PLANNING APPLICATION REF: 0265/20/ARM
DESCRIPTION: READVERTISEMENT (Revised Plans Received) Application for approval of reserved
matters following outline approval 0771/16/OPA (Resubmission of 3193/18/ARM)
ADDRESS: Field to Rear of 15 Green Park Way Port Lane Chillington
4th October 2020
LETTER OF OBJECTION FROM THE SOUTH HAMS SOCIETY
The South Hams Society interest
For nearly sixty years, the South Hams Society has been stimulating public interest and care for the
beauty, history and character of the South Hams. We encourage high standards of planning and
architecture that respect the character of the area. We aim to secure the protection and
improvement of the landscape, features of historic interest and public amenity, and to promote the
conservation of the South Hams as a living, working environment. We take the protection of the
South Devon Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty very seriously and work hard to increase people's
knowledge and appreciation of our precious environment. We support the right development - in
the right places.
Introduction
This letter is a reply to the Case Officer’s report that the surface water drainage of the reserved
matters scheme complies with the outline planning application ‘conditioned’ Flood Risk
Assessment’s scheme of application 0771/16/OPA.
This is not our view. The applicant has veered from an unsatisfactory infiltration scheme in
application 3193/18/ARM, currently the subject of a planning appeal, to a scheme where the
majority of the drainage becomes attenuated and discharged into a lower valley stream that
directly enters the Salcombe Kingsbridge Estuary SSSI site. We strongly believe that,
environmentally, this is the wrong move. Infiltration gives the SSSI site better protection from
pollution.
We also note that the proposed conditions contain a noise condition for a pumping station that no
longer exists in this scheme. This shows a lack of attention to detail.
The South Hams Society also believes that it is our responsibility as local residents to protect the
SSSI site and that our District Councillors should be involved in the consequences of pollution rather
than simply pass the issue to Natural England, especially after the LPA has approved the current
plans.
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Protecting the Salcombe to Kingsbridge SSSI
The current surface drainage problems are a direct result of the implications of a layout that, to
date, has proved impossible to serve by an acceptable drainage plan.
In the Case Officer report, the Case Officer states the following regarding drainage:
‘New drainage strategy; this broadly follows the earlier drainage strategy but includes fewer
individual soakaways and fewer attenuation tanks on site’.
‘Drainage was conditioned at outline stage for full details to be provided prior to commencement
for all stages of the development, from construction through to operation, to be informed by 12
months of percolation testing. It could be argued that therefore there is no need for the drainage to
be assessed as part of this application, however, given it is integral to the layout and landscaping,
plus in response to previous concerns, details have been provided’.
‘As objectors point out, current DCC SuDS guidance does state that drainage details should not be
left to reserved matters stage, but dealt with as early as possible. The outline application was
accompanied by a detailed Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) and Drainage Strategy. This gave
sufficient “comfort” to the Lead Local Flood Authority (LLFA) to recommend the final details be
secured by condition; it is not now possible to turn the clock back on that decision.’
‘The drainage scheme presented with the previous application was considered acceptable by the
LLFA, nonetheless, a different detailed surface water management strategy has been put forward. It
broadly follows the principles as set out at outline stage, and at the request of the LLFA, further
work and amendments undertaken during this application process. This scheme is now agreed in
principal, but does not override the aforementioned conditions and full, final details will be provided
prior to the developer commencing work on site’.
‘Officers would emphasize the key here is the condition requires accordance with the “principles”
as set out in the FRA, not “strict adherence” to it. Two options were considered at outline stage,
one of which was shown in the FRA Appendices.
It is accepted there are some differences between the previous scheme and that now being
presented, as referred to by the objectors’ summary above, but it is not considered the condition is
breached.’
The South Hams Society disagrees with the Case Officer’s comments regarding surface water
drainage. The drainage scheme has fundamentally changed from a full infiltration system for the
dwellings to one third infiltration and two thirds attenuation and discharge into a local stream.
Therefore this drainage scheme does not conform to the conditioned document because it does
not comply with the “principles” as set out in that Flood Risk Assessment (FRA) report.
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The principles set out in the FRA are clear and are the declared conditioned principles:
FRA Conclusions

This statement is clear: ‘Entire surface water runoff from the development will be disposed of via
infiltration SuDS’. The scheme presented does not follow that principle.
We also note the following statement in the Case Oofficer report which we believe is completely
unacceptable, in that it refers to the Outline Planning Application drainage scheme which is
fundamentally different to this scheme. This extract is from the OPA planning permission:
Noting once more Natural England have flagged a concern over the potential impacts to the SSSI,
it is worth noting the following from the outline Officer report:
Concerns were raised by Natural England with respect the potential for impact from the proposed
development on the water quality within Salcombe to Kingsbridge Estuary SSSI. A chain of
correspondence between EAD Ecology and Natural England ensued within which further information
and clarification was provided (from South West Water and the drainage consultants) which
concluded with Julien Sclater of Natural England confirming in his email on 6th July that ‘I am
satisfied at this point and subject to resolving the detail at the appropriate stage, that our concerns
regarding potential impacts upon the SSSI can be resolved for both construction and operational
phases.’
Additional conditions are imposed to ensure this information is provided to ensure no detriment to
the SSSI. Therefore, subject to compliance with the conditions and the S106 (the “appropriate stage”
as referred to be NE above), it is not considered the proposal would result in any detriment to the
biodiversity interests of the site, or wider area.
This is not the current opinion of Natural England for this planning application.
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In reality, the proposed scheme has changed and no longer conforms to the aims of this letter.
The approval of plans contained within this application will be held as approved by the developer
and again we can expect that - ‘it will be impossible to turn back the clock’.
We note that Green Park Way drainage for highways followed the same route, discharging into a
stream that clearly has been forgotten. It is reported by drain surveyors that they were unable to
attain access to the discharge point at the stream for the survey:
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It is apparent that there is no drainage maintenance of the Greenway Park site to the extent that
the stream outlet could not be found. We believe that this new development site will be the same.
There will be no responsibility or maintenance for the ‘off site’ system.
We firmly believe that it is not acceptable to use streams that feed into the Salcombe Kingsbridge
Estuary SSSI because of the environmental harm that may occur to that site, especially from private
dwellings.
There is already strong evidence of pollution occurring at Kingsbridge from exactly this type of
development with drainage leading into the estuary.
This has led to the production of the flyers reproduced below. (Note: In the first one, no trace of
the pollution could be found in the highway drains, so it is likely that someone was pouring paint
residue down a private drain).
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We also note that it would be courteous – if not a requirement - for either the developer or Devon
County Council to obtain permission for this site’s surface water discharge from the relevant
Riparian Owner before approving this scheme. The Riparian Owner has legal responsibilities for
their stream and it is therefore unacceptable conduct not to obtain that permission.
To conclude, we firmly believe that the Case Officer is incorrect in their view that the surface
drainage water scheme for this application complies with the principles of the conditioned FRA in
condition 19:
‘No part of the development hereby permitted shall be commenced until the detailed design of the
proposed permanent surface water drainage management system has been submitted to and
approved in writing by the Local Planning Authority in consultation with Devon County Council as
the Lead Local Flood Authority. The design of permanent surface water drainage management
system will be informed by the programme of approved BRE Digest Soakaway Design (2016)
percolation teats, in addition to the results from the approved groundwater monitoring
programme, and in accordance with the principles set out in the Flood Risk Assessment (Report
Ref. 4660, Rev 5, dated January 2017).’
The unfortunate truth is that what is now proposed is not fit for purpose.
The South Hams Society therefore objects to this planning application.
Yours sincerely

Didi Alayli, for and on behalf of the South Hams Society
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Frogmore Creek: the destination of the development site’s surface water drainage (September 2020)
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