirm the level of financial contribution that would need to be set out in any Section 106 in mitigation for the recreational impact upon the SPA 
I look forward to hearing from you shortly. 
Yours sincerely, 
 Mark Pople
From: "Webb, Alex" 
Date: 11 May 2023 at 11:51:35 BST
To: M Pople  
Subject: F/23/94642 - 39 Fair Oak Road﻿ 
Hello Mr Pople 
I think unfortunately the site constraints and orientation make this a tricky one and therefore I cannot see how any design changes could overcome the impact on the street scene or could make the proposal for a new dwelling more in-keeping with the existing pattern of development.   
As reason for refusal 2 refers to “impacts of the development on the European protected sites” the New Forest SPA is included as it is a European Protected Site. Recreational impacts on the Solent are not relevant as you are outside of the disturbance zone. 
The New Forest Recreational disturbance contributions (per dwelling are at £2,249.70, split 4 ways between a New Forest Ranger (£41.62), New Forest SANG (£1994.57), New Forest SANG monitoring (£9.25) and Commercial Risk (£204.26) can be paid either upfront or through a Section 106/Unilateral Undertaking to overcome this part of the reason for refusal: 
https://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-permission/planning-obligations/securing-planning-obligations/section-106-agreement  
https://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-permission/planning-obligations/securing-planning-obligations/unilateral-undertaking 
If this is something they want to pursue then I will need to instruct our legal department to draft a S106 and there will be legal fees to be paid by for doing so: 
The Council has adopted the credit system for nutrient mitigation which is calculated on the nutrient load generated from the proposed as opposed to the number of units. As this scheme is outside of the planning process it is not possible to obtain a refund. 
If a nutrient budget were submitted and nitrate and phosphate credits purchased (on an expression of interest form filled in to confirm this) then again, subject to condition, this part of the reason for refusal could be overcome, however, I need to check the process for this and as the application has already been determined and Natural England would need to be consulted. This may be possible through the appeal procedure route, if this is your intention?
Happy to discuss over the phone if easier? 
Many thanks 
				Alex 
	Webb
	 (Mrs) 




	Senior Planning Officer

	

	

			



		



		



		



		



		













	












APPENDIX B
From: M Pople  
Sent: 28 March 2023 18:32
To: Webb, Alex  
Subject: 39 Fair oak Road,Bishopstoke F/23/94642 
Dear Ms Webb, 
I am writing further to my planning application validated on the 6th March under reference F/23/94642. 
Within the Planning Statement accompanying my application, it was acknowledged that the proposal would need to mitigate against the impact of nutrients upon The Solent Habitat sites and also against the recreational disturbance upon The New Forest and The Solent Special Protection Areas. 
Turning firstly to nutrient neutrality, I note that on recent planning permissions the Council has imposed planning conditions like the following: 
‘The development hereby permitted shall not be occupied until a mitigation package addressing the additional nutrient inputs arising from the development has been submitted to, and approved in writing by, the Local Planning Authority. Such a mitigation package shall address all of the additional nutrient loading upon protected European sites from the development and shall allow the Local Planning Authority to ascertain on the basis of the best available scientific evidence that such additional nutrient loading will not have an adverse effect on the integrity of those European Sites, having regard to the conservation objectives for they are designated. The mitigation package shall be implemented in full and evidence of this provided to the Local Planning Authority in writing prior to first occupation of the development.
Reason: To mitigate the nitrates impacts arising from the development upon the European protected Solent Complex in accordance with the requirements of the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.’ 
Please can you confirm that you would impose a similar condition for the development at 39 Fair Oak Road to deal with nutrient neutrality? 
I would also appreciate it if you could confirm how you would like to deal with the mitigation for recreational disturbance upon The New Forest and the Special Protection Areas within The Solent? 
I look forward to hearing from you shortly and please let me know if you would like me to provide any further information in connection with the submitted planning application. 
Yours sincerely,
Mark Pople
From: "Webb, Alex"  
Date: 29 March 2023 at 12:44:47 BST
To: M Pople  
Subject: RE: 39 Fair oak Road,Bishopstoke  F/23/94642﻿ 
Hello Mr Pople 
I am yet to make a site visit but hope to do that later this afternoon, if that is ok? I do not need to be accompanied but will just need access to the rear. 
If I were minded to support the proposal, a nitrate budget is required so that a HRA can be prepared and submitted to Natural England. Once their feedback is received and if all other elements are acceptable then a similar condition to that you have described could be imposed.  
In terms of the contribution towards New Forest Recreational Disturbance, the applicants could enter into a S106/Unilateral Undertaking in order to secure the contributions. If this is something they want to pursue then I will need to instruct our legal department to draft a S106 and there will be legal fees to be paid by for doing so: 
https://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-permission/planning-obligations/securing-planning-obligations/section-106-agreement 
Guidance on a draft unilateral undertaking is as follows: 
https://www.eastleigh.gov.uk/planning-and-building/planning-permission/planning-obligations/securing-planning-obligations/unilateral-undertaking 
Please let me know what they would prefer to do. I will let you know my initial thoughts following my site visit. 
Rgds
				Alex 
	Webb
	 (Mrs) 




	Senior Planning Officer

	

	

	








APPENDIX C
Itchen Catchment Nutrient Budget Calculation- Version 2 October 2022
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River ltchen Special Area of Conservation (SAC)

The River fichen SAC is a Habitats site with water pollution and eutrophication considered as a threat to its
condition.

“The Itchen s a chalk river, which is a rare type of river habitat that can support a diverse ecology along its entire
length.

The river's vegetation is exceptionally species rich, with many of the typical chalk stream plants present in
abundance, including species such as river water-crowfoot and stream water-crowfoot

The river is rich in invertebrates, including Southern Damseffy, and supports diverse populations of aquatic
molluscs. The fichen supports one of the few populations of the native freshwater crayfish remaining i the rivers of
southern England, along with fish species such as Atlantic salmon, bullhead and brook lamprey, along with a
population of otters.

Increased levels of nitrogen and phosphorus entering aquatic environments via surface water and groundwater can
severely threaten these sensitive habitats and species within the SAC. The elevated levels of nutrients can cause
eutrophication, leading to algal blooms which disrupt normal ecosystem function and cause major changes in the
‘aquatic community. These algal blooms can result in reduced levels of oxygen within the water, which in tum can
lead to the death of many aquatic organisms including invertebrates and fish.

More detailed information on the qualifying features of the SAC and details of water qualty data highighting the
current nutrient problems in the river are available in the Natural England River fichen SAC evidence summary.
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Instruc

The nutrient budget for a site is calculated in four stages, with each stage implemented in the following worksheets.

@) &) @)

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3
Nutrient loading  Nutrient loading ~ Nutrient loading
from additional  from current from future land

wastewater land use use

1. General tips:

Ke

[ Valuesto be entered by the user
Fixed or calculated values
Lookup tables

When a cell s selected, instructions are shown on how to fill out the cell

Development Proposal

Wastewater treatment works P
permit (mg TP/itre):

Please enter the total
number of dwellings/units
that will be within the
development site as of the
project completion date.

Stage 4
Nutrient budget
calculation

tis advisable to retain a blank copy of this workbook and *Save as" a new copy each time you calculate a budget, in
case of any mistakes in data inputs or to ease calculation of new nutrient budgets
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Note:
The values already included in this tool have been chosen based on research to determine suitable inputs to the.

nutrient budget that meet the HRA tests of beyond reasonable scientific doubt, in perpetuity (practically speaking this is
80-125 years) and in accordance with the precautionary principle. f editing any values in this tool, you must make sure
there is a sufficient evidence base to justify these changes and that the new inputs are selected in accordance with the

precautionary principle.
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2. Stage specific instruction

2.1 Stage 1: calculate the new nutrient load associated with the additional wastewater:

Inthis section the user will need to enter:
The date of first occupancy. This is because some wastewater treatment works (WwTW) may be due an upgrade in
2025 which will change the nutrient concentration permit values. This will be shown through two values for the permits
and nutrients load from before and after the upgrade.

The average occupancy rate of the development will need to be entered. The defaul setting is the national occupancy
rate of 2.4 people per dwelling/unit. Only change this value if there is sufficient evidence that the development will be:
different to the national average.

The number of dwellings/units that will be in the development at the time of completion.

Whether the catchment of the proposed development has a deductible acceptable loading or not.

The receiving WwTW that the development willdrain to. f it is uncertain what WwTW the site willdrain to, please find
this information from your sewerage company before completing the calculator. f it s not feasable to connect to a
WWTW and a septic tank or package treatment plant is being used, please Select this option. Please be aware that if
the total nitrogen (TN) or total phosphorus (TP) final effluent concentrations (in mg/l) are specified by the manufacturer,
please select ‘Septic Tank user defined or ‘Package Treatment Plant user defined and enter the manufacturer
specified value in the cell where prompted

2.2 Stage 2 - calculate the annual nutrient load from existing (pre development) land use on the development
site:

Inthis section some environmental information about the development will need to be entered as well as the type(s) and
area(s) of landcover on the development site. Only landcovers for the land that is being altered by the development
should be entered

The drop down list of landcover types contains seven agricultural landcover types and eight different non-agricuitural
landcover types that may be present in the development. Please find out what landcover types are within the
development before completing this tool. If there is a landcover within the development area that s not in the st please
select the most similar landcover type.

The instructions at the bottom of this page detail how to find the environmental information for the site if it is unknown.
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2.3 Stage 3 - calculate the annual nutrient load from new (post-development) land use on the development
site:

Inthis section the user will need to select the type(s) and area(s) of the landcover present on the new ste.
The drop down list of landcover types contains eight different landcover types that may be present on the development
site. Please find out what landcover types will be within the development site before completing this tool. ff there is a
landcover within the development site that is not in the list please select the most similar landcover type.

The guidance document that accompanies this calculator breaks down what is included in each landcover type.

2.4 Stage 4 - calculate the net change in nutrient loading for the site and the final annual nutrient budget for
the development site:

This final stage automatically calculates the results from Stage 1-3 using the equation below.

The value(s) shown are how much nutrient mitigation is required in kilograms per year to achieve nutrient neutralty.
ffthere are two values due to changing permits, the calculator will show the total amount of nutrient mitigation that is
needed before and after the changing permit date.

2.5 The equation used to calculate the nutrient budget:

(@-®+@)x1.2'®

Stage 1 Stage 2 Stage 3 Stage 4

Precautionary buffer (20%)
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3. Site specific data collection instructions:

3.4 Instructions for finding the Operational Catchment that the development is situated within:
) Go tothis link: _ http://environment data.qov.uk/catchment-planning/

b) Search the location by place name, postcode etc. This will give a high-level view of the area. Use the zoom feature to
find the exact location of the development.

) Click on the light blue area on the map in which the development is located. This will bring the user to the Operational
Catchment page

d) Make note of the name of the Operational Catchment and select it from the dropdown list in the relevant cell

3.2 Instructions for finding the drainage associated with the predominant soil type within development site:
) Go tothis link: ~ http://www landis org uk/soilscapes/s

b) Find the site location on the map by using the search bar on the right side of the map in the 'Search' tab. Searching
an area will generate a pop up window in which you can view the soil information by clicking 'View soil information’. If
this is not an option then click on the relevant soil type on the map and click on the 'Soil information' tab on the right
hand side of the map, below the 'Search' tab.

) The 'Soil drainage type' value can be found In the 'Soil information’ under the title ‘Drainage:"

d) Make a note of this soil type and select the relevant soil drainage type from the drop down list in the relevant cel.

3.3 Instructions for finding the annual average rainfall that the development will receive using the National
River Flow Archive:

) Gotothis link: _https:/nrfa.ceh.ac uk/data/station/spatial/42023

b) This link wil bring the user to the ftchen at Riverside Park flow gauge catchment information page.

) Click on the dropdown list next to the title ‘Select spatial data type to view:' on the left of the map and select ‘Rainfall
Next select the Legend tab.

d) Zoom in on the map to find the location of the development and find the corresponding rainfall range from the Legend

&) Select the rainfall band from the drop down listin the table. If your rainfall band is not in the drop down list, please
select the closest band shown in the list

3.4 Instructions for finding out whether the development is in a Nitrate Vulnerable Zone (NVZ):
) Go'to this link: ~ hitp://mapapps2 bgs.ac uk/ukso/home htmi?layers=NVZEng

b) Enter the location of the development site in the search bar.

) Once the area has been located, click on the map where the development is located to find out i is within an NVZ.

d) Make note of this and select this in the dropdown list.
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Development site details

Date (da/mm/yyyy): 24/05/2023

Site Name: Land at 39 Fair Oak Road Bishopstoke

Planning Application number:  F[23/94642

Site Address: 39 Fair Oak Road, Bishopstoke, SO50 6LF
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User Inputs

Date of first occupancy:

Average occupancy rate:

Water usage (itres/person/day):

Development Proposal
(dwellings/units):

Include deductible acceptable
loading?

Keep as 120 unless
other efficiency
measures are used.

Wastewater treatment works:

Wastewater treatment works P
permit (mg TP/itre):

Wastewater treatment works N

permit (mg TN/itre): o

Stage 1 Calculated Loading

Post-2025 Stage 1 Nutrient Loading

‘Additional population 24 people

Wastewater by development 264 lires/day
‘Annual wastewater TP load 0.05 kg TPlyr
Annual wastewater TN load 234 kg TNIyr

A nutrient permit is changing for
the selected WwTW as of
01/01/2025. Therefore, two
nutrient budgets will be
caleulated for the loading
before and after the 2025 WwTW
permit upgrade.

Post 2025

WwWTW P permit: @5 mg TP/itre

Pre-2025 Stage 1 Nutrient Loading
Annual wastewater TP load: 0.09
Annual wastewater TN load: 234

kg TPlyr
kg TNiyr
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User Inputs

Catchment: ftchen
Soil drainage type: Freely draining
Annual average rainfall (mm): 800.1 - 850

Within Nitrate Vulnerable Zone (NVZ):  Yes.

area | Annual phosphorus (Annual nitrogen
Existing land use type(s) by |Putrientexport  [nutrient export
(kg TP) (kg TN)
Residential urban land 002 Joos 031
Please enter
hectares
Total| 0.2 0.03) 031
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User Inputs

Annual "
phosphorus |Annual nitrogen
New land A i
lew land use type(s) rea(ha) | ent export ;:;I;!:r;l export
(kg TP)
Residential urban land 0.02 l0.03 0.31
Please enter
hectares,

Total 0.02| 0.03| 0.31
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Stage 4

Calculated Outputs

Post-2025 Annual Nutrient Budget

The total annual phosphorus

load to mitigate is: LUSkapEeag

The total annual nitrogen

load to mitigate is: 2EllkapiNVeay

Pre-2025 Annual Nutrient Budget

The pre-2025 annual

phosphorus loadto 0.1 kg TPlyear
mitigate is:

The pre-2025 annual

nitrogen load to 2.81 kg TNIyear
mitigate is:





