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Introduction

1.1

The following is the representation from Littlebourne Parish Council in connection with
the outline planning application for up to 115 residential dwellings, introduction of
structural planting and landscaping, informal public open space and children's play area
and surface water flood mitigation and attenuation (application by Gladman,
CA/21/01657).

1.2

We have looked at all the application documentation and considered planning policy
both within the NPPF 2021 and within the Canterbury District Local Plan 2017.

1.3

We have considered the various planning issues raised by this proposal. In addition, we
attach our own ecological assessments and landscape appraisals.

1.4

In summary, we consider that this location is in conflict with the Local Plan settlement
policy, would cause substantial harm to the character of the countryside and a valued
landscape. It would neither preserve nor enhance but rather would harm the character
and appearance of the adjacent Littlebourne Conservation Area. The proposals would
also cause harm to two Grade II nationally listed buildings and two locally listed
buildings. The proposals lack awareness of existing wastewater management issues in
Littlebourne and the Little Stour catchment. They fail to address the nutrient loading
impacts and lack measures to address the nutrient problems relating to the Stodmarsh
designated sites, the Seaton Pits and Wenderton Manor Woods Local Wildlife Site,
other priority chalk river habitat of the Little Stour river and loss of habitat for skylark
(a priority species). We accept that there may be social and economic benefits, but
these are significantly and demonstrably outweighed by the harms which we have
identified.

1.5

This document includes three Appendices (A to C), which are integral to our
representation and should be read in full alongside the main report.
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2

Planning Issues

2.1

We now assess what we consider to be the key issues raised by this application:
(a) Is this a suitable location for housing development?
(b) The impact of the proposals upon landscape character.
(c) The effect of the application proposals on the Littlebourne Conservation Area
and upon listed buildings.
(d) The effects of the proposed development upon the Stodmarsh internationallydesignated (‘European’) sites.
(e) The effects of the proposals on a Natural Environment and Rural Communities
(NERC) Act Habitat of Principal Importance (chalk river) and its associated
designated Local Wildlife Site downstream.
(f) The effects of the proposals on NERC Act Species of Principal Importance, in
particular skylark (Alauda arvensis), and the significant shortcomings of the
applicant’s Ecological Appraisal
(g) Traffic flow and unsuitability of the proposed access onto the A257
(h) Whether the benefits of the proposal outweigh any harm.
a) Is this a suitable location for housing development?

2.2

The 2017 Local Plan describes the strategic approach to the location of development. It
sets out a rural settlement hierarchy with Littlebourne identified as a local centre.
Paragraph 1.51 states that development needs to be considered in context with the size
and character of the village it is planned for. It provides the example of a proposed
development of a vacant site with 5-10 homes within a larger village (such as the rural
service centre of Sturry or one of the local centres) which might be considered
acceptable development. Policy SP4 supports provision of new housing that is of a
size, design, scale, character and location appropriate to the character and built form of
Littlebourne provided that there is no conflict with other Local Plan policies.

2.3

The entirety of the application site is situated beyond the built confines of Littlebourne.
The application site is part of open countryside to the southwest of Littlebourne. The
site is outside the settlement. It incorporates a substantial development of 115
dwellings and associated works. It is substantial and out of scale with the pattern of
development in the village. It would urbanise an area which is undeveloped and rural
in nature and encroach substantially into the countryside. The proposal is therefore in
conflict with Policy SP4 of the Local Plan.

2.4

The proposals are also caught by Policy HD4 which relates to new dwellings in the
countryside. The policy sets out particular circumstances under which permission will
be granted. The development fits none of those categories.

2.5

We therefore consider that the application is in conflict with the settlement hierarchy in
the Local Plan and specifically Local Plan Policies SD4 and HD4. It is therefore not in
a suitable location for housing.
b) The impact of the proposals upon landscape character
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2.6

Paragraph 174 of the NPPF states that decisions should:
a) contribute to and enhance the natural and local environment by, amongst other
things, protecting and enhancing valued landscapes.
b) recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside

2.7

In the 2004 Landscape Assessment of Kent the site is located in the North Kent Fruit
Belt Character Area. This is characterised as having well enclosed, medium-scale field
patterns. Rolling quiet and picturesque. Traditional Kentish elements such as hops and
orchards are characteristic. Outlying villages are quiet and rural but with an increasing
suburban influence.

2.8

In the Canterbury Landscape Character and Biodiversity Appraisal Draft (August
2012), the application site lies within the South Canterbury and Littlebourne Fruit belt.
This document refers to the high quality grade 1 agricultural land intensively farmed
traditionally as orchards and hops but giving way to arable with strong field patterns.
The visual unity is described as being generally coherent. Its condition is described
overall as moderate. It is summarised as a moderately sensitive landscape overall,
comprising sensitive exposed ridgelines and less sensitive enclosed valleys.

2.9

The applicants make much of the fact that the site is not subject to any landscape
designations. Nonetheless, the site is representative of the key characteristics of the
landscape character area within which it lies, be that at national, county-wide or District
level. It is an excellent example of the rural landscape and an integral part of a strong
and regular pattern of fields and orchards enclosed by tree shelter belts.

2.10 There are several views over the application site from The Hill and from the properties
on the eastern side of The Hill which face out over the application site. It is also seen
from various viewpoints along roads, bridleways and public footpaths to the west and
south. From these various viewpoints the application site is an important and integral
part of the rural landscape to the south-west of the village.
2.11 Although this landscape is not rare, that does not diminish its value. Its value flows
from the fact that it is representative of the typical local landscape character and is an
integral part of a wider rural landscape. That landscape is valued not only by being part
of wider countryside but also because of its juxtaposition to the built confines of
Littlebourne, the way in which it contributes to the setting of the village and the
significance and importance of the surrounding countryside to those who live, work in
and visit the village.
2.12 The importance of the site as the closest part of countryside adjacent to the village, as
part of the wider rural landscape within which Littlebourne is located, together justify
the conclusion that this is a valued landscape which should be protected and enhanced
in accordance with paragraph 174a) of the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF).
2.13 This is a valued landscape, part of attractive, extensive areas of arable farmland,
variously used for vegetables, cereal crops and for orchards. The proposals would
encroach significantly into the countryside. The proposals fail to protect or enhance
this valued landscape and therefore conflict with NPPF paragraph 174a).
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2.14 A more detailed review of landscape and visual issues is provided as Appendix B,
which is integral to our representation .
c) The effect of the application proposals on the Littlebourne Conservation Area and
upon listed buildings
2.15 The application site adjoins the south-western boundary of the Littlebourne
Conservation Area. Opposite the site is the Grade II listed Coachman’s Cottage and,
immediately to the north the Grade II listed Holly Lodge.
2.16 The Littlebourne Conservation Area abuts the entire north eastern boundary of the site
and parts of the north western and south eastern parts of it. The conservation area
appraisal prepared by the city council divides the conservation area up into specific
areas, including The Hill. It identifies important vistas, views and glimpses. These
include one southwards across the site and a further viewpoint across the land
immediately opposite Little Acres. It denotes significant trees and refers to the
unbroken tall hedgerow lining the road for the entirety of the application frontage to
The Hill. The appraisal refers to “the rural quality of the view from the junction of The
Hill with Evenhill Road maintained by the tall hedgerow lining the south side of the
road and by properties on the north standing behind or hidden by hedges that form their
boundaries.”
2.17 The appraisal goes on to state ……. “Opposite The Evenhill is a bus-stop lay-by with a
brick shelter with tiled roof. A line of trees act as a backdrop, through which views
across a vast expanse of open farmland give a sense of space, in contrast to the walling
effect of the roadside hedgerow.”
2.18 The applicant’s assessment goes on to recognise views across the application site from
and to the conservation area. However, we do not accept the conclusion that the site
makes a small contribution to the overall heritage significance of the conservation area
through setting. On the contrary, the transformation of land which is open countryside
to built development will transform that setting.
2.19 And the appraisal fails to take into account the significance of the application site as
part of a valued landscape and as an integral part of the attractive, extensive countryside
which abuts Littlebourne and its conservation area.

2.20 Added to this is the additional harm which would result to the Grade II listed buildings
Coachman’s Cottage and Holly Lodge and the locally listed buildings Evenhill public
house and 48 The Hill. Those listed buildings are currently set within a semi-rural
context on the edge of Littlebourne. The development of the land with 115 dwellings
and associated works will irreversibly remove that rural context and replace it with one
which is significantly urban and consequently more harmful.
2.21 The access to the site from The Hill is by a single priority-controlled T-junction. This
will involve substantial removal of the existing shrubs and hedgerows along the
western side of The Hill. The junction, its footways, verges, visibility splays and all the
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necessary paraphernalia associated with the junction would result in a significant and
harmful change. In addition, the proposed additional pedestrian access at the northern
end of the site would provide another opening and further erosion of this rural site.
2.22 The puncturing of the existing hedgerow with a new access road and its necessary
visibility splays to the south and north would result in significant suburbanisation of
this stretch of The Hill and transform its rural character in a harmful way. Views from
the conservation area across the site and beyond to the farmland would be eroded. The
presence and visual impact of new development would irreversibly harm the setting of
the conservation area.
2.23 The scenic quality of the application site and its contribution to the setting of the
conservation area would be substantially diminished by the proposed development. It
would detract significantly from the intrinsically attractive rural character of the site
and the wider landscape of which it is an important part.

2.24 The proposals will remove a significant tranche of countryside immediately adjacent to
the conservation area. Views of expansive farmland will be obliterated and a vista
transformed by built development. The rural context of the village will be significantly
harmed. The proposals will neither preserve nor enhance but rather will harm the
character and appearance of the Littlebourne Conservation Area.
2.25 The heritage assessment submitted with the planning application at paragraph 6.44
recognises elements of the surroundings of the conservation area which are considered
to contribute to its overall heritage significance comprising:

• the remaining rural context of the conservation area as provided by
agricultural land to the north, east and south;
and

• “The experience and appearance of this immediate rural context of the
conservation area via routeways in and out of the asset” (paragraph 6.44).

d) Whether the application proposals make adequate provision to mitigate the
effects of the proposed development upon the Stodmarsh designated sites
2.26 The planning application is accompanied by a flood risk assessment and utilities
statement. Surprisingly, the submission fails to refer to issues relating to water quality
in the Stodmarsh Lakes. There seems to be a clear impact pathway from this site to the
Stodmarsh SAC/SPA/Ramsar site through the frequent tankering of waste-water from
Littlebourne to treatment sites within the Great Stour catchment, upstream of
Stodmarsh. This means that planning permission cannot be granted for these proposals
unless it can be demonstrated that the proposed development will not cause any further
deterioration of water quality at Stodmarsh. The City Council is fully aware of this
issue and it has had the effect of preventing the granting of planning permission for the
vast majority of housing within the River Stour catchment area. The applicants have
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neither recognised this issue nor provided any measures to achieve nutrient neutrality.
In the absence of that and an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations,
the proposals must be rejected.
2.27 Appendix B of this representation draws attention to a range of location-specific
concerns for Littlebourne. We believe that a wider and perhaps greater recognition of
these long running concerns is required by the competent authorities when considering
any planning decisions in our village. In summary, these concerns relate to perennial
groundwater infiltration into, and inadequate capacity of, our sewage network. These
capacity constraints require Southern Water to deploy emergency measures including a
fleet of tankers to pump out and transfer wastewater to Canterbury WwTW with direct
implications on contributing further to nutrient loads affecting the Stodmarsh sites. This
in turn has further implications on the calculation of realistic nutrient budgets.
2.28 Given it is doubtful that similar risk assessments of wastewater management constraints
were made in relation to The Laurels development now nearing completion in
Littlebourne, we should draw attention, albeit retrospective, to the cumulative
wastewater impacts on Littlebourne from that site when considering the
current planning application.

e) The effects of the proposals on a NERC Act Habitat of Principal Importance
(chalk river) and its associated Local Wildlife Site downstream.

2.29 The submission also fails to refer to issues relating to water quality in the Little Stour, a
chalk stream that runs through Littlebourne and which is directly fed by a tributary
running through and draining the application site, and which will also receive waste
water storm overflows. Immediately downstream of the village, this Habitat of
Principal Importance (NERC Act 2006) becomes part of the Seaton Pits and Wenderton
Manor Woods Local Wildlife Site, a designated site of county importance for
biodiversity. Harm to such priority habitats and designated sites should be avoided
through the planning process, and currently the application does not address water
quality and quantity impacts to these natural assets.
2.30 Increased over-pumping of untreated wastewater into the Little Stour may be required
if this proposed development goes ahead. These measures already take place on a
yearly basis, often for months on end and have a major negative impact on many
Littlebourne residents and properties along the river.
Regarding specific infrastructure constraints, Southern Water recognises the
significant risks of increasing foul water flooding from new developments due to the
issues mentioned above, and the necessary emergency measures these will entail. As
the agency mandated to address such risks, SW would be obliged to review the
specific reinforcement works needed. We understand from their submission on this
proposal, that it would "take time to design and deliver infrastructure reinforcement”
and that this would be subject to a special review. We further understand that such a
review would involve detailed network modelling and flow monitoring to define the
extent of works required and could take over 24 months from the time of planning
decision. However, given capital resource constraints and other current demands on
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this company’s services, we believe it highly unlikely that Southern Water would
prioritise such a major capital infrastructure replacement programme. Moreover to be
effective, infrastructure improvements would need to extend to many of the villages
along the Nailbourne and Little Stour.
2.31 Not only does the Local Plan aim to increase biodiversity by 20%, but the Environment
Agency also requires immediate improvements in water quality in receiving rivers and
water bodies. We are also aware that EA have registered this specific concern on the
planning site in the context of this application.
2.32 Detailed information on sewage and surface water issues is provided as Appendix B,
which is integral to our representation and should be read in full.

f) The effects of the proposals on NERC Act Species of Principal Importance, in
particular skylark (Alauda arvensis) and the shortcomings of the Applicant’s
Ecological Appraisal
2.33 The proposed housing development would remove a significant expanse of arable land
that has been observed by local ecologists as having breeding skylarks using it. Skylark
is a Species of Principal Importance under the NERC Act 2006. No mitigation or
compensation has been offered for this large extent of habitat loss for this declining
ground-nesting bird species.
2.34 A detailed review and critique of the Applicant’s submitted Ecological Appraisal report
is provided as Appendix C, which is integral to our response and should be read in full.
g) Traffic flow and unsuitability of the proposed access onto the A257

2.35 Local knowledge of the traffic flow on the A257 leads us to believe that there are
special considerations over and above extant planning guidance regarding this
development proposal.
2.36 The applicant’s site access proposal is not suitable as it will have a significant impact
on safety on this already busy, narrow road with no pavement on that side of A257. At
the point of the applicant’s proposed junction with the development, the road is, at busy
times, effectively a single lane because of its narrowness (deliberate due to speed
reducing measures designed to protect the village centre) where traffic from each
direction is often jostling for passage. Any new junction at that point would incur
significant risk of driver confusion and collision magnified because of its proposed
closeness to at least two other major village junctions (Jubilee Road and the entrance to
the large new Laurels development).
2.37 LPC feel the applicant’s assessment of the number of vehicles from the proposed site is
an under-estimate as many homes will have at least 3 vehicles. Littlebourne is a rural
village with no train station and the only realistic alternative transport is the bus route
along the A257. Vehicles from the proposed site will cause a significant detrimental
impact on the transport network in both directions; to Wingham and further east, and
westwards to Canterbury. This part of the A257 is already heavily used and will be
increasingly so because of the large new housing developments in Aylesham, Preston,
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Ash and other smaller in-fill developments. Additionally, any new Canterbury City
eastern bypass would also be likely to increase transit right through the village from
traffic accessing an easier route to the A2. Local knowledge would suggest the
cumulative impact on the road would be severe. Congestion from queueing vehicles
will heavily impact on air quality and noise, badly affecting residents. The application
should be rejected because of its adverse impact on traffic flow and secondary effects
of congestion harming the village.

h) Whether the benefits of the proposal would outweigh any harm
2.38 We accept that there may be economic and social benefits which would flow from
providing 115 dwellings, including affordable housing. There will be jobs in
construction and additional spending by new residents. However, this is significantly
and demonstrably outweighed by the adverse impacts of the proposals. These include:
the development of this valued landscape; the impact of the proposals upon the setting
of the village and upon the wider countryside; the adverse effect upon the character and
appearance of the conservation area and upon the setting of listed buildings; and the
conflict with Development Plan settlement policy. Finally, and surprisingly, the
applicants have failed to deal with the impact the proposals will have upon the levels of
phosphorous and nitrogen and the Stodmarsh designated sites and similar water quality
impacts to chalk stream habitat and a Local Wildlife Site For all these reasons, we ask
the City Council to refuse this application.
2.39 We appreciate that there will be other issues which will arise. The Littlebourne Parish
Council wish to be notified of any further matters, information and issues during the
course of the City Council’s consideration of the application.

On behalf of Littlebourne Parish Council

6th September 2021

LPC 05/09/2021

6th September 2021

Littlebourne Parish Council Representation CA/21/01657

Appendix A:
Rapid Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment
For Littlebourne Parish Council
Text by Richard Andrews
July 2021
The Local Plan (2017) includes the following relevant statements and policies related to Landscape:
Paragraph 10.1: "One of the City Council's objectives is to protect and enhance the countryside,
acknowledging its own intrinsic value, the diversity of its landscapes, heritage and wildlife and
recognising that a high-quality rural environment contributes to the economic, social and cultural
well-being of the District."
COMMENT: This proposed development directly acts against this stated objective.
Paragraph 10.18
"The Landscape Character and Biodiversity Appraisal (Draft 2012) will be adopted as Supplementary
Planning Guidance and will be used as a material consideration when determining applications for
development within the rural areas".
Policy LB4
"In considering development proposals, the City Council will take every opportunity to reinforce,
restore, conserve or improve, as appropriate, the landscape character of the area in which
development is proposed. Development will be permitted if...development would safeguard or
strengthen tranquillity, features and patterns that contribute to the landscape character and local
distinctiveness of the area; ...The development should have regard to the Canterbury Landscape
Character and Biodiversity Appraisal to identify the character areas and features affected."
The Canterbury Landscape Character and Biodiversity Appraisal (2012) lists the relevant "South
Canterbury and Littlebourne Fruit Belt's" key characteristics as:
•

Gently rolling landform with deep loamy soils.

•

Grade 1 agricultural land intensively farmed traditionally as orchards and hops but giving
way to arable.

•

Strong field pattern created by windbreaks and crops.

The recommended strategy in that Appraisal is to "conserve and improve" this typical character. It
also says that the arable areas are generally more visually sensitive due to their lack of screening
vegetation. Where these open areas coincide with the ridgelines, the sensitivity is the greatest.
The guidance advises the Council to resist unsympathetic land uses on visually sensitive ridgelines.
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COMMENT: As a co-author and Project Director of this supplementary planning guidance, I do not
believe that the proposed development is in keeping with this advice, in particular because the site is
on land rising up the valley side towards a visually prominent ridgeline overlooking the village of
Littlebourne (see Figures 1 to 3 below). This visual prominence has been made more so by the recent
felling of approximately 80 mature trees along the site's eastern boundary shelterbelt. Nor can I see
how any form of 115 houses here will "safeguard or strengthen the tranquillity and patterns" of
what is currently a farmed rural landscape with relatively open views to three sides.

(Photographs (Figures 1-3) provided on next pages)
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Valley-top
ridge with
shelterbelt
Village centre - to
immediate east of
photo
Houses and pub along The Hill

Figure 1

LPC 05/09/2021

View of proposed development site from the south looking north. Note slope gradient, rising to from east to west to a prominent ridge
overlooking the village, with typical landscape features of the “South Canterbury and Littlebourne Fruit Belt”.

Littlebourne Parish Council Representation CA/21/01657

Figure 2
View from bottom (east) of proposed development site looking across the site uphill towards
prominent ridge and shelterbelt/windbreak trees (western boundary of proposed site).

Figure 3
View from ridge (west side of site) overlooking proposed development site and the village
beyond. Note that many village houses in the background are obscured by tree leaves due to the summer
season. These would be much more visible in the late autumn, winter and early spring period. Also note
distant views to the ridge on the other side of the Little Stour valley (right of photo).

LPC 03/09/2021

Littlebourne Parish Council Representation CA/21/01657

APPENDIX B
Littlebourne Developments and the Water Environment
Produced for Littlebourne Parish Council
By Tim Bostock
August 2021

Littlebourne

LPC 03/09/2021

Littlebourne Parish Council Representation CA/21/01657

Summary
This review presents arguments against proposals for further housing development in
Littlebourne (Planning consultation: CA/21/01657 Land at The Hill Littlebourne Canterbury
Kent) and potentially other villages within the Nailbourne and Little Stour catchment, as
proposed under the Canterbury District Local Plan to 2040.
In the review we demonstrate highly likely causality between existing wastewater
management issues encountered in Littlebourne and more generally within our
Nailbourne/Little Stour (NLS) catchment and deteriorating water quality in a range of
important and iconic local water bodies and chalk stream priority habitat. Key amongst
these are the internationally designated sites at Stodmarsh1 and Preston Marshes SSSI
whose water-based wildlife is strictly protected under UK 1 Regulation2. Natural England
(NE) have advised local planning authorities3 to address concerns 23 over the integrity of
the Stodmarsh sites in relation to housing development within the Stour catchment. The
main concerns revolve around the fact that wastewater flows from existing housing stock
and agriculture within the Stour catchment are having a negative impact on the site’s
nutrient load (total nitrogen and phosphorus), with strong evidence of eutrophication. NE
advice calls for all new development proposals seeking planning permission from the
Councils to prepare an Appropriate Assessment under the Habitats Regulations (Habitats
Regulations Assessment (HRA)) in relation to water quality impacts on Stodmarsh.
This review examines complex hydrological issues related to groundwater conditions in
Littlebourne and other villages along the NLS river system and associated capacity
constraints at local wastewater (aka sewage) treatment works (WwTW). Both factors
currently contribute to extensive negative impact on the water environment. The review’s
main observations are:
A. Owing to periodic and extensive groundwater infiltration into the sewage network,
excess wastewater from the NLS catchment is regularly bulk transferred by
Southern Water tankers to Canterbury WwTW and also overpumped directly into
the NLS river. Given Canterbury’s WwTW is located upstream of the Stodmarsh
designated sites, this contributes further to the threat to downstream water quality
and ecology at the Stodmarsh sites. Emergency overpumping impacts on NLS water
quality, and local sites such as the SSSI at Preston Marshes is also a major concern
as well affecting chalk stream recreational use.
B. In determining the potential water quality impacts on the Stodmarsh sites, NE has
defined the spatial extent of the Stour Operational Catchment to include the NLS
catchment. This has key implications for the purposes of their recent advice to local
planning authorities under HRA . 4

1

Includes Stodmarsh Special Area of Conservation (SAC), Special Protection Area (SPA), Ramsar site, Site of Special
Scientific Interest (SSSI) and the National Nature Reserve (NNR)
2

Water Environmental Regulations/Water Framework Directive and the Conservation of Habitats and Species
Regulations.
3

Advice on Nutrient Neutrality for New Development in the Stour Catchment in Relation to Stodmarsh Designated Sites
– For Local planning Authorities (July 2020)
4

This is NE’s definition of the spatial extent of the Stour catchment that is likely to have impact on the designated sites’
water quality.
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C. Unsustainable abstraction to provide rising demand for potable water for new
housing will severely challenge existing supplies from the chalk aquifer and the
achievement of water neutrality envisaged by Kent County Council. Chalk rivers in
the UK, including the NLS, have regularly suffered from ecologically-damaging low
flows during summer drought conditions which has been attributed to over
abstraction.
D. In line with UK-wide regulation, Canterbury City Council policy under the Local Plan
to 2040, argues that development should not harm water quality and will
demonstrate how the environment within river corridors and river catchments,
including the landscape, water environment and wildlife habitats, will be conserved
and enhanced. Likewise, policy on water supply, treatment and disposal of waste
water and flood risk management should be shown to be sustainable and deliver
environmental benefits, within the water environment.
E. The main findings of this review point to the clear conclusion that further housing
development in locations along NLS such as Littlebourne will not only exacerbate
risks to the water environment including impacts on the Stodmarsh designated sites,
but also fly in the face of current local authority policies. Developments are also likely
to contravene national regulation on improving water quality and biodiversity
particularly under the Water Framework Directive.
Wastewater management in Nailbourne and Little Stour (NLS) Catchment
Water management issues in the NLS catchment have been well documented over many
years and revolve around the high level of groundwater infiltration into the sewer
network.5 Mitigation 5requires long-term investment by multiple agencies. Southern Water
(SW), the water utility that has overall responsibility for this in our district6, has already
invested £1.65m to 2017 in a range of measures, but recognises the scale of the multiagency effort and further long-term capital and technical investment required if the problem
is to be fully addressed.
Over many years, the residents of Littlebourne and several other NLS villages, have
suffered the consequences of increasingly frequent periods of high groundwater levels and
infiltration into the sewers. According to SW, the consequences have been sufficiently
disruptive and costly, that “inaction is not an option”. Significant disturbance is created
by tanker presence for several months of the year with pipes across gardens, inoperable
toilets and unpleasant smells and occasional sewage flooding.
SW recognise that without the current emergency mitigation measures deployed during
wet periods, groundwater infiltration would irrevocably lead to unacceptable levels of
disruptive sewer flooding. Current measures include:
Bulk tankering of excess wastewater from the several villages up and downstream along
the NLS and transferring this to the Canterbury WwTW at Sturry. In Littlebourne, tankering
takes place from Nargate Street. As noted, Canterbury’s WwTW is sited upstream of the
Stodmarsh designated sites. Estimates of the amounts shipped are 250-350m3/day over 24 month periods (personal communication). Canterbury WwTW is already the subject of
investigation in regard to existing capacity and impacts on water quality at the Stodmarsh
sites.
Overpumping and occasional emergency discharges of further excess wastewater into
the NLS rivers. Sometimes biological treatment units have deployed in several locations
5

Southern Water Infiltration Reduction Plan (IRP) 2014 & 2017

6

Responding to the Environment Agency’s Regulatory Position Statement, Version 2, 2014 – Scetion 2.3 iii) and iv)
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including Littlebourne to reduce water quality issues related to overpumping7 . SW state that
"last resort” overpumping river discharges take place generally simultaneously with
tankering because of inefficiencies and restricted tanker capacity. SW data show
overpumping (e.g. during 2013/14 wet period) took place over several months from 7
locations within the villages (ref IRP, 2014, App C).
Although SW accept that discharging diluted sewage to watercourses is seen as a last
resort option, during periods of exceptionally high flows in the sewers it is frequently
necessary to supplement tankers with discharges into watercourses to protect residents
from imminent public health dangers of sewage flooding or restricted toilet use.
The absence of capital investment means that sewers will continue fill up to capacity during
several months of the year. Moreover, it is increasingly evident that climate change will
ensure longer periods of raised groundwater levels and longer periods when associated
emergency measures are required. Tackling this pressing problem is essential to minimise
disturbance to villagers and the water environment.
Additional housing development within what is already an unsustainable context, would be
ill-advised.
Capacity of Newnham Valley WwTW
An important question arises as to why SW cannot simply pump the excess volumes of
wastewater that persist during the wet months of the year to the Newnham Valley works in
Preston. The answer to this question relates to the notion of headroom capacity8. The
Water for Sustainable Growth Report9 classifies the Newnham Valley works as amongst
those (including 9 Canterbury/Sturry) whose headroom capacity under its existing discharge
permit is currently limited and insufficient once expected growth within the WwTW
catchment is accounted for. According to Southern Water data, this WwTW already
exceeds its existing permit. Until additional capacity can be made available, any
development within the NLS sub-catchment would therefore result in further exceeding the
existing permit by an amount equivalent to around 47%. Of much relevance here is that this
data is based on 2031 growth estimates for new housing of just 117 dwellings in the
whole NLS catchment.
Notwithstanding this considerable discrepancy between permitted and actual flows, there is
also a further concern regarding how headroom capacity is calculated. Calculations are
based on wastewater volumes arriving at the works during dry weather - so called dry
weather flows (DWF). Evidently, DWF are influenced by rainfall and in the case of the NLS
catchment, by the highly significant levels of groundwater infiltration already noted.
Estimates made10 from available 10 data demonstrate that actual flows may range from
less than 3000m3/day (more or less equivalent to the current DWF permit of 2,371m3/day
for Newnham Valley) to over 10,000m3/day over several months each wet season. Given
this is 3-4 times greater volume than that used in deterring headroom capacity, it is
extremely likely that Newnham Valley works periodically exceeds its maximum permitted
DWF under existing discharge permits.
7

Biological treatment includes dilute effluent aeration to reduce the biological oxygen demand (BOD) on the receiving
water.
8

All WwTW operate under effluent discharge permits issued by the Environment Agency. These specify a volume limit
to discharge volumes (‘Dry Weather Flow’, DWF) and quantity of pollutants (N and P). The difference between the
measured DWF and the permitted DWF is defined headroom.
9

Kent Water for Sustainable Growth Study, Kent County Council Project Number: 60487848 May 2017.
Southern Water. Infiltration Reduction Plan, 2014.

10
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Additional headroom can be made available through an application by SW for a new or
revised discharge permit from the Environment Agency. However, the report notes that
revised flow permits require revised conditions in relation to protection of water quality in the
environment. Discharge limits are of course set in order to protect the water quality and
ecology of the receiving water body and also dictate how much wastewater each WwTW
can accept, and the treatment technology required at the WwTWs to meet the quality permit
limits.
The flow element of the discharge permit determines approximately the maximum number
of households connected to a WwTW catchment. Where headroom is limited, this number
is constrained. A further factor here is that any additional discharges (say where headroom
capacity is available) must not have negative nutrient loading impacts on the downstream
water environment.
Finally, any assertion that process upgrades will not be required at the Newnham Valley
WwTW is based on several incorrect assumptions. As noted, these relate (a) to the way
headroom has been calculated - i.e. assumed low level of housing growth in the NLS
catchment (117 houses by 2031) and (b) the use of DWF data rather than far greater flows
during wet periods which have necessitated the mitigation measures - tankering and
overpumping. Kent County Council’s Water for Sustainable Growth Report (WfSG) notes
the exact technical specification of upgrades required would be determined by Southern
Water for the AMP7 asset planning period (2020-25).
Capacity of Canterbury WwTW
As noted above, Southern Water’s WwTW at Canterbury discharges directly into the Great
Stour which flows adjacent and partially into to the Stodmarsh sites located 1.5 km
downstream of the discharge point. The WwTW are currently subject to an investigation
being undertaken under the auspices of Environment Agency Water Industry National
Environment Programme (WINEP).11 This will investigate links between the Stour and the
Stodmarsh lakes systems and propose appropriate technical (and potentially capital)
solutions that would mitigate the apparent waste water management capacity problems.
The WfSG notes that Canterbury WwTW does not currently have sufficient flow headroom
under its existing discharge permit to accept further development. Until the investigation is
complete, the uncertainty of new growth impacts on designated sites remains.
Given that emergency discharges, overpumping and tankering in the NLS catchment will
continue to be essential over the foreseeable future especially in the context of climate
change, the inevitable result will be an increasing contribution of NLS wastewater to the
already stretched capacity at Canterbury. This represents an enhanced risk both to the
Stodmarsh designated sites and to NLS sites of environmental importance including priority
chalk river habitat, the Seaton Pits and Wenderton Manor Woods Local Wildlife Site (LWS)
and the Preston Marshes SSSI.

11

WINEP is a program of work that water companies in England are required to do to meet their obligations from
environmental legislation and UK Government policy and is the most significant program of environmental investment
in England. It comprises £5.2 billion of asset improvements, investigations, monitoring and catchment interventions to
2025. Comprises a taskforce that has been setup for Defra, the EA, Ofwat and Water UK to set out proposals to reduce
the frequency and volumes of sewage discharges from storm overflows.
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The relevance of Stodmarsh and other Designated sites in the Stour Catchment
Kent County council’s WfSG report and the Canterbury Landscape Character Assessment
and Biodiversity Appraisal (Canterbury City Council, 2020) provide a highly detailed
description of the designated sites in the Stour Valley (Stodmarsh SPA, SAC and Ramsar
site). These are internationally important for wildlife comprising wetlands habitats, including
reed beds and open water which support a vast array of rare and threatened wetland birds,
invertebrates, including Desmoulin’s whorl snail; and botanical species associated with
woodland, reedbed, grazing marsh and tidal river and adjacent lake habitats, both terrestrial
and aquatic.
In the NLS catchment, the Little Stour is a priority habitat chalk river12 (Habitat of Principal
Importance under the NERC Act 2006), a designated LWS (Seaton Pits and Wenderton
Manor Woods) and important biodiversity corridor. It includes floodplain marshes, blocks of
deciduous woodland, wetlands and grazed habitat. Chalk rivers are a UK Biodiversity
Action Plan priority habitat, and although the habitat has historically been greatly influenced
by a series of historic mill and gravel quarrying structures, the river represents a rich and
important wildlife corridor through this area - the jewel in the crown of local villages such as
Littlebourne, Wickhambreaux and Ickham. Preston Marshes SSSI, Seaton Pits and
Wenderton Manor Woods LWS all lie downstream of Littlebourne in the NLS, and support a
diverse flora and fauna- birds, fish and plants. Preston Marshes contains the last significant
area of fen vegetation in the Little Stour valley, mostly consisting of reedbed and scattered
willow scrub. There is a diverse plant community here, and the habitat attracts many
breeding and wintering birds, including kingfisher and relatively rare wildfowl such as
mandarin duck (Littlebourne flooded meadows). Water voles are present at many sites
along the river, and water shrew is recorded in the area. There is also strong evidence of
European beavers and otter. There is a thriving fish population including brown trout and
occasionally eels.
Kent County Council, the Environment Agency and Canterbury City Council (amongst
others through www.kentishstour.org.uk) recently described the Little Stour as follows: The
Little Stour is a major tributary of the Great Stour. In its upper reaches it is a chalk stream,
and one of the loveliest rivers in the Catchment. The stretch between Littlebourne and
Preston is particularly attractive. The presence of lakes, ancient woodland and fens
together with the river make this a wildlife hotspot. Unfortunately, however, WFD data for
the Little Stour show that the river’s very high phosphorus concentrations which are
attributable to agriculture and wastewater discharges, are affecting the ecology, specifically
the fish populations, preventing the waterbody from achieving a ‘Good’ Ecological rating.
Phosphates ‘overfertilize’ aquatic plants and cause eutrophication. The current discharge
permit at the Newnham Valley WwTW has no permit limit for phosphate.
Natural England has raised strong concerns over the high levels of nitrogen and
phosphorous with evident eutrophication in the water environment of the internationally
designated sites in the Greater Stour. These nutrients, principally phosphorus deriving
primarily from wastewater from existing housing, are carried by the river Stour which flows
alongside and into the sites. The extent to which increasing wastewater from new
developments across the Stour catchment would exacerbate this problem and jeopardise
12

There are only 210 true chalk streams anywhere in the world, and 160 of them are in England. These precious and
unique freshwater ecosystems are at risk from pollutants and over abstraction. The Rivers Trust notes “if government is
serious about protecting our environment, our “green and pleasant land”, the fate of England’s chalk streams is the
litmus test.”
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the sites’ conservation status are a major concern. Local Planning Authorities have a duty
to conserve designated sites, prevent deterioration of habitats and wildlife, and the maintain
favourable conservation status for such sites. Uncertainty surrounding these impacts has
implications for all development proposals subject to planning permission. These must be
addressed according to the Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017
(Regulation 63) which considers development compliance with nutrient neutrality (see
below).13
Before we examine the challenge of future compliance with nutrient neutrality, it is worth
repeating the fact that UK river quality as a whole has been deteriorating. Environment
Agency data demonstrate a rapid decline since 2016 due to a range of geographically
dependent factors including pollution from domestic sewage, chemicals and agriculture.
Data shows water quality in just 14% of our rivers is now rated as ‘good’. This has
understandably been the subject of very considerable media and public attention over the
last year (e.g. 'Total failure' on English river water quality, BBC September 2020;
https://rivercide.tv/ by George Monbiot, 2021); https:// www.theriverstrust.org/) There is a
complex array of reasons why water bodies are not meeting improvement targets including
domestic wastewater, over-abstraction and physical modification.
Achieving “Nutrient Neutrality”
The achievement of a net zero nutrient change at the Stodmarsh designated sites (nutrient
neutrality) is the focus of NE’s recent advice to the local authority. The requisite Habitats
Regulations Assessment should demonstrate no reasonable scientific doubt in regard to the
effects of developments on the designated sites. NE presents a decision tree and
sequential process14 to be followed by new housing development proposals subject to
planning permission to determine their likely nutrient impact. It further presents a range of
mitigation methods. This should detail the development implications on total nitrogen and
phosphorus nutrient loading within the river Stour catchment; proposed mitigation measures
should these be required; and further consideration of the development proposal and
mitigation measures at the appropriate assessment stage of the HRA. Improvements in
WwTW by SW (results of the WINEP process outlined above) is independent of this
calculation and will not affect the result.
Spatial Definition of the Stour Catchment
Of crucial relevance to the current housing development proposal in Littlebourne and
elsewhere along the NLS, Natural England’s 2020 advisory document also stipulates the
spatial extent of the Stour Operational Catchment as, logically, including the whole
NLS catchment. This is order to better understand the risks that housing development,
land drainage and effluent both upstream and downstream in the Stour, represent to
achieving ‘nutrient neutrality at the Stodmarsh designated sites. Despite discharging
downstream from Stodmarsh, NE’s rationale for including NLS is attributed to the tidal
13

Nutrient neutrality is achieved where there is zero impact by the development on existing nutrient levels in the water
environment.
14

Summary of decision tree process to calculate nutrient neutrality (NE report 2020 fig2):
Calculate developments’ total nutrients that would be discharged (via treatment works) into Stour catchment
Calculate existing (predevelopment) nutrients from the current land use of the development site
Calculate nutrients for the future land uses proposed for the development site
Calculate change in total nutrients as a result of the proposed development
Assuming development will generate additional nutrients – mitigation required
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nature of the Stour (as far as Fordwich nearby the Canterbury WwTW) and occasional
weather-related surges and overtopping. Moreover, the very close proximity / connectivity of
the hydrology of the Stodmarsh sites and lower sections of the Little Stour catchment
around Preston/Grove Ferry are also relevant.
To summarise, we have shown conclusively that village wastewater already contributes to
water quality issues not only at the key Stodmarsh sites, but also at other environmentally
important designated sites throughout the entire catchment. This can be directly (mainly
through tanker transfers to Canterbury WwTW) and/or indirectly (mainly through
overpumping into the NLS catchment) which is, as noted by Natural England, integral to the
Stour Operational Catchment.
Surface water run-off
In regard to flooding and run-off from the development proposal site (currently Grade 1
Agricultural land with wheat crop), there are a number of considerations. Firstly, within the
site, a significant tributary of the Little Stour is fed by a small spring and field drainage
associated with the cropping system and earlier orchards. This tributary has a direct link to
the Little Stour via a mainly underground drainage system (attached Figure). The
attenuation ponds proposed by the developer will function to reduce the flow in this system.
However, greater run-off especially in situations where green field sites are converted into a
built environment, will exacerbate the already critical problems related to the high water
table through ground infiltration, or as is increasingly likely with climate change and rainfall
events, will increase the risk of overflow leading to flash flooding to the river. While on the
one hand, water run-off is usually less problematic than sewage entering the river, on the
other hand flash floods and rainfall will contribute further to overwhelming the already
struggling sewage system.
Issues surrounding sustainable water supplies
Increasing abstraction of drinking water from chalk aquifers is not a long-term option.
Additional housing throughout the CDLP area will increase pressure on an already scarce
resource and over-exploitation will lead to reduced supply and reducing river flows. 80
percent of our water comes from deep boreholes in the chalk. Environment Agency states
that groundwater quality across the Stour catchment already has poor status under the
Water Framework Directive, and that the link between water use and water available to
support the natural environment cannot be overstated.
There are powerful ecological reasons for drawing attention to these pressing water supply
issues. Key amongst these is that drawing down water from chalk aquifers will inevitably
reduce the ‘winterbourne’ river flows. In our case NLS flows are all chalk derived. An
important source of the Little Stour is the Chapel Well spring near Howletts, while the
Nailbourne springs along its length with the main source at Lyminge. Over-abstraction
especially in dry years and reduced river flows will tend to concentrate already high
pollutant nutrient levels and increase the likelihood of significant eutrophication. Raised
water temperature and reduced oxygenation will also have an impact on this. Specific
biological impacts are self-evident and include impacts of siltation on in trout-spawning
gravels, reduced open water for wildfowl, aquatic habitat loss through reduction in wetted
width, and deleterious impacts on fish recoveries including eels and salmonids.
Water companies produce detailed and highly scrutinised water resources management
plans (WRMP) every 5 years which must demonstrate measures are in place that balance
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the overall cost with environmental impact. They must produce evidence that measures
proposed do not negatively impact on environmental legislative targets such as the WFD
objectives and status of designated sites (WfSG Report). Southern Water Thanet water
resources zone covers the areas of Thanet, Canterbury, and Dover. Given a significant
difference between local authority housing projections in 2016 and those contained in the
WRMP to 2031, a shortfall in supply of some 45% was identified in the WfSG Report. For
Canterbury, the potential shortfall in supply is 0.86Ml/d. WfSG highlights the scale of
challenge faced by the water companies in continuing to plan for and meet the demand of
changing forecasts in growth, whilst balancing the needs of the environment. It is therefore
important to ensure that the need to balance demand and supply is supported by managing
demand from new and existing property which will be delivered as part of the growth
forecasts. Water companies have limited influence over water use in the delivery of new
property and the role that KCC and each LPA can provide in this aspect of balancing supply
and demand is key to improving sustainable delivery of new options.
Local Authorities are currently limited to setting policies with specific water efficiency targets
so without policy to drive higher specification homes (say using the options available under
existing Building Regulations covering reduced household water use), developers are
unlikely to deliver homes with lower water use designed in.
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Appendix C:
Expert review and critique of the applicant's Ecological Appraisal (FPCR
June 2021) for application CA/21/01657
For: Littlebourne Parish Council
By: Richard Andrews BA Hons, MA Cantab, CEnv, FCIEEM,
The following shortcomings of the applicant’s Ecological Appraisal are listed below under the various
sections of that Appraisal report:
Overall 1. The Ecological Appraisal document appears to be a draft (see cover pages). The Council cannot be
expected to make a sound decision based on a draft, and presumably unfinished, document.
Section 1 2. The number of houses stated is misleading. It is actually an application for 115 units, not 109.
3. The report describes Littlebourne as a "town". It's a rural village - clearly so. This is important when
considering a development of this size (soon after a similar application that was approved).
4. This summary section fails to mention that Stodmarsh is also (critically) an Special Area of Conservation
(SAC) designated under the Habitats Regulations.
5. This section talks about "A Habitat Regulations Assessment (HRA) and Appropriate
Assessment". Appropriate Assessment is part of an HRA, not a separate exercise, which demonstrates an
apparent lack of understanding on the author’s part, bringing into question the soundness of related
conclusions.
6. This section states that "there are no Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI) located within 2km of the
site: with the exception of ...Stodmarsh”. Whilst this is true, it fails to recognise the important relevance
Preston Marshes SSSI which is only a little bit further downstream and is hydrologically connected to
the development site (via the ditch (‘S1’) that drains the site). It also fails to mention the presence of a Local
Wildlife Site (LWS) just downstream of the village (Seaton Pits and Wenderton Manor Woods LWS) and
hydrologically connected to the proposed development site (via the ditch (‘S1’) that drains the site).
7. It states that "the majority (of trees) are to be retained", and that "no trees were identified as providing
bat roost potential.” Approximately 80 mature trees were felled on this site just prior to their ecological
surveys being carried out (which the report later notes in Section 4). I'm not aware that any of these trees
were surveyed for bat roost potential prior to felling.
8. The report concludes 'low' populations of common lizard and grass snake. This is based on faulty
methodologies. Firstly, the reported survey consisted of only four visits to date of report. This is inadequate
even for confirming species presence/absence, much less a robust population estimate. Furthermore they
use Froglife’s Advice Sheet 10 (1999) to estimate relative population size-category. This is a faulty method, as
it is not informed by survey area (e.g. hectares) and therefore density (a point raised with Froglife back in the
early 2000s which they agreed). HGBI guidelines (1998) are more appropriate because they take account of
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the area surveyed and therefore density of reptiles. Based on HGBI (1998), I would suggest the site actually
has a grass snake population of at least medium size.
9. Apparently surveys for several species (reptiles, bats, etc.) are ongoing at the time of the report.
Therefore, the applicant has submitted incomplete ecological information. The Council cannot be expected
to make a sound decision based on incomplete ecological assessment.
Section 2 10. The report seems to be a Preliminary Ecological Appraisal. This is fine for scoping, but for larger
developments such as this, particularly where designated sites might be impacted, a full EcIA should also be
submitted. There is therefore no proper ecological impact assessment for the Council to base its decisions
on.
11. Apparently "ecological information was requested from both statutory and non-statutory nature
conservation organisations" but then it goes on to list only KMBRC which isn't a nature conservation
organisation. No others are listed and no dates for consultation are provided. I know for a fact that their BRC
records search is not up to date, as they are missing some of my own records for this site.
12. They wrongly reference the 2019 EU-exit version of the Habitats Regs, which is the wrong reference to
use. The 2017 Regulations (‘as amended’) is the legislation to refer to. Again, this shows a lack of
understanding of HRA.
Section 3 13. The ‘Constraints’ section admits that the January walkover survey was a suboptimal season. They also
admit that their bat transect, undertaken in May, was conducted in unusually lower-than average
temperatures. This is likely to lead to underrepresentation of the site's importance for bat species.
Section 4 14. The report states "habitats within the application site considered suitable for use by nesting birds are
limited to boundary features; hedgerows and standard trees." This fails to recognise the use of arable
fields by ground-nesting skylark - a NERC Act species of principal importance currently in decline. I have
personally recorded skylarks displaying over this field during the breeding season and showing signs of
nesting.
15. The authors of the Appraisal claim the on-site 'stream' (S1) has fast water flow and is therefore
unsuitable for great crested newt (GCN). However, I know that there has been a small weir structure along
this stream for some time, immediately upstream of which is deeper, still water that has potential for GCN.
Furthermore, their biological records search (desk-study) failed to pick up the known presence of GCN within
500m at a pond in the village's "Cherry Orchard" nature area. So the lack of any GCN survey of the "stream"
and the assumed likely absence of GCN, a European Protected Species, is faulty and misleading.
Section 5 16. Paragraph 5.1 states "the following section provides an evaluation of the application site and identifies
the likely ecological constraints associated with the proposed development, based only on the limited
information gained during the out of season initial survey." So, this 'draft' report is unsuitable for the Council
to make a safe decision.
17. The report states: "There does not seem to be any direct linkages of surface water from the development
into any contributories that lead to the SAC/SPA/Ramsar." This is incorrect for the detailed reasons provided
in Appendix B. There is a direct surface water link via 'stream' S1 to the Little Stour. There is also frequent
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tankering of Littebourne's sewage out of the sub-catchment and into the main Great Stour catchment
upstream of Stodmarsh (Canterbury WWTW). This is currently damaging to the integrity of Stodmarsh and
will be made much worse by this proposed number of new houses.
18. No 'shadow' HRA was provided with the application, nor has any to date. NE have already picked-up on
this point. Without this, the Council cannot legally consent this application.
19. The report states that "given the relatively small size of the arable field and the presence of mature
trees/ hedgerows that enclose the field, it is unlikely the application site would support significant breeding
populations" of skylark. As already mentioned, this is not borne out by the evidence I have personally seen
and recorded. Furthermore the arable field is not 'small'. Nor have they have defined what they consider to
be a 'significant breeding population'. Any breeding skylark population is significant given its threatened
status and its protection under the NERC Act.
20. No assessment of impacts to brown hare or harvest mouse has been made. Both of these (NERC Act)
priority mammal species use arable farmland and associated margins.
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