PLANNING

Planning Policy
Rother District Council
Town Hall

London Road
Bexhill-on-Sea

TN39 3JX

13 March 2026

Dear Sir/Madam
Draft Rother District Local Plan (Development Strategy and Site Allocations) 2025 — 2042 — Regulation 18 Version

We write on behalf of our client, Devine Homes, in response to the Council publishing the Regulation 18 version of the
Rother Local Plan 2025-2042 - Development Strategy and Site Allocations. We understand that the Council will collate
representations received before preparing and publishing a Regulation 19 consultation version of the Plan in Quarter 2
of 2026/27.

Our client submitted representations on the previous Regulation 18 version of the Rother Plan in 2024. It is not clear
from the Council’s consultation portal the extent to which these representations will be considered at part of this
consultation exercise. For the avoidance of doubt, we have appended our client’s 2024 representations to ensure that
they are considered as far as they remain relevant in the context of this consultation exercise (Appendix A).

Whilst our client is supportive in principle to the Council’s efforts in progressing a new Local Plan, particularly given the
age of the adopted Plan, they are concerned that the Regulation 18 Plan as presented is fundamentally incompatible
with the plan making requirements of the National Planning Policy Framework. This is because the level of housing
growth being advanced by the Plan is so substantially below the minimum local housing requirement for Rother over
the Plan period. Of the (minimum) need figure of 15,504, the Plan advocates delivery of only 8,427 new homes (or
around 54% of the total need figure). This represents a very significant shortfall and in its current form, the Plan should

be regarded as unsound.

The Regulation 18 Plan refers to ‘leaving no stone unturned’ in seeking to better meet housing need in Rother, but the
Plan does not seek to allocate land for housing development, even where that land is demonstrably available, suitable
and achievable. A case in point is land that our client has promoted for allocation in the Plan (Site ID: SAL0012, Land at
Bishops Lane, Robertsbridge), which is not identified as a site allocation in the Plan. It is precisely sites like this one that
will need to be allocated for housing so that the Plan better addresses identified housing need in Rother.

We address why this site should be allocated for development in responses to relevant questions posed by the

Regulation 18 consultation in the following sections.
Q1 - Do you have any comments on the amended Rother Local Plan Strategic Spatial Objectives shown in Figure 1?

Whilst we agree with the general thrust of the strategic spatial objectives of the Plan, ‘objective 4’ (to respond to the
housing crisis) should be the first objective of the Plan. That objective should include reference to the means of
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responding to the housing crisis being allocating land for housing development to at least meeting the local housing

requirement of 15,504 over the Plan period.

Q2 - Do you have any comments on the Council’s proposed housing target for the Local Plan of 8,427 dwellings over

the 17-year plan period, or 495 dwellings annually?

The Regulation 18 Plan falls substantially short of meeting the identified housing need for Rother, with only around 54%
of need with reference to the standard method being provided for. The Council will need to take a much more ambitious
and pragmatic approach to housing supply in order to stem the housing crisis in Rother and address the pressing
affordability challenges in the District. A Plan that delivers so few homes will only heighten these problems over time.

Whilst we recognise that around 83% of Rother District is within the High Weald National Landscape designation, that
does not represent an ‘automatic’ impediment to development taking place. That is evidenced by the fact that the Plan
does seek to allocate a large number of sites within the National Landscape designation. It simply means that a more
considered approach is required when assessing potentially suitable sites to understand their particular contribution to
the National Landscape, which comprises a very large area across multiple districts.

The Local Plan should be supported by site specific landscape assessments that consider the actual contribution that
individual sites make towards the National Landscape, rather than taking a ‘blanket’ approach to limiting housing supply
/ allocations simply because the designation is in place, given the large percentage of the District that falls within it.

Rother District has consistently failed to deliver enough homes to meet need, and this is reflected in its poor housing
land supply position. It is particularly important that sites that are demonstrably suitable and deliverable are allocated
for new homes to provide policy support for development to come forward in the near term. For the reasons described
in further detail below, Land at Bishop’s Lane, Robertsbridge (Site ID: SAL0012) is one such site that should be allocated
for new homes because it is available, suitable and achievable. If sites such as that one is not allocated for development,
the ability of the Plan to deliver enough homes to meet need should be called further into question.

Q7. Do you have any comments on the preferred approach for housing density shown in Figure 9, or on the updated
Density Study (2026)?

In the context of Robertsbridge, which we have taken to fall within the ‘villages with development boundaries’ category,
we are broadly supportive of densities between 25 and 45dph, whilst noting that actual densities at a site will need be
considered on a site-by-site basis. We would note that the justification given at Figure 7 for this approach to density is
that these types of sites may be ‘sensitive to historic and landscape context’. This demonstrates that landscape
constraints (such as the High Weald NL) can be managed through detailed design (such as density) on individual sites,
and is not an absolute impediment to the delivery of designated sites.

Q8. Do you have any comments on the Council’s proposed Overall Development Strategy?

Whilst we agree with the general strategic approach to development described within the consultation document (i.e.
allocating ‘non-major’ sites for development within the HWNL), we do not consider that this approach has been applied
to Site reference SAL0O012 (Land at Bishops Lane, Robertsbridge) where potential impacts of development at that site in
the NL have been overstated and so the site has been wrongly discounted and not identified for allocation.
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9. Do you have any comments on the proposed growth opportunities in the sub-areas as shown in Figure 10?

The total housing figure for ‘Northern Rother Settlements’ should be increased to accommodate new homes that should
be delivered at Land at Bishop’s Lane, Robertsbridge. We would, for the reasons described below, query how deliverable
other sites allocated for development in the Robertsbridge area actually are, given that in many cases they have been
allocated for a number of years and have not delivered homes.

Q14. Do you have any comments on the proposed Vision and Development Strategy for Northern Rother, including

the development figures shown in Figures 26 and 27?

The draft Plan sets out a Vision for Northern Rother, which is of particular interest to our client due to their landholding
in Robertsbridge. As currently drafted, the Vision identifies opportunities for sensitive development within the sub-area
over the plan period, where such development is sustainable and well related to existing settlements.

The Vision establishes a housing supply of 344 additional dwellings within the Robertsbridge settlement area over the
plan period. This comprises 199 dwellings on existing allocations and sites with planning permission, together with 145
dwellings on proposed new allocations. Based on the plan period of 2025-2042, this equates to a delivery rate of

approximately 20.2 dwellings per annum.

Land at Bishop’s Lane, Robertsbridge (Site reference SAL0012) has been assessed within the HELAA (January 2026) but
has been ‘rejected’ for the following reason:

“The site is a sloping field in the southern part of Robertsbridge, adjacent to the Darwell Stream. It is close to services
and public transport links in Robertsbridge but it does have environmental constraints including flood risk and important
High Weald National Landscape features. A proposal for 41 dwellings (RR/2022/1379/P) was refused in September 2025
for the reason that the development would not conserve or enhance the landscape character or scenic beauty of the
National Landscape, in particular, works required for site access and pedestrian footway would be detrimental to the
character of the sunken Historic Routeway of Bishops Lane as a key feature of the High Weald”.

The decision to reject this site is erroneous. Firstly, it identifies flood risk as an environmental constraint to development.
Flood risk is not a constraint to development because built form can be designed to fall within the part of the site that
is within Flood Zone 1 (i.e. lowest risk). This is evidenced by the recent planning application at the site (RR/2022/1379/P),
where flood risk was evidenced as being acceptable. A Copy of the Site Location Plan of this site can be found in Appendix
B, and illustrative plans in Appendix C.

Whilst that planning application was refused (contrary to the advice of officers and statutory consultees), the concerns
expressed at that time related to a small part of the site where an access was proposed as part of that detailed scheme.
The applicant is considering its appeal position in respect of that application, but in any event, the particular location of
a site access (and the resulting perceived effects on the landscape through the removal of hedgerow) is a detailed design
matter that can be resolved through the development management process. It is not a point of fundamental suitability
of the site that should undermine an overall allocation.

This site should be allocated for residential development. Indeed, the Plan’s overall position on housing supply is so far
short of need in Rother that a much more proportionate approach is needed for sites such as this one.

That is particularly the case given the uncertainty around the deliverability of sites that have been allocated for
development in Robertsbridge in the draft Plan. Seven development sites are identified within the Robertsbridge
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settlement area. Four of these sites were previously allocated through the Salehurst and Robertsbridge Neighbourhood
Plan (2016—-2028). However, these sites have been allocated for a considerable period of time, and none have been
delivered, nor has development commenced at any of these sites since the Neighbourhood Plan was made in 2018. It is
therefore unclear why allocation within the Local Plan would, of itself, now facilitate the delivery of these sites. We
would suggest that the Council seriously questions the deliverability of these sites given the significant passage of time
since they were first allocated and the lack of progress of these sites in delivering homes.

Of particular note is the Hodson’s Mill site, which is a Neighbourhood Plan allocation, and is now allocated in the
Development Strategy and Site Allocations Draft for 96 residential units. Planning permission was granted in July 2021
(LPA ref. RR/2017/382/P) for 96 dwellings, alongside non-residential floorspace comprising 280 sqm (Use Class A3) and
920 sqm (Use Class B1), together with associated access, parking, amenity space, landscaping, green infrastructure and
restoration works to the Mill Building and Oast House. However, since the grant of permission, no pre-commencement
conditions were submitted for approval and the development has not been implemented. As a result, the planning

permission lapsed in July 2024.

The remaining sites have been identified through the Call for Sites / HELAA process and are allocated to deliver up to
160 dwellings but these are noted as being ‘potentially available’. If these sites are not available, they should not be
relied upon the deliver homes in the plan period. If these sites are removed from the Plan, there would clearly be an
even larger gap between need and supply in Robertsbridge and Rother District more generally.

It is also noteworthy that all of the Robertsbridge sites are located within the HWNL, and in many cases, potential harm
to the NL is described in the HELAA when considering the constraints of these sites. It is not clear why a degree of
landscape impact should be considered acceptable for some sites in the NL and not others (such as Land at Bishop’s
Lane). This does not represent a consistent approach to the assessment and allocation of sites.

Conclusions

Land at Bishop’s Lane, Robertsbridge should be allocated for development in the Plan. We would encourage the Council
to reconsider the sites that have been advanced for allocation, particularly in terms of their deliverability where
allocations in the Neighbourhood Plan have been in place for a number of years and yet no homes have been delivered
at these sites.

The draft Regulation 18 Plan should not be considered as sound or meeting the relevant NPPF tests, principally because
the Plan would fall so far short of meeting housing need in the District. That Land at Bishop’s Lane, Robertsbridge has
not been proposed for allocation is indicative of why the strategic approach to housing supply in Rother is not justified.
There is clearly more land that could allocated to better meet need, with this site being a case in point.

Yours faithfully

Nexus Planning
enc. 2024 Regulation 18 Representations on behalf of Devine Homes
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Appendix A — Devine Homes 2024 Reps on the Draft Rother District Local Plan 2020 — 2040 (Regulation 18 Version)
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NEYXUS

PLANNING

Planning Policy
Rother District Council
Town Hall

London Road

Bexhill-on-Sea
TN39 3JX

23 July 2024

Dear Sir/Madam
Draft Rother District Local Plan 2020 — 2040 — Regulation 18 Representations

We write on behalf of our Client, Devine Homes, in response to the Council publishing and seeking representations on
the Regulation 18 version of the Draft Rother District Local Plan 2020 — 2040. We understand that the Council will
collate representations received from communities, businesses, landowners, developers, partners and stakeholders to
inform future versions of the Plan.

For the avoidance of doubt Devine Homes broadly supports the adoption of an up-to-date Plan for Rother. However,
we do have comments and observations in response to a number of the consultation questions raised by the Council
at Regulation 18 Stage.

Our client has an interest in the site known as Land at Bishop’s Lane Robertsbridge (Site ID: SAL0012). We note that
the Regulation 18 version of the Plan does not directly propose specific sites to be allocated for housing, but this site is
suitable, available and deliverable and should be the subject of a specific site allocation policy for residential
development in future versions of the Plan. The site is the subject of a live planning application that is expected to be
determined favourably in the near future.

Vision for Northern Rother

The vision, as currently drafted, is only seeking small-scale development (9 residential units or less) as a means of
growth within Northern Rother.

The Vision sets a housing target of 305 additional dwellings (178 identified level of housing growth and 127 potential
additional level of housing growth) in the Parish Salehurst and Robertsbridge, over the plan period. This equates to
the delivery of 15.25 houses per year, when considering the plan period of 2020-2040.

The Vision for Northern Rother identifies four development sites within the Parish of Salehurst and Robertsbridge. All
of these sites had been allocated in the Salehurst and Robertsbridge Neighbourhood Plan (2016-2028). However,
these sites have been allocated for a number of years and despite some sites having planning permission granted for
development, delivery is yet to begin on site.

Particularly of note is Hodsons Mill, which has been allocated to provide 96 residential units within the draft Local
Plan. Hodsons Mill was granted planning permission in July 2021 (LPA ref. RR/2017/382/P) for the erection of 96
residential dwellings non-residential floorspace comprising 280 sqm (Use Class A3) and 920 sqm (Use Class B1), and
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associated access, car/cycle parking, open amenity space, strategic landscaping and green infrastructure and including
restoration works to the Mill Building and Oast House.

Since planning permission was granted, no pre-commencement conditions have been submitted for approval, or
discharged, and the development has not been implemented. The consent will therefore lapse in July 2024 if it is not
implemented before that date and given the lack of progress in discharging conditions this appears likely.

Itis also pertinent to note that in April 2023, the site was advertised for sale as a development opportunity, including
being sent to our client to gauge interest. Having checked the titles it does not appear that it has been acquired by a
new party. Considering the planning history of this site, the Council should not rely on it to deliver necessary growth in
Robertsbridge.

The Salehurst and Robertsbridge Neighbourhood Plan was made in July 2018. It forms part of the Development Plan
for the Parish. The Plan is over two years old and there is no published review taking place. Land at Bishop’s Lane,
Robertsbridge was put forward as a potential housing site to be allocated in the Neighbourhood Plan and was referred
to by the Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group as “Bishops Lane Fields”.

Within the Examiner’s Report into the Salehurst and Robertsbirdge Neighbourhood Plan, the Examiner states that:

“I need to make my position explicitly clear that had it not been for the provision of the emergency access route, |
would not have been able to recommend the inclusion of the Mill Site as a housing allocation, as | could not conclude
that it would have safe access in a 1 in 100-year flood event. Under that scenario, | would have had to consider the
allocation of the Bishop Fields site, to make up the shortfall. However subject to this safe access being delivered, |
accept that there is no overwhelming requirement for the Bishop Fields site to allocated at the present time, having
regard to the overall levels of housing proposed to be allocated to Robertsbridge in the adopted Core Strategy.”

“I consider that preference for the Mill Site over Bishops Fields is a legitimate expression of local views which is at the
heart of neighbourhood planning. In the light of that conclusion, | will not be recommending the amendment to the
development boundary to include that site. However, | note that the intention of the Parish Council is that there will
be a review of the plan in five years, and if the development on the Mill Site is not yet built, then the consideration of
this land could be contemplated as part of that review. | do appreciate that this was a situation that presented itself
with a previous Local Plan in the past.”

As of early 2020, none of the Neighbourhood Plan Housing allocations have actually delivered any housing, and that
questions remain about the viability and deliverability of Mill Site, which is meant to deliver the majority of housing

requirement within the Parish.

Paragraph 5.80 of the draft Local Plan makes reference to the fact that more detailed consideration of the impacts of
each site will occur after the Regulation 18 Consultation Stage. Through this Regulation 18 Consultation stage, the
council are now seeking feedback on the opportunities for developments that are proposed, and to develop its
evidence base to support the most suitable and sustainable sites coming forward for development.

It is clear that Bishop’s Lane (Site ID: SAL0012) should be identified as a housing allocation in the emerging Plan, given
all of the above. The current planning application shows a high quality scheme of 41 dwellings at the site.
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Vision, Overall Priorities and Objectives

As currently drafted, the Plan seeks to focus ‘major’ development (defined by footnote 7 as housing development
where 10 or more homes is proposed) in places where sustainable development can be achieved. The paragraph
proceeds to state that all development will be net zero carbon ready and provide biodiversity net gain.

Whilst our client recognises that it is important for all development to be net zero carbon ready, and provide
biodiversity net gain, the wording appears restrictive, with no definition of what constitutes a place where sustainable
development can be achieved.

It is suggested that the Council provide a footnote definition of what constitutes a place where sustainable
development can be achieved, and also provides reference to windfall sites and their vital role in supplementing
housing delivery.

Strategic Spatial Objectives

As currently drafted, there are 10 spatial objectives of the Draft Local Plan, and text on how the objectives can be
achieved.

Spatial Objective 1 (delivering net zero carbon) again refers to directing development to sustainable locations,
however in this instance proceeds to refer to sustainable locations with services and transport. As mentioned
previously, it is suggested that the Council provide clarification as to what they mean by sustainable locations when it
is first mentioned within their Vision, Overall Priorities and Objectives, and ensure that all in text citations are the
same throughout the Local Plan, to avoid any confusion or doubt. It must clearly be the case that an area can be
relatively sustainable without extensive public transport links, given the geographic make-up of Rother District.

Spatial Objective 4 (responding to the housing crisis) again refers to development in sustainable locations. However, in
this instance, the spatial objective is seeking to maximise the potential opportunities for residential development in
sustainable and deliverable locations. As has already been mentioned, it is vital to ensure that all reference to
sustainable locations throughout the Local Plan is the same for the avoidance of doubt.

Whilst our Client recognises that there is a priority in providing residential development in sustainable locations, in is
essential to also consider the importance of windfall sites and their role in helping to meeting the districts housing
need. There should be particular emphasis on this, given that the latest Authority Monitoring Report (1 April 2023),
which has formed the evidence base for the draft Local Plan, identified just 3.09 years of housing supply. Considering
this, there is currently an insufficient supply of deliverable housing sites to meet the five-year housing land supply.

It is suggested that the Council incorporate reference to windfall sites as a means to rectify the shortfall in housing
supply. In response to question 5, this could be achieved through an additional objective for promoting certain
windfall sites, in areas not typically deemed as ‘sustainable’ for delivering housing development.

Policy GTC1: Net Zero Building Standards

This Policy, as currently drafted, requires all new residential development proposals to achieve various energy use and
carbon emission standards through design, construction and operation phases.

Our Client is committed to achieving sustainable development, through compliance with evidence based planning

policy and other statutory requirements (such as Building Regulations). Our concern here is that this policy does not
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appear to have evolved from a robust evidence base that has had particular emphasis on the District of Rother. There
is no evidence sustainability requirements need to be any higher than those set out in the Building Regulations, for
example. These standards are already very robust and ambitious.

Accordingly, we suggest that this policy should be adjusted to allow for a greater degree of flexibility as to the degree
the standards are required to be met.

Policy GTC3: Construction Materials and Waste

The Policy, as currently drafted, requires all schemes over 10 dwellings to implement the Design for Disassembly
approach by understanding the lifespan of every building from the design stage and making provision for the re-use of
its parts.

Our client seeks to achieve the use of the most sustainable materials viably possible when delivering residential
development. It is not clear where this criterion of Policy GTC3 has derived from, as there is no evidence base to
demonstrate the need for major developments to be designed for disassembly. For this reason, we query the

necessity of this criterion of the policy to be required and suggest that it should be revised or removed.
Policy GTC4: Water Efficiency

Policy GTC4 requires new dwellings to be designed to achieve the Optional Technical Housing Standard of no more
than 110 litres per person per day for water efficiency. However, the policy notes that the extent to which a proposal
can demonstrate being water efficient will be a factor weighing in favour of a proposed development.

This Policy does not appear to be very clear in identifying the specific standards that a housing scheme should achieve.
Policy GTC8: Biodiversity Net Gain

As currently drafted, the Policy seeks for development proposals to deliver at least a 20% measurable biodiversity net
gain, preferably on site, and off-site provision will only be considered where it can be demonstrated that all
reasonable opportunities to deliver the gain on site have been exhausted.

Paragraph 3.49 of the draft local plan notes that the evidence base to justify going above the 10% mandatory
requirement was still being collated by the district, in collaboration with the Sussex Nature Partnership and

neighbouring local planning authorities at the time of drafting the policy.

As it currently stands, considering there is no justification for exceeding the 10% mandatory biodiversity net gain
within the Local Authority Area, we have serious concerns with this requirement. Has, for example, the effect of this
draft policy on the viability of bringing sites forward been considered?

Once the evidence base to seek to justify exceeding the 10% mandatory requirement is finalised, we will provide
further observations.
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Policy LWL1: Compact Development

The Policy as currently drafted sets various dwelling per hectare targets for different site contexts. Our client agrees
that it is essential to make the most efficient use of land, however in some instances compact development is not the
most appropriate use of a site, with there still being a need for more spacious family homes alongside smaller units.

It is essential that development, wherever possible, reflects the existing character of an area, and to ensure that new
development proposals are not inappropriate for their context. It is not currently clear how the density targets have

been arrived at.
Policy LWL3: Walking, Wheeling, Cycling and Public Transport (Outside the Site)

The draft wording of the Policy sets standards that need to be met by major development. These include being
located within 400m walking distance of public transport networks and provide of financially contribute to improved

active travel infrastructure.

Whilst we recognise the need to promote sustainable means of transport, there are large areas of Rother that would
be impacted by this policy, whilst clearly being capable of accommodating high quality development. Locationally
sustainability is relative, and the policy should reflect that, y avoiding imposing restrictive standards.

Policy LWL7: Streets for All

The Policy, as currently drafted, sets a robust set of criteria for the street design of development proposals within
Rother. Whilst we recognise the objective to instil good design in new places, we would suggest that not all of the
criteria will be applicable or suitable at all sites, and that the policy drafting should reflect that.

Policy LWL8: Multimodal Parking

The current draft wording of the Policy, although providing design guidance for cycle and vehicular parking does not
set any levels of parking to be provided.

We suggest that this policy is modified to provide parking standards for both cycle and vehicular parking within new
developments to act as guidance during scheme design. This will ensure that there is no doubt during the decision-
making stage when development proposals have demonstrated that the levels of on-site parking are policy compliant.

Policy HOU2: Affordable Housing

The Policy, as currently drafted requires housing sites or mixed-use developments delivering a net increase of six or
more dwellings within the High Weald National Landscape to provide a minimum of ‘X" percent of the gross number of
residential units to be provided as affordable housing provision. Outside of the High Weald National Landscape, the
requirement to provide affordable housing starts at ten or more dwellings.

Our client supports the need for affordable housing, however there is some concern over the apparent proposal to
impose a higher percentage of affordable housing in the AONB. There appears to be no robust evidence base to
support this position
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Our client supports that where a site-specific viability assessment demonstrates that the minimum requirements
cannot be viably met, a development proposal should provide the highest proportion of affordable housing that does
not subsequently undermine viability. This is essential in the context of a volatile housing and construction industry.

Policy HOU12: Self-Build and Custom Housebuilding

Policy HOU12 currently requires developments of 20 or more dwellings to provide at least 5% of the total number of
dwellings to be made available as serviced plots for self or custom housebuilders.

When considering a site of 20 dwellings, that would result in the requirement to provide just one plot for self or
custom housebuilders. Despite there being a list of people on the Rother Self-build and Custom Housebuilding
Register who are interested in acquiring a self-build and custom plot, there is no guarantee on a site-by-site basis that
there will in fact be interest in acquiring individual plots, particularly when they are delivered in small numbers.

We are concerned by the low threshold for needing to provide self-build and custom plots. We suggest that the
wording of this policy is revised, to increase the threshold to a point where there will be no instances of just one or
two plots being developed separately to the rest of the site. It might also be appropriate for the Council to consider
allocating specific sites for self-build communities, where they have been promoted for that purpose.

Summary

Whilst our client is supportive of the Council’s progress in delivering a Local Plan for Rother, they do have comments
and, in some cases, concerns in respect of the approach taken to plan making in some areas.

We request also that the site known as Land at Bishop’s Lane, Robertsbridge is included as an allocation in the next
version of the Plan, because it is suitable, available and deliverable.

Yours faithfully

Alicia Privett
Assistant Planner
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Appendix B — Land at Bishop’s Lane Site Location Plan
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Appendix C — Land at Bishop’s Lane — lllustrative Site Plan

London Birmingham Bristol Manchester Reading



architecture
Coloured Site Layout
Bishops Lane, Robertsbridge

20210 / C201A

Scale 1:500 @ A1 July 2025

© Copyright exists on the designs and information shown on this drawing. This drawing may be scaled to the scale bar for planning application purposes only. Do not scale for any other purpose, use figured dimensions only. Subject to site survey and all necessary consents. OSP Architecture, Broadmede House, Farnham Business Park, Weydon Lane, Farnham, Surrey, GU9 8QT Tel: 01252 267878
All dimensions to be checked by user and any discrepancies, errors or omissions to be reported to the Architect before work commences. This drawing is to be read in conjunction with all other relevant materials. OS Licence no. 100007327. www.osparchitecture.com






