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Introduction
1. Section 2 of the Neighbourhood Plan contains ‘A Vision for Crookham Village Parish’ which
consists of the Vision Statement and the Objectives. This section is pages 19 to 23 of the
Neighbourhood Plan with the Vision Statement taking one page (p20). The Objectives take
three pages (p21-23) and covers four objectives in the areas of: Built Environment,
Landscape and Natural Environment, Health, Leisure & Wellbeing, and Transport and
Movement.
2. This paper analyses the responses received from the Consultation in February and March
2019 in response to the question “Do you agree with the vision for Crookham Village Parish
(Page 20)?” It is not clear whether this question related to just the Vision Statement on page
20 or the whole of Section 2 including the Objectives. However as there was no separate
question relating to the Objectives, all the responses to the question and related comments
have been analysed in the context of the whole of Section 2 of the document.

Level of Agreement with the Vision Statement
3. Responses received to the Consultation in response to the question “Do you agree with the
vision for Crookham Village Parish (Page 20)?” were as shown in the table and figure below 1.

Duplicate response lines from the same respondent have not been counted.
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Response

Response meaning

Number

Percentage

Percentage of
Responses

175

82.5%

96.2%
3.8%

Yes

Agree with Vision

No

Do not agree with Vision

7

3.3%

No Response

30

14.2%

212

100%

Total

100%

Table 1 : Level of Agreement with the Vision Statement

Vision Statement
Agree with Vision
Do not agree with Vision
No Response

Figure 1 : Level of Agreement with the Vision Statement

4. A large majority of the responses received to this question (175 of 182 | 96.2%) were in
agreement with the Vision Statement, answering ‘Yes’ to the question.
5. A very few responses (7 of 212 | 3.8% of responses) were not in agreement, answering ‘No’
to the question. However as the comments show, this answer can be interpreted either as
opposition to the vision or as requiring some change or improvement. This is addressed in
the section ‘Categorisation of Comments on the Vision Statement’ below.

Level of Comments on the Vision Statement
6.

Responses received to the Consultation were as shown in the table and figure below.
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Comment on Vision Statement
Responses with comment

Number

Percentage

Number

78

37.1%

78

Percentage

Percentage
within
Category

of which responded ‘Yes’

71

33.8%

91.0%

of which responded ‘No’

6

2.9%

7.7%

1

0.5%

1.3%

of which did not say
Responses without comment

132

62.9%

132

of which responded ‘Yes’

104

49.5%

78.8%

of which responded ‘No’

1

0.5%

0.8%

of which did not say

27

12.9%

20.5%

Total

210

100%

Table 2 : Level of Comments on the Vision Statement

Vision Statement
of which responded ‘Yes’
of which responded ‘No’
of which did not say
Responses without comment

Figure 2 : Level of Comments on the Vision Statement

7. Over a third (78 of 210 | 37.1%) of respondents provided comments on the Vision
Statement, excluding those who responded with ‘No’ [comment] or ‘None’.
8. Of those who commented, most (71 of the 78 | 91.0%) agreed with the Vision Statement.
These 71 comments are included in the analysis below.
9. Of those who commented, a few (6 of the 78 | 7.7%) did not agree with the Vision
Statement. These six comments are also included in the analysis below.
10. One comment was provided but the respondent did not state whether this was in
agreement with the Vision Statement.
11. Nearly two thirds (132 of 210 | 62.9%) of respondents did not provide any comments on the
Vision Statement. Of these, most respondents (104 of the 132 | 78.8%) agreed with the
Vision Statement with no additional comment, one respondent (1 of the 132 | 0.7%) did not
agree with the Vision Statement with no additional comment, and some (27 of the 132 |
20.5%) of those who did not comment also did not say whether they agreed with the Vision
Statement.

Categorisation of Comments on the Vision Statement
12. This section provides a categorisation of the comments received from respondents who
agreed with the Vision Statement and the comments received from respondents who did
not agree with the Vision Statement.
13. The comments received on the Vision Statement can be categorised as shown in the table
and figure below.
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Category
1
2

3
4
5

6
7

Degree of agreement with
Vision Statement
Completely agree with
the Vision Statement
Agree with the Vision
Statement with specific
concern
Agree with the Vision
Statement with specific
request for change
No discernible meaning
or relevance.
Do not agree with the
Vision Statement with
specific request for
Do not agree with the
Vision Statement with
specific concern
Do not agree with the
Vision Statement at all
Total

Number

Percentage

Responded
‘Yes’

Responded
‘No’

27

34.2%

27

0

42

53.2%

41

0

3

3.8%

3

0

1

1.3%

1

0

1

1.3%

0

1

4

5.1%

0

4

1

1.3%

0

1

79

100%

72

6

Table 3 : Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Vision Statement

Vision Statement
Completely agree with the Vision Statement
Agree with the Vision Statement with specific concern
Agree with the Vision Statement with specific request for
change
No discernible meaning or relevance.
Do not agree with the Vision Statement with specific
request for change
Do not agree with the Vision Statement with specific
concern
Do not agree with the Vision Statement at all

Figure 3 : Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Vision Statement

14. The responses in category 1 provided complete agreement with or support for the Vision
with no request for further emphasis or material consideration. All the responses used
individual and varied wording in complete agreement with the Vision. All the responses
were from respondents who responded ‘Yes’ to the vision statement question. This category
excludes those 103 respondents who agreed with the vision statement but did not provide
any supporting comment. No further analysis of these comments is provided.
15. The responses in category 2 provided agreement with or support for the Vision Statement
and expressed certain concerns or emphasis. These have been analysed further (see below)
to determine the area of concern and whether the comment is lending support to the vision
as stated or is requesting additional emphasis in the Vision Statement itself.
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16. The responses in category 3 provided agreement with or support for the Vision Statement
but requested specific changes to it. These have been analysed further (see below) to
determine the changes requested.
17. The response in category 4 was related to areas of concern or geography outside the scope
of the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan. This comment is not dealt with further in this
analysis.
18. The response in category 5 did not agree with the vision statement and requested a change.
This has been analysed further (see below) to determine the change requested.
19. The responses in category 6 did not agree with the Vision Statement and expressed certain
concerns. These have been analysed further (see below) to determine the area of concern
or request for additional emphasis in the Vision Statement itself.
20. The response in category 7 did not agree with the Vision Statement and rejected it
completely. In this particular case the invective will not be analysed further.

Analysis of Comments on the Vision Statement
21. This section provides analysis of the respondents’ comments on the Vision Statement and
looks at the concerns expressed (categories 2 and 6) and changes requested by respondents
(categories 3 and 5). They are treated similarly to inform any potential changes that may be
beneficial to the Vision Statement.
22. Comments regarding typography and layout have not been included, however comments
that query the clarity or meaning of terms or definitions have been included as they may
indicate potential improvements to wording of the Vision and Objectives.
23.

The comments have been categorised into 15 areas of concern as shown in the table below.
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Area of Concern
Traffic
Character
Identity
Gaps
Housing
Development
Environment &
Biodiversity
Landscape
Cycling
Footpaths
Parking
Affordable
Housing
Conservation
Areas
Flooding
Green Space
Health &
Wellbeing

Number

Percentage

Agreed

Disagreed

13

18.3%

10

3

8

11.3%

8

0

8

11.3%

8

0

Local gaps and green
gaps between settlements

6

8.5%

6

0

Scale of development

6

8.5%

6

0

6

8.5%

6

0

5

7.0%

4

0

5

7.0%

4

1

3

4.2%

3

0

3

4.2%

3

0

Affordable Housing

3

4.2%

2

1

Conservation Area(s)

2

2.8%

2

0

Flooding

1

1

0

Green Space

1

1.4%
1.4%

1

0

Wellbeing

1

1.4%

1

0

Total

71

100%

65

5

Summary of Concern
Traffic volume and
speed; traffic routeing
and calming
Character of the area
Separate identity of the
Parish

Environment and
Biodiversity
Landscape character
Promotion of cycling;
provision of cycle paths
Footpaths and
pedestrian access
Parking provision for
vehicles; on-street
parking congestion

Table 4 : Areas of Concern Expressed in the Comments

24. Each area of concern is summarised below with an assessment of comments and responses
including any impact on the Vision Statement.

Concern: Traffic
25. There were 13 comments relating to Traffic from residents, of whom 10 agreed and three
disagreed with the Vision Statement. There were also comments on the Traffic and
Movement policies which are dealt with under those Policies.
26. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
The village has become The Fleet Bypass with traffic
racing through to their destinations at high speed with no
regard for the residents. Further development will make
it worse as the Street was never designed to take this
level of traffic.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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Dealing with the traffic from all the new developments,
including Calthorpe School related traffic, seems
unachievable. A “bypass” from Crookham Road to Hitches
Lane might help!
I am glad to see adequate parking and traffic
management has been included in the plan.
Traffic management as a 'vision' and success of schemes
is difficult to determine at this neighbourhood level. The
road structure has been unchanged in decades with the 3
main through roads and no plan to change in the future.
The level of traffic is already high and due to increase
with transit traffic which is not local village traffic. So this
vision needs another aspect and level of infrastructure
support to resolve the nearby conurbation traffic levels in
order to be successful. I hope this traffic vision gains
much needed support in light of increased local
developments.
“Traffic management schemes have successfully managed
the pressures on the road network from the recent
developments at Watery Lane and Grove Farm.” Which
traffic management schemes are you referring to? I am
not aware of any? It is unlikely that the increased traffic
from these estates can be managed as they will inevitably
generate much more traffic through the village.
The increased traffic alone will completely destroy the
village feel and will have a detrimental effect on the
surrounding area long term.
Traffic management schemes have NOT successfully
managed the pressures on the road network from the
Sandy Lane development, never mind the as yet unbuilt
developments at Watery Lane and Grove Farm.
Given the increase in traffic along The Street - some
consideration to traffic control - chicanes / 20mph?
Not sure what constitutes "sustainable transport" means.
And how is traffic to be "minimised?" Another stable
door; another horse.
Crookham. Village is already used as a rat run life in the
village is a complete nightmare. Current houses have
several cars on their drives with younger members unable
to move out increase the numbers travelling throughout
the village. Until there is a viable bypass around the
previous village, Crookham Village shouldn't agree to
anymore!
Consideration needs to be addressed as to the wellbeing
of residents with the increase in building, as to our
general welfare from pollution, noise and accessibility to
doctors and local transport.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
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I believe that the current road traffic exceeds safe limits.
Although I have read the relevant parts of the plan, no
emphasis seems to have been placed on speed limit
management. Personally, I regard that portion of Crondall
Road rising up Brookhill to be one of the most dangerous
roads I know of. There is limited visibility (especially in
summer when leaves are on the trees) exacerbated by
the layout and nature of the road. At one point the road
is so narrow that, in theory, two Ford 'Focus' cars cannot
pass each other. The evidence is clear to see, the verges
are severely damaged, hubcaps and smashed wing
mirrors are evident.
The area we live in is already struggling with increased
traffic due to the new build at Crookham Park. Every day I
see problems with too many cars on the roads.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

Table 5: Comments and Responses related to Traffic in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
27. No changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to Traffic.
28. Some responses express concern about traffic levels and management. All of these are
outside the scope of the Neighbourhood Plan.
29. Some responses express a concern for sustainable and/or public transport options.
Sustainable transport (that which pays for itself) has been proven not to exist in Crookham
Village parish as, despite public requests for a bus service, only a handful of residents
actually used them when we had them. There would appear to be little point in creating a
vision that is beyond the ability of the Neighbourhood Plan’s to achieve.

Concern: Character
30. There were eight comments relating to Character of the area from residents, of whom all
agreed with the Vision Statement.
31. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Clear preservation of village feel, facilities and
environment.
I agree it is very important to preserve the character of
the village, including its separate identity and therefore
the preservation of the rural nature with the local gap
between Fleet/Church Crookham and Dogmersfield.
Yes, in the most part, such as invaluable aspects of
historic, character, growth, conservation and green
infrastructure. […]The 'linear-nature' is an important facet
of some parts of the 'Old Village', but not all parts as
there's small existing roads and areas a few houses deep;
locations both well-established and new at Hillside,
Knights Close, Veronica Drive, Stroud Ln, Meadowbrook.
These are some of many examples that are not linear

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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along the 3 main roads, so care about using this term to
determine the village is needed in certain and important
areas, but not all as some established areas and roads are
different. The idea to use this to protect against future
projection into actual countryside against the creation of
new roads such as at Crossways is important, I think it
should be targeted in its use as a current descriptor of the
village because there are established exceptions to this
with roads and cul-de-sacs that should also be
recognised.
The key is retaining the linear character of The Street and
the green fields behind. Cross Farm development is not
needed or welcome.
Love our Village and we need to keep this a village. I
understand the need for extra housing but this needs to
be minimal and not to turn our beautiful landscaping into
a town!
It is important that the Parish remains striking for the high
quality of design in keeping with the established
characters of the three main settlements (the old village
of Crookham Village, Netherhouse Moor and Zebon
Copse)
Let's protect what's left of our village
There is too much emphasis on protecting Crookham
Village (separation, views, etc.) which will inevitably push
development towards the other areas of the parish.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 6: Comments and Responses relating to the Character of the Parish in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
32. No changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to the character of the Parish.
33. There is support for maintaining the character of the parish as this is already included in the
Vision Statement.

Concern: Identity
34. There were eight comments relating to the Identity of the area from residents, of whom all
agreed with the Vision Statement.
35. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
I agree it is very important to preserve the character of
the village, including its separate identity and therefore
the preservation of the rural nature with the local gap
between Fleet/Church Crookham and Dogmersfield.
The Old Village settlement MUST preserved its separate
identity as an historic Hampshire village.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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Local issues need to be dealt in conjunction with Parish
Councils who have the full information and the local
interests at the centre of residents.
The vision statement addresses all relevant points in
relation to the future development of the parish up to
2032, especially referring to the retention of local gaps to
maintain the rural identity of Crookham Village Parish.
It’s important as it aims to maintain the identity and
character of the Parish
A good effort to maintain individual identity
There is [also] a distinct line between Fleet and Church
Crookham at the moment. I don't want it to become part
of Fleet.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 7: Comments and Responses related to Identity in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
36. No changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to the identity of the Parish.
37. There is support for maintaining the separate identity of the parish as the separate identity
of the parish is already included early in the Vision Statement.

Concern: Gaps
38. There were six comments relating to the need for gaps from residents, of whom all agreed
with the Vision Statement.
39. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Protect and maintain green gaps between urban areas.
I agree it is very important to preserve the character of
the village, including its separate identity and therefore
the preservation of the rural nature with the local gap
between Fleet/Church Crookham and Dogmersfield.
Local gaps and open views over the country side are
essential.
The vision statement addresses all relevant points in
relation to the future development of the parish up to
2032, especially referring to the retention of local gaps to
maintain the rural identity of Crookham Village Parish.
It's important to maintain the gaps between the
settlements and keep as much green and wildlife with any
new development.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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The vision can be and must be attained as per the mission
statement "The local gaps between the Old Village and
the urban areas of Fleet and Church Crookham have been
preserved and each settlement within the Parish retains
its own character and open and green spaces."

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 8: Comments and Responses related to Gaps in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
40. No changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to gaps.
41. There is support for maintaining the gaps between settlements as local gaps are already a
part of the Vision Statement.

Concern: Housing Development
42. There were six comments relating to the further housing development in the area from
residents, of whom all agreed with the Vision Statement.
43. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
The statement ''This growth has come from the
development of smaller housing sites ...' won't be true, it
will have come largely from the Watery Lane and Grove
Farm developments which are larger housing sites.
Perhaps it should be reworded as 'Any further growth
comes from the sustainable development of smaller
housing sites ...'.
We need protect the village from over development.
The vision maybe impossible to realise in the light of
already approved development which will continue to
create the reverse. It is good to at least have some sense
of where we would like to be aiming for in the
forthcoming years.
On the whole I agree, but I cannot support any
development which would see a build of 4 or more
properties anywhere in the community. It would be out of
keeping with the character and landscape of the parish.
No more building in the village please.
I wouldn't want the area to have physically grown in size
any more than it will do with Watery Lane and Grove
Farm.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

Table 9: Comments and Responses related to Housing Development in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
44. No changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to further development in the
Parish.
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45. There is support for the Vision in terms of the parish. Although there are concerns expressed
about the levels of growth, further growth from smaller developments represented the
highest level of comment from the original consultation and despite the volume of housing
from the developments at Watery Lane and Grove Farm, this remains the strategy for the
Neighbourhood Plan. It simply means that this strategy will not be required until very late in
the plan period.

Concern: Environment and Biodiversity
46. There were six comments relating to the landscape and biodiversity of the area from
residents, of whom all agreed with the Vision Statement.
47. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
I agree with the vision. The emphasis on protecting our
local habitat is very important to me.
Paragraph 3 refers to 'biodiversity and ecosystem
services'. What is the definition of an 'ecosystem service'?
Is 'service' the correct term?
p21 Objectives Is there a reference for the definition of
the term 'Green Infrastructure design' as this does not
seem to be defined. p22 Landscape and Natural
Environment, first bullet. Where is the 'upper Hart Valley'
defined? Which area is the 'key wildlife corridor'?
The vision statement addresses all relevant points in
relation to the future development of the parish up to
2032, especially referring to […] the protection of bio
diversity in the Parish.
it's important to [...] keep as much green and wildlife with
any new development.
We need to protect the Crookham environment

Response
This concern is addressed by a minor
change to the wording of the Vision
Statement in the Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern is noted and is addressed
by inclusion in the Glossary of Terms
and Abbreviations in the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern is noted and is addressed
by inclusion in the Glossary of Terms
and Abbreviations in the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 10: Comments and Responses relating to the Environment and Biodiversity in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
48. No changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to the environment and
biodiversity.
49. There is support for protecting the environment and maintaining biodiversity.
50. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 10 above.

Concern: Landscape Character
51. There were six comments relating to the landscape character in the area from residents, of
whom all agreed with the Vision Statement.
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52. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
I think that it is well thought out and takes into account
the requirement to preserve the striking natural
landscape.
Yes, in the most part, such as invaluable aspects of
historic, character, growth, conservation and green
infrastructure. The idea to use this to protect against
future projection into actual countryside against the
creation of new roads such as at Crossways is important.
I understand the need for extra housing but this needs to
be minimal and not to turn our beautiful landscaping into
a town!
A shame agricultural land isn't valued in any way other
than through "views" and "habitats." How will these
things fare when the occupants of 700 new houses are
trampling all over the place?

Improving the countryside should include the clearing of
ditches and laying of hedges.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
While it is agreed that the majority of
the landscape and views in the Parish
are managed land, none of the land in
the Parish is classified as being of high
agricultural value. As there is no
evidence from the original
consultation to support the inclusion
of a specific vision statement relating
to the preservation of this land for
agricultural purposes, it is not
proposed to change the vision for this
comment
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 11: Comments and Responses relating to Landscape Character in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
53. No changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to landscape character.
54. There is support for maintaining the landscape character of the Parish.

Concern: Cycling
55. There were five comments relating to cycling from residents, four of whom agreed and one
of whom disagreed with the Vision Statement.
56. The comments with proposed responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring
no change to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are
highlighted in yellow.
Comment
I agree with the general aspiration to improve cycling
provision. This will be essential to offset increased road
traffic, maintain access to surrounding settlements and to
promote cycling as a healthy family activity. This area is

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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known for its good recreational cycling access to
surrounding areas. This should be protected and
strengthened.
As a young person who can't drive I think it is important
to have better cycleways and footpaths. We have lots of
school kids in our parish and it would be great to have
safer ways to get to school without having to drive.
There is no provision for cycle paths from Watery Lane,
Grove Farm or Zebon Copse, into Fleet.
Cycle network can help to minimize the car use in the
area.
It is extremely important to get the infrastructure right as
roads are already congested. Cycle paths are also
essential to try and cut down on cars

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 12: Comments and Responses relating to cycling in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
57. No changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to cycling.
58. Residents generally agree with the Vision Statement. Cycleways and improvement to
cycleways are already mentioned several times in the Vision and Objectives.

Concern: Footpaths
59. There were three comments relating to cycling from residents, all of whom agreed with the
Vision Statement.
60. The comments with proposed responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring
no change to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are
highlighted in yellow.
Comment
Continued improvement on safe footpaths (eg prohibit
car parking on them).
As a young person who can't drive I think it is important
to have better cycleways and footpaths. We have lots of
school kids in our parish and it would be great to have
safer ways to get to school without having to drive.
I would like to see something in the vision outlining an
improvement in overall pedestrian safety, particularly
along The Street. Something like - our children regularly
use the pavement and path networks and feel safe when
using them to walk to school.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Vision Statement in the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Wording changed to include
pedestrian safety.

Table 13: Comments and Responses relating to footpaths in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
61. No major changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to footpaths.
62. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 11 above.
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63. These responses agree with the Vision Statement. Footpaths are mentioned several times in
the Vision and Objectives.

Concern: Parking
64. There were three comments relating to parking from residents, all of whom agreed with the
Vision Statement.
65. The comments with proposed responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring
no change to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are
highlighted in yellow.
Comment
I am glad to see adequate parking and traffic
management has been included in the plan.
IT IS ESSENTIAL THAT Developments and conversions that
leave properties below Hart’s minimum parking standards
SHOULD have been prohibited.
Given that Hart's minimum parking standards do not
seem to be fit for purpose in ensuring developers meet
the need for levels of rural parking allocation in our area,
should the standard mentioned here reflect our
aspirations?

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 14: Comments and Responses relating to parking in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
66. No changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to parking.
67. These responses agree with the Vision Statement.
68. As Hart’s parking standards have recently been revoked, the Neighbourhood Plan has been
updated to include a new parking policy for the Neighbourhood Plan area to provide a
parking standard for the Parish.

Concern: Affordable Housing
69. There were three comments relating to affordable housing from residents, two of whom
agreed and one of whom disagreed with the Vision Statement.
70. The comments with proposed responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring
no change to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are
highlighted in yellow.
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Comment
I support the idea of affordable housing for younger local
people. The new and planned development are driving
our young people out of the area.
Will there be affordable houses for young people?
The vision continuously states ‘affordable housing’ as the
sole reason for building and yet none of these houses are
actually affordable. The prices of houses within each new
development just rises exponentially.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 15: Comments and Responses related to affordable housing in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
71. No changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to affordable housing.
72. There is support for the early mention of affordable housing in the Vision Statement.

Concern: Conservation Areas
73. There were two comments relating to conservation area(s) from residents, both of whom
agreed with the Vision Statement.
74. The comments with proposed responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring
no change to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are
highlighted in yellow.
Comment
Preserving the views from the village is also important for
the character of the conservation area.
I do agree mostly what I don’t agree on is the potential
development in conservation areas even on a small scale.
These are conservation areas for a reason, to be
conserved.....

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 16: Comments and Responses related to conservation areas in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
75. As Conservation Areas appear several times in the Vision and Objectives there are no
changes suggested by the responses received.

Concern: Flooding
76. There was one comment relating to flooding from a resident who agreed with the Vision
Statement.
77. The comments with proposed responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring
no change to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are
highlighted in yellow.
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Comment
My biggest concern is Flooding and whether the
infrastructure can cope as climate change makes
excessive rainfall more likely. The vision seems to be
aware of this.

Response
Although there is no change to the
Vision Statement, a new Policy on
Prevention of Flooding has been added
to the Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 17: Comments and Responses related to flooding in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
78. No major changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to concerns over the risk
of flooding.
79. Although there is no evidence from the original consultation to support a change to the
Vision Statement, as a result of this consultation the Neighbourhood Plan has been changed
to include a new Policy on Prevention of Flooding. It should be noted that freedom from
fear of flooding is a basic tenet of the NPPF and so does not need to be included in the
Vision Statement for the Neighbourhood Plan.

Concern: Green Space
80. There was one comment relating to green space from a resident who agreed with the Vision
Statement.
81. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Protecting Green Space is essential

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 18: Comments and Responses related to green space in the Vision Statement

Impact on Vision Statement
82. No changes are suggested by the responses received.

Concern: Health And Wellbeing
83. There was one comment relating to flooding from a resident who agreed with the Vision
Statement.
84. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Consideration needs to be addressed to the wellbeing of
residents with the increase in building, as to our general
welfare from pollution, noise and accessibility to doctors
and local transport.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
These aspects are outside the scope of
the plan which relates specifically to
development to which health and
wellbeing can only be catered for by
means of additional provision of
leisure facilities etc. Health facilities
are already dealt with by means of the
surgery on Watery Lane which is inside
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the parish and pollution and noise are
outside scope.

Impact on Vision Statement:
85. No changes are required to the Vision Statement with regard to health and wellbeing.

Summary and Recommendations
Level of Agreement with the Vision
86. There is a large degree of agreement with the Vision. 96% of respondents who answered
the question “Do you agree with the vision for Crookham Village Parish (Page 20)?”
responded ‘Yes’. Only 4% who answered the question responded ‘No’.
87. 37% of respondents provided comments on the Vision. Of these, 91% agreed with the Vision
but expressed specific concerns or suggested improvements. The remaining 8% of
comments were from respondents who did not agree with the Vision.
88. The major concerns expressed by respondents are the ability to deal with Traffic, support for
preserving the Character of the parish, maintaining its separate identity and keeping gaps to
(not coalescing with) adjacent settlements.
89. Additional significant concerns are support for maintaining landscape character and
protecting and enhancing the environment and biodiversity.

Suggested Changes to the Vision and Objectives
90. No major changes are required to the Vision.
91. Minor changes to the narrative around the Policy, wording or terminology of the Policies are
recommended for the reasons described in the body of this document under the section
headings ‘Impact on Vision Statement’.
92. These also include some typographical, reference and consistency improvements.
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Analysis of Consultation Responses on the Policy on Settlement Boundaries
in the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan
(Pre-Submission Consultation version, January 2019)

Introduction
1. Section 3 of the Neighbourhood Plan contains a number of Policies and rationale with
references to supporting material. The Policies are grouped into five main areas:
•

Settlement Boundary

•

Built Environment Policies and Sustainable Development Principles

•

Sense of Place and Protection of Assets

•

Landscape and Natural Environment Policies

•

Traffic and Movement Policies.

2. The section on Settlement Boundary is pages 25 to 25 of the Neighbourhood Plan. This
contains Policy SB01 – Settlement Boundaries.
3. This paper analyses the responses received from the Consultation in February and March
2019 in response to the question “Do you agree with the policy on Settlement Boundaries?
(Page 25).”

Level of Agreement with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries
4. Responses received to the Consultation in response to the question “Do you agree with the
policy on Settlement Boundaries? (Page 25)” were as shown in Table 1 and Figure 1 below 2.
Response

Response meaning

Number

Percentage

Percentage of
Responses

167

78.8%

93.3%
6.7%

Yes

Agree with the Policy

No

Do not agree with the Policy

12

5.7%

No Response

33

15.6%

212

100%

Total

100%

Table 19: Level of Agreement with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries

Duplicate response lines from the same respondent have not been counted.
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Settlement Boundaries
Agree with the Policy
Do not agree with the Policy
No Response

Figure 4: Level of agreement with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries

5. A large majority of the responses received to this question (167 of 179 | 93.3%) were in
agreement with the Policy, answering ‘Yes’ to the question.
6. A few responses (12 of 179 | 6.7%) were not in agreement, answering ‘No’ to the question.
However as the comments show, this answer can be interpreted either as opposition to the
Policy or as requiring some change or improvement. This is addressed in the section
‘Categorisation of Comments on the Policy on Settlement Boundaries’ below.

Level of Comments on the Policy on Settlement Boundaries
7. Responses received to the Consultation were as shown in Table 2 below.
Comment on the Policy on
Settlement Boundaries

Number

Percentage

Number

Responses with comment

43

20.5%

43

Percentage

Percentage
within
Category

15.7%

76.7%

of which responded ‘Yes’

33

of which responded ‘No’

10

4.8%

23.3%

of which did not say

0

0.0%

0.0%

Responses without comment

167

79.5%

167

of which responded ‘Yes’

134

63.8%

80.2%

of which responded ‘No’

2

1.0%

1.2%

of which did not say

31

14.8%

18.6%

Total

210

100%

Table 20: Level of Comments on the Policy on Settlement Boundaries

Settlement Boundaries
of which responded ‘Yes’
of which responded ‘No’
of which did not say
Responses without
comment
Figure 5: Level of Comments on the Policy on Settlement Boundaries
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8. Only a fifth (43 of 210 |20.5%) of respondents provided comments on the Policy on
Settlement Boundaries, excluding those who responded with ‘No’ [comment] or ‘None’.
9. Of those who commented, just over three quarters (33 of the 43 |76.7%) agreed with the
Policy on Settlement Boundaries. These comments are included in the analysis below.
10. Of those who commented, almost one quarter (10 of the 43 | 23.3%) did not agree with the
Policy on Settlement Boundaries. These comments are also included in the analysis below.
11. Four-fifths (167 of 210 | 79.5%) of respondents did not provide any comments on the Policy
on Settlement Boundaries. Of these, four-fifths (134 of the 167 | 80.2%) agreed with the
Policy on Settlement Boundaries with no additional comment, two respondents (2 of the
157 |1.2%) did not agree with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries with no additional
comment, and one fifth (31 of the 167 |18.6%) of those who did not comment also did not
say whether they agreed with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries.

Categorisation of Comments on the Policy on Settlement
Boundaries
12. This section provides a categorisation of the comments received from respondents who
agreed with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries and the comments received from
respondents who did not agree with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries.
13. The comments received on the Policy on Settlement Boundaries can be categorised as
shown in Table 3 below.
Category
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Degree of agreement with the
Policy on Settlement
Boundaries
Completely agree with the
Policy
Agree with the Policy with
specific concern
Agree with the Policy with
specific request for change
No discernible meaning or
relevance.
Do not agree with the Policy
with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policy
with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policy at
all
Total

Number

Percentage

Responded
‘Yes’

Responded
‘No’

16

38.1%

6

0

14

33.3%

14

0

2

4.8%

2

0

0

0.0%

0

0

1

2.4%

0

1

9

21.4%

0

9

0

0.0%

0

0

42

100%

22

10

Table 21: Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries
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Settlement Boundaries
Completely agree with the Policy
Agree with the Policy with specific concern
Agree with the Policy with specific request for change
No discernible meaning or relevance.
Do not agree with the Policy with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policy with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policy at all
Figure 6: Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries

14. The responses in category 1 provided complete agreement with or support for the Policy
with no request for further emphasis or material consideration. All the responses used
individual and varied wording in complete agreement with the Policy. All the responses
were from respondents who responded ‘Yes’ to the Policy on Settlement Boundaries
question. This category excludes those 134 respondents who agreed with the Policy on
Settlement Boundaries but did not provide any supporting comment. Where these can be
related to an area of concern expressed by other responses they are included in the analysis
of those comments.
15. The responses in category 2 provided agreement with or support for the Policy on
Settlement Boundaries and expressed certain concerns or emphasis. These have been
analysed further (see below) to determine the area of concern and whether the comment is
lending support to the Policy as stated or is requesting additional emphasis in the Policy on
Settlement Boundaries itself.
16. The responses in category 3 provided agreement with or support for the Policy on
Settlement Boundaries but requested specific changes to it. These have been analysed
further (see below) to determine the changes requested.
17. There were no responses in category 4 related to areas of concern or geography outside the
scope of the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan.
18. The one response in category 5 did not agree with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries and
requested a change. This has been analysed further (see below) to determine the change
requested.
19. The responses in category 6 did not agree with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries and
expressed certain concerns. These have been analysed further (see below) to determine the
area of concern or request for additional emphasis in the Policy on Settlement Boundaries
itself.
20. There were no responses in category 7 which did not agree with the Policy on Settlement
Boundaries and rejected it completely.

Analysis of Comments on the Policy on Settlement Boundaries
21. This section provides analysis of the respondents’ comments on the Policy on Settlement
Boundaries and looks at the concerns expressed (categories 2 and 6) and changes requested
by respondents (categories 3 and 5). They are treated similarly to inform any potential
changes that may be beneficial to the Policy on Settlement Boundaries.
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22. Comments regarding typography and layout have not been included, however comments
that query the clarity or meaning of terms or definitions have been included as they may
indicate potential improvements to wording of the Policy.
23. The comments have been categorised into the areas of concern as shown in Table 4 below.
Area of Concern

Summary of Concern

Number

Percentage

Agree

Disagree

11

22.9%

6

5

8

16.7%

7

1

1

2.1%

0

1

1

2.1%

0

1

5

10.4%

5

0

4

8.3%

3

1

10

20.8%

9

1

3

6.3%

2

1

5

10.4%

3

2

48

100%

35

13

Too dense; too large;
insufficient screening;
counter to Objectives;
Grove Farm
should include green
space; should be in
Crookham Village;
should be part of Fleet.
Too dense; too large; in
the wrong place; should
Watery Lane
include green space;
should be in Crookham
Village.
Should be part of Church
Zebon Copse
Crookham
Should be part of Church
Netherhouse Moor
Crookham
Should maintain linear
Crookham Village
character
Already approved
development is not
Over-development
required and excessive;
no more development.
Maintain, protect and
Enforcement of
enforce Settlement
Settlement
Boundary. Prevent
Boundary
backland development.
Separation of Crookham
Gaps
Village from Fleet and
Church Crookham.
Naming of streets. Policy
Specific Issues
Maps. Other specific
issues.
Total
Table 22: Areas of Concern Expressed in the Comments

24. Each area of concern is summarised below with an assessment of comments and responses
including any impact on the Policy on Settlement Boundaries.

Concern: Grove Farm
25. There were 11 comments relating to Grove Farm from residents, of whom six agreed and
five disagreed with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries.
26. Although understanding that this development has been agreed, residents express concern
about the scale and density of the Grove Farm development and feel that its urban nature is
more suited to Fleet than Crookham Village.
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27. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
I think that Grove Farm should be part of Fleet, as nothing
in its character is sympathetic to Crookham Village.
Sensible to incorporate the new developments and those
given planning permission to date.
I have concerns about the density of the Watery Lane and
the Grove Farm developments. It is important that
neither are allowed to extend beyond the currently
proposed boundaries as further extension would have a
disproportionately negative impact on biodiversity and
the robustness of the ecosystem, which would become
too fragmented.
They are too far over and allows for too much
development.
I would say […] Grove Farm off Hitches Lane falls into
Fleet and Crookham Village.

I agree that new development where planning approval
has been given is included in the new settlement
boundary.
Development on or around the Tump, which is
highlighted as being of local importance in terms of visual
amenity, separation and rural identity is counter intuitive
to the overall goals of the plan.
The settlement boundaries aren't enough. There may be
boundaries but on a daily basis the boundaries still affect
the village, people using the village as a short cut makes
life miserable for the residents. Take the new Grove Farm
building boundary, a thin copse which is see through for 6
months of the year, how can this be an acceptable
boundary?
It’s disappointing that the settlement boundary now
includes Grove Farm and Watery Lane but I understand
why this is so.
If there is future development extending the settlement
boundaries there should be plenty of green space within
those boundaries.

Response
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council and
the next part of the comment is noted
but no change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This has been checked and it is
confirmed that the northern boundary
of the proposed development lies
within the parish boundary.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This will be subject to the planning
applications put forward and will be
outside the scope of this policy
change. Any green spaces on future
developments will be considered for
protection as protected open space.
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This seems to be sensible, reflecting what will be after
those areas with current planning permission have been
built.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Table 23: Comments and Responses related to Grove Farm

Impact on Policy on Settlement Boundaries
28. No changes are required to the Policy on Settlement Boundaries related to Grove Farm.

Concern: Watery Lane
29. There were eight comments relating to Watery Lane from residents, of whom seven agreed
and one disagreed with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries.
30. Although understanding that this development has been agreed, residents express concern
about the scale and density of the Watery Lane development and felt that it is in the wrong
place.
31. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Sensible to incorporate the new developments and those
given planning permission to date.
I have concerns about the density of the Watery Lane and
the Grove Farm developments. It is important that
neither are allowed to extend beyond the currently
proposed boundaries as further extension would have a
disproportionately negative impact on biodiversity and
the and the robustness of the ecosystem, which would
become too fragmented.
They are too far over and allows for too much
development.
I agree that new development where planning approval
has been given is included in the new settlement
boundary.
It’s disappointing that the settlement boundary now
includes Grove Farm and Watery Lane but I understand
why this is so.
Watery Lane is the wrong place to build houses for
reasons of traffic congestion, travel to work, and travel to
school. But that horse has bolted.
If there is future development extending the settlement
boundaries there should be plenty of green space within
those boundaries.

Response
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council and
the next part of the comment is noted
but no change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This will be subject to the planning
applications put forward and will be
outside the scope of this policy
change. Any green spaces on future
developments will be considered for
protection as protected open space.
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This seems to be sensible, reflecting what will be after
those areas with current planning permission have been
built.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Table 24: Comments and Responses related to Watery Lane

Impact on Policy on Settlement Boundaries
32. No changes are required to the Policy on Settlement Boundaries related to Watery Lane.

Concern: Zebon Copse
33. There was one comment relating to Zebon Copse from a resident, who disagreed with the
Policy on Settlement Boundaries.
34. This comment may express a concern that some areas of the parish are already losing their
identity to Church Crookham.
35. The comment and response are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
I would say Zebon Copse and Netherhouse Moor is
Church Crookham.
Table 25: Comments and Responses related to Zebon Copse

Response
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

Impact on Policy on Settlement Boundaries
36. No changes are required to the Policy on Settlement Boundaries related to Zebon Copse.

Concern: Netherhouse Moor
37. One comment comes from the same resident as paragraph 35, who does not agree with the
policy on Settlement Boundaries.
38. This comment may express a concern that some areas of the parish are already losing their
identity to Church Crookham.
39. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
I would say Zebon Copse and Netherhouse Moor is
Church Crookham.
Table 26: Comments and Responses related to Netherhouse Moor

Response
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

Impact on Policy on Settlement Boundaries
40. No changes are required to the Policy on Settlement Boundaries related to Netherhouse
Moor.

Concern: Crookham Village
41. There were five comments relating to Watery Lane from residents, of whom all agreed with
the Policy on Settlement Boundaries.
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42. The comments reinforce the comments received on the Vision Statement of the desire to
keep Crookham Village as a village and a linear settlement.
43. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Sensible to incorporate the new developments and those
given planning permission to date.
Keep the Village as a linear settlement. Please.
Isn't the new development in Crookham Village now
called Tudgey Gardens?

I agree that new development where planning approval
has been given is included in the new settlement
boundary.
Maintains Crookham Village as a village
Table 27: Comments and Responses related to Crookham Village

Response
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern is noted and has been
addressed by a change to the wording
of the narrative in the Neighbourhood
Plan.
Correct ‘Knight’s Close’ [sic] to ‘Tudgey
Gardens’
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Impact on Policy on Settlement Boundaries
44. No major changes are required to the Policy on Settlement Boundaries related to Crookham
Village.
45. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 9 above.

Concern: Over-Development
46. There were four comments relating to over-development from residents, of whom three
agreed and one disagreed with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries.
47. Residents recognise that the settlement boundary represents what has already been
approved.
48. Comments express concern about the scale and density of the recently-approved large
developments in the parish particularly at Watery Lane and Grove Farm. These are grouped
here under ‘Over-development’ because they are not specifically about the settlement
boundary around the new sites.
49. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
The settlement boundary represents current agreed
developments, I imagine we cannot turn the clock back,
but this already presents overdevelopment, in my
opinion.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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The degree of growth within the parish is already
excessive for the needs of the parish with the addition of
Watery Lane and Grove Farm. Even more growth is NOT
needed in the plan.
This is an important and broadly sensible section, but I
think it ought to be set down clearly in writing that there
should be no further development beyond the odd house
here and there in the old village because there just isn't
the infrastructure to support what we already have
around us, let alone more. Why, exactly, does the Parish
need to "accommodate a degree of growth to survive?"

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This concern is noted and has been
addressed by a change to the wording
of the narrative in the Neighbourhood
Plan.
Change wording ‘to survive’.

Table 28: Comments and Responses related to Over-Development

Impact on Policy on Settlement Boundaries
50. No major changes are required to the Policy on Settlement Boundaries related to Overdevelopment.
51. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 9 above.

Concern: Enforcement of Settlement Boundary
52. There were four comments relating to enforcement or management of the Settlement
Boundary from residents, of whom nine agreed and one disagreed with the Policy on
Settlement Boundaries.
53. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Sensible to incorporate the new developments and those
given planning permission to date.
It is important that neither [Grove Farm or Watery Lane]
are allowed to extend beyond the currently proposed
boundaries as further extension would have a
disproportionately negative impact on biodiversity and
the and the robustness of the ecosystem, which would
become too fragmented.
The extension of the settlement boundaries will allow for
development of new developments but will still preserve
the character of Crookham Village.
If to keep within boundaries, and include nature
reservations to accompany the wildlife in and around
these newly built areas. Why is there no farmland
recuperated? Since a lot of these new developments
were built upon pre-existing farmland, anyway!
The boundaries represent a fair balance: they reflect
consented realities on the ground and also the policies
(for gap, character, environment) within the policy.
It is great to see that the revised settlement boundary
accords with the revisions to the settlement boundary in
the Hart District Council Local Plan submission version.

Response
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
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They just keep expanding little by little hoping that
nobody will realise. Each new amendment to each new
planning application just ‘sneaks’ a few extras in. This is
done solely, strategically, maliciously and greedily to
avoid having to provide essential services. It is a
scandalous practise.
The settlement boundary should be maintained and
protected to prevent backland development. It should
also be rigorously policed to prevent developers from
building across our open spaces and then expecting the
Settlement Boundary to be moved.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

Table 29: Comments and Responses related to Enforcement of the Settlement Boundary

54. No changes are required to the Policy on Settlement Boundaries related to enforcement of
the Settlement Boundary.

Concern: Gaps
55. There were three comments relating to gaps from residents, of whom two agreed and one
disagreed with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries.
56. One resident disagrees with the policy because it loses the separation between Crookham
Village and Fleet / Church Crookham, and one agrees with the policy because it maintains
that same separation.
57. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
The proposed extension of the settlement boundary
appears to allow for development such that Crookham
Village will lose its identity and become indistinguishable
from Church Crookham and Fleet; there is complete loss
of any green/countryside areas to separate the village
from the town.
The revised boundary accepts the inevitable of the
already granted planning permissions and looks to
preserve the separation of the various urban areas.
Very important to retain the rural nature of the parish
and stop coalescence.
Table 30: Comments and Responses related to Gaps

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Impact on Policy on Settlement Boundaries
58. No changes are required to the Policy on Settlement Boundaries related to gaps.

Concern: Specific Issues
59. There were five comments relating to specific issues from residents, of whom three agreed
and two disagreed with the Policy on Settlement Boundaries.
60. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
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Comment
The Policy purpose of the Settlement Boundary is
important, but it must be correct and be empowered to
reflect the intent of policy enabling directed and
appropriate development.
There have been
commercialised developments at Grove Farm, Zebon
Copse, Knights Cl and others on valuable countryside
irrespective of GEN or RUR policies. Then the SB is
changed retrospectively to encompass these. The
principle of the village or method of growth of individual
buildings of character built over time is not the same as
large-scale development. However, these commercialised
developments built on countryside did not meet Rural
policy or conservation guidance at that time, yet these
estates gained approval. How will the SB be used or
changed to allocate the areas for individual building
development so that contained growth continues in the
way this village has naturally grown and should grow in
the future? The SB in this NP is a replica of the LP. I
cited an example to the District Council LP and NP of an
illogical SB location, which placed proven and historic
residential land outside the SB. This policy perspective is
meant to place countryside outside and urban or
residential land within the Settlement, leaving
countryside outside. The SB in this case divides the
Historic Plot Boundary of Willow Cottage, Stroud Lane.
The evidence of this is through centuries of deeds and
legal documents that the land use is only residential.
Only a handful of other plots have the SB through their
titles. But these comparators also have different legal
status or covenants on these lands, which are agricultural
and woodland, so that the residential land resides within
the SB and the other land status resides outside the SB as
'countryside'; there are no such restrictions on the
historic plot of Willow Cottage. It is an outlier relative to
the surrounding Boundary. The residential status of this
dwelling and curtilage is also documented in the County
Council Statement as a defined component of the
Settlement Crookham Village. The Local Authority have
admitted that this is likely to be a mistake but admitted
they do not know why, how and when this occurred.
They also stated that they would not alter this and
directed me to the Parish Council for their delegated
authority to amend. Other NPs (such as Hartley Wintney)
have made changes to the extant HDC 1996 SB and
included areas and sites that are different to the LP SB.
HDC have assured that this is can be done and that these
will be absorbed by the LP in turn so they are then
aligned, which illustrates what is possible. I have made
representations to HDC from Feb 18 to get this amended;

Response
This relates to a specific case matter
that cannot be addressed by the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This request amounts to site allocation
and would disadvantage other
landowners in a similar position. It has
not been agreed and a formal
response [has been] provided.
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they have directed this issue to the Parish and this NP to
alter this Boundary. I have consulted the Parish Council
since May 18 and made written representation from Sep
18. I have evidence when and explanation why this
occurred through a land exchange between neighbours
(1957) of a Residential portion of land to the west for an
Agricultural strip to the north. Subsequently, the District
Council formed the initial SB following a ‘mining rights’
line on the map and deed, not the actual plot perimeter
and only enclosed a part of the extant residential
curtilage. This meant Residential land was left,
incorrectly, outside this new Boundary. This has not been
corrected since, as it has not been investigated until now.
The Parish Council requested I make representation
through this forum for authority to empower this
Boundary change. I would like this unusual discrepancy
addressed by amending the SB around the defendable
boundary of the whole curtilage of Willow Cottage to
reflect the previous nature, the current and historic use
and extant legal status of the land.
p25 Figure 4. and description of Settlement Boundary
This whole thing is confusing. This figure is referred to as
the 'Proposals Map' but the Fig 4 title calls it the
Crookham Village proposed Settlement Boundary. As the
'proposals' are in fact agreed developments, perhaps it
should be clear that this is the actual settlement
Boundary and it should be referred to and legended as
the 'Settlement Boundary Map'. Or perhaps the key
should be that the red line is the Current 'Settlement
Boundary' and the blue line is the 'Future Additions to
Settlement Boundary'.
p25 Settlement Boundary. First para refers to 'the
existing settlement boundaries ... around each of the
settlements'. However figure 4 only shows two
Settlement Boundaries, the 'Settlement Boundary' and
the 'Proposed addition to SB'. It does not show
settlement boundaries (plural) around the existing
settlements.

p27 Policy SB01 Settlement Boundaries The name of this
policy implies that there are multiple settlement
boundaries. Is this correct? This policy requires an
introduction. Suggest using the first para on p28.
p27 and elsewhere What is the function of the green
boxes? Is this the wording of the Policy? Should this be
explained, for example in the Introduction to the policies
(p24) you could say 'The Policy wording for each Policy is
highlighted in a green box. Supporting text and rationale

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy SB01.
Changed legend and references to the
Figure on Settlement Boundary(ies).

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy SB01.
Clarify wording on Settlement
Boundary(ies).
Each settlement has a separate
settlement boundary so there are
several in the Parish. The changes
affect only the adjacent settlement
boundary.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy SB01.
Changed legend and references to the
Figure on Settlement Boundary(ies).
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
narrative in the Neighbourhood Plan.
Provided explanation of layout and
formatting in the Introduction.
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is not included in the wording of the policy but should be
read in conjunction with the Policy.'
p27 Rationale for Policy The rationale for the policy
(para 1) says it defines 'a Crookham Village Parish
Settlement Boundary' (singular). It then goes on in para 2
to describe 'These settlement boundaries...' How many
settlement boundaries or Settlement Boundaries are
there? Which other settlement boundaries are being
referred to in para 2?
p27 Rationale refers to Proposals Map. There is no
Proposals Map.

p28 First para. This looks like an introduction to the
Rationale for the Policy and should perhaps be the first
paragraph of the rationale, or should be above the policy
box for Policy SB01?
p28 Evidence. First paragraph refers to 'The revised
settlement boundary'. Where is that defined? Is it the
same as the 'Settlement Boundary' plus the 'Proposed
Addition to SB' shown on Fig 4? The 'Proposed addition
to SB' should be defined as ONLY the extent of the
additional developments which have already received
planning approval as defined at p28 6th bullet. Watery
Lane (Land At Watery Lane - 14/00504/MAJOR), Grove
Farm (Land North of Netherhouse Copse 16/01651/OUT) and Brambleside/Tudgey Gardens (Land
At Knight Close - 14/01152/MAJOR).
p28 Evidence 2nd bullet. Link to Hart Local Plan Strategy
and Sites. I am concerned that this document does not
define the Settlement Boundary for Crookham Village. It
refers to a Policies Map. Hart has proposed changes to its
Policies Map as part of the Local Plan Examination
process, the changes are described in the document
'Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies Map' which
can be found at [the Hart planning website]. This (finally)
refers to the Council's online maps at
https://maps.hart.gov.uk/. Here you have to carefully
select the 'Parishes' boundaries under 'Council and
Democracy' and select the 'Settlement Boundaries' under
'Local Plan - General Policies'. This does not show the
'Proposed addition to SB' shown in Figure 4.
p28 Evidence 3rd bullet. This link does not appear as a
hyperlink (although it operates as one in the electronic
version of the document) p28 Evidence 3rd bullet. This
link does not appear as a hyperlink (although it operates
as one in the electronic version of the document)
Is it really necessary to destroy every single inch of
available land? Surely the small coppice, pond and
quadrant of meadow which houses an old water trough

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy SB01.
Clarified wording and definition of
Settlement Boundary(ies).d

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy SB01.
Changed legend and references to the
Figure on Settlement Boundary(ies).
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy SB01.
Paragraph moved within the Rationale.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy SB01.
Clarified wording and definition of
Settlement Boundary(ies).

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy SB01.
Improved maps.
The proposed changes to the
settlement boundary by the
Neighbourhood Plan have been
checked to ensure that they exactly
match the same changes in the Hart
District Council Local Plan.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy SB01.
Corrected hyperlinks.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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to the north of the public footpath and bordering
Hawkins Grove and Swan Way could be left as natural as
possible. What is there to gain from a few extra houses?
When there is more to lose in terms of nature, green
space and real human well-being. This is a glorious space
and wildlife corridor. I do have seen snakes [in] this area
for the first time in 15 years of walking regularly in this
area.

These green spaces lie outside both
the current and proposed revised
settlement boundary.

Table 31: Comments and Responses on specific issues

Impact on Policy on Settlement Boundaries
61. No major changes are required to the Policy on Settlement Boundaries related to the
specific issue raised.
62. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 13 above.

Summary and Recommendations
Level of Agreement with the Policy
63. There was a large degree of agreement with the Policy. 93% of respondents who answered
the question “Do you agree with the policy on Settlement Boundaries? (Page 25)” responded
‘Yes’. Only 7% who answered the question responded ‘No’.
64. 20% of respondents provided comments on the Policy. Of these, 77% agreed with the Policy
and expressed specific concerns or suggested improvements. Also of these, 23% did not
agree with the Policy and expressed specific concerns.
65. The major concerns expressed by respondents were the inclusion within the settlement
boundary of the large developments recently approved (on appeal) in the parish, their scale
and density and whether this represents over-development as it is not required for the
needs of the parish.
66. The other significant concern was how the settlement boundary can be enforced to ensure
that further development creep can be avoided.

Suggested Changes to Policy SB01
67. No major changes are required to this Policy.
68. Minor changes to the narrative around the Policy, wording or terminology of the Policies are
recommended as described in the body of this document under the section headings
‘Impact on Policy on Settlement Boundaries’. These also include some typographical,
reference and consistency improvements.
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Analysis of Consultation Responses on the Policy on the Built Environment
and Sustainable Development in the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan
(Pre-Submission Consultation version, January 2019)

Introduction
1. Section 3 of the Neighbourhood Plan contains a number of Policies and rationale with
references to supporting material. The Policies are grouped into five main areas:
•

Settlement Boundary

•

Built Environment Policies and Sustainable Development Principles

•

Sense of Place and Protection of Assets

•

Landscape and Natural Environment Policies

•

Traffic and Movement Policies.

2. The section on the Built Environment and Sustainable Development is pages 29 to 43 of the
Neighbourhood Plan. This contains the following Policies:
•

Policy BE01 – Sustainable Development Principles

•

Policy BE02 – General Design Principles, Including New Developments

•

Policy BE03 – Design Principles for Crookham Village Ward Character Area

•

Policy BE04 – Design Principles for Zebon Copse Ward Character Area

•

Policy BE05 – Design Principles for Netherhouse Moor Ward Character Area

•

Policy BE06 – Development of Footpath and Cycleway Networks.

3. This paper analyses the responses received from the Consultation in February and March
2019 in response to the question “Do you agree with the policies relating to the Built
Environment and Sustainable Development? (Page 29).”

Level of Agreement with the Policies on the Built Environment
and Sustainable Development
4. Responses received to the Consultation in response to the question “Do you agree with the
policies on the Built Environment and Sustainable Development? (Page 29)” were as shown
in the table and figure below. 3
Response

Response meaning

Number

Percentage

Percentage of
Responses

174

97.2%
2.8%

Yes

Agree with the Policies

No

Do not agree with the Policies

5

82.9%
2.4%

No Response

31

14.8%

210

100%

Blank

Total

100%

Table 32 : Level of Agreement with the Policies on the Built Environment and Sustainable Development

Duplicate response lines from the same respondent have not been counted.
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Built Environment and Sustainable Development
Agree with the Policies
Do not agree with the Policies
No Response

Figure 7 : Level of Agreement with the Policies on the Built Environment and Sustainable Development

5. A large majority of the responses received to this question (173 of 178 responses or 97.2%)
were in agreement with the Policies, answering ‘Yes’ to the question.
6. A few responses (5 of 178 or 2.8% of responses) were not in agreement, answering ‘No’ to
the question. However as the comments show, this answer can be interpreted either as
opposition to the Policies or as requiring some change or improvement. This is addressed in
the section ‘Categorisation of Comments on the Policies on the Built Environment and
Sustainable Development’ below.

Level of Comments on the Policies on the Built Environment and
Sustainable Development
7. Responses received to the Consultation were as shown in Table 2 below.
Category

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Degree of agreement with the
Policies on the Built
Environment and Sustainable
Development
Completely agree with the
Policies
Agree with the Policies with
specific concern
Agree with the Policies with
specific request for change
No discernible meaning or
relevance.
Do not agree with the Policies
with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policies
with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policies
at all
Total

Number

Percentage

Responded
‘Yes’

Responded
‘No’

18

38.3%

18

0

18

38.3%

18

0

5

10.6%

5

0

1

2.1%

1

0

0

0.0%

0

0

3

6.4%

0

3

2

4.3%

0

2

47

100%

42

5

Table 33 : Level of Comments on the Policies on the Built Environment and Sustainable Development
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Built Environment and Sustainable Development
of which responded ‘Yes’
of which responded ‘No’
of which did not say
Responses without
comment
Figure 8 : Level of Comments on the Policies on the Built Environment and Sustainable Development

8. Over a fifth (47 of 210 or 22.4%) of respondents provided comments on the Policies on the
Built Environment and Sustainable Development, excluding those who responded with ‘No’
[comment] or ‘None’.
9. Of those who commented, the vast majority (41 of 47 or 87.2%) agreed with the Policies.
These comments are included in the analysis below.
10. One respondent who commented did not say whether they agreed with the Policies.
11. Of those who commented, a few (5 of 47 or 10.6%) did not agree with the Policies. These
comments are also included in the analysis below.
12. Nearly four-fifths (163 of 210 or 77.6%) of respondents did not provide any comments on
the Policies on The Built Environment and Sustainable Development.
13. Of those who did not comment, four-fifths (132 of 163 or 81.0%) agreed with the Policies
with no additional comment.
14. Of those who did not comment, no respondents did not agree with the Policies.
15. Of those who did not comment, one fifth (31 of 163 or 19.0%) also did not say whether they
agreed with the Policies.

Categorisation of Comments on the Policies on the Built
Environment and Sustainable Development
16. This section provides a categorisation of the comments received from respondents who
agreed with the Policies on The Built Environment and Sustainable Development and the
comments received from respondents who did not agree with the Policies on The Built
Environment and Sustainable Development.
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17. The comments received on the Policies on The Built Environment and Sustainable
Development can be categorised as shown in Table 3 below.
Category

1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Degree of agreement with the
Policies on the Built
Environment and Sustainable
Development
Completely agree with the
Policies
Agree with the Policies with
specific concern
Agree with the Policies with
specific request for change
No discernible meaning or
relevance.
Do not agree with the Policies
with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policies
with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policies
at all
Total

Number

Percentage

Responded
‘Yes’

Responded
‘No’

18

38.3%

18

0

18

38.3%

18

0

5

10.6%

5

0

1

2.1%

1

0

0

0.0%

0

0

3

6.4%

0

3

2

4.3%

0

2

47

100%

42

5

Table 34 : Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Policies on The Built Environment and
Sustainable Development

Built Environment and Sustainable Development
Completely agree with the Policies
Agree with the Policies with specific concern
Agree with the Policies with specific request for change
No discernible meaning or relevance.
Do not agree with the Policies with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policies with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policies at all
Figure 9: Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Policies on The Built Environment and
Sustainable Development

18. The responses in category 1 provided complete agreement with or support for the Policies
with no request for further emphasis or material consideration. All the responses used
individual and varied wording in complete agreement with the Policies. This category
excludes those 134 respondents who agreed with the Policies on the Built Environment and
Sustainable Development but did not provide any supporting comment. No further analysis
of these comments is provided.
19. The responses in category 2 provided agreement with or support for the Policies on the Built
Environment and Sustainable Development and expressed certain concerns or emphasis.
These have been analysed further (see below) to determine the area of concern and
whether the comment is lending support to the Policies as stated or is requesting additional
emphasis in the Policies on The Built Environment and Sustainable Development itself.
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20. The responses in category 3 provided agreement with or support for the Policies on The Built
Environment and Sustainable Development but requested specific changes to it. These have
been analysed further (see below) to determine the changes requested.
21. The response in category 4 related to areas of concern or geography outside the scope of
the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan.
22. The responses in category 5 did not agree with the Policies on the Built Environment and
Sustainable Development and requested a change. These have been analysed further (see
below) to determine the change requested.
23. The responses in category 6 did not agree with the Policies on the Built Environment and
Sustainable Development and expressed certain concerns. These have been analysed
further (see below) to determine the area of concern or request for additional emphasis in
the Policies itself.
24. The responses in category 7 did not agree with the Policies on the Built Environment and
Sustainable Development and rejected it completely.

Analysis of Comments on the Policies on the Built Environment
and Sustainable Development
25. This section provides analysis of the respondents’ comments on the Policies on the Built
Environment and Sustainable Development and looks at the concerns expressed (categories
2 and 6) and changes requested by respondents (categories 3 and 5). They are treated
similarly to inform any potential changes that may be beneficial to the Policies on The Built
Environment and Sustainable Development.
26. Comments regarding typography and layout have not been included, however comments
that query the clarity or meaning of terms or definitions have been included as they may
indicate potential improvements to wording of the Policies.
27. The comments have been categorised by Policies as shown in Table 4 below.
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Area of
Concern

Number

Percentage

Agree

Disagree

9

47.4%

7

2

4

21.1%

3

1

1

5.3%

1

0

Keep green areas on ZC.
Should mention play
BE04 Zebon
areas. Policy name needs
Copse
to include Watery Lane
not just Zebon Copse.

2

10.5%

2

0

BE05
Policy name needs to
Netherhouse include Grove Farm not
just Netherhouse Moor.
Moor

1

5.3%

1

0

2

10.5%

2

0

19

100%

16

3

BE01
Sustainable
Developmen
t Principles

Summary of Concern

Definition of sustainable.
Further expansion is not
sustainable.
Infrastructure is
important. There are no
schools or doctors.

Strong support for BE02.
Provide individual
BE02
buildings of character.
General Protect and improve
Design
open spaces and
Principles biodiversity. Fix Figure 5.
Suggested improved text
for BE02 Rationale.
Figure 5 to include
BE03
Tudgey Gardens in CV
Crookham Character area.
Village
Consistency of
terminology.

Move to transport and
BE06
movement section. More
Footpath &
emphasis on cycle
Cycleway
network. Add bridleways
Networks
and multi-use paths.
Total

Table 35 : Areas of Concern Expressed in the Comments

28. Each area of concern is summarised below with an assessment of comments and responses
including any impact on the Policies on The Built Environment and Sustainable Development.

Concern: Policy BE01 Sustainable Development Principles
29. There were nine comments relating to Sustainable Development Principles from residents,
of whom seven agreed and two disagreed with the Policies on the Built Environment and
Sustainable Development.
30. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
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Comment
Definition of Sustainable Development seems fluid and
often seems directed at sustaining developers’ profits.
We all know that some development is needed, but
decisions need to reflect the huge expansion of the
recent past, and to acknowledge that land is a finite
resource.
Infrastructure is important, we have no schools or doctors
surgery within the area, this adds to the necessity of car
transport (we have no buses), and the use of cars. There
is no mention of improving the roads.

No new infrastructure, no new building!
These principles are important: Follow the principles of
good quality design which respects the local character
and appearance of the setting of the development and
the surrounding area such that developments are
appropriate in scale and design to the surroundings and
satisfy the environmental policies below Contribute
(where appropriate) to maintaining or enhancing the
historic conservation areas and character of Crookham
Village Have regard to the need to make efficient use of
land by encouraging the reuse of previously developed
land. If development is enabled it should meet these with
individual buildings of character.
It does not go far enough in terms of sustainability, eg:
shouldn't all new housing have solar power? Planning
permission has been granted to front property in the
village with black railings which are not in keeping and
look ugly; suited to urban property but not a rural village
I'm not clear whether this applies to the already agreed
developments in addition to any future development. I
hope does but I am also concerned that it, in some way,
indicates approval for future developments provided they
meet the criteria. Should there be emphasis on an overall
restriction of development in the Ward?

No further development is necessary in an already
overburden area which is currently threatened by both
the overbearing build /sustainability environment. The
Parish Council is trying to balance both and need the

Response
The definition of sustainable
development is set by Government
(NPPF) and it is beyond the scope of
the NP to attempt to change this.
However this concern is noted and has
been addressed by inclusion in the
Glossary of Terms and Abbreviations in
the Neighbourhood Plan.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
A new Doctor’s surgery is proposed as
part of the Watery Lane development
which lies within the parish.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This is what the Neighbourhood Plan
policies are designed to do.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council and
the next part of the concern relates to
a specific case matter that cannot be
addressed by the Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE01.
The NP can only control and influence
new development and cannot be used
to change planning applications which
have already been granted. The
Neighbourhood Plan is designed to
govern new applications although
mere compliance with policies does
not guarantee acceptance – this will
also be based on need.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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authority to implement what is considered best for the
local residents not the developers.
All housing developments by the big building companies
look the same - wherever they build in the UK. If there is
genuine intention to respect 'the local character and
appearance' of areas, it would be lovely if this was indeed
visible in the dwellings and developments.
This is most definitely not ‘sustainable’ when everything
is being bulldozed, destroyed, over populated, over
crowded etc. And in keeping with the quaint, historic
village detailed at the beginning of this document.
Consideration needs to be addressed as to the wellbeing
of residents with the increase in building, as to our
general welfare from pollution, noise and accessibility to
doctors and local transport.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
New developments for which planning
permission has not yet been granted
are required to adhere to these
principles
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Refer to Glossary for definition of
Sustainable Development.
This concern is noted but no change is
proposed to the Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 36: Comments and Responses related to Policy BE01

Impact on Policy BE01
31. No major changes are required to Policy BE01 Sustainable Development Principles.
32. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 5 above.
33. Highways, health and education are already included in the Policy so these comments
appear to be in further support.

Concern: Policy BE02 General Design Principles
34. There were four comments relating to General Design Principles from residents, of whom
three agreed and one disagreed with the Policies on the Built Environment and Sustainable
Development.
35. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
We should seek to protect and improve open spaces and
biodiversity and not have them eroded further by in-fill
developments, garden-grabbing or larger development
schemes.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

There is no introduction to this Policy.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE02.
Added Introduction.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE02.
Referred to the figures.

There is no introduction to Figure 5 so not sure why it
appears here. This figure is not referenced anywhere in
the text.
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There should be a title to this section, covering Policies
BE03, BE04 and BE05 something like 'Settlement
Character Areas'. It might make more sense to call this
figure the 'Settlement Character Areas' or the 'Built
Environment Character Areas' and relate it or co-locate it
with the section on the Settlement Boundary. That way
you would have one clear Settlement Boundary with
three distinct Settlement Character Areas within it.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE02.
A separate introduction has been
included and several of the figures
moved and/or enhanced.

Names may be inappropriate: The Old Village is no longer
just the Old Village it now includes Tudgey Gardens.
Netherhouse Moor is no longer just Netherhouse Moor it
will include Grove Farm (>400 dwellings) and new
community facility. Zebon Copse is no longer just Zebon
Copse it will include Watery Lane/ Albany Park (>300
dwellings) and expanded community facility.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE02.
While it is agreed that Tudgey Gardens
is a new development within the
character area of the “Old Village”,
Grove Farm and Watery Lane are not
extensions to the character areas of
Zebon Copse and Netherhouse Moor
but are likely to form new character
areas when they are built. Until this
time, they will not be included.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE02.

On figure 5 the red outline is legended as 'Crookham
Village' which is inconsistent with the text in the rationale
for BE02 which refers to the 'Old Village'.
The Rationale should be split up into three short
paragraphs to introduce the three Settlement Character
Areas. The descriptions should attempt to summarise
the character of those areas and refer to the associated
policy on design principles (BE03, BE04 and BE05).

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE02.

Please add 'The Old Village is surrounded by open
countryside on all sides, contains the CV Conservation
Area and is adjacent to the Dogmersfield and Basingstoke
Canal Conservation Areas.'

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE02.

A separate paragraph describing the Zebon Copse +
Watery Lane Area should include mention of the addition
of housing (and other facilities) at Watery Lane within the
future Settlement Boundary. It should state that, whilst
at present subject to Reserved Matters planning, the
Watery Lane development is expected to be part of the
Zebon Copse Settlement Character Area and to have a
similar character to the existing Zebon Copse estate.
Please add 'This Character Area has open countryside on
two sides although it adjoins Church Crookham on two
other sides.'

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE02.
The comment has been added but
comments re Watery Lane cannot be
added as the development has not
been built. Additionally, the character
of this area, based on the Reserve
Matters application, will high density
to meet Government guidelines and so
be very different from the Zebon
Copse character area. When built it
will form its own character area for the
purposes of the Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE02.
The comment has been added but
comments re Grove Farm cannot be
added as the development has not
been built. Additionally, the character

There should be a separate paragraph describing the
Netherhouse Moor Area which should include the
addition of housing (and other facilities) at Grove Farm.
Please add 'This Character Area has open countryside on
two sides although it adjoins Fleet and Church Crookham
on the other two sides. This open aspect will be retained
when it is expanded to include Land North Of
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Netherhouse Copse as it will still adjoin fields and the
extension to Edenbrook Country Park on two sides.'

P33 Evidence 5th bullet 'surrounding' should be
'surroundings'.
6th bullet should be 'conserving and enhancing
biodiversity'.
All housing developments by the big building companies
look the same - wherever they build in the UK. If there is
genuine intention to respect 'the local character and
appearance' of areas, it would be lovely if this was indeed
visible in the dwellings and developments. Furthermore,
recent developments in the area have shown that there is
NEVER sufficient car parking space allowed per dwelling;
the narrowed roads within developments become almost
impassable due to homeowners leaving their vehicles on
the roads. This is likely to delay or even prevent
emergency vehicles accessing their destinations.
Consideration needs to be addressed as to the wellbeing
of residents with the increase in building, as to our
general welfare from pollution, noise and accessibility to
doctors and local transport.

of this area, based on the Reserve
Matters applications, will high density
to meet Government guidelines and so
be very different from the
Netherhouse Moor character area.
When built it will form its own
character area for the purposes of the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE02.
This concern is noted but no change is
proposed to the Neighbourhood Plan.
The purpose of the Neighbourhood
Plan is to attempt to deal with all of
these points.

This concern is noted but no change is
proposed to the Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 37: Comments and Responses related to Policy BE02

Impact on Policy BE02
36. No major changes are required to Policy BE02 General Design Principles.
37. Minor change have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 6 above.
38. It is not proposed to change the commentary on either the Zebon Copse or Netherhouse
character areas to include Watery Lane and Grove Farm until these developments are
actually built. Given the changes in the latest planning regulations, it is likely that both
developments will have a very different built form, e.g. they will be much higher density and
style to the adjacent areas. For this reason, it is likely that both will form a separate
character areas. The Neighbourhood Plan will be updated to reflect this when these
developments have been built.

Concern: Policy BE03 Crookham Village
39. There was one comments relating to Crookham Village from a resident, who agreed with the
Policies on the Built Environment and Sustainable Development.
40. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
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Comment
Refer to Figure 5 for the definition of the Old Village
Character Area.
Refer to Figure 6 for the Conservation Areas.
Please add that this area contains the only two public
houses for the Parish, the WI Hut and the Crookham
Street Social Club. It also contains the garage workshops,
the Kiln workshops, the Grove Farm workshops and a Post
office, although does not contain any school or doctors.
It therefore forms, for many, the social and employment
heart of the Parish.

Response
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE03.
Additional text and figures moved to
the appropriate area.

Table 38: Comments and Responses relating to Policy BE03

Impact on Policy BE03
41. No major changes are required to Policy BE03 Crookham Village.
42. Minor change have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 7 above.

Concern: Policy BE04 Zebon Copse
43. There were two comments relating to Zebon Copse from residents, of whom both agreed
with the Policies on the Built Environment and Sustainable Development.
44. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Too much infilling results in degradation of the living
space i.e. please keep green areas on Zebon Copse.
Policy BE04 should refer to Figure 5 for the definition of
the Zebon Copse Character Area.
Not sure what the relevance of the District Council voting
areas is when it say 'Zebon copse lies in Crookham West
ward'
There is no mention of play areas at Zebon Copse (but
there is mention of them at Netherhouse Moor). Aren't
there any play areas in the Zebon Copse area, such as
those at Zebon Community Centre?

Response
This concern is noted but no change is
proposed to the Neighbourhood Plan.
It is covered by the Policy on Protected
Open Space.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE04.
Added reference to play areas in
Zebon Copse.
CVPC is a warded parish council and
Zebon Ward is the ward designation
for this area.

Table 39 : Comments and Responses related to Policy BE04

Impact on Policy BE04
45. No major changes are required to Policy BE03 Zebon Copse.
46. Minor change have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 8 above.

Concern: Policy BE05 Netherhouse Moor
47. There was one comments relating to Netherhouse Moor from a resident, who agreed with
the Policies on the Built Environment and Sustainable Development.
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48. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Policy BE05 should refer to Figure 5 for the definition of
the Netherhouse Moor Character Area.
In the Rationale this area should be referred to as a
character area rather than a settlement.

Response
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE05.

Table 40 : Comments and Responses related to Policy BE05

Impact on Policy BE05
49. No major changes are required to Policy BE05 Netherhouse Moor.
50. Minor change have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 9 above.

Concern: Policy BE06 Footpath and Cycleway Networks
51. There were two comments relating to footpaths and cycleway networks from residents, of
whom both agreed with the Policies on the Built Environment and Sustainable Development.
52. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
I would like to see greater emphasis on, and commitment
to, improving the cycling network.
The plan makes no mention of bridleways/multiuse paths.
Horse riding is an historic part of this area's character and
its amenity value should not be written off by omission
from this vision.
This policy with associated figures and rationale might be
better placed in the transport and movement section and
become a TM Policy because
a) Footpaths and Cycleways are not only required in the
Built Environment, they are required to connect them,
b) the associated Figure 8 show footpaths and BOATS that
are outside the Built Environment (the settlement
boundaries shown elsewhere)
c) this policy talks about joined-up networks and
connection from the parish to essential facilities outside
the parish.
d) the Rationale for this Policy is the same as or similar to
the Rationale for Policy TM02.

Response
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE06.
Added bridleways

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE06.
However the policy has not been
moved as it will have a greater impact
if it remains as part of the built
environment policies where it can be
enforced as part of the travel plan
accompanying all significant
developments.

If moving there it should remain as a Policy rather than an
Aspiration.
P43 This policy mentions essential facilities in Fleet and
CC such as health facilities. Part of the Crondall GP
surgery and dispensary catchment area extends up into
Crookham Village, so should routes to Crondall be
included in this policy?

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE06.
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Figure 10 repeats Figure 6, is not referred to anywhere in
the text and is not needed.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy BE06.

Table 41 : Comments and Responses relating to Policy BE06

Impact on Policy BE06
53. No major changes are required to Policy BE06 Footpath and Cycleway Networks.
54. Minor change have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 10 above.

Summary and Recommendations
Level of Agreement with the Policy
55. There was a large degree of agreement with the Policies on the Built Environment and
Sustainable Development. 97% of respondents who answered the question “Do you agree
with the policies on The Built Environment and Sustainable Development? (Page 25)”
responded ‘Yes’. Only 3% who answered the question responded ‘No’.
56. 22% of respondents provided comments on the Policies. Of these, 87% agreed with the
Policies but expressed specific concerns or suggested improvements and 11% of
respondents did not agree with the Policies but their comments supplied reasons why.
57. The major concerns expressed by respondents were the sustainability of new developments
in a village setting, protecting and improving open spaces and biodiversity.
58. There were also suggested improvements to the Footpath & Cycleways policy.

Suggested Changes to the Policies
59. There were no major changes proposed to the Policies.
60. Minor changes to the narrative around the Policy, wording or terminology of the Policies are
recommended as described in the body of this document under the section headings
‘Impact on Policy’. These also include some typographical, reference and consistency
improvements.
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Analysis of Consultation Responses on the Policy on the Sense of Place and
Protection of Assets in the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan
(Pre-Submission Consultation version, January 2019)

Introduction
1. Section 3 of the Neighbourhood Plan contains a number of Policies and rationale with
references to supporting material. The Policies are grouped into five main areas:
•

Settlement Boundary

•

Built Environment Policies and Sustainable Development Principles

•

Sense of Place and Protection of Assets

•

Landscape and Natural Environment Policies

•

Traffic and Movement Policies.

2. The section on the Sense of Place and Protection of Assets is pages 46 to 65 of the
Neighbourhood Plan. This contains the following Policies:
•

Policy PA01 – Crookham Village Conservation Area

•

Policy PA02 – Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area

•

Policy PA03 – Dogmersfield Conservation Area

•

Policy PA04 – Protection of Historic Assets

•

Policy PA05 – Protection of Assets of Community Value

3. This paper analyses the responses received from the Consultation in February and March
2019 in response to the question “Do you agree with the policies relating to the Sense of
Place and Protection of Assets? (Page 46).”
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Level of Agreement with the Policy on Sense of Place and
Protection of Assets
Responses received to the Consultation in response to the question “Do you agree with the policies
relating to the Sense of Place and Protection of Assets (Page 46)?” were as shown in Table 1 and Figure 1
below. 4
Response

Response meaning

Number

Percentage

Percentage of
Responses

168

80.0%

96.6%
3.4%

Yes

Agree with the Policy on Sense of
Place and Protection of Assets

No

Do not agree with the Policy on Sense
of Place and Protection of Assets

6

2.9%

No Response

36

17.1%

210

100%

Total

100%

Table 42 : Level of Agreement with the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets

Sense of Place and Protection of Assets
Agree with the Policy on Sense of
Place and Protection of Assets
Do not agree with the Policy on Sense
of Place and Protection of Assets
No Response

Figure 10 : Level of agreement with the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets

4. A large majority of the responses received to this question (168 of 174 responses | 96.6%)
were in agreement with the Policies, answering ‘Yes’ to the question.
5. A few responses (6 of 174 responses | 3.4%) were not in agreement, answering ‘No’ to the
question. However as the comments show, this answer can be interpreted either as
opposition to the Policies or as requiring some change or improvement. These comments
are therefore included in the analysis below.

Level of Comments on the Policies on Sense of Place and
Protection of Assets
6. Responses received to the Consultation were as shown in Table 2 and Figure 2 below

Duplicate response lines from the same respondent have not been counted.
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Comment on the Policy on
Sense of Place and Protection
of Assets
Responses with comment

Number

Percentage

Number

46

21.9%

46

Percentage

Percentage
within
Category

of which responded ‘Yes’

41

19.5%

89.1%

of which responded ‘No’

5

2.4%

10.9%

of which did not say

0

0.0%

0.0%

Responses without comment

164

78.1%

164

of which responded ‘Yes’

127

60.5%

77.4%

of which responded ‘No’

1

0.5%

0.6%

of which did not say

36

17.1%

22.0%

Total

210

100%

Table 43 : Level of Comments on the Policy on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets

Sense of Place and Protection of Assets
of which responded ‘Yes’
of which responded ‘No’
of which did not say
Responses without
comment
Figure 11: Level of Comments on the Policy on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets

7. Only a fifth of respondents (46 of 210 responses | 21.9%) provided comments on the Policy,
excluding those who responded with ‘No’ [comment] or ‘None’.
8. Of those who commented, nearly nine in ten (41 of 46 comments | 89.1%) agreed with the
Policy. These comments are included in the analysis below.
9. Of those who commented, one in ten (5 of 46 comments | 10.9%) did not agree with the
Policies. These comments are also included in the analysis below.
10. Nearly four fifths (164 of 210 respondents | 78.1%) of respondents did not provide any
comments on the Policy. Of these, over three quarter (127 of 164 responses | 77.4%) agreed
with the Policy with no additional comment, one respondent (1 of 164 | 0.6%) did not agree
with the Policy with no additional comment, and nearly over one fifth (36 of 164 | 22.0%) of
those who did not comment also did not say whether they agreed with the Policy.

Categorisation of Comments on the Policy on Sense of Place and
Protection of Assets
11. This section provides a categorisation of the comments received from respondents who
agreed with the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets and the comments
received from respondents who did not agree with the Policies on Sense of Place and
Protection of Assets.
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12. The comments received on the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets can be
categorised as shown in Table 3 and Figure 3 below.
Category
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Degree of agreement with the
Policies on Sense of Place and
Protection of Assets
Completely agree with the
Policies
Agree with the Policies with
specific concern
Agree with the Policies with
specific request for change
No discernible meaning or
relevance.
Do not agree with the Policies
with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policies
with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policies
at all
Total

Number

Percentage

Responded
‘Yes’

Responded
‘No’

23

50.0%

23

0

14

30.4%

14

0

4

8.7%

4

0

0

0.0%

0

0

1

2.2%

0

1

3

6.5%

0

3

1

2.2%

0

1

46

100%

41

5

Table 44 : Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of
Assets

Sense of Place and Protection of Assets
Completely agree with the Policies
Agree with the Policies with specific concern
Agree with the Policies with specific request for change
No discernible meaning or relevance.
Do not agree with the Policies with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policies with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policies at all
Figure 12: Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of
Assets

13. The responses in category 1 provided complete agreement with or support for the Policies
with no request for further emphasis or material consideration. All the responses used
individual and varied wording in complete agreement with the Policy. All the responses
were from respondents who responded ‘Yes’ to the Policies on Sense of Place and
Protection of Assets question. This category excludes those 164 respondents who agreed
with the Policies but did not provide any supporting comment. No further analysis of these
comments is provided.
14. The responses in category 2 provided agreement with or support for the Policies on Sense of
Place and Protection of Assets and expressed certain concerns or emphasis. These have
been analysed further (see below) to determine the area of concern and whether the
comment is lending support to the Policies as stated or is requesting additional emphasis in
the Policies.
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15. The responses in category 3 provided agreement with or support for the Policies on Sense of
Place and Protection of Assets but requested specific changes to it. These have been
analysed further (see below) to determine the changes requested.
16. There were no responses in category 4 related to areas of concern or geography outside the
scope of the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan.
17. The one response in category 5 did not agree with the Policies on Sense of Place and
Protection of Assets and requested a change. This has been analysed further (see below) to
determine the change requested.
18. The responses in category 6 did not agree with the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection
of Assets and expressed certain concerns. These have been analysed further (see below) to
determine the area of concern or request for additional emphasis in the Policy on
Settlement Boundaries itself.
19. The one response in category 7 did not agree with the Policies on Sense of Place and
Protection of Assets and rejected them completely.

Analysis of Comments on the Policies on Sense of Place and
Protection of Assets
20. This section provides analysis of the respondents’ comments on the Policies on Sense of
Place and Protection of Assets and looks at the concerns expressed (categories 2 and 6) and
changes requested by respondents (categories 3 and 5). They are treated similarly to inform
any potential changes that may be beneficial to the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection
of Assets.
21. Comments regarding typography and layout have not been included, however comments
that query the clarity or meaning of terms or definitions have been included as they may
indicate potential improvements to wording of the Policies.
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The comments have been categorised into the areas of concern as shown in Table 4 below.
Area of Concern

General

PA01 Crookham
Village
Conservation Area
PA02 Basingstoke
Canal
Conservation Area
PA03 Dogmersfield
Conservation Area

PA04 Protection of
Historic Assets

PA05 Protection of
Assets of
Community Value

Summary of Concern
Character lost through
housing development;
development should
respond to local
character and reflect
Additional views, refer to
NE02, add pictures; no
development in
Conservation Area;
Correct figure references
and abbreviation; no
development in
Rewording required, see
detail; no development in
Conservation Area; don't
Need highest level of
protection; protect
heritage but accept
ideas; include GHQ line,
pill boxes & dragons
teeth; Conservation areas
Explain rationale.
Include Village Stores &
Post Office, Spice
Merchant, The
Exchequor, ZCC, open
spaces & many other
assets
Total

Number

Percentage

Agreed

Disagreed

14

28.0%

14

0

8

16.0%

6

2

4

8.0%

4

0

5

10.0%

4

1

14

28.0%

12

2

5

10.0%

4

1

50

72%

30

6

Table 45: Areas of Concern Expressed in the Comments

22. Each area of concern is summarised below with an assessment of comments and responses
including any impact on the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets.

Concern: General
23. There were 14 comments on the general introduction from residents, all of whom agreed
with the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets.
24. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
There is a risk that Crookham Village, which is rich in
character, will be diminished by the soulless and
characterless housing estates that increasingly surround it
More use of timber framed new -builds would be in
keeping with local historic properties.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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Obviously it's vital to protect our open spaces and what
little countryside we have left.
During consultation meetings, sense of place has come up
as one of the key concerns of residents and it can be hard
to pin down. Consequently, the policy provisions on
sense of place are an incredibly important part of the
Neighbourhood Plan. Similarly, the historic assets
provide a very important part of the character and sense
of place within the neighbourhood.
Important to keep local walks accessible etc.

It is important that developments respond to local
character and history, and reflect the identity of local
surroundings and materials.
I fully agree with comments relating to 'sense of place'
and 'protection of assets'.
Vitally important to the village and all residents should
appreciate them.
The recognition of a "strong sense of place" is a priority
for me.
I like the balance between preserving the best of the
existing while allowing appropriate innovation.
These are important to the village status.
Agree with the policy of establishing important design
principles.
Really important as this is what gives the area its special
character and individuality.
Absolutely vital to preserve and cherish what we already
have!

This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This concern is noted and has been
addressed by a change to the wording
of the narrative in the Neighbourhood
Plan.
This concern is noted and has been
addressed by a change to the wording
of the narrative in the Neighbourhood
Plan.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.

Table 46: Comments and Responses related to the General description of Sense of Place

Impact on General Narrative on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets
25. No major changes are required to the General introduction to these policies.
26. Minor changes have been made to the General introduction to the Sense of Place and
Protection of Assets as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 5 above.

Concern: Policy PA01 Crookham Village Conservation Area
27. There were eight comments relating to Policy PA01 from residents, of whom six agreed and
two disagreed with the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets.
28. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Important to retain the character of the conservation
area.
PA01. Should refer to figure 6. '

Response
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA01.
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'Unplanned views' should refer to figures 12 and 13.

Penultimate para repeats end of previous para.

Fig 11. Other important views not shown for example: unobstructed view from the end of FP1 behind the PO out
of the village and UP to the Cross Farm hill gives an
immediate sense that you are in the countryside and
defines the context of the conservation area;
unobstructed view from the end of FP5 out of the village
across the field and towards the canal also gives an
immediate sense that you are in the countryside and
defines the context of the conservation area. This policy
should therefore refer forward to Policy NE02 Preserving
Key Views, Figure 19 and Table 1.

Additional pictures needed to support the sense of place
for the conversation area.
Again no development to be in conservation areas.

Developments like the proposed Cross Farm development
would completely kill off the sense of place of Crookham
Village.
It is important to protect the three conservation areas of
the Parish.
I am not sure why there is there a gap on Figure 10?
The area seem to cover most of the village but the central
part of Crondall Road is excluded i.e. The Exchequer PH,
Nyasaland etc... Why?

The old village needs to be protected from too much
traffic.

Refer to Figure 6.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA01.
Refer to Figures 12 & 13.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA01.
Rationalise last two paragraphs.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA01.
The unobstructed view from FP1 up to
the Cross Farm hill is already included.
Add additional views. There are a very
large number of key views both into
and out of the conservation areas
within the parish. While every
attempt has been made to identify the
key views, it is recognised that many
variants of these views which are
similar to the key views identified but
are from a slightly different viewpoint
have had to be omitted
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA01.
Additional pictures.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
The suggestion that no further
development be allowed in the
Conservation Area is not one that can
be decided by the Neighbourhood
Plan.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This is the result of combining two
separate conservation areas into one
and the possibility of removing this
gap will be explored when the
conservation area is re-designated.
This is will not be covered by the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern is noted and has been
addressed by a change to the wording
of the narrative in the Neighbourhood
Plan. The Traffic and Movement
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I would support some denser housing in the village.
Table 47: Comments and Responses related to Policy PA01

Policies are designed to limit this as far
as possible.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Impact on Policy PA01 on Crookham Village Conservation Area
29. No major changes are required to Policy PA01.
30. Minor changes have been made to Policy PA01 as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 6
above.

Concern: Policy PA02 Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area
31. There were four comments relating to Policy PA02 from residents, all of whom agreed with
the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets.
32. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Important to retain the character of the conservation
area.
Several references to figures are incorrect.

Abbreviation BCCACAMP not needed.

Again no development to be in conservation areas.
It is important to protect the three conservation areas of
the Parish.

Table 48: Comments and Responses related to Policy PA02

Response
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA02.
Correct references to Figures.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA02.
Abbreviation not used elsewhere.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.

Impact on Policy PA02 on Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area
33. No major changes are required to Policy PA02.
34. Minor changes have been made to Policy PA02 as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 7
above.

Concern: Policy PA03 Dogmersfield Conservation Area
35. There were five comments relating to Policy PA03 from residents, of whom four agreed and
one disagreed with the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets.
36. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
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Comment
Important to retain the character of the conservation
area.
PA03. Wording doesn't make sense. (p57 Sentence does
not read correctly).
Reference to figure [11] incorrect.

'Any mature trees removed for safety reasons should be
replaced'. Why is this limited to safety reasons?

Again no development to be in conservation areas.
It is important to protect the three conservation areas of
the Parish.

Table 49: Comments and Responses related to Policy PA03

Response
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA03.
Correct wording.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA02.
Correct references to Figure 11.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA03.
Explain rationale and why it is limited
to this Conservation Area.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.

Impact on Policy PA03 on Dogmersfield Conservation Area
37. No major changes are required to Policy PA03.
38. Minor changes have been made to Policy PA03 as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 8
above.

Concern: Policy PA04 Protection of Historic Assets
39. There were 14 comments relating to Policy PA04 from residents, of whom 12 agreed and
two disagreed with the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets.
40. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Important to recognise and protect longstanding and
historical assets in the community.
Historic assets need highest level of protection.
Very good to see this documented as an objective. We
need to protect our heritage, but at the same time we
must accept and accommodate ideas that will benefit the
local area and in particular the village itself.
Yes, in particular the GHQ defence lines and positions
particular to our location. There are some in the locality
which are not recorded in this NP and it would be ideal
that these 'dragons’ teeth', other pill boxes and gun
emplacements should be recognised and preserved. An
example are the Dragons' Teeth along the River Hart near
Crondall Road as well as those cited on the Canal.

Response
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA04.
Additional historic assets (pillboxes,
gun emplacements and dragons’
teeth) added to Appendix B as
structures of local interest.
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I would like to ensure that no more of the 1930s pill boxes
are destroyed. This is an historical defensive line of great
importance
Management of conservation areas is essential to protect
heritage buildings and maintaining the character of the
village.
Reference to figure [11] incorrect.

We need to keep our history alive and protect it at all
cost.
The historic assets provide a very important part of the
character and sense of place within the neighbourhood.
My house is Grade 2 listed. It lends a great deal to the
character of the Village and at the same time it is very
fragile (with no foundations, receiving runoff water and
shaken by heavy traffic). It is vital to protect such assets
and I am glad to see the draft Neighbourhood Plan does
this.
There are a number of historic buildings within Crookham
Village, increasing building around these precious
buildings is so wrong. They have been loved and looked
after by their custodians up until now, please let this
continue with a green space around them not housing
estates.
Very little of the character is being protected. Listed
bridges keep getting destroyed, historic canal and
conservation areas means nothing nowadays.
The canal is a historic asset but has to be maintained by
volunteers and is not supported by council policies.
The canal is a historic asset but has to be maintained by
volunteers and is not supported by council policies.
We have abundant historical legacies which need
protecting for future generations and the policies address
this issue
There are very few historic assets in this area but what we
do have, we need to protect

Table 50: Comments and Responses related to Policy PA04

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA04.
Additional historic assets: pillboxes.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA02.
Correct references to Figure 11.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.

Impact on Policy PA04 on Protection of Historic Assets
41. No major changes are required to Policy PA04.
42. Minor changes have been made to Policy PA04 as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 9
above.

Concern: Policy PA05 Protection of Assets of Community Value
43. There were five comments relating to Policy PA04 from residents, of whom four agreed and
one disagreed with the Policies on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets.
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44. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Consider including the post office and PH (currently Spice
Merchant) within the Neighbourhood Plan to ensure their
status cannot be changed.
What is an asset of community value and why does it only
cover The WI Hall, the social club and the Black Horse?
What about the community centre, the Exchequer PH,
playing fields, open spaces, playgrounds, the telephone
box outside the post office, the Kiln workshops, the
triangle at the junction of Crondall Road, etc.

The village stores (incorporating the Post Office) should
maintained / protected from development for alternative
use
Why doesn't it include The Exchequer? Zebon Copse
Community Centre? There is more to the parish than The
Street - and regarding The Spice Merchant as an asset is
debatable.

Table 51: Comments and Responses related to Policy PA05

Response
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA05.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA05.
The following definition will be added
to the Rationale for this Policy: “A
building or other land is an asset of
community value if its main use has
recently been or is presently used to
further the social wellbeing or social
interests of the local community and
could do so in the future. The Localism
Act states that 'social interests' include
cultural, recreational and sporting
interests.” Communities can ask the
council to list certain assets as being of
value to the community. If an asset is
listed and then comes up for sale, the
new right will give communities that
want it six months to put together a
bid to buy it. This gives communities
an increased chance to save much
loved shops, pubs or other local
facilities.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA05.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA05.
ZCC is already in the ownership of the
Parish. Open space is under the
control of Hart District Council. It is a
debateable point as to whether the
Spice Merchant or the Exchequer
would qualify now as neither are
under threat of closure. Minor change
to policy wording to reflect that these
are assets of importance to the
community but not necessarily
community assets as per the legal
meaning of the term.

Impact on Policy PA05 on Assets of Community Value
45. No major changes are required to Policy PA05.
46. Minor changes have been made to Policy PA05 as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 10
above.
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Summary and Recommendations
Level of Agreement with the Policy
47. There was a large degree of agreement with the Policy. 96% of respondents who answered
the question “Do you agree with the policies on Sense of Place and Protection of Assets?
(Page 46)” responded ‘Yes’. Only 3% who answered the question responded ‘No’.
48. 22% of respondents provided comments on the Policy. Of these, 89% agreed with the Policy
but expressed specific concerns or suggested improvements. The 11% of respondents who
did not agree with the Policy supplied reasons why.
49. The majority of concerns or changes proposed were of a textual nature or requested the
addition of assets of community value to the Neighbourhood Plan.

Suggested Changes to the Policies
50. There were no major changes proposed to the Policies.
51. Minor changes to the narrative around the Policy, wording or terminology of the Policies are
recommended as described in the body of this document under the section headings
‘Impact on Policy’. These also include some typographical, reference and consistency
improvements.
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Analysis of Consultation Responses on the Policy on the Landscape and
Natural Environment in the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan
(Pre-Submission Consultation version, January 2019)

Introduction
1. Section 3 of the Neighbourhood Plan contains a number of Policies and rationale with references
to supporting material. The Policies are grouped into five main areas:
•

Settlement Boundary

•

Built Environment Policies and Sustainable Development Principles

•

Sense of Place and Protection of Assets

•

Landscape and Natural Environment Policies

•

Traffic and Movement Policies.

2. The section on the Landscape and Natural Environment is pages 66 to 106 of the Neighbourhood
Plan. This contains the following Policies:
•

Policy NE01 – Preserving the Gap Between Settlements

•

Policy NE02 – Preserving Key Views

•

Policy NE03 – Local Green Space

•

Policy NE04 – Protected Open Space

•

Policy NE05 – Protecting Biodiversity

3. This paper analyses the responses received from the Consultation in February and March 2019 in
response to the question “Do you agree with the policies relating to the Landscape and Natural
Environment? (Page 66).”
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Level of Agreement with the Policy on Landscape and Natural
Environment
Responses received to the Consultation in response to the question “Do you agree with the policies relating
to the Landscape and Natural Environment? (Page 66)” were as shown in Table 1 and Figure 1 below. 5
Response
Yes
No

Response meaning
Agree with the Policies on Landscape
and Natural Environment
Do not agree with the Policies on
Landscape and Natural Environment
No Response
Total

Number

Percentage

Percentage of
Responses

172

81.9%

97.7%

4

1.9%

2.3%

34

16.2%

210

100%

100%

Table 52 : Level of Agreement with the Policies on Landscape and Natural Environment

Landscape and Natural Environment
Agree with the Policies on Landscape
and Natural Environment
Do not agree with the Policies on
Landscape and Natural Environment
No Response

Figure 13 : Level of agreement with the Policies on Landscape and Natural Environment

4. A large majority of the responses received to this question (172 of 176 responses | 97.7%) were
in agreement with the Policies, answering ‘Yes’ to the question.
5. A few responses (4 of 176 responses | 2.3%) were not in agreement, answering ‘No’ to the
question. However as the comments show, this answer can be interpreted either as opposition
to the Policies or as requiring some change or improvement. This is addressed in the section
‘Summary and Recommendations’ below.

Level of Comments on the Policies on Landscape and Natural
Environment
6. Responses received to the Consultation were as shown in Table 2 and Figure 2 below

Duplicate response lines from the same respondent have not been counted.
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Comment on the Policies on
Landscape and Natural
Environment
Responses with comment

Number

Percentage

Number

46

21.9%

46

Percentage

Percentage
within
Category

of which responded ‘Yes’

41

19.5%

89.1%

of which responded ‘No’

4

1.9%

8.7%

of which did not say

1

0.5%

2.2%

Responses without comment

164

78.1%

164

of which responded ‘Yes’

131

62.4%

79.9%

of which responded ‘No’

0

0.0%

0.0%

of which did not say

33

15.7%

20.1%

Total

210

100%

Table 53 : Level of Comments on the Policy on Landscape and Natural Environment

Landscape and Natural Environment
of which responded ‘Yes’
of which responded ‘No’
of which did not say
Responses without
comment
Figure 14: Level of Comments on the Policy on Landscape and Natural Environment

7. Only a fifth of respondents (46 of 210 responses | 21.9%) provided comments on the Policies,
excluding those who responded with ‘No’ [comment] or ‘None’.
8. Of those who commented, nearly nine in ten (41 of 46 comments | 89.1%) agreed with the
Policies. These comments are included in the analysis below.
9. Of those who commented, one in ten (5 of 46 comments | 10.9%) did not agree with the
Policies. These comments are also included in the analysis below.
10. Nearly four fifths (164 of 210 respondents | 78.1%) of respondents did not provide any
comments on the Policies. Of these, four-fifths (131 of 164 responses | 79.9%) agreed with the
Policies with no additional comment, and one fifth (33 of 164 | 20.1%) of those who did not
comment also did not say whether they agreed with the Policy.

Categorisation of Comments on the Policy on Landscape and
Natural Environment
11. This section provides a categorisation of the comments received from respondents who agreed
with the Policies on Landscape and Natural Environment and the comments received from
respondents who did not agree with the Policies on Landscape and Natural Environment.
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12. The comments received on the Policies on Landscape and Natural Environment can be
categorised as shown in Table 3 and Figure 3 below.
Category
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Degree of agreement with the
Policies on Landscape and
Natural Environment
Completely agree with the
Policies
Agree with the Policies with
specific concern
Agree with the Policies with
specific request for change
No discernible meaning or
relevance.
Do not agree with the Policies
with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policies
with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policies
at all
Total

Table 54 : Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Policies on Landscape and Natural Environment

Landscape and Natural Environment
Completely agree with the Policies
Agree with the Policies with specific concern
Agree with the Policies with specific request for change
No discernible meaning or relevance.
Do not agree with the Policies with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policies with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policies at all
Figure 15: Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Policies on Landscape and Natural Environment

13. The responses in category 1 provided complete agreement with or support for the Policies with
no request for further emphasis or material consideration. All the responses used individual and
varied wording in complete agreement with the Policy. All the responses were from
respondents who responded ‘Yes’ to the Policies on Landscape and Natural Environment
question. This category excludes those 164 respondents who agreed with the Policies but did
not provide any supporting comment. No further analysis of these comments is provided.
14. The responses in category 2 provided agreement with or support for the Policies on Landscape
and Natural Environment and expressed certain concerns or emphasis. These have been
analysed further (see below) to determine the area of concern and whether the comment is
lending support to the Policies as stated or is requesting additional emphasis in the Policies.
15. The responses in category 3 provided agreement with or support for the Policies on Landscape
and Natural Environment but requested specific changes to it. These have been analysed
further (see below) to determine the changes requested.
16. There were one responses in category 4 with no discernible meaning or relevance to the
Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan.
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17. The one response in category 5 did not agree with the Policies on Landscape and Natural
Environment and requested a change. This has been analysed further (see below) to determine
the change requested.
18. The two responses in category 6 did not agree with the Policies on Landscape and Natural
Environment and expressed certain concerns. These have been analysed further (see below) to
determine the area of concern or request for additional emphasis in the Policy on Settlement
Boundaries itself.
19. The one response in category 7 did not agree with the Policies on Landscape and Natural
Environment and rejected them completely.

Analysis of Comments on the Policies on Landscape and Natural
Environment
20. This section provides analysis of the respondents’ comments on the Policies on Landscape and
Natural Environment and looks at the concerns expressed (categories 2 and 6) and changes
requested by respondents (categories 3 and 5). They are treated similarly to inform any
potential changes that may be beneficial to the Policies on Landscape and Natural Environment.
21. Comments regarding typography and layout have not been included, however comments that
query the clarity or meaning of terms or definitions have been included as they may indicate
potential improvements to wording of the Policies.
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The comments have been categorised into the areas of concern as shown in Table 4 below.
Area of Concern

Summary of Concern

Protect & preserve
natural environment,
General
wildlife corridors,
biodiversity, wellbeing of
community.
Grove Farm development
ruins local gap; preserve
NE01 Preserving local gaps and gaps
the Gap Between between settlement
Settlements
areas. Policy pushes
development towards
NHM & ZC.
Preserve views; Include
meadows S of Watery
Lane and views towards
NE02 Preserving
Falkners Copse &
Views
Redfields; Losing key
views at Hillyburrow and
The Tump.
Green spaces are
essential. Protet green
spaces, conservation
areas, water meadows
and woods, SSSIs and
NE03 Local Green
River Hart. Playing fields
Space
and play areas are not
'green' spaaes. What
special circulstances are
allowed to destroy green
space?
Include open spaces of
all types. Protect canal
and River Hart; wildlife
NE04 Protected corridors and wooded
Open Space
areas should be 'green'
spaces. Correct Fig 25.
Include open space on
Knox Close.
NE05 Protecting Protect natural habitats,
Biodiversity
deer and rare birds.
Total

Number

Percentage

Agreed

Disagreed

13

29.5%

13

0

8

18.2%

7

1

5

11.4%

4

1

8

18.2%

7

1

7

15.9%

6

1

3

6.8%

3

0

44

100%

40

4

Table 55: Areas of Concern Expressed in the Comments

22. Each area of concern is summarised below with an assessment of comments and responses
including any impact on the Policies on Landscape and the Natural Environment.

Concern: General
23. There were 13 comments relating to the general description from residents, all of whom agreed
with the Policies on the Landscape and Natural Environment.
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24. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change to
the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in yellow.
Comment
Fully support all efforts to retain and enhance.
I would prefer for there to be absolutely no further
development, but I am glad to see that the policies
address protecting as much as possible.

Response
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.

The area around the Hart River and Basingstoke Canal is a
very important wildlife corridor as stated and must be
protected from further encroachment and fragmentation.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Agreed although I feel this is getting harder to achieve as
the Government Planning Inspectors seem to reject and
ignore well-reasoned arguments as to why development
should not proceed. Watery Lane being a prime example.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

They must be maintained, protected and expanded, not
reduced.

This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.

This refers to multiple settlements. How many
settlements are there and where are they defined?

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

The principal reason cited by residents for their love of
the parish is the landscape, the green space, the
biodiversity values and the views. This component of the
Plan is thus the top priority, as it also helps secure stable
ecosystem services and supports the physical and mental
health of residents and visitors.
I love horse riding so it's a key area that needs protecting
and enhancing.
The Natural Environment is very precious and must be
conserved. Once lost it cannot be revived.
Both need careful protection & management and this
proposal endorses this important need.
Well being of local community is paramount.
Having lost so much already and about to lose even more
with Grove Farm it is vital to safeguard and enhance our
natural environment.
Absolutely vital - we have all noted how developers claim
to be enhancing the biodiversity and natural environment
by concreting it over! We moved here because of the
rural nature of the locality - and are now thinking of
moving out because of what has been stolen from us over
the years. This policy is vital to ensure we do not lose any
more!

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 56: Comments and Responses relating to the general description of Landscape and Natural Environment

Impact on the Narrative for Policies on Landscape and Natural Environment
25. There are no changes required as a result of these comments.
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Concern: Policy NE01 Preserving the Gaps Between Settlements
26. There were eight comments relating to gaps from residents, of whom seven agreed and one
disagreed with the Policies on the Landscape and Natural Environment.
27. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change to
the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in yellow.
Comment
The Grove Farm housing estate will ruin the local gap: the
“Tump” was a lovely landscape feature.
The preservation of a rural environment is paramount,
both with local gaps as shown in the diagrams, but also in
limiting building density for new developments. These
should not be overbearing given the old village
conservation areas.
It is vital to preserve the gap between the various parts of
the parish.
Vital to keep our local gaps, conservation areas and local
green spaces

Response
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support for the Neighbourhood
Plan is noted.

It is critical that the views and local gaps in Fig 18 are not
developed or spoilt. There are similar meadows south of
watery lane, to Redfields and Falkner's copse that are
equally important and the space either side of the River
Hart.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Does the Gap Between Settlements include gaps between
the different parts of the parish because those gaps
should be maintained to prevent the parish becoming one
big joined-up urban area which also joins on to Fleet,
Church Crookham and Dogmersfield.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

p68 Local Gaps were previously defined in the Hart Local
Plan, however I understand that, following the
examination hearings for the Hart Local Plan, NBE2 is
being subsumed into the landscape character policy of
Hart Local Plan.

This concern has been addresses by a
change to the evidence base for this
policy.

p68 The reference to Figure 12 should be to Figure 18.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE01.
Correct figure reference.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

OK if you live in Crookham Village but pushes all the
development outwards towards Netherhouse Moor and
Zebon Copse.
Table 57: Comments and Responses relating to Policy NE01

Impact on Policy NE01 on Preserving the Gaps Between Settlements
28. No major changes are required to Policy NE01 Preserving the Gaps Between Settlements.
29. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 6 above.
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Concern: NE02 Preserving Views
30. There were five comments relating to preserving views from residents, of whom four agreed and
one disagreed with the Policies on the Landscape and Natural Environment.
31. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change to
the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in yellow.
Comment
It is critical that the views and local gaps in Fig 18 are not
developed or spoilt. There are similar meadows south of
watery lane, to Redfields and Falkner's copse that are
equally important and the space either side of the River
Hart.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Views are very important to the sense of place and
character of the area not only for inhabitants but for the
many people who visit here for walks and recreation. Noone wants to go for a walk along paths between lots of
houses.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

p69 Reference to Figures 13-16 should presumably be
Figures 19 - 22.

p78 Figure 20 does not show any views despite being
entitled 'Views around the Crookham Village
Conservation Area'. This figure is not required and
references to it could refer to Figure 11 instead

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE02.
Correct figure reference.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE01.

OK if you live in Crookham Village but pushes all the
development outwards towards Netherhouse Moor and
Zebon Copse.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This policy is vital to ensure we do not lose any more!
What a pity that we are about to lose local key views from
Hillyburrow and The Tump.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 58: Comments and Responses relating to Policy NE02

Impact on Policy NE02 on Preserving Views
32. No major changes are required to Policy NE02 Preserving Views.
33. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 7 above.

Concern: Policy NE03 Local Green Space
34. There were eight comments relating to local green space from residents, of whom seven agreed
and one disagreed with the Policies on the Landscape and Natural Environment.
35. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change to
the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in yellow.
Comment
With the ever increasing population it is very important
that local green spaces are protected, as defined in this
plan. The Basingstoke Canal is already suffering from
heavy "footfall" and the banks and towpaths eroding.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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Please keep our water meadows and woods.
The playing fields at the Zebon Community Centre on
Zebon Copse; the Crescent in Crookham Village and the
play areas at Lea Green are open spaces. Whereas the
wooded areas and wildlife corridors etc. are green spaces.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Our local green spaces are greatly appreciated and valued
by local people. However, it is of concern that increasing
use of the canal in particular has caused damage to the
towpaths which has necessitated a large amount of
remedial work. Frequent human traffic also causes
disturbance to wildlife within the vicinity. It is an SSSI but
this has not deterred planning permissions from being
granted in the area. Tributaries of the River Hart are also
being encroached upon by development. Leisure
activities in these areas should not be promoted. Human
reliance on the natural world is becoming more
understood and future Planning should now take this
seriously.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

What is the meaning of the term Local Green Space?

This concern is noted and has been
addressed by inclusion in the Glossary
of Terms and Abbreviations in the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern has been addressed by
including a reference to a Definitive
Maps document.

p82 Figure 23 - Local Green Space Unfortunately the
legend on this figure is too small to read. Please explain
clearly what is designated by the green and pink areas
shown on the maps. If this cannot be resolved perhaps
this figure needs to be split into three?
p82 Figure 23 is repeating what is in Figures 27 and 29
and presumably what should be in Figure 28.

p84 references to Figures 31-33 should reference figs 24
to 26

It is vital to protect the remaining Green Spaces and to
value the Conservation areas and thus uphold the
Landscape and Natural Environment.
Green spaces are essential for wild life sustainability and
for the mental and physical health of the local population.
Agree (although not sure about the "get out clause" for
very special circumstances - like what?)
Table 59: Comments and Responses relating to Policy NE03

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE02.
Rationalise figures.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE02.
Correct figure reference.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy NE04.

Impact on Policy NE03 on Local Green Space
36. No major changes are required to Policy NE03 Local Green Space.
37. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 8 above.
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38. Responses suggest that use of the Basingstoke Canal for leisure activity and a transport corridor
should not be promoted as it is an SSSI. However as a transport corridor was its original
purpose, and it is heavily used for leisure activity, this seems unrealistic.

Concern: Policy NE04 Protected Open Space
39. There were seven comments relating to local green space from residents, of whom six agreed
and one disagreed with the Policies on the Landscape and Natural Environment.
40. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change to
the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in yellow.
Comment
The area around the Hart River and Basingstoke Canal is a
very important wildlife corridor as stated and must be
protected from further encroachment and fragmentation.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

If this is designed to protect those areas which are
essential for both amenity and recreation purposes then
it should include the play areas, paying fields and open
spaces around the village, Zebon Copse and Netherhouse
Moor and all the footpaths.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
These areas are covered elsewhere in
the Neighbourhood Plan.

This Policy references the Proposals Map but there is no
Proposals Map. If this is meant to be Figure 4 (as
referenced in Policy SB01) then this does not show
designated open spaces.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE04.
Correct figure reference.
p85 refers to Figures 34-36 but there are no Figures 34This concern has been addressed by a
36.
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE04.
Correct figure reference.
P85 references to Figures 31-33 should reference figs 24
This concern has been addressed by a
to 26.
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE04.
Correct figure reference.
p86 Figure 25 Reference to Redfields should state
This concern has been addressed by a
Redfields Garden Centre and it is lower right corner not
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
lower left corner.
NE04.
Correct figure caption.
p88 Figure 28 Figure 28 content is missing.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE04.
Correct figure reference.
p99 the link is a hyperlink but does not appear so.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE04.
Correct appearance.
p99 Evidence. 'both as children’s play areas and for dog
This concern has been addressed by a
walking' should add 'and other leisure activities'.
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE04.
Minor wording change.
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p102 This policy contributes to the delivery of Plan
Objective for Landscape and Natural Environment. This
statement (and others like it) would be better as an
introduction to the Policy.
p102 'The overall context for Crookham Village Parish is
shown in Figure 21 below' but Fig 21 is not below. Which
Figure should be referred to here?
p102 Which figure defines the areas being described as
'the floodplain of the River Hart (p102), the Upper Hart
Valley', 'the River Hart Valley' (p102), 'the River Hart
valley (p102), 'the Hart Valley' (p102)?
Although Figure 30 follows, it does not show the
'important ecological corridor linking the Thames Basin
Heaths Special Protection Area (within 5 km), the River
Hart valley and the Basingstoke Canal SSSI.'
p103. Ref to Figure 22 for SINCs should be to Figure 31 (or
Figure 3). Why is it necessary to repeat this Figure?

p106 Again would be worth referencing a specific version
of the NPPF.

Table 60: Comments and Responses relating to Policy NE04

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE04.
Consider re-arranging text.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE04.
Correct figure reference.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE04.
Improve figure 30.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE04.
Correct figure reference.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy General,
NE04.
Define version of NPPF.

Impact on Policy NE04 on Protected Open Space
41. No major changes are required to Policy NE04 Protected Open Space.
42. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 9 above.

Concern: Policy NE05 Protecting Biodiversity
43. There were three comments relating to protecting biodiversity from residents, all of whom
agreed with the Policies on the Landscape and Natural Environment.
44. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change to
the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in yellow.
Comment
Please protect the habitat for the birds and other wildlife.
More should be done to protect deer and rare birds
however there won't be many left by the time Grove
Farm is built out.
All our untouched land and natural environments should
be treated as belonging to our wildlife it's their home and
food requirements and we shouldn't build on it....it's not
ours just to take.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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Table 61: Comments and Responses relating to Policy NE05

Impact on Policy NE05 on Protecting Biodiversity
45. The responses do not require or suggest any changes to this Policy.

Summary and Recommendations
Level of Agreement with the Policies
46. There was a large degree of agreement with the Policies. 98% of respondents who answered
the question “Do you agree with the policies on Landscape and Natural Environment? (Page 66)”
responded ‘Yes’. Only 2% who answered the question responded ‘No’.
47. 22% of respondents provided comments on the Policy. Of these, 89% agreed with the Policy but
expressed specific concerns or suggested improvements. The 9% of respondents who did not
agree with the Policy supplied reasons why. The 2% remaining consisted of a comment from one
respondent who didn’t say whether they agreed or not.
48. The majority of concerns or changes proposed were of a textual or readability nature.

Suggested Changes to the Policies
49. There were no major changes proposed to the Policies.
50. Minor changes to the narrative around the Policy, wording or terminology of the Policies are
recommended as described in the body of this document under the section headings ‘Impact on
Policy’. These also include some typographical, reference and consistency improvements.
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Analysis of Consultation Responses on the Policies on Traffic and Movement
in the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan
(Pre-Submission Consultation version, January 2019)

Introduction
1. Section 3 of the Neighbourhood Plan contains a number of Policies and rationale with
references to supporting material. The Policies are grouped into five main areas:
•

Settlement Boundary

•

Built Environment Policies and Sustainable Development Principles

•

Sense of Place and Protection of Assets

•

Landscape and Natural Environment Policies

•

Traffic and Movement Policies.

2. The section on Traffic and Movement is pages 107 to 111 of the Neighbourhood Plan. This
contains the following Policies:
•

Policy TM01 – Parking Standards

•

Aspiration TM02 – Reducing Congestion and Creating Sustainable Transport Networks.

3. This paper analyses the responses received from the Consultation in February and March
2019 in response to the question “Do you agree with the policies relating to Traffic and
Movement? (Page 107).”

Level of Agreement with the Policies on Traffic and Movement
4. Responses received to the Consultation in response to the question “Do you agree with the
policies on Traffic and Movement? (Page 29)” were as shown in Table 1 below. 6
Response

Response meaning

Number

Percentage

Percentage of
Responses

163

93.7%
6.3%

Yes

Agree with the Policies

No

Do not agree with the Policies

11

77.6%
5.2%

No Response

36

17.1%

210

100%

Blank

Total

100%

Table 62 : Level of Agreement with the Policies on Traffic and Movement

Duplicate response lines from the same respondent have not been counted.
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Traffic and Movement
Agree with the Policies
Do not agree with the Policies
No Response

Figure 16 : Level of Agreement with the Policies on Traffic and Movement

5. A large majority of the responses received to this question (163 of 175 responses | 93.7%)
were in agreement with the Policies, answering ‘Yes’ to the question.
6. Some responses (11 of 175 | 6.3% of responses) were not in agreement, answering ‘No’ to
the question. However as the comments show, this answer can be interpreted either as
opposition to the Policies or as requiring some change or improvement. These comments
are included in the analysis below.

Level of Comments on the Policies on Traffic and Movement
7. Responses received to the Consultation were as shown in Table 2 below.
Comment on the Policies on
Traffic and Movement
Responses with comment

Number

Percentage

Number

73

34.8%

73

Percentage

Percentage
within
Category

of which responded ‘Yes’

61

29.0%

83.6%

of which responded ‘No’

10

4.8%

13.7%

2

1.0%

2.7%

of which did not say
Responses without comment

137

65.2%

137

of which responded ‘Yes’

102

48.6%

74.5%

of which responded ‘No’

1

0.5%

0.7%

34

16.2%

24.8%

of which did not say
Total

210

100%

Table 63 : Level of Comments on the Policies on Traffic and Movement

Traffic and Movement
of which responded ‘Yes’
of which responded ‘No’
of which did not say
Responses without
comment
Figure 17 : Level of Comments on the Policies on Traffic and Movement
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8. Over a third (73 of 210 | 34.8%) of respondents provided comments on the Policies on
Traffic and Movement, excluding those who responded with ‘No’ [comment] or ‘None’.
9. Of those who commented, the majority (61 of 73 | 83.6%) agreed with the Policies. These
comments are included in the analysis below.
10. Two respondents who commented did not say whether they agreed with the Policies.
11. Of those who commented, several (10 of 73 | 13.7%) did not agree with the Policies. These
comments are also included in the analysis below.
12. Nearly two thirds (137 of 210 | 65.2%) of respondents did not provide any comments on the
Policies on Traffic and Movement.
13. Of those who did not comment, three quarters (102 of 137 | 74.5%) agreed with the Policies
with no additional comment.
14. Of those who did not comment, one respondent did not agree with the Policies.
15. Of those who did not comment, one quarter (34 of 137 | 24.8%) also did not say whether
they agreed with the Policies.

Categorisation of Comments on the Policies on Traffic and
Movement
16. This section provides a categorisation of the comments received from respondents who
agreed with the Policies on Traffic and Movement and the comments received from
respondents who did not agree with the Policies on Traffic and Movement.
17. The comments received on the Policies on Traffic and Movement can be categorised as
shown in Table 3 below.
Category
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Degree of agreement with the
Policies on Traffic and
Movement
Completely agree with the
Policies
Agree with the Policies with
specific concern
Agree with the Policies with
specific request for change
No discernible meaning or
relevance.

Number

Percentage

Responded
‘Yes’

Responded
‘No’

15

20.0%

14

0

43

57.3%

41

1

12

16.0%

9

2

0

0.0%

0

0

0

0.0%

0

0

4

5.3%

0

4

1

1.3%

0

1

75

100%

64

8

Do not agree with the Policies
with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policies
with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policies
at all
Total

Table 64 : Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Policies on Traffic and Movement
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Traffic and Movement
Completely agree with the Policies
Agree with the Policies with specific concern
Agree with the Policies with specific request for change
No discernible meaning or relevance.
Do not agree with the Policies with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policies with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policies at all
Figure 18 : Categorisation of Comments on the Policies on Traffic and Movement

18. The responses in category 1 provided complete agreement with or support for the Policies
with no request for further emphasis or material consideration. All the responses used
individual and varied wording in complete agreement with the Policies. This category
excludes those 102 respondents who agreed with the Policies on Traffic and Movement but
did not provide any supporting comment. For completeness and balance these supporting
comments are included in this analysis.
19. The responses in category 2 provided agreement with or support for the Policies on Traffic
and Movement and expressed certain concerns or emphasis. These have been analysed
further (see below) to determine the area of concern and whether the comment is lending
support to the Policies as stated or is requesting additional emphasis in the Policies on
Traffic and Movement itself.
20. The responses in category 3 provided agreement with or support for the Policies on Traffic
and Movement but requested specific changes to it. These have been analysed further (see
below) to determine the changes requested.
21. The response in category 4 related to areas of concern or geography outside the scope of
the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan.
22. The responses in category 5 did not agree with the Policies on Traffic and Movement and
requested a change. These have been analysed further (see below) to determine the change
requested.
23. The responses in category 6 did not agree with the Policies on Traffic and Movement and
expressed certain concerns. These have been analysed further (see below) to determine the
area of concern or request for additional emphasis in the Policies itself.
24. The responses in category 7 did not agree with the Policies on Traffic and Movement and
rejected it completely.

Analysis of Comments on the Policies on Traffic and Movement
25. This section provides analysis of the respondents’ comments on the Policies on Traffic and
Movement and looks at the concerns expressed (categories 2 and 6) and changes requested
by respondents (categories 3 and 5). They are treated similarly to inform any potential
changes that may be beneficial to the Policies on Traffic and Movement.
26. Comments regarding typography and layout have not been included, however comments
that query the clarity or meaning of terms or definitions have been included as they may
indicate potential improvements to wording of the Policies.
27. The comments have been categorised by Policies as shown in Table 4 below.
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Area of Concern

TM01 Parking
Standards

TM02 Reducing
Congestion and
Creating
Sustainable
Transport
Networks

Summary of Concern

Number

Percentage

Agree

Disagree

19

28.4%

16

3

48

71.6%

39

7

67

100%

55

10

Support for parking
standards, current
parking is unacceptable,
need off-road parking,
one space per bedroom
policy
Heavy traffic is a major
concern; traffic
congestion; lack of
public transport; traffic
calming and control;
pedestrians, crossing
places & footpaths;
HGVs; cycleways and
cycling;, improve safety,
pollution and clean
options.
Total

Table 65 : Areas of Concern Expressed in the Comments

28. Each area of concern is summarised below with an assessment of comments and responses
including any impact on the Policies on Traffic and Movement.

Concern: Policy TM01 Parking Standards
29. There were 19 comments relating to parking standards from residents, of whom 16 agreed
and three disagreed with the Policies on Traffic and Movement.
30. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
It is good to see the recognition of how much parking
space should be allowed when considering new
developments. So many places these days have a
completely inadequate provision and on street parking
becomes a nightmare.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

p107, 'particularly those of disabled users' should add
'and children'.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM01.
Add ‘and children’.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM01.
Add ‘mobility aids’.

p107 'mobility scooters' should be 'mobility aids and
scooters' as many uneven, narrow and obstructed
pavements, curbs and access are difficult for those with
rollators etc. and you certainly wouldn't design access like
that.
p108 3rd para does not read, it is missing a verb. Perhaps
split the first sentence.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM01.
Reword to split sentence.
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How can parking spaces be defined by the number of
bedrooms in each dwelling? What if half of those
bedrooms are for minors who do not know how to drive
yet, let alone need a parking space. It will just make up
waste of space that can be used for other means. A home
with 2 or more bedrooms is obviously a family which only
has 2 parents, lucky enough to own a car each. Thought
the reasonable choice will be double garages with the
benefit of two parking spaces outside the garage doors. In
case their kids grow up but not mature enough to move
out yet now drives a car of their own? Not a space for
each bedroom, meaning a 4/5 bedroom house will own
4/5 parking spaces! That's ridiculous.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
The respondent does not appreciate
that many families have adult children
who all own vehicles that also need to
be parked. This is the major
contributory factor to the on-street
parking problem. This policy is
specifically designed to deal with this
problem and no changes will be made
to the policy.

In addition I would suggest that some of the main road
routes through the Ward become no parking zones, e.g.
Brandon Road, Hitches Lane, The Street.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
As many of these roads have parking
bays for visitor parking, this
suggestion, unfortunately, not feasible
and no changes will be made.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Volume of through traffic and parked cars are causing
disruption and congestion through the village, especially
at peak times.
The suggested parking space allowance of
'minimum...allow one parking space per bedroom for
each dwelling' is not apparent in the current
developments; often a one bedroom property will have
two car driving occupants - and where is the third car
parking space for three bedroom dwellings, on the road
outside? This is unacceptable.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This aptly describes the problem that
this policy is specifically designed to
deal with.

Further consideration of how to reduce on street parking
that is nearly always on pavements, preventing free
pedestrian movement.

TM01 is particularly important in order not to repeat the
current problems of cars littering the streets and
pavements of the parish.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This aptly describes the problem that
this policy is specifically designed to
deal with.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
The respondent does not appreciate
that many families have adult children
who all own vehicles that also need to
be parked. This is the major
contributory factor to the on-street
parking problem. This policy is
specifically designed to deal with this
problem and no changes will be made
to the policy.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

TM01: I don't think the point on buses/community
transport belongs here - it is in TM02 where it does
belong.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM01 to

1 off road space per bedroom is good as issue with cars
on pavements but may be excessive for any 3, 4 and 5
bed houses, so some tapering off at these numbers of
bedrooms perhaps? - I think currently 1.8 cars per
dwelling?

CVNP Consultation Statement – Appendices H – Analysis of Regulation 14 Responses
Page 79 of 163

July 2019

Why does HDC continue to permit development without
proper parking allowances?

remove buses/community transport
from TM01.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

Table 66: Comments and Responses related to Policy TM01

Impact on the Introduction to the Traffic and Movement Policies
31. No major changes are required to the Introduction.
32. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in green in Table 5 above.

Impact on Policy TM01 on Parking Standards
33. No major changes are required to the Policy.
34. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in green in Table 5 above.

Concern: Aspiration TM02 Reducing Congestion and Creating Sustainable
Transport Networks
35. There were 48 comments relating to congestion and sustainable transport from residents, of
whom 39 agreed and seven disagreed with the Policies on Traffic and Movement.
36. This matter, despite being aspirational and largely outside of the control of the Parish
authorities, is clearly a major concern with residents as this Policy received the most
feedback of all the Policies in the Neighbourhood Plan.
37. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Traffic levels are currently at an intolerable volume during
certain times of the working week and, with yet more
housing, I cannot foresee any improvement. The
Document acknowledges that several local junctions are
at capacity.
Traffic is already seriously congested, so any development
will need to take into account the resources needed to
prevent total gridlock.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
Crookham Village has become a rat run - a situation which This concern has been addressed by a
will worsen with all the additional approved
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
developments. Something must be done to slow and
Consider adding a policy element for
deter the traffic particularly around the canal bridge.
appropriate traffic control to minimise
congestion.
I think there should be safe places for schoolchildren to
This concern has been addressed by a
cross our roads. Crossing The Street is dangerous,
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
especially at rush hour. Also we need a footpath on
New policy wording to encourage the
Crondall Road.
provision of new safe cycle and
pedestrian facilities which would
include road crossings where
appropriate.
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In particular the problem of heavy vehicles using
unsuitable local roads should be addressed, in view of the
inevitable vast amount of earth movement etc. required
for scheduled construction works for developments.
These present risk to personal safety and cause damage
to roads and the environment. Main locations are The
Street and Crondall Road, where 7.5T limits are clearly
marked and habitually ignored.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.

In a perfect world there would be no further
development - the amount of future traffic through this
area is a major concern.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

It is vital that we try and keep increased traffic to a
minimum.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
New policy wording to encourage the
provision of new safe cycle and
pedestrian facilities.

More commitment to improving safety and access by all
non-car users, including vulnerable and disabled
pavement users, by 1. extending and improving cycling
provision to take cyclists off the pavement 2. measures to
discourage blocking of pavements by cars and vans and 3.
Improving the quality and uniformity of pavement and
multi-use paths in the interest of access and general
safety.
The problems of traffic are well identified in this policy,
but most of the traffic on the 3 connecting roads of the
Village is transit traffic due to nearby large and growing
conurbations. The local geography of line features: canal,
motorway, railway and distinct crossing points, with a
pinch of a very large hill to the east funnels traffic in
specific directions. All the major conurbation traffic
travels through the village in the 3 directions, so volume
is high, fast and both increasing. The presence of the car
as primary mode of transport in semi-rural areas is a fact
and not a governmental aspect to discourage locally. It
needs to be understood and managed, not prevented,
with meaningful alternatives provided so these are
encouraged, not cars discouraged as this creates
problems not solutions. The wider community
infrastructure needs to be reviewed so that connections
to the further network are improved so that this is
successful locally.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.

Think about pedestrians. We don't have footpaths on
roads like Crondall Road and the hedges on the Street are
partially blocking the footpath in some places. Is there a
way to encourage people to cut their hedges back?

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Hedges blocking footways is a problem
for the Parish Council and this matter
should be referred to them for action
through the Lengthsman scheme.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
New policy wording to encourage the
provision of new safe cycle and
pedestrian facilities.

Provision of safe pedestrian and cycle facilities is of great
importance.
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Traffic can be very congested on Crondall road. Roads
narrow, no pavements. This road cannot take any more
development, capacity at maximum. Need to encourage
walkers, children walking, cycling, more traffic calming
may be needed.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.

Very supportive of more cycle ways and footpaths

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
New policy wording to encourage the
provision of new safe cycle and
pedestrian facilities.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

These policies should encourage the use of bicycles,
scooters, electric scooters, electric vehicles and other
non-polluting forms of transport, including public
transport, and discourage HGV traffic and other polluting
traffic through the village.
I agree.
Management of increasing levels of traffic is essential.
It will all get worse
A well balanced thought out policy with all aspects being
covered.
Everyone suffers with traffic problems so any new
development needs to address pressure on roads. The
ridiculously large Cross Farm plan would create huge
traffic build up and dangerous, polluting congestion.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Although mentioning electric vehicles in TM02, This Policy
and the whole plan says nothing about cycling, electric
cycles, or other forms of personal transport.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
New policy wording to encourage the
provision of new safe cycle and
pedestrian facilities.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
Addition of proposed text.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
Refer to specific issue/version of NPPF.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

p110 Redfields Road Junction should add '... at which
time the traffic capacity can be reassessed'

p110 New Developments should add '... and the
expansion of Calthorpe Park, with a very wide catchment
area ...'
p110 Evidence. Which part of the NPPF?

p110 Is there a reference for the evidence on Redfield
Lane/A287 and the Malthouse Bridge junctions being
'critical'?
The Policy included as BE06 Development of Footpath
and Cycleway Networks would be far better off in this
Traffic and Movement section.
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A minibus 'hopper' service has never been suggested as a
low cost way to provide an alternative to cars.
We have enough traffic on our roads at the moment ...in
the 23yrs I have lived here I would say is tripled already.
Traffic from future housing developments within or close
to the parish are of great concern to myself and other
residents. I think this plan addresses these concerns well.
There is a problem on Crondall Road with traffic already there needs to be something done to stop more people
using this road as a cut through. There will be a serious
accident if this is not done. This needs to be looked at
when deciding where to build.

Safety and quality of life in the parish are certainly
affected by traffic and mobility. It is good to see that
these policies, even the aspirational ones, are included.

It is considered more relevant and
effective in the Build Environment
policies.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority and the next part of the
concern relates to a matter beyond
the scope of the Neighbourhood Plan
as it is decided by Hart District Council.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

I agree generally, there is already too much traffic
without the latest developments coming on line.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

It recognises the lack of public transport and hence the
necessary high level of car ownership, while still trying to
improve sustainability when possible.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Refer to answer no.7. IT STINKS.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

No comments, agree with policies
Important policy to me and the amount of movement
through the village.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

This is great to see included in the plan. The
infrastructure within the parish continues to have
excessive pressure on it due to the vast amount of recent
development. The lack of public transports means that
most journeys are taken by car putting stain on the roads
within the parish, many which are village/country lanes.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Volume of through traffic and parked cars are causing
disruption and congestion through the village, especially
at peak times.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Traffic and speeding is a major problem in the village, any
additional development needs to address this.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

If the community bus service in Zebon Copse was deemed
unsustainable, it is likely that any other new development
would also have no bus service (even if provided in the
initial period). Cars and general traffic is already a huge
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problem on the roads around Church Crookham,
Crookham village and Fleet (especially at commuter and
school times). In particular, the new junction at Sandy
Lane, opposite the Wyvern Pub is has hindered, not
helped the traffic flow at these times.
I fully support policies in the neighbourhood plan relating
to Traffic and movement policies

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

There is a need to enforce the 7.5T limit that is clearly
marked approaching Malthouse Bridge from Fleet
indicating The Street, on the A287 before the Crondall
Road turning and on the entry to Crondall Road. Very
large lorries are ignoring this limit on a daily basis creating
risk to personal safety and damage to the road and
natural environment.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.

A village must have traffic restrictions where possible.
Overbearing, huge developments, like Cross Farm, should
be completely minimised.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Yes, everything is fine.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

At last a plan that acknowledges the reality of life away
from a major city where the provision of public transport
is minimal and therefore car ownership is very high.
These policies do also recognise the need to improve
sustainable transport where possible.
The local road infrastructure would need upgrading to
deal with increased traffic movements typical with
increase in population with the new developments.
Speed bumps along Crondall Road must NEVER be
imposed by HART DC on the village. Nor should extra
street lighting.
It would be good to see a reduction in speed and volume
of traffic along The Street and some form of control
across Malthouse Bridge - perhaps speed bumps on all
accesses.
I grudgingly tick "Yes." It's at least 10 years too late to
have a traffic policy. The policy doesn't really offer any
solutions because there aren't any, at least nothing
realistic, and it will only get worse and worse. How will
electric charging points reduce the traffic levels? Who will
pay for community transport? The only thing that might
help a little is preventing parking on The Street, but I can't
see that being very popular. Please note: It's "Pilcot
Road" not "Pilcot Lane" and it's "Galley Hill Road" not
"Galley Hill Lane".
We are increasing the size of Calthorpe School, has
anyone given a thought to cyclists or pedestrians. If you
are a child cycling to school, it's not safe to do so unless
you cycle on the path in which you run the risk of running
over pedestrians who have a right to be there.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
Correct road names.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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It is just a wish list. There is no way of stopping traffic
using rat-runs unless the roads are permanently blocked
off. People ignore signs when they are in hurry to get to
work to pay for their extortionately overpriced
‘affordable’ houses! People need to work and get there
on time and when roads are so overcrowded due to the
continued overdevelopment they will take short cuts.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

The roads and trains around Fleet are already at
maximum capacity. More development will degrade the
environment and increase congestion.
Agree with the principles stated for the traffic and
movement policies.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

The plan attempts to manage the increase in traffic as
best as possible.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

There are several places which already provide
challenges, e.g. Hitches Lane is impossible to negotiate at
school time, also Redfields Lane has long queues
attempting to join the busy main road. Further
development is going to compound this problem.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.

Whilst I agree, I believe that this issue belongs to the
District and County Councils. Traffic is causing SO many
negative issues. How do we protest our status as a
Village?

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.

I believe that the current road traffic exceeds safe limits.
Although I have read the relevant parts of the plan, no
emphasis seems to have been placed on speed limit
management. Personally, I regard that portion of Crondall
Road rising up Brookhill to be one of the most dangerous
roads I know of. There is limited visibility (especially in
summer when leaves are on the trees) exacerbated by
the layout and nature of the road. At one point the road
is so narrow that, in theory, two Ford 'Focus' cars cannot
pass each other. The evidence is clear to see, the verges
are severely damaged, hubcaps and smashed wing
mirrors are evident.
There is way too much traffic through the village's narrow
roadways due to previously approved developments.
Developers ought to have paid to develop new
infrastructure and highways north of the village.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

The infrastructure is not coping with traffic and parking
currently; it is noble to suggest, that people will change
their way of getting around the Neighbourhood Plan area,
but it is plain people are very attached to their cars. It is
only a matter of time before the roads between Fleet and
Farnborough grind to a complete standstill.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

and damaging our health. Other than we are going to be
living in a constant traffic grid lock , polluting our
environment

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

I am shocked that the policy ignores Crondall Road.
Unless I have misread the policy, there is no mention of

This concern is noted and has been
addressed by a change to the wording
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the only major arterial access to the Village from the
South. The road has been subject of a campaign for traffic
calming since 2006 and recently underwent traffic
calming measures - yet there is no mention or assessment
of the accidents and volumes of traffic. Is Crondall Road
at capacity YES or NO? There was a wealth of SID data
collected during the campaign for calming - use that ad
compare please?

Anyone thinking about building more houses in this area
just needs to be on the roads between 7.00am and 9.00
am to see just how busy they already are.

of the narrative in the Neighbourhood
Plan.
Mentioned paucity of arterial road
(and other) access to the village from
the south.
SID data across all periods of
monitoring shows that 74% of the
traffic lies in the category 30 – 40 mph
so it appears that although speed
limits are generally exceeded they are
not exceptional but for a small
percentage of traffic greatly exceeding
the speed limit.
The police have informed us that there
is little that can be done about these.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM01
and TM02.
New text in Policy TM02 and also in
Policy BE07.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Improvement of roads for traffic should include keeping
the drains free from debris and leave and gravel where
people have sloping driveways.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Agree only if calming measures can be implemented
Roads too congested in and around Crookham Village.

Where are the measures to encourage cycling?

Why doesn't Hampshire CC recognise the awful traffic
around the village?

Table 67: Comments and Responses related to Aspiration TM02

Impact on Aspiration TM02 on Reducing Congestion and Creating Sustainable
Transport Networks
38. No major changes are required to the Aspiration.
39. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in green in Table 6 above.
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Summary and Recommendations
Level of Agreement with the Policy
40. There was a large degree of agreement with the Policies on Traffic and Movement. 94% of
respondents who answered the question “Do you agree with the policies on Traffic and
Movement? (Page 25)” responded ‘Yes’. 6% who answered the question responded ‘No’.
41. 35% of respondents provided comments on the Policies. Of these, 84% agreed with the
Policies but expressed specific concerns or suggested improvements and 14% of
respondents did not agree with the Policies and expressed specific concerns.
42. The major concerns expressed by respondents were the issues with parking, lack of public
transport, access and safety for pedestrians and other non-car users, cycling and other forms
of non-polluting transport.

Suggested Changes to the Policies
43. There were no major changes proposed to the Policies.
44. Minor changes to the narrative around the Policy, wording or terminology of the Policies are
recommended as described in the body of this document under the section headings
‘Impact on Policy’. These also include some typographical, reference and consistency
improvements.
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Analysis of Consultation Responses on Questions on Omissions and Changes
in the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan
(Pre-Submission Consultation version, January 2019)

Introduction
1. As part of the consultation on the Neighbourhood Plan, consultation version, January 2019,
a number of questions were asked in general about the Neighbourhood Plan as a whole.
These questions were in addition to the specific questions asked on the Vision and
Objectives section and the Policies contained within the Neighbourhood Plan.
2. These were not ‘Yes or No’ questions but instead asked for consultees responses to the
following questions:
•

Are there any major issues that you feel have been omitted from the plan?

•

Are there any other changes that you would like to see made?

•

Any further comments?

3. This paper analyses the responses received from the Consultation in February and March
2019 in response to those three questions.

Issues Omitted
4. This section analyses the responses to the question “Are there any major issues that you feel
have been omitted from the plan?”

Level of Responses on Issues Omitted
5. Responses received to the Consultation in response to the question “Are there any major
issues that you feel have been omitted from the plan?” were as shown in Table 1 and Figure
1 below. 7
Category

Response on the question of
Issues Omitted

Percentage
within
responses

Number

Percentage

80

38.1%

13

6.2%

12.1%

4

No Issues Omitted
No Issues Omitted, with
concern
No meaning or not relevant

0

5

Issue(s) Omitted

14

0.0%
13.1%
100%

1
2

No response

103

0.0%
6.7%
49.0%

Total

210

100%

74.8%

Table 68 : Level of Responses on Issues Omitted

Duplicate response lines from the same respondent have not been counted.
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Responses on Issues Omitted
No Issues Omitted
No Issues Omitted, with concern
No meaning or not relevant
Issue(s) Omitted
No response
Figure 19 : Level of Responses on Issues Omitted

6. About half of the respondents provided a response to this question (107 of 210 respondents
| 51.0%).
7. Three-quarter of the responses to this question (80 of 107 | 74.8% of responses) indicated
that there were no issues omitted, in addition to those who provided no response.
8. Some responses (13 of 107 | 12.1% of responses) indicated that there were no issues
omitted but raised a different concern. These concerns are analysed further below.
9. Some responses (14 of 107 | 13.1% of responses) indicated that there was an issue or issues
omitted. These issues are analysed further below.
10. As there was no Yes/No question about issues omitted, those respondents who did not
answer this question could be understood to have no issues with omission.

Responses Indicating Issues Omitted
11. This section provides analysis of the respondents’ comments which identified issues Omitted
in the Neighbourhood Plan.
12. No further categorisation of these responses is provided.
13. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
Health centre including GP is not mentioned

Provision of schooling

Provision of safe pedestrian and cycle facilities is of great
importance. These should be extensive and completely
inter-connected. More traffic calming is also required
across the whole parish.

Response
This concern is noted and has been
addressed by a change to the wording
of the narrative in the Neighbourhood
Plan.
(as part of the proposals for the
development at Watery Lane / Albany
Park)
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
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More commitment to an integrated safe cycling network
for recreation and commuting in the parish and beyond.
Recognition of the historic presence of horses and riders
in this area and their contribution to character, future
recreational amenity and sense of place.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy 'Sense of
Place'.
Added tradition of equestrian activity

Speeding. HGVs using the narrow roads and bridges
illegally. Energy and sustainability.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
Speeding is not a Neighbourhood Plan
matter and although energy efficiency
and sustainability are desirable they
are not matters for a Neighbourhood
Plan.
This concern is noted and has been
addressed by a change to the wording
of the narrative in the Neighbourhood
Plan.
Added a description about
management of the plan and updates
to the section on ‘Delivering the Plan’.

p112 SECTION 4 – DELIVERING THE NEIGHBOURHOOD
PLAN Who will decide this an how will the NP be updated
to show the amended content? This document does not
describe the responsibility for modifying, maintaining or
amending the NP. There is no process described in this
document for proposing amendments to the plan, its
policies and appendices, or the specific details contained
within it e.g. assets of community value, critical junctions,
which will need to be updated from time to time. There
is no description of a process for consulting on such
changes or description of the authority who will agree
changes. If there is an (externally defined) regulation for
this process then it should be referred to in the
document.
p113 REFERENCES p113 It might help if References were
numbered then they can be referred to in the body of the
document. p113 References should have Document TItle,
Date and/or Version Number, and Source/Originator.
p113 NPPF should be added as Reference with version
number etc. p113 There are many other referenced
documents within the text of the document, would it be
helpful and more consistent to put the details and links in
the References section then refer to them as numbered
References?

This concern is noted and has been
addressed by a change to the wording
of the narrative in the Neighbourhood
Plan.
Added references.

Please explain Terms and Abbreviations, perhaps at the
end, including at least the following: NPPF BOAT
Settlement Boundary LEAP NEAP UK BAP SINC SPA
CROW

This concern is noted and has been
addressed by inclusion in the Glossary
of Terms and Abbreviations in the
Neighbourhood Plan

Yes the voice of the community. Everyone objects. And
these objections have been overlooked in place of a
democracy and monetary greed.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at national level by H.M.
Government.
There is a dentist in Zebon Copse.
There is a proposed doctor’s surgery
and pharmacy in the development at
Watery Lane / Albany Park. Parking is
addressed by Policy TM01.
Other issues relate to matters beyond
the scope of the Neighbourhood Plan

Infrastructure for doctors, dentists, parking on new
estates, capacity of Malthouse bridge, closed shops in
high street, poor bus service etc
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Councils are NOT taking the issue of traffic noise,
pollution seriously enough in our neighbourhood. Caring
about the environment? What about the people? This
issue MUST be addressed in the near future.....
Schools, Doctors, Train station parking

As a resident of Crondall Road I applaud the hard work
that has gone in to this plan. But it doesn't specifically
mention the land at Nyasaland which has been bypassed
by the boundaries for protection. […]. The retention of
the views […] is commendable it's just a shame that the
view across the south of the land at Nyasaland didn't
deserve the same protection. If development is likely then
please let it be sensible development of no more than 4
houses....
Mention of horses/bridleways (see earlier)

as it is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
Parking at the railway station is
provided by Network Rail.
This relates to a specific case matter
that cannot be addressed by the
Neighbourhood Plan.
The Neighbourhood Plan is not
selecting sites. Nyasaland is outside
the settlement boundary as set by the
Neighbourhood Plan and so would be
development in the open countryside.
Any scheme put forward by a
developer would need to be assessed
against the policies in the plan.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
Included bridleways

Table 69: Responses identifying Issues Omitted

Impact on the Neighbourhood Plan
14. There are no major omissions and no major changes are required to the Plan.
15. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 2 above.

Responses indicating no Issues Omitted but other Concerns
16. This section provides analysis of the respondents’ comments which did not identify issues
Omitted but did identify other concerns in the Neighbourhood Plan.
17. No further categorisation of these responses is provided.
18. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
I believe it is a well thought through Plan but the lack of
infrastructure will hamper its implementation. In
particular, Calthorpe School will require even more
expansion and the associated traffic (especially from the
QEB estate) will become a real problem in The Street.

Response
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.

We are already at breaking point with Health Centers,
Schools, & crematoriums. The current crem in Aldershot

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
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constantly has a large wait time, and the area will require
a new one to take in the extra community.

Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.

I know developments mean to build up the housing and
communal areas, and with the policies on the heritage
and conserved areas, surely they can help rebuild those
old parts that once had a use in the nearby
towns/villages. i.e. Like my proposed comment for a reestablished water mill, since are building down near that
way.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

The addresses of listed properties in The Street and old
village are inaccurate.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy PA01.
Checked and correct addresses of
listed properties.
This relates to a specific case matter
that cannot be addressed by the
Neighbourhood Plan.
The Neighbourhood Plan is not
selecting sites. Nyasaland is outside
the settlement boundary as set by the
Neighbourhood Plan and so would be
development in the open countryside.
Any scheme put forward by a
developer would need to be assessed
against the policies in the plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
It is recognised that this Parish has
grown more than others with the
possible exception of Ewshot with the
addition of Crookham Park.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

I want to strongly say that Crondall Road cannot take
more development. Nyasaland has now been sold and
there is talk of it being developed. If this is the case then
no more than 4 houses could go there. This road cannot
take more traffic and to build more would not only take
away the feeling of Crookham Village being a village it
would be dangerous for other residents and pedestrians
walking along this road.

Just a desire to say we have enough development
already, bearing in mind the approved sites. It would be
interesting to know the percentage increase in dwellings
in our area over the last 30 years in comparison to other
similar wards or areas.
No I think the plan sounds good. As a young person
growing up in the parish I am worried about all the
building works and increased traffic at the moment. I am
concerned about the future of the parish if this plan isn't
accepted. That is why I agree with everything in this plan.
There is a general lack of understanding about the day-today impact of increased traffic from existing
developments, even without the impending and as yet
unbuilt developments at Watery Lane and Grove Farm.
Cross Farm is the major developmental threat to
Crookham Village's future as a village. The massive
residential plan would dominate & ruin Crookham Village
as a village. Any new development on Cross Farm should
be minimal.
Crookham village does not need any more building. We
are a village with no amenities to cope or infrastructure, if
these things were factored in then we are no longer a
village.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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Placing developments to allow the provision of safe
walking and cycling routes to schools, shops and the train
stations to encourage a healthy lifestyle and reduce
traffic.
Access to secondary schools and the lack of places there
will be.

The potholes need to be improved in the village.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This is now covered by policy BE07
which is safe travel on footpaths and
cycleways.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
Potholes are addressed by HCC
Highways.

Table 70: Comments and Responses showing other concerns related to Issues Omitted

Impact on Neighbourhood Plan
19. No major changes are required to the Plan.
20. Minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 3 above.

Requests for Change
21. This section analyses the responses to the question “Are there any other changes that you
would like to see made?”

Level of Responses on Requests for Change
22. Responses received to the Consultation in response to the question “Are there any other
changes that you would like to see made?” were as shown in Table 4 below. 8
Category

Response on the question of
further changes

Percentage
within
responses

Number

Percentage

72

34.1%

6

2.8%

6.6%

4

No Requests for Change
No Requests for Change, with
concern
No meaning or not relevant

0

5

Request for Change

13

0.0%
14.3%
100%

1
2

No response

120

0.0%
6.2%
56.9%

Total

211

100%

79.1%

Table 71 : Level of Responses on Requests for Change

Duplicate response lines from the same respondent have not been counted.
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Responses on Requests for Change
No Requests for Change
No Requests for Change, with concern
No meaning or not relevant
Request for Change
No response
Figure 20 : Level of Responses on Requests for Change

23. Under half of the respondents provided a response to this question (91 of 210 respondents |
43.3%).
24. Over three quarters of the responses to this question (72 of 91 | 79.1% of responses)
indicated no requests for change, in addition to those who provided no response.
25. A few responses (6 of 91 | 6.6% of responses) indicated no requests for change but used this
question to raise a concern. These concerns are analysed further below.
26. Some responses (13 of 91 | 14.3% of responses) indicated a request for change. These
requests are analysed further below.
27. As there was no Yes/No question about requests for change, those respondents who did not
answer this question could be understood to have no requests for change.

Responses Indicating Requests for Change
28. This section provides analysis of the respondents’ comments which identified Requests for
Change in the Neighbourhood Plan.
29. No further categorisation of these responses is provided.
30. The comments and responses are shown in the table below. Responses requiring no change
to the plan are highlighted in green; responses requiring a minor change are highlighted in
yellow.
Comment
More thought about schooling, especially Junior School

The traffic has had a major impact on the quality of life
for many residents, and on the safety of pedestrians. We
need better maintenance of pavements, together with
new paving that enables safe crossing of Hitches Lane (i.e.
across both arms of The Crescent
Provision of safe pedestrian and cycle facilities is of great
importance. These should be extensive and completely
inter-connected. More traffic calming is also required
across the whole parish.

Response
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
Added to the Rationale.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy TM02.
This is now covered by policy BE07
which is safe travel on footpaths and
cycleways
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The Settlement Boundary request can be evidenced if
needed, a layout map and timeline of deeds illustrates
this, which has not been possible to express or attach
through this Online Survey media. However, the SB of
neighbouring villages' NPs have been altered through this
process for various reasons and this will affect the LP and
subsequently absorbed at this level. Hopefully the intent
of the SB in this NP is flexible and empowered at this
stage for this case in the same way.

This relates to a specific case matter
that cannot be addressed by the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This request amounts to site allocation
and would disadvantage other
landowners in a similar position. It has
not been agreed and a formal
response [has been] provided.

Better access to schools smart drop off areas to reduce
the traffic in the mornings.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council or other
Authority.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan PA05.
This concern has been addressed by
inclusion in the Consultation
Statement.

Need to include the Exchequer pub, Crondall Road, missed out.
Appendix A NEIGHBOURHOOD PLAN CONSULTATION
PROCESS
Please refer to a web-based survey rather than a survey
monkey, or if you have to use this term recognise that
SurveyMonkey is registered mark.
p7 para 5 Education. Which development is being
referred to?
p7 para 7. This observation and the one in para about GP
surgery provision does not seem to have been carried
forward to the objectives of the NP.
p11 flood plains. Do you include in the flood plain south
of the culvert under the Basingstoke Canal the water
meadows off Zephon Common Lane as these are also
often flooded or waterlogged.
Appendix B PROFILE OF THE CROOKHAM VILLAGE
COMMUNITY
p9 The unnamed figure on p9 showing population would
be easier to use if the colours were the same across both
pie charts.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan Appendix B.

p12 Appendix C CROOKHAM VILLAGE PARISH LOCAL
GREEN SPACE DESIGNATIONS Refers to the table below
(A-G) but there is no table below. If this is referring back
into the body of the document, would it not be better to
include it next to the table. This appendix then become
part of the rationale for Policy NE03.
p12 'Additionally' should not be a bullet point but should
introduce the bullet points below it.
p12 'within 2km of the Village Hall in The Street' does this
refer to the WI Hall?
APPENDIX D – ENVIRONMENTAL.

This concern has been addressed by a
rationalisation of the Neighbourhood
Plan Appendices.
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The description seems to repeat much of what is in the
main body of the document. Is this so that the Appendix
can be read on its own?
Similar comments apply here as to the main document,
regarding consistency of names 'River Hart Valley, Hart
Valley, Upper Hart Valley etc) and the lack of definition of
this geographically.
Figures 2 to 10 are not referenced and have no
explanation. To have any value they need to relate to the
environmental statements and policies.
APPENDIX E – VILLAGE DESIGN STATEMENT
This whole Appendix is incomplete, seems to have lost its
way and does not read. It does not meet its stated aim of
setting out features of design which are expected of all
applications. It is confused about whether it has three of
four sections as section 4 now seems to be Appendix F.

These concerns have been addressed
by a series of changes to the
Neighbourhood Plan Appendix E.

Section 2 is titled The history and evolution of Crookham
Village but does not contain that content. It appears that
this description is contained in the main plan ca. p14.
p26 Crookham Village today. 2nd para does not read.
p26 Settlement Pattern. first para does not read.
p26 Settlement Pattern. 2nd para does not read.
p26 Settlement Pattern. 4th para does not read.
p26 Why do finger posts and public seats explain the
settlement pattern?
p26 Settlement Pattern. 7th para does not read. 'The
speed of traffic ... and the speed of vehicular traffic'
APPENDIX F – DESIGN PRINCIPLES
This Appendix does not contain the content advertised. Landscape Principles (only contains one 'principle' DP1
which is only about trees, hedging and fencing. Principles for Settlement pattern and the arrangement of
buildings, which is about open spaces.

These concerns have been addressed
by a series of changes to the
Neighbourhood Plan Appendix F.

Principles for Open spaces, this section does not exist
Building design and detailing principles contains sections
on existing and new building design. How do the 'Design
Principles' in this Appendix work with the Policies BE01 to
BE05, which define General Design Principles as well as
Design Principles for the different character areas?
This section would benefit from some headings. e.g.
Design Principle DP1: Landscape. There is no DP2. Design
Principle DP3(a): Existing Building Design. Design
Principle DP3(b): New Building Design.
Within the policies/principles some sort of signposting
must be included e.g. 'roofs', 'windows', 'rendering',
'external fixtures' etc.
p28 Landscape Principles p28 States that 'sections 2 and
3 of this Design Statement' but this is an Appendix on
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Design Principles. This is probably trying to refer to
Appendix E but Sections 2 & 3 of that Appendix do not
contain the content referred to.
p28. What is Hampshire Treasures, where can I find it?
DP1 looks like a planning policy not a design principle. It
provides guidance on construction works not design.
p28. 'The protected views are addressed in policy SP02 of
the main body of the Neighbourhood Plan' but there is no
Policy SP02.
p28. last para. Grass verges are a key element of the open
character of the Village, the verges on The Street being a
notable feature. This is not evidenced in the photo in
Figure 13 - View to the west along The Street, and Figure
12 which does show a grass verge is not on The Street.
p29 Building design and detailing principles This whole
section is poorly written. This whole section contains
closely-spaced text with detailed provisions but no
navigation or signposting. It will not be effective in
guiding design.
p29 states that 'Section 3 of this Design Statement' but
this is an Appendix on Design Principles. This is probably
trying to refer to Appendix E but Sections 2 & 3 of that
Appendix do not contain the content referred to.
p29 Seems to be confused about whether it is talking
about the Village or the Parish e.g. 'Such features add to
the visual interest, character and integrity of the Village.
Particularly important features in the Parish include...'
p29. What is a roof-scope?
p30 Some of these provisions e.g. external fixtures should
apply equally well to new builds to preserve the 'quality'
of the street-scene.
p30 Some prepositions missing e.g. 'having regard nearby
historic buildings', 'to minimise visual impact the street
scene'.
p30 DP3(b). What is a Neighbourhood Area?
p30. 'Quality should be at the heart of each and every
proposal.' This is a meaningless statement. Quality has
many definitions including 'fitness for purpose'. What is
meant here by Quality?
p30 refers to 'density criteria set out in policy BE01' but
this policy does not set out density criteria.
p31 Analysis of the main features of Zebon Copse Why
does this section suddenly appear here?
APPENDIX G - CROOKHAM VILLAGE PARISH LISTED,
HISTORIC AND NOTABLE BUILDINGS
p33 Listed Buildings. p33 This sentence does not make
sense 'Grade II* buildings are particularly important
buildings of more than special interest; of listed buildings
are Grade II*'

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan Appendix G.
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p33 This sentence also does not make sense 'Grade II
buildings are of special interest; of all listed buildings are
in this class and it is the most likely grade of listing for a
home owner.'.
p33 'Crookham Village Parish Grade 11 Listings' This
should be 'Crookham Village Parish Grade II Listings'
p33 'CROOKHAM VILLAGE PARISH GRADE 11DL LISTINGS'
What is a Grade 11DL listing?
p34 Hanncocks Farm Barn and Outbuildings at Hancock's
Farm do not appear on the britishlistedbuildings website
and the links provided are broken.
p39 APPENDIX H – NATURAL ENVIRONMENT
This Appendix repeats much of Appendix D
'Environmental' on p13 and could usefully be combined,
unless there is a clear rationale for having the two
separate.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan Appendix H.

Some of this does not make sense e.g. 'The small scale,
undulating landform and predominantly wet nature of
the land has made Crookham Village unsuitable for
Appendices M & N'.
p41 APPENDIX I - NEIGHBOURHOOD DEMOGRAPHICS
SNAPSHOT
Appendices p42 Diversity. 'These figures for Country of
Birth for the residents of Crookham Village are from the
UK Census of 2011.' but there are no figures given for CV,
those given are for Hart, Hampshire and England.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan Appendix I.

Appendices p45 Employment Areas. Although not major
employment sites, the two public houses and the social
club are businesses and do provide some employment.
Appendices p45 Recreation. Is it worth adding that:
- there are, within the Parish, a social club and a pub on
The Street and another pub on Crondall Road.
- the Hart Leisure Centre lies outside the Parish but is
within (long) walking distance or a short car ride,
although there is no public transport access.
- other meeting halls for example those at Sandy Lane
also lie outside the Parish but within walking distance for
some of the settlement areas.
Appendices p47. There is a table of Community Services &
Facilities (showing no facilities) for Watery Lane. Should
there be a similar table (showing no facilities) for
Netherhouse Moor?
Appendices p47. A section will need to be added for
Grove Farm, showing (presumably) 1 Community Hall.
Appendices p48. There are also areas of grade 3 and 4
agricultural land. Where are these areas defined?
APPENDIX L- SOURCES OF EVIDENCE Should add the
source for Hampshire Treasures Listed Buildings Register

This Appendix has been replaced.

APPENDIX P – VIEWS Much of this material is contained
in the main body of the NP. What is the basis of the
selection for views in the main body?

This duplication has been removed.
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APPENDIX Q - Figures. What is the function of this
Appendix as the figures on these 28 pages are already
present in the main body of the NP?

This Appendix has been removed.

APPENDIX R – CROOKHAM VILLAGE CONSERVATION AREA
PROPOSAL STATEMENT. Although this is valid URL, it
would be more valuable as a readable copy of the CVCA
Proposal Statement.
APPENDIX W – TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT FOR LAND
NORTH OF NETHERHOUSE COPSE PLANNING
APPLICATION 16-01651. Now that the appeal has been
heard, this Appendix can be added.
APPENDIX X – GROVE FARM TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT
AND PALE LANE TRANSPORT ASSESSMENT. Now that the
appeal has been heard, this Appendix can be added.
Yes. I would like to see a democracy reinstated and
Berkeley homes to go bankrupt.
To NOT consider any development however small in the
conservation areas of the Parish. Small developments
are preferable in terms of number of people and cars
however come with their own problems, the Tudgeys
development behind our house in Knights Close although
small caused us a problem for over two years with not
only the development disruption but also numerous
boundary issues. I would say it is easier to bolt onto
existing developments if possible.
Minor suggestions are in the boxes above. I've pointed
out three misnamed roads: PIlcot Road, Galley Hill Road
and Knight Close. Somewhere in the documentation
(possibly in the Key Points document), there's a fourth
such mistake. These things may seem trivial but it does
not give the impression of local knowledge and may serve
to raise questions about the veracity of other assertions
made in the document.
all of the above in 17.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at national level by H.M.
Government.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan as previous
comments.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan as previous
comments.
Protection of remaining green spaces
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
See also Neighbourhood Plan Policies
NE03 and NE04.
There are very strict criteria for the
inclusion of open land in as either
protected open space or local green
space
The inclusion of Crondall Road in the planning please!
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
Any changes to Conservation Area(s)
would be covered a redesignation
process.
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Table 72: Comments and Responses related to Requests for Change

Impact on Neighbourhood Plan
31. No major changes are required to the Plan.
32. Many of the comments have been resolved through a rationalisation of the Appendices.
33. Other minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 5 above.

Responses indicating no Request for Change but other Concerns
34. This section provides analysis of the respondents’ comments which did not identify requests
for change omission but did identify other concerns in the Neighbourhood Plan.
35. No further categorisation of these responses is provided.
36. The comments, highlighted in yellow, with proposed responses are shown in Table 6 below.
Comment
An admirable plan but too late to prevent the housing
estates that have already been approved and frankly
there isn't a great deal of building land left

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Just that Crondall Road be included to make sure it is in
kept safe and not to put any more pressure on the
already heavy traffic coming through there.

This relates to a specific case matter
that cannot be addressed by the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Yes. I would like to see a democracy reinstated and
Berkeley homes to go bankrupt.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at national level by H.M.
Government.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

No more building full stop, better provisions for those
who already live in the village from cycle paths to speed
control.
Only in that further development should be strongly
resisted.
I feel this plan has been driven by a vocal minority in
Crookham Village keen to preserve their isolation,
whatever the cost to the rest of us.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
The Neighbourhood Plan team, drawn
from various areas within the parish,
have considered the Parish as a whole
and have considered all areas including
those subject to Conservation Area
status.

Table 73: Comments and Responses showing other concerns related to Requests for Change

Impact on Neighbourhood Plan
37. No further changes are requested or required by these concerns.

Any Further Comments
38. This section analyses the responses to the question “Any further comments?”
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Level on Responses on Any Further Comments
39. Responses received to the Consultation in response to the question “Any further
comments?” were as shown in Table 7 and Figure 3 below. 9
Category

Response on the question of
further comments

Number

Percentage

No response

110

18.1%
14.8%
0.5%
14.3%
52.4%

Total

210

100%

1

No further comments

38

2

Thanks / support

31

4

No meaning or not relevant

1

5

Further suggestion or concern

30

Percentage
within
responses

38.0%
31.0%
1.0%
30.0%
100%

Table 74: Level of Responses on Any Further Comments

Responses on Any Further Comments
No further comments
Thanks / support
No meaning or not relevant
Further suggestion or concern
No response
Figure 21 : Level of Responses on Any Further Comments

40. About half of the respondents provided a response to this question (100 of 210 respondents
| 47.6%).
41. Over a third of the responses to this question (38 of 100 | 38.0% of responses) indicated that
there were no further comments, in addition to those who provided no response.
42. Nearly a third of the responses to this question (31 of 100 | 31.0% of responses) expressed
support for the Neighbourhood Plan and/or thanks to the team of volunteers producing it.
43. Nearly a third of the responses to this question (30 of 101 | 29.7% of responses) provided
further suggestions or expressed further concern.

Responses Providing Other Comments
44. Whilst many of the suggestions or concerns reinforced comments by the same respondent
to the other questions, the comments, highlighted in yellow, with proposed responses are
shown in Table 8 below.
Comment
Perhaps an increased emphasis on monitoring air quality?
It is usually described as ‘Good’, but a walk along The
Street is often ruined by exhaust fumes.

Response
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

Duplicate response lines from the same respondent have not been counted.
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Crookham Village is a historical village with many listed
buildings and a linear character. This linear character
needs to be maintained as does the importance of the
key views which should be left unspoilt.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

I am really hoping that this plan will protect the few
remaining green spaces and wildlife areas that we still
have. It is with deepest sorrow that I anticipate the
development of Grove Farm and the loss of a beautiful
green area teeming with birds & other wildlife. I wish it
had never been approved and hope that at least a part of
it can still be protected.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

A Neighbourhood Plan is long overdue! We need greater
control over what happens in our area.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

The team has obviously put a great deal of effort into
producing this plan. It is very detailed and forward
thinking, The team is to be congratulated for producing
such a well-balanced and comprehensive plan for the
future of the parish. I truly hope it gets accepted into the
bigger plan and that is subsequently approved. We need
to stop these speculative planning applications in the
most unsuitable of places.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Thank you for a thorough contribution aimed to benefit
the village where I grew up and have lived for over 40
years; I once played in countryside within this parish
where housing estates now stand. Development is
needed and this village has evolved successfully through
steady additions of individual buildings of character that
add to the whole, it has in areas been changed
irrecoverably by commercialised estates. It is how this is
guided and enabled that is important, as prevention of
everything new is negative. Small scale development of
individual buildings could be beneficial, a balance based
on quality of design, method, materials and how this is
considered with the important conservation aspects and
surrounds. I have the village’s best interest at heart
through these comments however they are be embodied
in this Plan.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Traffic - Fleet and Church Crookham is becoming
increasingly congested, with queues at junctions at peak
times as more homes become occupied. There are two
more major sites with planning permission which will add
to this in the area. This and other factors, such as
schooling and health provision should be taken into
consideration before any further development
permissions are given.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council and
the next part of the concern relates to
a matter beyond the scope of the
Neighbourhood Plan as it is decided at
the regional level by Hampshire
County Council or other Authority.

The village needs to keep its character at all costs - where
houses are individual not like an estate, need to ensure
Grove Farm / Edenbrook do not swamp the village.
Ensure development does not take place on cross farm
which was not in keeping with local character, ruins
natural habitats and noise/light/traffic pollution would be
awful for villagers.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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No infill
I am in favour of sustainable development that supports
the housing needs of the parish. Nevertheless
development needs to play its role in preserving our
semi-rural environment, protecting our heritage,
maintaining the distinctiveness of our 3 character areas
and protecting our conservation areas. Historic and other
areas of value to us and finally preserving the parish's key
views, green spaces and biodiversity. The volunteers who
have put together this NP have done a wonderful job.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

The local population continues to increase as the
occupancy of new homes from current developments
grows, and the impact on the whole area of Fleet and
Church Crookham is evident, including longer journey
times, congestion and parking difficulties The huge
estates in Hitches Lane and Redfields Lane, which have
received planning permission, will add even more adverse
effects for Crookham Village Church Crookham and Fleet
town. It would be irresponsible to grant even small infill
developments before a comprehensive study is made in
relation to hospital and medical needs and requirements,
school and college places, as well as water, emergency
and other essential services.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Please stop the current Cross Farm planning application
and prevent any future attempts to spoil our village.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Although it is tempting to say we want no changes this is
not realistic. I do feel that the village with its amazing
open views need to be preserved. The gaps also need to
be preserved to stop Crookham Village becoming part of
Fleet. The open Green spaces are important and the
inhabitants have access to areas of recreational use. It is
essential to avoid development which could cause risk of
flooding. The footpaths and cycle tracks must be retained
and maintained. is also an area of
I am surprised that there is no objective or aspiration to
improve facilities within the Parish. As shown there are
no doctor’s surgeries, pharmacies or dispensaries in the
Parish. Whilst I don't want specialist or exclusive facilities
I think that a GP outreach/satellite surgery, pharmacy or
collection service would be of benefit. Watery Lane
provides space for, but no buildout of, a GP surgery.
Perhaps a consulting room in an existing facility like the
Kiln Workshops would be useful.

This concern is noted and has been
addressed by a change to the wording
of the narrative in the Neighbourhood
Plan.
Watery Lane has approved permission
for a new medical facility which has
been included in the plan so no further
action is required

The future expansion of the population through addition
of Watery Lane and Grove Farm is not clearly described
and the Settlement Boundary and description of
settlement areas is confused on this matter and could do
with improvement.

This concern is noted and has been
addressed by a change to the wording
of the narrative in the Neighbourhood
Plan in Policy SB01 as well as revised
and clarified maps.

Generally there is a lot of information in this NP and its
Appendices but it is poorly structured, inconsistent in
terminology, and badly and inaccurately cross-referenced

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan Appendices.
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(e.g. references to the wrong or missing figure numbers,
some figures sitting alone and not being referenced,
unclear relevance of information held in Appendices). A
big thank you to the team for all the work that has gone
into pulling all this information together.
We need to protect our Hampshire countryside and
wildlife. There are plenty of areas that could be
redeveloped rather than building on open lands that
should really be protected in such a beautiful area.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

This survey should have been done a long time ago before
the Cross Farm appeal.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

I hope Crookham Village can stay a Village and not
become drawn into being part of a Town. There is a
reason people love Crookham Village and becoming a
busy town is not one of them. Please, please, please take
our comments into consideration. We understand that
progress has to happen but hope it is not at the expense
of losing our beautiful village. Thank you
I would like to stress how important it is that this
Neighbourhood Plan is made and adopted now. It has
been several years in the preparation, to the detriment of
our community. This is now a good document and we
badly need it now. I hope this sense of urgency comes
over to those reviewing it for soundness.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

As mentioned, too many words saying the same thing in
many parts of the report, a shorter more bullet pointed
report in my opinion would be more readable and more
effective.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan.
In planning there is inevitably a degree
of repetition and so following the
revisions made this point is hopefully
covered.
The Neighbourhood Plan is a
significant and detailed document and
most people have participated in the
consultation and/or completed the
questionnaire satisfactorily. It is
certainly not the intention of the
questionnaire to be confusing.

This questionnaire is deliberately confusing and time
consuming in order that as few people as possible will/are
able to respond. The local community is so utterly
disgusted with how their opinions have been continually
ignored and gas lighted in favour of a gluttonous few. The
whole thing stinks to high heaven of gluttony, corruption
and a self serving minority.
Our Green Space we have left must be protected. No
Infill! on Zebon Copse enough please
It is important in order to maintain the rural nature of
Crookham Village to protect the distant views over
farmland and woodland that exist at this moment and so
easily can be obscured.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

A very comprehensive & professional Plan that clearly
explains what Crookham Village may be able to accept
but no more. Cross Farm is an absolute monster that can
never be justified.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Please hurry up and pass this plan to prevent Cross farm
and similar developments spoiling our villages forever.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
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Thank you once again. I do hope that this document will
go some way to prevent any further unwanted and
unsustainable large-scale developments.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Is there any point?

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Corrected.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

Please, no infill on Zebon Copse.
A minor comment - page 54 listed numbers of historic
bridges etc but X and Y need to be replaced with actual
number.
I would like to know what the Parish Councils views are
on the continued use of Nyasaland as a storage facility
despite the many objections received - one of which I
lodged in 2006. I will renew my objection so that any
prescriptive rights are lost and the clock starts again.
Table 75: Comments and Responses on Any Other Comments

Impact on Neighbourhood Plan
45. No major changes are requested or required by these concerns.
46. Other minor changes have been made as shown highlighted in yellow in Table 8 above.

Responses Providing Thanks and Support
47. Some respondents used the opportunity, in response to the question “Any Other
Comments?” to express thanks to the Neighbourhood Plan team or further support for the
Plan. For completeness, these comments with proposed responses are shown in Table 9
below.
Comment
Thanks to the people who have put the plan together and
organised all the consultation events.

Response
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Thank you to all those who helped in the preparation of
the plan. Your hard work is appreciated.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Very professional standard of work from a voluntary
group. Many thanks to all involved.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Many thanks to all involved for their hard work in
compiling the plan.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Thanks to the team.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

A well thought out plan. Thank you.
I think this plan seems very sensible and I fully support it.
This is an excellent document, one that I support fully.
The steering committee and those who contributed to
the various sections deserve our thanks for producing
such a well-researched, high quality plan. I believe that
this plan accurately represents the local community's
views. If we implement this, it will allow us to respond to
local needs whilst preserving the aspects of the area that
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we all feel so strongly need protection for future
generations and local wildlife.
I think this is a solid plan which I hope is adopted. Well
done to all those involved as I am sure this plan has taken
a lot of work.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Many thanks to those residents who give up their time
and effort to make this happen.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

I agree with the plan

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Thank you for your work, it is very comprehensive and
obviously took much effort to produce.
Thank you for all your hard work!
I would like to say how much I appreciate the work of the
steering group---Thank you very much. I find it difficult to
add further comments to what is a very competent and
comprehensive neighbourhood plan. I hope it will be
approved in its entirety.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

My very grateful thanks to all those who have given of
their time and expertise to research and compile this
document.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

This plan has my full support.

It is important for the whole community that this CVP
Neighbourhood Plan is agreed and issued.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

I am appreciative of all the hard work which has gone into
formulating these Plans.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

The sooner the Plan is agreed the better.

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

An excellent plan. Thank you to all involved.

I appreciate all the hard work the Parish Council is putting
into this. Well done and thank you.
Please bring this plan into effect quickly.
I think it is an excellent document and thank the people
who have taken time to construct it.
Well done to the team and the parish.
Overall an excellent plan, congratulations to the team
who have produced it.
A comprehensive document.
Good initial baseline plan. It will be important to validate
its veracity and onwards maintenance.
A very interesting document. Thank you all!
I think this is brilliant - well done! Very readable and
comprehensive (except for the omission of bridleways!!)
Generally I am supportive of the plan

Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.
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Table 76: Responses indicating thanks and support

Summary and Recommendations
Level of Further Comments on the Plan
48. There was a good level of engagement with the questions about any issues Omitted, further
requests for change or other comments and these questions elicited some useful feedback
from the respondents in the community.

Question on Major Issues Omitted from the Plan
49. Half of the respondents (51%) provided a response to the question “Are there any major
issues that you feel have been omitted from the plan?”
50. Three-quarters (75%) of those responses indicated no issues (in addition to those who
provided no response), some (12%) indicated no issues Omitted but expressed another
concern, and some responses (13%) did indicate an issue Omitted.
51. On further analysis, these comments did not require major changes to the Plan.
52. Some minor changes to narrative and description are recommended. The details are
contained in paragraphs 15 et seq.

Question on Further Changes Need to the Plan
53. Under half of the respondents (43%) provided a response to the question “Are there any
other changes that you would like to see made?”
54. Over three-quarters (79%) of those responses indicated no further changes (in addition to
those who provided no response), a few (7%) indicated no changes but expressed another
concern, and some responses (14%) did indicate a request to change the Plan.
55. On further analysis, these comments did require some restructuring of the appendices. This
work has been undertaken.
56. Others requested minor changes that were already addressed in the comments on specific
policies.

Question on Any Other Comments
57. Under half of the respondents (43%) provided a response to the question “Any further
comments?”
58. Over a third (38%) of those responses indicated that there were no further comments (in
addition to those who provided no response), nearly a third (31%) expressed support for the
Neighbourhood Plan and/or thanks to the team of volunteers producing it, and nearly a third
(30%) provided further suggestions or expressed further concern.
59. On further analysis, these comments did not require major changes to the Plan.
60. Some minor changes to appendices, narrative and description are recommended. The
details are contained in paragraphs 53 et seq.
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Analysis of Supplementary Consultation Responses on Policy on Prevention
of Flooding in the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan
(Supplementary Policy NE06 on Prevention of Flooding, April 2019)

Introduction
1. As part of the consultation on the Neighbourhood Plan, consultation version, January 2019, a
number of questions were asked about the Policies in the Neighbourhood Plan and about the
Neighbourhood Plan as a whole.
2. After initial feedback from the consultation the Crookham Village parish Neighbourhood Plan
team produced an additional policy NE06 on Prevention of Flooding and published this for a
supplementary consultation in April and May 2019.
3. The consultation asked “Do you agree with Flooding Policy NE06?” with a ‘Yes or No’ answer and
also asked “Do you have any comments on the policy?”
4. This paper analyses the responses received from the Consultation.

Level of Agreement with the Policy on Prevention of Flooding
5. Responses received to the Consultation in response to the question “Do you agree with Flooding
Policy NE06?” were as shown in Table 1 and Figure 1 below 10.
Response

Response meaning

Number

Percentage

Percentage of
Responses

Yes

Agree with the Policy

72

78.3%

98.6%

No

Do not agree with the Policy

1

1.1%

1.4%

No Response

19

20.7%

Total

92

100%

100%

Table 77: Level of Agreement with the Policy on Prevention of Flooding

Prevention of Flooding
Agree with the Policy
Do not agree with the Policy
No Response

Figure 22: Level of agreement with the Policy on Prevention of Flooding

6. A large majority of the responses received to this question (72 of 73 | 98.6%) were in agreement
with the Policy, answering ‘Yes’ to the question.

Duplicate response lines from the same respondent have not been counted.
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7. One response (1 of 73 | 1.4%) was not in agreement, answering ‘No’ to the question. However
as the comments show, this relates to a particular case matter and not to the flooding policy.

Level of Comments on the Policy on Prevention of Flooding
8. Responses received to the Consultation were as shown in Table 2 below.
Comment on the Policy on
Prevention of Flooding

Number

Percentage

Number

Responses with comment

49

54.4%

49

Percentage

Percentage
within
Category

of which responded ‘Yes’

37

41.1%

75.5%

of which responded ‘No’

1

1.1%

2.0%

11

12.2%

22.4%

of which did not say
Responses without comment

41

45.6%

41

of which responded ‘Yes’

35

38.9%

85.4%

of which responded ‘No’

0

0.0%

0.0%

of which did not say

6

6.7%

14.6%

Total

90

100%

Table 78: Level of Comments on the Policy on Prevention of Flooding

Prevention of Flooding
of which responded ‘Yes’
of which responded ‘No’
of which did not say
Responses without
comment
Figure 23: Level of Comments on the Policy on Prevention of Flooding

9. Over half (59 of 90 |54.4%) of respondents provided comments on the Policy on Prevention of
Flooding, excluding those who responded with ‘No’ [comment] or ‘None’.
10. Of those who commented, three quarters (37 of the 59 |75.5%) agreed with the Policy on
Prevention of Flooding. These comments are included in the analysis below.
11. Of those who commented, almost one quarter (11 of the 59 | 22.4%) did not say whether they
agreed with the Policy on Prevention of Flooding. These included the statutory consultees.
These comments are also included in the analysis below.
12. Almost a half (41 of 90 | 45.6%) of respondents did not provide any comments on the Policy on
Prevention of Flooding. Most of these (35 of the 41 | 85.4%) agreed with the Policy on
Prevention of Flooding with no additional comment, and some (6 of the 41 |14.6%) of those who
did not comment also did not say whether they agreed with the Policy on Prevention of Flooding
(they were blank responses).
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Categorisation of Comments on the Policy on Prevention of
Flooding
13. This section provides a categorisation of the comments received from respondents who agreed
with the Policy on Prevention of Flooding and the comments received from respondents who did
not agree with the Policy on Prevention of Flooding.
14. The comments received on the Policy on Prevention of Flooding can be categorised as shown in
Table 3 below.
Category
1
2
3
4
5
6
7

Degree of agreement with the
Policy on Prevention of
Flooding
Completely agree with the
Policy
Agree with the Policy with
specific concern
Agree with the Policy with
specific request for change
No discernible meaning or
relevance.
Do not agree with the Policy
with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policy
with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policy at
all
Total

Number

Percentage

Responded
‘Yes’

Responded
‘No’

15

30.6%

3

0

25

51.0%

22

0

4

8.2%

1

0

4

8.2%

0

0

0

0.0%

0

0

1

2.0%

0

1

0

0.0%

0

0

49

100%

26

1

Table 79: Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Policy on Prevention of Flooding

Prvention of Flooding
Completely agree with the Policy
Agree with the Policy with specific concern
Agree with the Policy with specific request for change
No discernible meaning or relevance.
Do not agree with the Policy with specific request for change
Do not agree with the Policy with specific concern
Do not agree with the Policy at all
Figure 24: Categorisation of Comments’ degree of agreement with the Policy on Prevention of Flooding

15. The responses in category 1 provided complete agreement with or support for the Policy with no
request for further emphasis or material consideration. All the responses used individual and
varied wording in complete agreement with the Policy. All the responses were from
respondents who responded ‘Yes’ to the Policy on Prevention of Flooding question. This
category excludes those respondents who agreed with the Policy on Prevention of Flooding but
did not provide any supporting comment. Where these can be related to an area of concern
expressed by other responses they are included in the analysis of those comments.
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16. The responses in category 2 provided agreement with or support for the Policy on Prevention of
Flooding and expressed certain concerns or emphasis. These have been analysed further (see
below) to determine the area of concern and whether the comment is lending support to the
Policy as stated or is requesting additional emphasis in the Policy on Prevention of Flooding
itself.
17. The responses in category 3 provided agreement with or support for the Policy on Prevention of
Flooding but requested specific changes to it. These have been analysed further (see below) to
determine the changes requested.
18. There were some responses in category 4 which related to areas of concern or geography
outside the scope of the Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan. This included some statutory
consultees who referred to national policy or statutory responsibilities but had no comment on
the specific policy.
19. There were no responses in category 5 that did not agree with the Policy on Prevention of
Flooding and requested a change. .
20. The response in category 6 did not agree with the Policy and expressed certain concerns. These
have been analysed further (see below) to determine the area of concern or request for
additional emphasis in the Policy on Prevention of Flooding itself.
21. There were no responses in category 7 which did not agree with the Policy and rejected it
completely.

Analysis of Comments on the Policy on Prevention of Flooding
22. This section provides analysis of the respondents’ comments on the Policy on Prevention of
Flooding and looks at the concerns expressed (categories 2 and 6) and changes requested by
respondents (categories 3 and 5). They are treated similarly to inform any potential changes
that may be beneficial to the Policy on Prevention of Flooding.
23. Comments regarding typography and layout have not been included, however comments that
query the clarity or meaning of terms or definitions have been included as they may indicate
potential improvements to wording of the Policy.
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24. The comments have been categorised into the areas of concern as shown in
Area of Concern

Summary of Concern

Flood risk to The Street
and Crondall Road
Flood risk to Hitches
Grove Farm
Lane and The Street
Low lying land and risk
Watery Lane
to existing properties
Flood risk to Zebon
Zebon Copse
Copse
Flood risk to
Netherhouse Moor
Netherhouse Moor
Crookham Village

Development
Generally

Developers
responsibilities for flood
prevention and liabilities
in event of flood

National policy and
responsibility of
statutory bodies
Basingstoke Canal Flood risk along canal
Specific changes
Specific Issues
requsted
Statutory
Responsibility

Total

Number

Percentage

Agree

Disagree

9

25.7%

8

0

3

8.6%

3

0

3

8.6%

3

0

2

5.7%

1

0

1

2.9%

1

0

6

17.1%

6

0

6

17.1%

0

0

1

2.9%

1

0

4

11.4%

1

1

35

74%

16

1

Number

Percentage

Agree

Disagree

9

25.7%

8

0

3

8.6%

3

0

3

8.6%

3

0

2

5.7%

1

0

1

2.9%

1

0

6

17.1%

6

0

6

17.1%

0

0

1

2.9%

1

0

4

11.4%

1

1

35

74%

16

1

Table 4 below.
Area of Concern

Summary of Concern

Flood risk to The Street
and Crondall Road
Flood risk to Hitches
Grove Farm
Lane and The Street
Low lying land and risk
Watery Lane
to existing properties
Flood risk to Zebon
Zebon Copse
Copse
Flood risk to
Netherhouse Moor
Netherhouse Moor
Crookham Village

Development
Generally

Developers
responsibilities for flood
prevention and liabilities
in event of flood

National policy and
responsibility of
statutory bodies
Basingstoke Canal Flood risk along canal
Specific changes
Specific Issues
requsted
Statutory
Responsibility

Total

of Concern Expressed in the Comments
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25. Each area of concern is summarised below with an assessment of suggestions for changes in the
Policy on Prevention of Flooding (shown in red).

Concern: Crookham Village
26. Eight residents, of whom eight agrees with the Policy, and one who does not say, have
comments on this Policy that relate to the Crookham Village area (old village).
27. The comments, highlighted in yellow, with proposed responses are shown in Table 5 below.
Comment
In addition to any SuDS being provided, the whole of
Crondall Road should be resurfaced, all edging
strengthened and a completely new ditch system built.

You refer to occasional flooding in the Street, due to
run-off from Cross Farm. I used to live in The Street,
opposite Village cars and much of the water drains
north via pipes in some of the gardens (certainly
including ours, at Westmarsh). During heavy rain the
area close to the WI hut often flooded with several
inches of water. This would drain away via ditches in the
fields of Grove Farm, going to the north and west,
towards Hitches Lane. There is a history of under
provision of drainage measures (you mention the
problems in Zebon Copse) and I am fearful that the runoff from the soon to be concreted over “Tump” will
cause much more serious problems. I feel that the
developers should be made to provide further evidence
that there will be no flooding and/or provide
indemnities for properties in the affected areas.
Although already mentioned by many living along the
Street when commenting to reject the planning
application for the development of Cross Farm, this
issue should and must be strenuously raised again at
the appeal!
As a resident of Crondall Road of 8 years it was alarming
to see how quickly are garden flooded following heavy
rain.
Policy is very comprehensive and all I would add is that
we live at Brookfield in Crondall Rd and on occasions
when the Brook at the bottom of our garden reaches a
maximum it took 8 minutes to flood a large lawn and
cover a patio by 2 inches. I actually timed it!!!
It is absurd that currently a developer is only required to
mitigate the risk of flooding on their site. There must
be a legal and financial consequence to developers (and
where they cannot or will not pay, then HDC as the
planners that approved the development) where they
negatively impact the risk of flooding, either upstream
or downstream of their development. Neither HDC nor
the Water companies appeared to consider the
potential flood impact that the Cross Farm proposals

Response
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it is
decided at the regional level by
Hampshire County Council.
Road drainage is the responsibility of
Hampshire County Council Highways
department.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it is
decided by Hart District Council and
Government Policy.
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present to off-site property. The SuDs installed on
other local developments have frequently failed to
cope. This development offers no recognition of
history, not what they would do differently - indeed
many of the Cross Farm documents don't even show
any SuDs or have footpaths and electricity pylons
sharing the proposed SuDs space. Furthermore, the
Cross Farm development includes the deliberate silting
up of ditches that have stopped the flooding of nearby,
downstream properties (many listed) since the farmers
have kept them clear.
Especially as a resident that would be materially
impacted by the Cross Farm development proposals,
developers should carry a legal liability where they
increase the risk of flooding off site.
Very well aware of water run-off from Cross Farm fields,
as it goes down the unmade access lane into my garage,
into my side garden too. The effects are exacerbated
since the fields are significantly higher than the land
along the Street.
[…] The storm drains on The Street are full of rubble
and hence are not effective in dealing with runoff. I
wish our policy could require developers to underwrite
the costs incurred by Parishioners in the event of flood
damage.
Table 81: Comments and Responses related to Crookham Village

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it is
decided at national level by H.M.
Government.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as
responsibility for the maintenance of
storm drains lies with Thames Water.
This matter will be referred to
Crookham Village Parish Council for
investigation.

Impact on Policy on Prevention of Flooding
28. There are no changes suggested by the responses received.

Concern: Grove Farm
29. Three residents, all of whom agrees with the Policy, have comments on this Policy that relate to
the Hitches Lane area and development proposals at Grove Farm.
30. The comments, highlighted in yellow, with proposed responses are shown in Table 6 below.
Comment
I fully agree with the policy. I am concerned that the
Grove Farm development will affect existing properties
adjacent to the development by increasing the flood risk.
Flooding is a problem in our Parish in certain locations. I
wish developers were held to account for future flood
events caused by development, by e.g. having a duty to
pay for flood damage for a period of time (10 years
minimum) after development is complete. It would not
surprise me if Crookham Village had worse flooding on
The Street now that the Hitches Lane development has
been approved. Building work, which creates hard
surfaces, tends to diminish the capacity of a catchment to
absorb water, making problematic surface runoff a
greater risk. […] I wish our policy could require
developers to underwrite the costs incurred by
Parishioners in the event of flood damage.

Response
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at national level by H.M.
Government.
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Flooding at Hitches Lane has been known for a while,
gardens inches deep of water. However, before this
document, and prior to Edenbrook (which is still being
built) there is a purpose made deep drainage system to
hold any floodwater. Unfortunately, as the policy states
Zebon Copse was not made efficiently, so these
experiences are having a live and learn theory.

This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided by Hart District Council.

Table 82: Comments and Responses related to Grove Farm

Impact on Policy on Prevention of Flooding
31. There are no changes suggested by the responses received.

Concern: Watery Lane
32. Three residents, all of whom agrees with the Policy, have comments on this Policy that relate to
the Watery Lane area and development proposals at Albany Farm.
33. The comments, highlighted in yellow, with proposed responses are shown in Table 7 below.
Comment
It appears that this has been carefully considered with an
appreciation of the issues around specific areas of low
lying land i.e. Watery Lane.
If a policy like this had been in place previously the
Watery Lane development would probably have been
rejected.
Having lived next to Watery Lane for 28 years and
experienced the flooding events which have been
referred to I consider this a very necessary policy.

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Table 83: Comments and Responses related to Watery Lane

Impact on Policy on Prevention of Flooding
34. There are no changes suggested by the responses received.

Concern: Zebon Copse
35. Two residents, of whom one agrees with the Policy, and one who did not say, have comments on
this Policy that relate to the Zebon Copse area.
36. The comments, highlighted in yellow, with proposed responses are shown in Table 9 below.
Comment
I would say Zebon Copse and Netherhouse Moor is
Church Crookham.

Table 84: Comments and Responses related to Zebon Copse

Response
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan.

Impact on Policy on Prevention of Flooding
37. There are no changes proposed as a result of the responses received.

Concern: Netherhouse Moor
38. One resident, who agrees with the Policy, and one who did not say, have comments on this
Policy that relate to the Netherhouse Moor area.
39. The comment, highlighted in yellow, with proposed responses are shown in Table 9 below.
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Comment
There has been some flooding in Netherhouse Moor in
the past, due to the land drainage ditches not being
maintained.

Table 85: Comments and Responses related to Netherhouse Moor

Response
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Impact on Policy on Prevention of Flooding
40. There are no changes proposed as a result of the responses received.

Concern: Development Generally
41. Six comments relating to developers and development generally come from residents, all of
whom agree with the Policy.
42. The comments, highlighted in yellow, with proposed responses are shown in Table 10 below.
Comment
Property Developers should be held financially
responsible if their meagre flood defences prove
inadequate should excessive flooding be caused by their
new housing projects.
There should be no further extensive development in the
area at all. Any possibility of flooding albeit even a small
risk should be avoided at all cost
With the increasing occurrence of extreme weather
conditions, it is more important than ever to ensure areas
already at low to medium risk are protected from any
escalation of risk.
Developments should not be allowed to increase the risk
of flooding and especially off-site (whether upstream or
downstream of the development),
I support ensuring the proper consideration and
mitigation of the risk of flood that may be caused by any
development, and especially including the potential
impact off the development site.
All very sensible. All developers' fantasies over flooding
mitigation should be resisted.

Table 86: Comments and Responses related to Over-Development

Response
This relates to a matter beyond the
scope of the Neighbourhood Plan as it
is decided at national level by H.M.
Government.
This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
This comment is taken as support for
this flooding policy and no change is
proposed to the Neighbourhood Plan.
This comment is taken as support for
this flooding policy and no change is
proposed to the Neighbourhood Plan.
This comment is taken as support for
this flooding policy and no change is
proposed to the Neighbourhood Plan.
Support for the Neighbourhood Plan is
noted.

Impact on Policy on Prevention of Flooding
43. There are no changes proposed as a result of the responses received.

Concern: National Policy and Statutory Responsivities
44. Six respondents, none of whom would commit to agreeing with or disagreeing with the Policy,
provided responses related to Policy.
45. The comments, highlighted in yellow, with proposed responses are shown in Table 11 below.
Comment
Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan – Prevention of
Flooding Policy. Thank you for your consultation on the
above dated and received by Natural England on 15th
April 2019. Natural England is a non-departmental public
body. Our statutory purpose is to ensure that the natural
environment is conserved, enhanced, and managed for

Response
This support/concern (lack of
comment) is noted but no change is
proposed to the Neighbourhood Plan.

CVNP Consultation Statement – Appendices H – Analysis of Regulation 14 Responses
Page 116 of 163

July 2019

the benefit of present and future generations, thereby
contributing to sustainable development. Natural England
does not consider that this “Prevention of Flooding
Policy” poses any likely risk or opportunity in relation to
our statutory purpose, and so does not wish to comment
on this consultation. The lack of comment from Natural
England should not be interpreted as a statement that
there are no impacts on the natural environment. Other
bodies and individuals may wish to make comments that
might help the Local Planning Authority (LPA) to fully take
account of any environmental risks and opportunities
relating to this document. If you disagree with our
assessment of this proposal as low risk, or should the
proposal be amended in a way which significantly affects
its impact on the natural environment, then in
accordance with Section 4 of the Natural Environment
and Rural Communities Act 2006, please consult Natural
England again.
'Hart: Crookham Village Neighbourhood – Supplementary
Consultation Thank you for allowing Thames Water
Utilities Ltd (Thames Water) to comment on the above.
As you will be aware, Thames Water are the statutory
sewerage undertaker for the Hart District and are hence a
“specific consultation body” in accordance with the Town
& Country Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012. We
have the following comments: NE06 Prevention of
Flooding. We support the additional policy in principle,
but consider that it could still be made clearer in relation
to the different types of flooding. The National Planning
Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a sequential
approach should be used by local planning authorities in
areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding other
than from river and sea, which includes "Flooding from
Sewers". We consider that the Policy and supporting text
should therefore make specific reference to ‘sewer
flooding’ (and other types of flooding) and an acceptance
that flooding can occur away from the flood plain as a
result of development where off site sewerage
infrastructure is not in place ahead of development.
When reviewing development and flood risk it is
important to recognise that water and/or sewerage
infrastructure may be required to be developed in flood
risk areas. By their very nature water and sewage
treatment works are located close or adjacent to rivers
(to abstract water for treatment and supply or to
discharge treated effluent). It is likely that these existing
works will need to be upgraded or extended to provide
the increase in treatment capacity required to service
new development. Flood risk sustainability objectives
should therefore accept that water and sewerage
infrastructure development may be necessary in flood
risk areas. With regard to surface water drainage it is the
responsibility of the developer to make proper provision
for drainage to ground, watercourses or surface water
sewer. It is important to reduce the quantity of surface

This concern has been addressed by
the inclusion of these concerns in the
rationale for Policy NE06.
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water entering the sewerage system in order to maximise
the capacity for foul sewage to reduce the risk of sewer
flooding. Limiting the opportunity for surface water
entering the foul and combined sewer networks is of
critical importance to Thames Water. Thames Water have
advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as far as
possible the volume of and rate at which surface water
enters the public sewer system. By doing this, SuDS have
the potential to play an important role in helping to
ensure the sewerage network has the capacity to cater
for population growth and the effects of climate change.
SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, they can also
help to:  improve water quality  provide opportunities
for water efficiency  provide enhanced landscape and
visual features  support wildlife  and provide amenity
and recreational benefits. We trust the above is
satisfactory, but please do not hesitate to contact David
Wilson on the above number if you have any queries.
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
Prevention of Flooding document to be added to the Plan
for Crookham, already circulated. I have no difficulty with
the document, indeed I support it fully. I did have trouble
using the links at the end of the document - the NPPF
worked OK, and perhaps some of the text from Para 148
et seq could be imported into the new draft, to add
substance without resorting to reading other documents.
Well done to the team.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the rationale for
Policy NE06 to include the impact of
climate change. It is not considered to
be appropriate to include all of this
section in the main body of the
Neighbourhood Plan.

Table 87: Comments and Responses related to Statutory Responsibilities

Impact on Policy on Prevention of Flooding
46. No major changes are required to the Policy.

Concern: Specific Issues
47. Four residents, one of whom agree with the Policy and one of whom disagrees, provide
comments related to specific issues.
48. One resident disagrees with the policy but then raises a separate concern outside the scope of
the Policy on Prevention of Flooding.
49. The comments, highlighted in yellow, with proposed responses are shown in Table 12 below.
Comment
My comments also relate to the main NHP: My comments
also relate to the main NHP: Dear Crookham Village
Parish Council, I write to you with regards to the
Neighbour Hood Plan (NHP). I was unaware, but I do
understand the commenting period for this has expired.
Nevertheless, I believe it is not finalised and thus I still
wanted to write to you to voice some of my observations
/ concerns. I have also included some comments relating
to the flood policy. I hope and would appreciate it if you
would consider both. NHP appears to endorse
development or partial development of Nyasaland,
located along the west side of Crondall Road. I strongly

Response
This relates to a specific case matter
that cannot be addressed by the
Neighbourhood Plan.
It has no relevance to the consultation
on the Policy on Prevention of
Flooding.
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and wholeheartedly object to the NHP support of a
possible development at Nyasaland because of:
• If planning is granted for part of the site there is a
strong chance the developer will then push for planning
permission for the rest of the site. I cannot see evidence
that this is anticipated in the NHP – but is an obvious risk.
I appreciate this is a rural setting, but in my experience
maintaining ‘views’ is not always considered a sufficient
reason not to build. • Dense housing or mobile homes
which do not sit within the character street scene (the
new owner has such businesses). • Out of character for
the local area and will destroy large plots of natural
beauty, damage to nature and the natural landscape will
be irreplaceable. • Some of the character and charm of
the village will be lost. • Loss of rural views which is
paramount to the rural feel of Crookham village. •
Increased traffic due to site workers, heavy goods and
construction vehicles during the development period of
the site. This will cause significant disruption to the local
residents, increase the dangers and hazards on an already
busy / narrow road. • Access disruption. Any
development will require intrusion / disturbance to
existing utilities (such as gas supply, water pipes etc). This
will undoubtedly result in excavation activities along the
main road, causing traffic congestion. • Increased traffic
after development completion which will increase the risk
to local residents on an already busy / narrow road.
Crondall road is already dangerous with speeding cars,
narrow pinch points and has dangerous locations. •
Noise pollution during construction. • Will have an
impact on the residents of 'Crondall Road', which is
currently in a conservation area and includes a number of
listed buildings. I strongly believe this development is
driven by covetousness, without any consideration given
to the impact to the local residents. • I feel more
awareness and discussions with local villagers should be
undertaken. I do not believe villagers are fully aware of
this potential development due to a lack of transparency.
By the NHP endorsing this, it suggests the entire village is
behind it – which I am sure is not the case. If it does go to
planning, it will be difficult for villagers to then object as it
would appear they have already backed it via the NHP. •
The development of this land will increase flood risks for
nearby properties and the road. An inevitable
consequence of paving over fields. • I question whether
a development of this site would be anything other than
detrimental to village identity? • SAFETY. What measures
would be taken to ensure the safety of local residents?
Safety aspects do need to be considered, pavements are
non-existent in that location, roads are narrow and
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uneven. This necessitates pedestrians to walk in the
road. This will not be safe for residents when there are
large construction vehicles during the construction phase.
• Impact to the views from the local, historic pub. I have
no doubt a development opposite that establishment
would have a significant impact to their revenue stream.
I also have concerns regarding input into the NHP,
proportional representation and the potential lack of
objection from many of the other residents along
Crondall Road. I query if (and I hope this is true), the NHP
is not a legally binding document. It represents views of
some of the villagers, but not all and thus cannot be
considered as the village’s overall position on something
such as this (though I guess that is what it is meant to
be, but in reality it isn’t). In my view and I hope the
council, it cannot automatically mean a developer will get
planning position to develop that site. I wouldn’t be at all
surprised – if it got to that stage and became more
‘official’ then many more residents would start openly
objecting via the Hart planning permission route.
Residents would be able to make an informed decision at
that stage, since they would have something to review,
know the size of the development, style, amount of
disruption and impact it would potentially cause. I
honestly don’t think some residents are fully aware of the
CVPC (certainly new residents) and thus have little or no
knowledge of the NHP – of course, that could just be my
naïve view. Many residents may think they can just
object later, once planning is submitted… I guess at that
stage though, it would be more ‘what’ sort of
development will be built, not ‘if’.
I appreciate your consideration and would be happy to
discuss further.
I find some of the phraseology weak e.g. Quote
Development will only be supported if it avoids increasing
the risk of flooding ... Unquote might be better written as
"Development will be opposed if it increases the risk of
flooding ... "
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the above
Policy. We welcome its inclusion into the Neighbourhood
Plan and have no substantial comments to make other
than those below:
‘Only’ is superfluous in the first line. There is no need to
reference ‘throughout’ or ‘within’ the Parish as the Policy
will apply to the whole Parish. Suggest replace ‘must’ with
should’ in the third line in line with other changes
recommended along these lines in other examinations to
allow other material considerations to be taken into
account.

This support/concern is noted but no
change is proposed to the
Neighbourhood Plan.
The Neighbourhood Plan is expressed
in a positive manner about
development that will be supported.
This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy NE06.
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the
proposed Neighbourhood Plan Policy NE06 – Prevention
of Flooding. I’m pleased to confirm that generally this
seems to align well with Policy NBE6 of the Hart Local
Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 – 2032, Proposed Submission
Version. However, I would like to suggest that the third
principle is strengthened as follows:
‘Developments must, where feasible, incorporate
sustainable drainage design features to manage the risk
of surface water flooding within their boundary and
elsewhere in the parish. Source control measures will
wherever possible be naturalised in design terms to
contribute to and enhance biodiversity. Sustainable
drainage systems must adhere to the principles above
and will only discharge surface water either at, or less
than, greenfield runoff rates (where technically viable),
will leave green corridors along watercourses and/or will
reduce flood risk.’
Thank you again for consulting us.

This concern has been addressed by a
minor change to the wording of the
Neighbourhood Plan in Policy NE06.

Table 88: Comments and Responses related to Specific Issues

Impact on Policy on Prevention of Flooding
50. No major changes are required to the Policy.

Summary and Recommendations
Level of Agreement with the Policy
51. There was a very large degree of agreement with the Policy. 99% of respondents who answered
the question “Do you agree with the policy on Prevention of Flooding?” responded ‘Yes’. Only
1% of those who answered the question responded ‘No’.
52. 55% of respondents provided comments on the Policy. Of these, 76% agreed with the Policy and
expressed specific concerns or suggested improvements. Also of these, one respondent (2%) did
not agree with the Policy but expressed a concern on a different matter. Of those who provided
comments, 22% did not respond to the question on whether they agreed with the Policy.
53. The major concerns expressed by respondents were:
•
•
•
•
•

the flood risk to the Street in the centre of the old village, flood risk to Crondall Road in
the south of the old village, food risk to Hitches Lane and The Street in the north of the
old village;
low lying land and risk to existing properties in the area of Watery Lane;
continued and exacerbated flood risk to Zebon Copse;
developers’ responsibilities for flood prevention and liabilities in the event of flood; and
explanation of statutory responsibilities.

Suggested Changes to Policy NE06
54. No major changes are required to this Policy.
55. Minor changes to the narrative around the Policy, wording or terminology of the Policies are
recommended as described in the body of this document under the section headings ‘Impact on
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Policy on Prevention of Flooding’. These also include some typographical, reference and
consistency improvements.
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Paragraph

Comment

Response

Hart District Council
General

Preface – third para. The Hart District Local Plan is awaiting the
Inspector’s Report, so the text needs to be updated.
References in the Plan are to the 2012 NPPF. This has been
replaced by the NPPF 2018 so all references in the Plan will need
to be checked and updated.
The document is clearly structured identifying the evidence
supporting each policy and has clear links to the Hart Local Plan
saved policies and National Planning Policy Framework. There is
little reference to the strategic policies in the Submitted Hart
Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016-2032 for neighbourhood
planning purposes. Appendix K provides a link to the examination
library but not specifically to the strategic policies. The Strategic
policies could be listed and referred to in the NP document.

This text has now been updated to reflect the latest position for the
HDC Local Plan.
All references now corrected to match to 2018 NPPF.

There is significant repetition of maps in the main document and
in the appendices. It would be much clearer to only include these
once unless absolutely necessary – either in the Plan itself, the
back of the Plan or a separate Appendix. A number of Plan/Figure
references throughout the Plan are incorrect.

The maps in the main document are for indicative purposes only while
the maps in Definitive Maps Supplement are the accurate detailed
policy maps. Julia to ensure that repetition is limited as far as possible.

There is reference to a Proposals Map (Policies Map) but this is
not included in the NP document or its appendices.

This reference has now been removed.

All references to policies in the Neighbourhood Plan have been
updated to reflect the relevant strategic policies in the submitted Hart
Local Plan Strategy and Site 2016-2032
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It is disappointing that the consideration of flooding in the plan
objectives has not been reflected in policy. Policy NE05 mentions
Sustainable Drainage Systems in terms of biodiversity benefit but
not managing flood risk. Most flooding issues are mainly
concentrated in small discrete areas with the rest of the parish at
relatively low risk of flooding. This provides an opportunity to
avoid exposing new development to flooding and protect
blue/green infrastructure for wildlife and amenity purposes. These
issues could be reflected in a new policy on flooding. Policy
wording could be along the lines as set out below:“Avoiding increasing flood risk, from any source, throughout the
parish by:
·
Any development that is not safe or increases flood risk
from any source without adequate mitigation will not be
supported.
·
Avoiding built development on greenfield sites in locations
shown to be at risk of flooding from any sources or immediately
adjacent to a canal embankment except where there are
overriding policy reasons for this and full mitigation has been
provided.
·
Development that include Sustainable Drainage Systems,
look to discharge surface water at greenfield runoff rates (where
technically viable), leave green corridors along watercourses or
provide any form of reduction in flood risk will be looked on
favourably.”
It is not necessary in Policies to say subject to meeting other
Development Plan policies as development will need to be
considered against all policies in the development plan.

A new flooding policy has been prepared based on the comments in
this section. A second consultation has been conducted for this new
policy and updates made in accordance with the analysis of the
comments received.
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Introduction
page 5

Reference is made to support for small sympathetic
developments. However, no mention is made to community-led
housing, self-build or rural exception sites but these would fit with
this so a reference could be added.

This section reflects the comments received from the community in
the first consultation regarding the vision and objectives for the
neighbourhood plan. Although reference was made to small
developments of less than 5 houses, there were no comments relating
to the need for community-led housing, rural exception sites or selfbuild. For this reason, this section has not been updated.

Section 1
Setting the
Scene

The text in the first two paragraphs under the heading `Context
for this Neighbourhood Plan’ needs updating as the Local Plan
Examination has now taken place and the justification for the
housing numbers has been updated .

This wording has now been revised to reflect the current position for
the Hart Local Plan.

Section 2
Vision and
Objectives

Support the Vision and objectives. These are consistent with the
Submitted Local Plan, Saved Policies and the NPPF.

Noted

Page 20

Where reference is made to integrating new developments into
the existing community, rural exception sites, community-led
housing and self-build would all meet the requirements set out.
The Plan could specifically mention this and support such schemes
if they meet all these requirements and meet a demonstrable
local need.

The vision statement expresses the views of residents with regard to
future development within the parish. In the consultation that
supported this statement, there were no views expressing support for
community-led housing or self-build and so this has not been included
in the vision statement. Views were expressed for affordable housing
for younger families and local people which could be taken to refer to
rural exception sites. The parish has long expressed the view for such a
site, however all the sites put forward to date have been found to be
unsuitable on the grounds that they are too remote from public
transport routes and local amenities. We have amended some of the
built environment policies to take account of a possible rural exception
site coming forward at a future date.

Section 3 Policies

1st para – update re NPPF 2018 reference. 2nd para needs updating This update has been completed to show conformity with the Hart
regarding the Local Plan.
Local Plan
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Section 3

The Settlement boundary for Fleet as shown on the Hart Local
Plan Proposed Submission Version Policies map does not line up
with the boundary shown in the NP and there is no justification as
to why this is the case.

Policy SBO1
Settlement
Boundaries

There is no reference to a rural exception site in the policy, but
this could be added here.

Policy BEO1
Sustainable
Development
Principles
Page 30

This error has now been corrected and a more accurate plan prepared
which is in agreement with the Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission
Version Policies Map for Crookham Village Parish. The map reflecting
the changes to the settlement boundary in the main plan document is
now for indicative purposes only. Accurate detailed maps are provided
in Definitive Maps Supplement to this plan which exactly matches the
settlement boundary as expressed in the HDC Local Plan.
A reference to rural exception sites has been added to this policy.

Are the rural communities where this would apply in the Parish be
named?
Reference to NPPF will need updating as above. If possible,
reference to paragraphs in other documents within Policy should
be avoided as they are likely to become out of date over the Plan
period. This Policy will now need to be consistent with paragraphs
83 and 84 of the NPPF 2019.
Mention could be made to providing affordable housing for local
people.

The only rural community in the parish is Crookham Village and this
has been added.
This correction has now been made and the policy checked to ensure
consistency with paragraphs 83 and 84 of NPPF 2018.

The quotes from local residents about the need for starter homes
and social housing would be a good place to refer to the Parish’s
commitment to supporting an appropriate rural exception site for
local people as this could potentially include these tenures. The
affordable housing provided on the larger S106 sites like Grove
Farm and Albany Park are available for anyone with a connection
to Hart District as a whole and would not be able to be ringfenced for the benefit of local people with a connection to
Crookham Village parish unfortunately.

The Neighbourhood Plan has been updated to take account of this.

This has now been incorporated into the text.
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Policy BE02,

Policy BE03 –
Design
principles for
Crookham
Village Ward
Character
Area

7th bullet This would be difficult to interpret in development
management decisions as it refers to ‘consider’ and ‘where
possible retain or enhance’. It also refers to all views. This bullet
should be revised to perhaps refer to development not
obstructing/adversely affecting, locally important/significant views
which should be defined – the wording could be amended to be
consistent with Policy NB02. See also later comments on views.
10th bullet - it is important to differentiate the policy that applies
to built heritage assets (statutory listed buildings, curtilage listed
buildings and non-designated heritage assets) and those policies
which apply to the statutory designated heritage asset that
comprises a designated conservation area. The NPPF allows for
consideration of distinctiveness as it applies to conservation areas,
not a listed building. For Listed buildings it is important to
consider their 'significance' and 'defined special interest' and also
significance as it relates to conservation area but distinctiveness is
a term usually applied to the defined significance or character and
appearance of a conservation area.
11th bullet – precede with ‘where appropriate’
The first sentence is supporting text and not Policy. Suggest
reword second sentence to:
‘Development within or adjacent to Crookham Village,
Dogmersfield or the Basingstoke Canal Conservation Areas will be
supported…’

The policy has been updated in accordance with these comments.

First bullet – it might be helpful here to cross refer to Policies
PA01 – PA03 and the Conservation Area Appraisals.
Second Bullet – could reword for clarity :
‘are designed to be sympathetic to the site context and integrate
through good sensitive design with the existing character of the

The text has been revised to reflect with this wording change.

The wording of this policy has been updated to reflect these comments

The wording of this policy has been updated to reflect this comment.
The text has been revised to reflect with this wording change.

This wording change has been made.
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immediate locality, including the integration of important
features’ important features and neighbouring properties
Third bullet - delete reference to the NPPF - do you need this
bullet in the light of the bullets above?
Fourth bullet – it is possible that this could lead to an ad hoc mix
of styles – perhaps consider wording that says: ‘..a mix of styles
and designs to introduce interest and variety’

Policy BE04
First bullet
Policy BE04
and BE05
Last bullet
Policy BE05
Policy PA01

Seventh bullet – Could take reference to footpaths out of this
bullet and make it into a separate bullet about not impacting on
public footpaths?
It might be useful to include a map of the relevant Character Area
alongside each Character Area Policy.
Rationale - some concern over the terminology of the first
sentence and whether there is a better way to describe the
character of buildings.
Should this be ‘corridors’?

The reference to NPPF has been deleted as per this request but
following discussion, the Steering Group believe that the requirement
for high quality design should remain.
The text has been updated to reflect comment. It should be noted that
an essential feature of the Crookham Village conservation area is its
eclectic mix of styles and periods and so an ad hoc mix will only seek to
preserve that feature.
This change has been implemented.
This change has been implemented.
The terminology in the rationale has been changed to reflect this
concern.
The wording has been corrected.

How will the first part of this bullet be met – should this just
comprise the need to comply with relevant parking policies?

Wording changed to require compliance with TM01.

Third bullet – delete ‘with children/parents walking in mornings
and afternoons’ as this is not Policy but context.
1st bullet - This is unclear – how will applicants know which are
significant views if some are identified and others aren’t. It would
be preferable to identify all important views where development
should demonstrate the impact of the proposal and where
proposals which would adversely affect such views will not be
supported.

Text deleted.
The wording throughout the document has been harmonised to
identify all views previously described as important / significant/ key
views as key views. All the views identified in this policy are either into
or out from the relevant conservation areas.
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Third bullet - Development shall respect the linear nature of the
Conservation Area, following historic precedent and where
appropriate it shall reflect the mix of single and two storey
traditional buildings in order to introduce interest and variety into
the development in order to reinforce the character and
distinctiveness of an area.
Last bullet suggest that the wording be changed to something along the lines
of the following:
'Proposals to demolish buildings which are identified as being non
designated heritage assets heritage assets and are buildings of
local importance or significance will be resisted.
Penultimate and last bullets - Fig 14 refers to views in the
Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area not locally significant
buildings
Fig 11 does not show locally significant buildings

This point is not accepted as almost all the existing development in
Crookham Village is either single or two story so it would be difficult to
see where the phrase “where appropriate” would be relevant.

The wording has been revised to reflect this concern

The references throughout the document have been checked and
revised where appropriate so that they are now correct.
The references throughout the document have been checked and
revised where appropriate so that they are now correct.
These changes to the text of the Rationale have now been
incorporated.

Rationale Suggest Policy wording and checking of reference to Hart District
Council.
‘In this policy, heritage assets are defined as including designated
Grade II listed assets, curtilage listed assets as well as nondesignated assets, such as locally listed buildings and structures as
identified by the Hart District Council? These have been identified
on the Crookham Village Appraisal map (Figure 11 below)
together with the many significant views into, out of, and within
the Conservation Area which contribute strongly to its character.’
Suggest the introduction of curtilage listed buildings and rewrite
This change has been incorporated into the text.
the sentence in a way to ensure that the assessment and appraisal
of both statutory designated and non-designated heritage assets
is not a static process and therefore provision should be made
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within the policy for future assessment and revision to any list of
heritage assets.

Policy PA02
Basingstoke
Canal
Conservation
Area

Please note that whilst it is beneficial that a NDHA has formal
recognition that it has already been assessed and added to a 'local
list' compiled and maintained by the LPA, it does not have to be
on the list to qualify as a NDHA. Planning inspectors can and do
determine that a building merits recognition as a NDHA at the
time of hearing a planning appeal.
‘Many of these views are valued for their historic and aesthetic
significance as well as the informal and varied presence of
greenery in the form of trees, hedges and mature gardens. While
the value of these views is not easily codified in a policy, it is
nevertheless important that they should be retained and, where
possible, enhanced so as to preserve retain and or enhance the
ambience and setting of the conservation area.’
‘The objective of this policy is to preserve and or enhance these
characteristics of which the views are an essential element and
point in this policy only applies to planning applications likely to
have an impact on these important views.’

A revised list of non-designated heritage assets including locally
significant buildings and structures has been prepared and included as
Appendix B to support this policy.

The proposed extension to Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area
shown on Figure 14 needs to be justified and linked to supporting
evidence.

The map used at Figure 14 has been extracted from the most recent
Basingstoke Canal conservation area statement dated 2009 which
contains a proposal to extend the Basingstoke conservation area
around the historic brickworks site in Crookham Village. Although this
extension was approved by Hart District Council at a cabinet meeting
on 3 December 2009, it is not known why this extension has not been
implemented. While CVNP supports this extension to the conservation
area in this location, it is not proposing it as part of this neighbourhood
plan and therefore is not in a position to supply evidence to support

This wording change has been incorporated into the text

This wording change has been incorporated into the text
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this extension which is seen as being outside the remit of this
neighbourhood plan.
Reference to views as for Policy PA01
General – check figure references

Policy PA03

Policy PA04
Protection of
Historic
Assets

Policy PA05
Protection of
Assets of

4th bullet - last sub bullet, should this be a separate bullet point?
6th bullet – update as per PA01
Delete ‘Dogmersfield Conservation Area’ at start of Policy? Check
for sense of first para.
5th bullet – update as per PA01
Final bullet – if trees are removed as dead, dying or dangerous
then these would not need consent – should this be something
along the lines of ‘Development should seek to retain mature
trees and where any trees are lost as a result of development
these should be replaced elsewhere’
Amend first sentence to comply with relevant legislation
‘preserved or enhanced’
The second para and bullets could be moved into supporting text
as is not a matter against which decisions will be made.
Third para ‘preserve or enhance’ (not conserve and enhance)
The first paragraph is slightly unclear. Does it relate to any
community facilities in the Parish or just assets of community
value? It should be made clearer whether the Policy only applies
to ACV’s (current and future) or other facilities as well.

This change is accepted and the text updated
The figure references have been checked and updates made where
required
This point is accepted and the sub-bullet made into a separate bullet.
This change has been incorporated into the text.
This text has been removed and the wording revised.
This change has been incorporated into the text.
Wording revised in accordance with this concern

Wording changed to resolve this concern

Second paragraph and bullets now moved into supporting text
Wording changed to resolve this concern
The first paragraph has been rewritten to improve clarity.
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Community
Value

Policy NE01
and
supporting
text

Page 71
Table 1

Page 77
Figure 20,
Page 79
Figure 22
Policy NE03
Local Green
Space
Policy NE04
Protected
Open Space

Suggest could reword the Policy along the lines of: (assuming
Policy is only to relate to ACV’s)
‘Development proposals affecting Assets of Community Value will
be supported if it is demonstrated that suitable alternative
facilities are provided or they are needed to ensure the continued
viability and sustainability of the Asset.’
In response to discussions at the Local Plan Examination the
Council is proposing a modification to delete Policy NBE2 relating
to Gaps. Clearly it will be for the Examiner to ultimately
recommend whether this Policy should be deleted but this section
will need to be updated and the gap therefore justified through
the neighbourhood plan process rather than the Local Plan
process.
This is a helpful table providing good evidence. However, it is set
out here and repeated in Appendix P – it is only needed once in
the Plan. In order to ensure this is robust views should be of some
significant value, particularly where they do not relate to views
into or out of Conservation Areas for example views 3, 4 and 14.
The Plans/Figures do not seem to match the description.
Page 79 - the final sentence of the first paragraph refers to ‘the
final view’ – does this relate to View 19 in Table 1.

The wording of this policy has been amended in accordance with this
suggestion.

Clear Plans will be needed for each LGS (NE03) and Protected
Open Space (NE04) so that precise boundaries can be mapped.

These maps are included in the Definitive Maps Supplement

Refers to a Proposals Map – where is this?

This reference to the proposals map has been removed.

The first paragraph is slightly confusing as it refers to both
Protected Open Space and Wildlife Corridors.

The wording of this policy has been amended to clarify the position.

Additional evidence has been provided to support this policy. The
references to the relevant policies in the Hart Local Plan Submission
version will be updated once the Inspector's final report is received.

The table of view in appendix P has been removed leaving the table in
the main body of the Neighbourhood Plan. It should be noted that all
views in this table are either into or out from the conservation area.
The plans and figures have been updated to reflect the correct
references. The wording on page 79 has been corrected to read "The
view 07…"

CVNP Consultation Statement – Appendices H – Analysis of Regulation 14 Responses
Page 132 of 163

July 2019

Policy NE05 –
Protecting
Biodiversity

Page 103

Does the second para (these areas) refer to both POS and Wildlife
areas?

This only applies to the open space and not the wildlife areas.

The first bullet point refers to the fact that development must be
‘required’ – it is not clear by whom or how this will be assessed
and either the wording should be reviewed and/or further
explanation provided in the Rationale.
Should there be an 'or' after the first bullet point? Suggest
‘damage to’ is replaced by ‘loss of’.
Zebon Copse Open Spaces – table – the titles are inconsistent with
the other tables.
Bullet point 1 – there are industry standard guidelines for surveys
so this Policy should refer to meeting these.

This wording has been amended to clarify this policy condition

4th bullet – the 2019 requires a net gain (not where possible). This
bullet would benefit from some tightening up to make clear to
decision makers what will or won’t be supported.
The purpose of SANG is to provide an alternative recreational
destination to the Thames Basin Heaths Special protection Area.
This paragraph would benefit from some redrafting to set out
more clearly the criteria against which SANG will be considered
whilst recognising their primary purpose.
Final Paragraph – delete ‘In particular’
Second para repeats a para on page 66.

SANG:
"Development which is likely to have a significant effect on the
ecological integrity of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection

Policy wording changed to reflect this suggestion
The table has been changed to conform with the other tables
The policy wording has been updated to include a reference to the
relevant industry standards and a footnote added as a reference to
those standards.
Paragraph redrafted to clarify criteria for net gain.
This paragraph has been redrafted to incorporate these requirements.

This wording change has been completed
While it is noted that this paragraph is repeated, it serves a different
purpose in each case, first as a summary of the important
environmental features within the parish and second as an
introduction to the detailed description of those features. No change
is proposed.
This comment is noted and additional wording added as suggested.
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Area shall include measures to avoid or mitigate any potential
adverse effects in agreement with Hart District Council and
Natural England in line with adopted Hart Local Plan policies. This
will include the provision of, or financial contributions to, Suitable
Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) and a financial
contribution towards Strategic Access Management and
Monitoring Measures (SAMM).
Development proposals for SANG will be supported where they
meet the appropriate Natural England SANG criteria relating to
issues such as size, walk length and parking and include a
Management Plan to deliver long term biodiversity
improvements. "
SANG:

This comment is noted and additional wording added as suggested.

A paragraph of supporting text could be added to:
- briefly set out context for TBHSPA - a network of heathland sites
designated under the European Birds Directive and the Habitats
Directive and protected in the UK under the Habitat Regulations.
provides a habitat for internationally important bird species of
woodlark, nightjar and the Dartford Warbler.
- set out that overarching policies on the TBHSPA are set out in
the South East Plan Policy NRM6 and in the emerging Local Plan.
- further detail on the delivery of mitigation measures is set out in
the Thames Basin Heaths SPA Delivery Framework and the
Councils Interim Avoidance Strategy - both available at
https://www.hart.gov.uk/Current-planning-policy-guidance
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Current planning policy and guidance | Hart District Council
This includes the adopted development plan policies that
cover Hart, and other planning documents that may be taken
into account when determining planning applications.
www.hart.gov.uk
- set out detail re use of local species and any other guidance you
want to provide.
TM01 Parking Need to robustly evidence any parking standards e.g. car
Standards
ownership levels, specific instances of on street parking.
Parts of TM01 are repeated in TM02
First bullet – we are not sure why vehicle charging points should
especially be provided where allocated spaces are remote from
the dwelling, is it not equally valid to encourage them to be
integral to new dwellings?
Final bullet point – this requirement is vague – perhaps refer to
compliance with HDC adopted standards?
TM02
Appendix Q does not provide the supporting evidence as stated to
Reducing
justify preventing properties from reducing the number of car
Congestion parking spaces.
and Creating
Sustainable
Transport
First and second bullets repeat TM01
Networks
Last sentence refers to Hart DC Rural Parking Standards but TM01
sets locally specific standards?
Appendices There are a lot of Appendices and it should be considered if these
are all necessary to be included in the Plan. A number of

This additional evidence has been supplied.
This repetition has been removed.
The text has been changed to reflect this comment.

The text has been changed in accordance with this comment.
Additional evidence has been provided to justify preventing properties
from reducing the number of parking spaces and thus causing
obstruction and congestion by on-street parking, particularly in Zebon
Copse and Netherhouse Moor where the roads through these
developments are narrow and winding.
This repetition has been removed.
This reference has been removed.
The Appendices have been revised completely in accordance with
these comments.
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appendices could instead form a separate evidence document e.g.
Appendices D and I.

Appendix G

Appendix Q repeats many of the maps and illustrations set out in
the Plan. Appendices W and X are missing from the document.
Appendix K provides a link to the Local Plan examination page but
the Plan should be referred to as the Hart Strategy and Sites Plan
rather than the Core Strategy.
Suggest addition of wording to the list of statutory designated
listed buildings to take into account that many listed buildings also
have buildings within their curtilages that are defined as 'curtilage
listed buildings' as these curtilage buildings and structures, walls
wells outbuildings and so forth that pre-date 1948 receive the
same protection under the Planning (Listed Building and
Conservation Areas) Act 1990.
The list of buildings which appears are being supported under the
definition (NPPF) as being non designated heritage assets needs
to have further scrutiny and closer assessment. The Hampshire
Treasures Booklet was written in 1977 (40 + years ago) and for the
area appears copied verbatim without alteration. Whether the
'assets' remain and remain in a form which still merits their
consideration as a NDHA must be assessed and confirmed.

Non designated heritage assets should be assessed for their
significance. As such the heritage interest of these NDHA buildings
(and structures) need to be more clearly defined with regard the

These appendices have been extensively revised.
Appendix K has been removed and will be replaced by the Basic
Conditions Statement which contains most of this information.
This change has been incorporated

The Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group as assisted by other members
of the community have undertaken a review of the properties
identified as being non-designated heritage assets. The criteria
provided have been used as the basis for this review. The review has
resulted in a small number of properties being removed from the list of
both heritage designated assets and non-designated heritage assets
and the inclusion of a small number of additional properties that meet
the stated criteria. As this review has not been as extensive as would
have been wished in the time available, the description of these
properties and structures has been changed to locally significant
buildings. A full review of the designation of the Crookham Village
conservation area is planned for 2020, a full review of all the
properties and structures identified will be undertaken as part of this
process. Despite this, it should be noted that the majority of the
buildings and structures on the list of locally significant buildings are of
17th and 18th century construction with minimal changes to the

CVNP Consultation Statement – Appendices H – Analysis of Regulation 14 Responses
Page 136 of 163

July 2019

criteria or values that heritage assets are assessed. I would
suggest that the authors read the publication Conservation
Principles by Historic England (link below) with regards to the
values to be ascribed to heritage assets.
The values of significance are set out as being are:
Evidential values,
historical values,
aesthetic values &
communal values.

external appearance. All of the buildings play an integral and vital part
in the street scene of Crookham Village.

https://historicengland.org.uk/imagesbooks/publications/conservation-principles-sustainablemanagement-historic-environment/
These values for local assets should be crossed reference to
criteria such as those set out below.
Therefore statements of significance for each building or heritage
asset in the appendix need to be provided if they are to have any
credibility and to be definable and defendable at any planning
appeal, as meeting widely acknowledged criteria to be considered
as a non designated heritage asset. This benchmarking would also
be required to consider in the future any additions to the local list.
Unfortunately we have not got our own adopted list of criteria for
either LL or NDHA at present.
The table below should give a flavour. Usually it is a mixture of
value and criteria, value selected from the four values of
significance and criteria crossed referenced to the other criteria
such as those set out below for NDHA.

Historic England
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We are pleased to note that the unique character and appearance
of the Old Village settlement, the Crookham Village and
Basingstoke Canal Conservation Areas and, the many historic
listed buildings are particularly valued by residents (and visitors).
We welcome the section on the history of Crookham Village
parish, particularly the explanation of the dates of designation and
review of the two conservation areas and the special interest of
the Crookham conservation area. However, Section 2 of the Plan
refers to a third conservation area in Dogmersfield. We are not
clear why there is no reference to this conservation area in the
section on the history of the parish. We suggest that a reference
to the character appraisals for the three conservation areas be
included in this section.
There is a reference to 45 listed buildings in this section. This
tallies with the list of Notable Buildings and Structures as
designated by Hampshire Treasures in Appendix G. However, not
all of these are listed buildings in the common interpretation of
this term as nationally designated heritage assets. In fact, the
National Heritage List for England (the only official, up to date,
register of all nationally protected historic buildings and sites in
England) has 22 listed buildings within Crookham Village parish.
This number tallies with the list of Grade II listed buildings in
Appendix 2 and, plus the Outbuildings at Hancock’s Farm
described as Grade IIDL Listings (a term with which we are not
familiar), with the 23 listed buildings listed on page 63 of the Plan.
However, the National Heritage List for England does not include
any buildings at Hancock’s Farm. The List does include Malthouse
Bridge in the parish but gives the address as Church Crookham).
(A link to the List is provided in the appendix to this letter). To add
further confusion, Appendix H cites 33 listed buildings!

This comment is noted - no action is required.

A brief reference to the area of the Dogmersfield conservation area
has been included. It should be noted that the area within the parish
boundary is predominantly open fields with a very small number of
properties, none of which are listed.

This reference has been changed to include only nationally listed
properties.

The list of heritage buildings within the parish has been updated to
remove all references to Hancock's Farm buildings. The list in the
Neighbourhood Plan is now 22 GII listed buildings which comprises 27
separate dwellings as several of the listings cover more than one
dwelling. Malthouse Bridge forms one of the boundaries between
Crookham Village Parish and Church Crookham Parish. While it is a
heritage asset of Crookham Village Parish, it lies within the Church
Crookham postal area. The same situation applies to The Old Horns
which despite having a Church Crookham postal address, lies within
the Parish boundary.
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We welcome the inclusion of non-nationally listed but locally
important buildings in the list of Notable Buildings and Structures
as designated by Hampshire Treasures set out in Appendix G as
such non-designated heritage assets make an important
contribution to creating a sense of place and local identity.
However, it would be clearer if this list distinguished between
nationally-listed and locally-listed buildings.
Is this list considered comprehensive and up-to-date? If not, then
the preparation of such a list would be an excellent community
project to add to the evidence base for the Plan. The appendix to
this letter contains a link to our advice on local listing and we
would be pleased to advise further.
National Planning Practice Guidance states “… where it is relevant,
neighbourhood plans need to include enough information about
local heritage to guide decisions and put broader strategic
heritage policies from the local plan into action at a
neighbourhood scale. … In addition, and where relevant,
neighbourhood plans need to include enough information about
local non-designated heritage assets including sites of
archaeological interest to guide decisions”.
The Guidance notes that “The local Historic environment record
and any local list will be important sources of information on nondesignated heritage assets”. Have the Hampshire Historic
Environment Record or the Hampshire Integrated Character
Assessment been consulted in the preparation of the Plan?

A distinction has now been made between nationally-listed properties
and non-designated heritage assets.

The list of non-designated heritage buildings within the parish has
been reviewed and further research undertaken to verify that all
properties still meet the criteria for inclusion as non-designated
heritage assets. During this review a further property, Redfield’s
House, was identified as meeting the criteria for inclusion on the basis
of its age and architectural merit. One property has been removed on
the grounds that it has been almost totally rebuilt and no longer meets
the criteria for inclusion. It is anticipated that the community will
undertake a review of the entire Crookham Village conservation area
with a view to re-designating the conservation area and a further more
extensive review of all the historic properties and structures, including
the World War II structures will be will be conducted as part of that
process.
While the document for the North eastern Hampshire area has been
consulted, it has not provide additional details to be used in this
Neighbourhood Plan. This consultation will be more extensive during
the exercise to re-designate the conservation area.
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We note that the key challenges identified by the community
include “preserving the setting, form and character of the historic
village, including views towards and from the village” and
“preserving the character and setting of the three Conservations
Areas within the parish: Crookham Village, Basingstoke Canal and
Dogmersfield”. We suggest that reference could helpfully be made
here to the Hart District Council Urban Characterisation and
Density Study 2010, and the three Conservation Area appraisals,
which the Plan later notes “recognise and describe the distinct
character of different parts of the Parish and its valued features”,
and the Neighbourhood Plan Landscape Character Assessment.
We welcome these characterisations as we consider that
Neighbourhood Development Plans should be underpinned by a
thorough understanding of the character and special qualities of
the area covered by the Plan. We believe that characterisation
studies can help inform locations and detailed design of proposed
new development, identify possible townscape improvements and
establish a baseline against which to measure change.
What are the threats to the character of the conservation areas
e.g. inappropriate development, inappropriate alterations to
properties under permitted development rights, loss of vegetation
or insensitive street works etc. that affect local character?
There are no buildings within the parish on the Historic England
Heritage at Risk Register. However, the Register does not include
Grade II listed secular buildings outside London or places of
worship used less than six times a year for worship. Has a survey
of the condition of Grade II buildings in the Plan area been
undertaken? If not, this could be another community project to
add to the evidence base for the Plan and we would be pleased to
advise further.

Extensive use of these documents has been made during the
preparation of this plan and references to these documents have been
included where appropriate - No further action required.

This comment is noted - no further action required.

The most significant threat to the conservation areas is from
inappropriate development which would threaten the historical setting
and integrity of the conservation area. The policies PA01 - PA04 are
designed to ensure that all new development respects the historic
environment in which it is located.
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We consider that the Vision conforms with paragraph 29 of the
National Planning Policy Framework, which states
“Neighbourhood planning gives communities the power to develop
a shared vision for their area”. However, we would welcome the
addition a specific reference to heritage assets being conserved,
enhanced, better understood and appreciated.
We welcome the reference to “Maintaining and enhancing the
character of the whole of Crookham Village Parish, in particular
Crookham Village Conservation Area” in the first objective.
However, we are not clear why there is no reference to the other
two conservation areas in the parish. We would also like to see a
specific objective for the conservation and enhancement of the
significance of the listed buildings in the parish.
We note that Policy SB01 supports development proposals within
the settlement boundaries “subject to being in accordance with
other relevant policies in the Local Plan and the Neighbourhood
Plan”. However, there is no such caveat or requirement for
development proposals outside the settlement boundaries, which
seems odd to us.
We welcome the first two bullet points of Policy BE01. We
welcome Policies BE02 – BE05 which we consider to be consistent
with paragraph 125 of the Framework: “Plans should, at the most
appropriate level, set out a clear design vision and expectations,
so that applicants have as much certainty as possible about what
is likely to be acceptable. Design policies should be developed
with local communities so they reflect local aspirations, and are
grounded in an understanding and evaluation of each area’s
defining characteristics. Neighbourhood plans can play an
important role in identifying the special qualities of each area and
explaining how this should be reflected in development”.

A minor wording change to support the maintenance and
enhancement of the three conservation areas and heritage assets has
been made to the extent that this can be supported by the responses
to the Vision and Objective consultation and the Reg14 consultation
which encompassed the Vision for the Neighbourhood Plan.

This comment is noted but no further action is proposed.

This comment is noted - no further action required.
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We presume that the Hart District Council Urban Characterisation
and Density Study 2010, the Neighbourhood Plan Landscape
Character Assessment and the three Conservation Area appraisals
provide the required “understanding and evaluation of each
area’s defining characteristics”. If so, the Urban Characterisation
and Density Study 2010 and Landscape Character Assessment
should be noted in the identified supporting evidence for this
policy.
We particularly welcome the comprehensive and detailed Policies
PA01 – PA04, although the opening sentence of Policy PA03 needs
tweaking. In Policy PA04 we would prefer “conserved” to
“preserved” as terminology more consistent with the National
Planning Policy Framework, which also recognises that sensitive
development can take place that conserves or enhances the
significance of listed buildings, or character and appearance of
conservation areas. Also, “heritage assets” are formally defined in
the Glossary to the Framework, a definition that does not include
settings.
Whilst we welcome the quoted comments from the 2016
consultation, they do indicate a degree of confusion between
conservation areas in terms of the historic environment and the
natural environment.
We welcome Policy NE02.
We note that reference is made in Appendix H - Natural
Environment to the three Conservation Areas and “33” (?) listed
buildings and structures. However, these are not “natural
features” and are considered part of the “historic environment”
(which the National Planning Policy Framework defines as “All
aspects of the environment resulting from the interaction
between people and places through time, including all surviving
physical remains of past human activity, whether visible, buried or
submerged, and landscaped and planted or managed flora”). We

This document only covers the Zebon Copse and Netherhouse Moor
character areas and so has not been used extensively in the
preparation of the Plan. It is not felt that an attribution is required.

This wording change is agreed and has been made.

This comment is noted - no further action required.

This comment is noted - no further action required.
This comment has been noted and will be taken into account during
the project to re-designate the Crookham Village conservation area.
This appendix no longer forms part of the Neighbourhood Plan but is
now background information to the document - No further action
required.
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consider it likely that the inclusion of the Conservation Areas in
this Appendix has led to or perpetuated the apparent confusion of
why Conservation Areas are designated.
Appendix J is most interesting, but it would be helpful to give the
date of the Report and to explain whether any approach has been
made to Historic England to list any of the remaining World War II
structures. We welcome Appendix S.

This appendix no longer forms part of the Neighbourhood Plan but is
now background information to the document. A separate document,
resulting from recently undertaken survey which gives current
information has been included in Appendix B.

Natural England
Comment by NE on NE05 – Protecting Biodiversity
Objectives - We would like to remind you of your commitments to
the environment as set out in the NPPF and also the Hart Local
Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032 Proposed Submission Version.
We recommend strengthening your position on the environment
and suggest adding a series of environmental objectives under the
existing subheading of “Landscape and Natural Environment”.
Objectives include:
o To maintain and enhance biodiversity in the neighbourhood
plan area, with a goal towards providing a net gain of biodiversity
for all development proposals

A table showing the additional environmental objectives suggested by
Natural England has been included in the general introduction for this
section of the Neighbourhood Plan showing the relevant policies that
satisfy each objective. The biodiversity net gain objective has also
been slightly reworded as suggested by Natural England.

Policies – Following on from the objectives, we recommend the
The changes suggested by Natural England have been included as a
additional environmental policies be included. We have provided
minor wording change.
a list of suggestions and have linked them to the relevant
legislation for ease of reference:
o Net gain of biodiversity: Please ensure that any development
policy in your plan includes wording to ensure “all development
results in a biodiversity net gain for the neighbourhood plan area”.
All development proposals should maintain and enhance existing
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on-site biodiversity assets, and provide for wildlife needs on site,
where bats or nesting features for birds should be incorporated
into the fabric of development. Policies around Biodiversity Net
Gain should propose the use of a biodiversity measure for
development proposals. Examples of calculation methods are
included in Annex A. For further reference, please see paragraph
109 of the NPPF and Section 40 of the Natural Green Environment
and Rural Communities Act 2006 (NERC Act).
Green infrastructure: Elements of GI such as green space, wild
green space, allotments, and green walls and roofs can all be used
to create connected habitats suitable for species adaptation to
climate change. Green infrastructure also provides multiple
benefits for people including recreation, health and well-being,
access to nature, opportunities for food growing, and resilience to
climate change. Annex A provides examples of Green
Infrastructure. Development proposals required to provide on-site
green infrastructure must provide Green Infrastructure
management plans, with proposals including funding for the long
term management of the assets. For further reference, please see
paragraph 114 of the NPPF.

This comment has been recognised by the additional of text referring
to the allotments within the parish as part of the Rationale for policy
NE03. It should be noted that the preservation of the open spaces and
wildlife corridors within the Parish is already covered by policy NE04 Protected Open Space.

Brownfield land: We recommend mentioning favouring developing This sentiment has been included in the text of the plan as suggested.
on brownfield sites over greenfield sites, provided that the
brownfield land is not of high environmental value. Removal of
green space in favour or development may have serious impacts
on biodiversity and connected habitat and therefore species
ability to adapt to climate change. For further reference, please
see paragraphs 110 and 111 in the NPPF.
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Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area:
Policy NE02: We recommend changing “the key views within and
around Crookham Village as set out in Figures 13-16, will be
protected” to include “the key views within and around Crookham
Village as set out in Figures 13-16, will be protected and
enhanced.”

This change has been made as a minor wording change to the plan.

We would like to emphasise that these suggested environmental
objectives and policies should apply to any new development
proposals

This point has been reflected in clearer language in the introductory
paragraphs under the heading ‘Landscape and Natural Environment
Policies’.

We would like to remind you of the mitigation hierarchy
(avoidance, mitigation, compensation). When considering
development proposals, you are encouraged to think first of how
harm to the environment can be avoided, followed by mitigation
to minimise harm. Compensation, or off-setting, should be used
as last resort
The recently produced Neighbourhood Plan for Benson, in South
Oxfordshire provides an excellent example. We are of the opinion
that the policy wording around the Environment, Green Space and
Biodiversity is exemplar. We would recommend you considering
this document, when reviewing yours.
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area: The Crookham
neighbourhood area is within the 400m to 5km Thames Basin
Heaths Special Protection Area buffer zone. It is now widely
recognised that additional housing development in this zone has
the potential to affect its interest features, namely nightjar,
woodlark and Dartford warbler, which are the three

We have adjusted the wording in this section to use mitigation
hierarchy for all environmental impacts on a more comprehensive
basis than our former use of this approach for biodiversity.

We have examined the NP for Benson and note the comments.
Unfortunately, we are of the opinion that it is too late in our NP
process to make the level of changes that would be required to
accommodate the approach used by Benson. For this reason, no
changes have been made to the NP.
This comment is noted. Our policy covering SANG’s forms part of
policy NE05 and it not considered appropriate for this to be segregated
to create a separate policy at this time.
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internationally rare bird species for which it is classified.
Therefore, we recommend there is a specific policy that addresses
how all proposed development will avoid impacts to the European
designated sites.

Thames Water Utilities
Thank you for allowing Thames Water Utilities Ltd (Thames Water) This comment is noted.
to comment on the above.
As you will be aware, Thames Water are the statutory sewerage
for village and are hence a “specific consultation body” in
accordance with the Town & Country Planning (Local Planning)
Regulations 2012. Thames Water are not the statutory water
undertaker for the area, South East Water is. We have the
following comments on the consultation document:
Thames Water seeks to co-operate and maintain a good working
This comment is noted.
relationship with local planning authorities in its area and to
provide the support they need with regards to the provision of
sewerage/wastewater treatment [and water supply]
infrastructure.
Wastewater [and water supply] infrastructure is essential to any
This comment is noted.
development. Failure to ensure that any required upgrades to the
infrastructure network are delivered alongside development could
result in adverse impacts in the form of internal and external
sewer flooding and pollution of land and water courses and/or
low water pressure.
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A key sustainability objective for the preparation of Local Plans
and Neighbourhood Plans should be for new development to be
co-ordinated with the infrastructure it demands and to take into
account the capacity of existing infrastructure. Paragraph 20 of
the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), July 2018,
states: “Strategic policies should set out an overall strategy for the
pattern, scale and quality of development, and make sufficient
provision for… infrastructure for waste management, water
supply, wastewater…”
Paragraph 28 relates to non-strategic policies and states: “Nonstrategic policies should be used by local planning authorities and
communities to set out more detailed policies for specific areas,
neighbourhoods or types of development. This can include
allocating sites, the provision of infrastructure…”
Paragraph 26 of the revised NPPF goes on to state: “Effective and
on-going joint working between strategic policy-making
authorities and relevant bodies is integral to the production of a
positively prepared and justified strategy. In particular, joint
working should help to determine where additional infrastructure
is necessary….”
The web based National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)
includes a section on ‘water supply, wastewater and water
quality’ and sets out that Local Plans should be the focus for
ensuring that investment plans of water and
sewerage/wastewater companies align with development needs.
The introduction to this section also sets out that “Adequate
water and wastewater infrastructure is needed to support
sustainable development” (Paragraph: 001, Reference ID: 34-00120140306).
It is important to consider the net increase in wastewater [and
water supply] demand to serve the development and also any
impact that developments may have off site, further down the

This comment is noted.

This comment is noted.

This comment is noted.

This comment is noted.
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network. The Neighbourhood Plan should therefore seek to
ensure that there is adequate wastewater [and water supply]
infrastructure to serve all new developments. Thames Water will
work with developers and local authorities to ensure that any
necessary infrastructure reinforcement is delivered ahead of the
occupation of development. Where there are infrastructure
constraints, itis important not to under estimate the time
required to deliver necessary infrastructure. For example: local
network upgrades take around 18 months and Sewage
Treatment & Water Treatment Works upgrades can take 3-5
years.
The provision of water treatment (both wastewater treatment
and water supply) is met by Thames Water's asset plans and from
the 1st April 2018 network improvements will be from
infrastructure charges per new dwelling.
From 1st April 2018, the way Thames Water and all other water
and waste water companies charge for new connections has
changed. The economic regulator Ofwat has published new rules,
which set out that charges should reflect:
· fairness and affordability
· environmental protection
· stability and predictability
· transparency and customer-focused service.
The changes mean that more of Thames Water’s charges will be
fixed and published, rather than provided on application,
enabling you to estimate your costs without needing to contact
us. The services affected include new water connections, lateral
drain connections, water mains and sewers (requisitions), traffic
management costs, income offsetting and infrastructure charges.
Thames Water new infrastructure charges are available on the
website at:
https://developers.thameswater.co.uk/-/media/Site-

This comment is noted.

This comment is noted.
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Content/Thames-Water/Help-and-Advice/Helpfulliterature/Accord1/2019/Charging-arrangements-2019.pdf?la=en

Thames Water therefore recommends that developers engage
with them at the earliest opportunity (in line with paragraph 26
of the revised NPPF) to establish the following:
· The developments demand for Sewage/Wastewater Treatment
and network infrastructure both on and off site and can it be
met; and
· The surface water drainage requirements and flood risk of the
development both on and
· The developments demand for water supply and network
infrastructure both on and offsite.
Thames Water offer a free Pre-Planning service which confirms if
capacity exists to serve the development or if upgrades are
required for potable water, waste water and surface water
requirements. Details on Thames Water’s free pre planning
service are available
at:https://www.thameswater.co.uk/preplanning
In light of the above comments and Government guidance we
consider that the Neighbourhood Plan should include a specific
reference to the key issue of the provision of
sewerage/wastewater [and water] infrastructure to service
development proposed in a policy. This is necessary because it
will not be possible to identify all of the water/sewerage
infrastructure required over the plan period due to the way

This comment is noted.

This comment is noted.

This comment is felt to be more appropriate for inclusion in the plan
for the Local Planning Authority and no change has been made.
However, some elements of this comment have been incorporated in
a new flooding policy which has been subject to consultation and
updated according to the comments received.
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water companies are regulated and plan in 5 year periods (Asset
Management Plans or AMPs).

We recommend the Neighbourhood Pan include the following
policy/supporting text:
PROPOSED NEW WATER/WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE TEXT
“Where appropriate, planning permission for developments
which result in the need for off-site upgrades, will be subject to
conditions to ensure the occupation is aligned with the delivery
of necessary infrastructure upgrades. ”The Local Planning
Authority will seek to ensure that there is adequate water and
wastewater infrastructure to serve all new developments.
Developers are encouraged to contact the water/waste water
company as early as possible to discuss their development
proposals and intended delivery programme to assist with
identifying any potential water and wastewater network
reinforcement requirements. Where there is a capacity
constraint the Local Planning Authority will, where appropriate,
apply phasing conditions to any approval to ensure that any
necessary infrastructure upgrades are delivered ahead of the
occupation of the relevant phase of development.”
Flood Risk and SUDS
The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) states that a
sequential approach should be used by local planning authorities
in areas known to be at risk from forms of flooding other than
from river and sea, which includes "Flooding from Sewers". When
reviewing development and flood risk it is important to recognise
that water and/or sewerage infrastructure may be required to be
developed in flood risk areas. By their very nature water and
sewage treatment works are located close or adjacent to rivers

This comment is felt to be more appropriate for inclusion in the plan
for the Local Planning Authority and no change has been made.

This comment is noted.
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(to abstract water for treatment and supply or to discharge
treated effluent). It is likely that these existing works will need to
be upgraded or extended to provide the increase in treatment
capacity required to service new development. Flood risk
sustainability objectives should therefore accept that water and
sewerage infrastructure development may be necessary in flood
risk areas.
Flood risk sustainability objectives should also make reference to This comment is noted and these sentiments have been included in
‘sewer flooding’ and an acceptance that flooding can occur away the rationale for this policy.
from the flood plain as a result of development where off site
sewerage infrastructure and capacity is not in place ahead of
development. With regard to surface water drainage it is the
responsibility of the developer to make proper provision for
drainage to ground, watercourses or surface water sewer. It is
important to reduce the quantity of surface water entering the
sewerage system in order to maximise the capacity for foul
sewage to reduce the risk of sewer flooding. Limiting the
opportunity for surface water entering the foul and combined
sewer networks is of critical importance to Thames Water.
Thames Water have advocated an approach to SuDS that limits as
far as possible the volume of and rate at which surface water
enters the public sewer system. By doing this, SuDS have the
potential to play an important role in helping to ensure the
sewerage network has the capacity to cater for population
growth and the effects of climate change.
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SuDS not only help to mitigate flooding, they can also help to:
· improve water quality
· provide opportunities for water efficiency
· provide enhanced landscape and visual features
· support wildlife
· and provide amenity and recreational benefits.

This comment is noted.

With regard to surface water drainage, Thames Water request
that the following paragraph should be included in the
Neighbourhood Plan “It is the responsibility of a developer to
make proper provision for surface water drainage to ground,
water courses or surface water sewer. It must not be allowed to
drain to the foul sewer, as this is the major contributor to sewer
flooding.”

This comment has been included in the rationale for the new flooding
policy.

As the Village Parish Council will know, Neighbourhood Plans
should support the strategic development needs, as set out in the
Local Plan and plan positively to support local development. In
addition, Neighbourhood Plans cannot be used to restrict
development and cannot promote less development than set out
in our existing development plan. We are therefore concerned
that the Neighbourhood Plan does not include any proposed
allocations or identify any land for future development to help
meet either District or local needs. Given this, it is difficult to see
how the Neighbourhood Plan effectively responds to the many
challenges the wider District faces as set out in the emerging Local
Plan. The general thrust of the document is ‘restrictive’ and as
drafted would significantly limit the level of development in the
village and surrounding area.

The Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan (CVNP) is in conformity
with the Hart Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 32 Submission
Version (HLPSS). The HLPSS does not allocate any further sites within
Crookham Village Parish other than the Land at Watery Lane and Land
North of Netherhouse Copse. For this reason, the Crookham Village
Parish Neighbourhood Plan Steering Group (CVPNPSG) decided not to
allocate any further sites for development during the plan period. It
should be noted that while the assessment of local need demonstrates
a limited need for affordable accommodation for young families, it did
not identify any need for accommodation of any kind for older people.
The CVPNPSG do not accept that the CVNP as drafted is restrictive and
designed to limit the level of development in the village and
surrounding area and strongly believe that the plan is designed to
ensure that any development in the local area is appropriate for its
location and setting.

Andrew Martin Planning

4.1
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4.2

5.1, 5.4

In addition to the above, the Neighbourhood Plan includes a
number of policies which are also included in the emerging Local
Plan. A Neighbourhood Plan should avoid duplication of planning
policy and should not address issues that are already adequately
addressed in the Local Plan. For example, policy NEO1 –
Preserving the Gap Between Settlements repeats word for word
policy NBE2 – Gaps between Settlements as proposed in the
emerging Hart District Local Plan. Where policies repeat either
national or emerging Local Plan policies, these should be removed
or revised to make them locally specific and justified based on
local evidence.
We are concerned that the Neighbourhood Plan fails to meet the
housing needs of older people in the District. As is already
acknowledged by the emerging Local Plan in paragraph 193, “over
the plan period there is likely to be a very substantial increase in
the number of older people residing within the District. The
projected increase for the number of people aged 75+ years is
relatively large, compared to the South East as a whole, or to the
national average.” ....The above describes what will be the most
significant social change in the District over the next fifteen years
and it is our view that this should be proactively addressed in the
emerging Neighbourhood Plan to facilitate sustainable
development. As drafted the Neighbourhood Plan fails to address
this issue and fails to plan positively to support the housing needs
of older people in the District or local area. As will be set out in
the remainder of this representation, we consider that the
Neighbourhood Plan should allocate Cross Farm for housing to
meet the needs of older people.

While it is agreed that several of the policies in the CVNP cover the
same topics as the corresponding policies in the HLPSS, they have been
amended to provide for the specific needs of Crookham Village Parish
while remaining in conformity with the policies in the HLPSS. Paragraph
277 of the HLPSS specifically commends Neighbourhood Plans to
define or designate gaps.

During the various consultations conducted by the CVPNPSG that
underlie the vision and objectives and the policies for the CVNP, there
was no evidence that demonstrated that there was a local need for
market level accommodation within the Parish for older people. The
needs of older people are not calculated at the level of the
Neighbourhood Plan but are dealt with by the HLPSS for the Market
Area which consists of the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Districts.
We have examined the HLPSS and have confirmed that across this
Market Area, the HLPSS is satisfied that the needs of older people for
the plan period have been or will be met by the developments
identified in the HLPSS. For this reason, the NPSG is satisfied that no
further provision is required through the Neighbourhood Plan.
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6.1

No, we do not agree with the policies on Settlement Boundaries.
Policy SB01 of the document relates to Settlement Boundaries as
shown on the associated Proposals Map at Figure 4 in the
Neighbourhood Plan. It is our view that the Settlement Boundary
should be amended to include land at Cross Farm within the
Settlement Boundary, as set out in figure 1, and allocated for
housing to meet the needs of older people.

6.2

Approximately 6.32 hectares of the Site will comprise the Care
Village, located in the north of the Site area and approximately
18.68 hectares will comprise Suitable Alternative Natural
Greenspace (SANG). We consider that the 6.32 ha of land
proposed to include ‘built form’ (e.g. housing for older people and
care home), which adjoins the existing urban edge of the village
should be included within the Settlement Boundary.
The Site is currently being promoted for inclusion and allocation
within the emerging Local Plan. The Site was initially allocated for
housing for older people in the Draft Hart Local Plan Regulation 18
Consultation, April 2017, where draft policy SC3: Land at Cross
Farm, allocated the Site for housing for older people, along with
on-site public open space and SANG. The supporting text to policy
SC3 recognised the ability for the proposed mix of uses to
complement the facilities that are already available in Crookham
Village and that the development should be integrated with the
existing built-up area, making the most of the public rights of way
and other Hart Local Plan Regulation 18 Consultation, April 2017,
where draft policy SC3: Land at Cross Farm, allocated the Site for
housing for older people, along with on-site public open space
and SANG. The supporting text to policy SC3 recognised the ability
for the proposed mix of uses to complement the facilities that are
already available in Crookham Village and that the development
should be integrated with the existing built-up area, making the

6.3

The settlement boundary amendments in the CVNP are based on the
accommodation of developments for which at least outline planning
approval has already been granted by Hart District Council. It is also in
compliance with the HLPSS. The planning application for a proposed
Care Village development for older people on the Land at Cross Farm
has been refused by Hart District Council and is subject to appeal. For
this reason, the settlement boundary changes do not incorporate this
site as it does not have extant planning permission.
For the reasons stated above, the CVNPSG do not accept that this site
should be included within the settlement boundary.

The Crookham Village Neighbourhood Plan (CVNP) is in conformity
with the Hart Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 32 Submission
Version (HLPSS). The HLPSS does not allocate a site for a Care Village
at the Land at Cross Farm. The HLPSS has already been submitted to
the Inspector on 18 June 2019 and while the final report has not yet
been received, the letter from the Inspector dated 26 February 2019
does not indicate an additional requirement for this site to be added to
the HLPSS. The sustainability assessment quoted in the submission
from Andrew Martin Planning is no longer current and CVNPSG does
not accept that this site should be included in the CVPNP.
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6.4

6.5

most of the public rights of way and other opportunities to
increase access to the Site from Crondall Road and The Street. The
Site was described as, “the best performing small urban extension
option in Fleet/Church Crookham” and the, “only site able to
deliver large amounts of older person accommodation” in the
supporting Sustainability Appraisal.
The built elements of the Care Village are to be located within the
northern part of the Site adjacent to the existing Settlement
Boundary, where opportunities exist to integrate new
development with Crookham Village in terms of both built form
and connectivity. Footpath linkages are proposed in order to
integrate the scheme and for residents of the proposed Care
Village to help sustain current village facilities. As described in
paragraph 3.1, development will also provide Crookham Village
with much needed services and facilities.
The inclusion of an area of natural greenspace in the form of a
SANG to the south of the proposed Care Village, will maintain a
visual gap between Crookham Village and Fleet/Church Crookham
and will provide an appropriate buffer between open land and the
southern edge of the proposed Care Village in perpetuity.

An essential element of the Crookham Village Conservation Area is the
linear nature of the settlement both along The Street and Crondall
Road. The placing of a Care Village immediately adjacent to the rear of
the properties on The Street would significantly prejudice the setting of
the conservation area and so would breach many of the policies in the
NP as well as the HLPSS and the NPPF 2019 which underpin the policies
in the Neighbourhood Plan. It is not accepted that this site should be
integrated with Crookham Village and so included in the CVPNP. There
is no discernible benefit from the proposed development when
applying the test "Conserve or enhance the Conservation Area"
As stated above, the CVPNPSG do not consider that the proposed Care
Village would represent an integrated extension to Crookham Village
but would represent a separate and distinct settlement adjacent to the
border of an existing settlement, namely Crookham Village. For this
reason, the proposed Care Village would effectively eliminate the
buffer of open land that the policy on local gaps is designed to
preserve.
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6.6

Proposals at the Site would include a continuing care retirement
community, with a mixture of cottages, apartments and a care
home both capable of delivering on-site domiciliary care packages
to village occupants and the surrounding area. A Care Village is a
community which is designed and built in a ‘future proofed’
fashion to allow residents to remain in one place with their
community but being able to call on care services and facilities as
they need them to match their personal requirements. Only
residents around retirement age and with a need to take a care
package are allowed to occupy the Care Village. This is not open
market housing. Occupation will be by ‘cascade selling’
mechanism which favours local residents first. Proposed
development would include a dedicated space for its own medical
centre and visiting doctors. There would be a resident nurse
provided on the Site. Allocation of Cross Farm will:
a) Respond to the accommodation needs and aspirations of the
substantially increasing number of older people in the District and
local area;
b) Through proven design and facilities, provide an environment in
which quality of life will be enhanced, independence maintained
and the conditions and risks characteristic of advanced old age
will be mitigated;
c) Offer a robust pattern of provision to maintain its care and
support for the resident population as individuals age and exhibit
increased levels of need;
d) Mitigate the increasing pressure upon public health services
and social care services in the area; and
e) Provide additional facilities and services such as hydro pool,
fitness suite and community centre, which will be made available
to existing local residents, restoring services and amenities to
Crookham Village which have been lost over the years.

The stated benefits of the proposed Care Village to its proposed
residents are noted, as are the supposed benefits to the existing
residents of Crookham Village. However, the CVPNPSG are of the
opinion that these benefits are very much outweighed by the very real
detriments to the existing settlement. These detriments were
identified by Hart District Council in their NOTICE OF DECISION TOWN
AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990 Refuse Permission 18/00045/OUT
Cross Farm House, Crondall Road, Crookham Village, Fleet, Hampshire
GU51 5SS.
This notice cited many reasons for refusal including:
- The proposal would lead to the physical and visual coalescence of the
settlements of Crookham Village and Fleet/Church Crookham and
would damage the separate identities of these settlements in this
sensitive location which is situated within a designated Local Gap. The
proposal is therefore contrary to 'saved' policy CON21 of the Hart
District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006 and First Alterations to
the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006.
- The proposal would have a significant detrimental effect on the
character and setting of the countryside by virtue of its siting, size and
prominence in the landscape. The proposal is therefore contrary to
'saved' policy RUR2 of the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 19962006 and First Alterations to the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement)
1996-2006.
- The proposal would have an adverse effect on the character and
setting of the settlement of Crookham Village and would lead to the
loss of an important area of open land around the settlement. The
proposal would obscure typical views of the settlement from public
vantage points, would obstruct significant public views out of the
settlement across the valley of the River Hart and toward the
Basingstoke Canal and would result in the loss of a loss of an important
open area important to the structure and amenity of the settlement.
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The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to 'saved' policy
CON22 of the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996- 2006 and
First Alterations to the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 19962006.
- The proposal would fail to conserve or enhance the character and
appearance of the Crookham Village Conservation Area and would
result in harm to this designated heritage asset, by disrupting the
historic linear form of development along The Street by introducing
back land development behind the existing properties and through the
impact on important views from the public footpaths running across
the site and other important views within the site. The proposal would
also result in an adverse impact on the character and appearance of
listed buildings along The Street. The proposal is therefore considered
to be contrary to 'saved' policy CON13 of the Hart District Local Plan
(Replacement) 1996-2006 and First Alterations to the Hart District
Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006.
- The proposal would result in a material loss of amenity to adjoining
residential uses, specifically the occupants of Chelsea Cottage, Cross
Farm House and The Barne, through loss of privacy and overlooking
due to the proximity of habitable room windows in those properties to
the proposed vehicular and pedestrian access route to the site from
Crondall Road. The proposal is therefore considered to be contrary to
'saved' policy GEN1(iii) of the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement)
1996-2006 and First Alterations to the Hart District Local Plan
(Replacement) 1996-2006.
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6.7

Given the above, we consider that including Cross Farm within the
Settlement Boundary and allocating it for housing for older people
will be a positive and proactive step to addressing this important
issue in the District and local area.

6.8

We wish to note, in case the Village Parish Council are not aware,
that as set out in the emerging Local Plan, paragraph 103,
“Settlement policy boundaries will be reviewed through a future
Development Plan Document”. The Council have therefore
committed to reviewing settlement boundaries again after the
emerging Local Plan has been adopted. For clarity, this should also
be acknowledged in the draft Neighbourhood Plan. Additionally,
at the recent Appeal Inquiry into the successful release of Grove
Farm, the Inspector challenged the historic settlement boundaries
and strongly urged the Council to review these as they were ‘out
of date’.
It should also be noted that policy H4 in the emerging Local Plan
provides for an ‘exception’ to develop within the countryside.
Policy H4 states the following: Proposals for specialist and
supported accommodation that meets the needs of older persons
or others requiring specialist care will be permitted: Crookham
Care Village – Neighbourhood Plan 6 b) on sites in the countryside
provided:
i. there is a demonstrated need for the development and there
are no available or viable alternatives within settlement
boundaries; and
ii. the site is well related to an existing settlement with access to
appropriate services and facilities either on or off site.
For clarity, this ‘exception’ should be set out in the draft
Neighbourhood Plan.

6.9,6.10

The CVPNPSG do not accept that there is a demonstrated need for
additional accommodation for older people in the district and this fact
appears to have been accepted by the Inspector of the HLPSS who has
not identified the need to provide additional accommodation of this
type across the market area within which Hart District lies over and
above that already included in the Hart Local Plan Strategy and Sites
2016 - 32.
The CVPNPSG are aware of the possibility of settlement boundaries
being subject to further review and will act accordingly when this
review is undertaken. Until this time, the CVPNPSG does not accept
the need to make any changes to the amended settlement boundary
as indicated in the NP.

This point is noted but CVPNPSG does not accept that there is a
demonstrated need for this additional specialist and supported
accommodation of the kind offered by the proposed Care Village either
within the Parish or within Hart District. For this reason, this exception
is not considered relevant to the Neighbourhood Plan.
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7.1,7.2, 7.3

7.4

7.5

We have prepared a joint response to questions 4, 5 and 6 as they
are ‘linked’.
No, we do not agree with the policies on the Built Environment
and Sustainable Development, Sense of Place and Protection of
Assets or Landscape and Natural Environment Policies. We raise
particular concerns regarding aspects of policies BE03 – Design
Principles for Crookham Village Ward Character Area, PA02 –
Crookham Village Conservation Area and NE02 – Preserving Key
Views.
With regard to policy BE03, NE02 and PA01, clarification is sought
on the difference between ‘significant views’, ‘key views’ and
‘important views’, which are separate terms used in the
Neighbourhood Plan, particularly in relation to Crookham Village
Ward Character Area. Defining the distinction and providing
justification for each type of ‘view’ would be helpful. All proposed
views should be justified, based on evidence and set out clearly in
the Neighbourhood Plan.
It is noted that the first bullet point of policy PA01 refers to figure
14. Policies NE02 and BE03 refer to figures 13 – 16. Therefore,
none of the policies refer to figure 11 - ‘Crookham Village
Conservation Area views’, figure 19 - ‘Crookham Village views’ and
figure 20 - ‘views around the Crookham Village Conservation Area’
which appear most relevant? If these figures are not relevant to
any policy they should be removed from the Neighbourhood Plan.
In any case, ‘important views’ identified in the 1994 Crookham
Village Conservation Area Proposal Statement are difference from
those identified in figures 11, 19 and 20. No further evidence has
been provided or expert appraisal undertaken to support these
different views identified. Therefore, it is our view that the criteria
in the above polices which refer to ‘views’ are unjustified and
should therefore be removed or amended in accordance with
1994 Crookham Village Conservation Area Proposal Statement.

This point is noted and the description of each view has been clarified
in the Submission version of the NP. In each case, the justification for
the inclusion of that view has been provided in the main body of the
plan. The CVPNPSG are of the opinion that the inclusion of all the
views covered by policy NE02 has been justified.

The figure references have now been clarified.

Each view has been evidenced by a photograph together with a
description of its importance to the adjacent settlement and relevant
conservation area. The majority of these views are shown in the 1994
Crookham Village Conservation Area Proposal document albeit being
represented as 360 degree views which the CVPNPSG has evidenced by
providing photographs and descriptions for the view in each direction.
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7.6

It is noted that bullet point seven of policy PA01 uses the term
‘distinct setting’ to describe the southern side of the Street. It
should be noted that there is nothing in the 1994 Crookham
Village Conservation Area Proposal Statement that supports this.
No further evidence has been provided or expert appraisal
undertaken to support this description. Therefore, it is our view
that this element of the policy is unjustified and should therefore
be removed.

The term distinct setting in Policy PA01 is used to refer to the open
rural nature of countryside immediately behind the conservation are
properties on both sides of The Street. In the 1994 Crookham Village
Conservation Area Proposal, the linear nature of the dwellings in the
Crookham Village conservation area is considered to be a particular
feature of note and reference is made to this on several occasions.
Implicit in this statement is the absence of development to the rear of
the properties along The Street which the CVPNP describes as the
setting of the conservation area. The importance of the setting of a
conservation asset is emphasised by NPPF 2019 paragraph 190 which
states "Local planning authorities should identify and assess the
particular significance of any heritage asset that may be affected by a
proposal (including by development affecting the setting of a heritage
asset) taking account of the available evidence and any necessary
expertise. They should take this into account when considering the
impact of a proposal on a heritage asset, to avoid or minimise any
conflict between the heritage asset’s conservation and any aspect of
the proposal." The importance of the setting of a heritage asset is also
emphasised by Historic England. The south side of The Street contains
four GII designated heritage assets spread along its length and
therefore the CVPNPSG feel it is imperative to preserve not only their
fabric but also the setting in which they lie which is open fields rising
gently to the south along Cross Farm ridge.
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7.7 - 7.11

Policy NE01 relates to preserving the Gap Between Settlements. It
states that development in the Gap between Settlements will only
be permitted where it does not lead to the physical or visual
coalescence of settlements, or damage their separate identity,
either individually or cumulatively with other existing or proposed
developments.
An objection is made to Figure 18 of the Neighbourhood Plan and
the extent of the Local Gap identified in relation to Cross Farm. It
is our view that the Gap should exclude the area of built form
proposed at Cross Farm as set out in figure 2. The proposed built
form is located to the northern part of the Site adjacent the
existing built up area of Crookham Village. This will ensure that
the care village reads as part of the existing built up area and
where good connectivity can result in a mutually beneficial
relationship between the new development and the existing
services and facilities available within Crookham Village.
Development of the northern part of Cross Farm does not
diminish the opportunity to provide a significant area of public
open space and a SANG on the southern part of the Site. The
proposed SANG will wrap around the southern and eastern
boundaries of the Care Village, thereby creating a soft edge to the
development. The SANG will ensure the Site remains physically
and visually separate from adjacent settlements, retaining a
permanent gap and avoiding coalescence, in accordance with the
requirements of the draft policy. It is submitted that the Local
Gap at Figure 18 should be amended to exclude the northern part
of Cross Farm, as identified on accompanying figure 2.
Also note general comment made in paragraph 4.2 in relation to
policy NE01.

The CVPNPSG do not consider that the proposed Care Village would
represent an integrated extension to Crookham Village but would
represent a separate and distinct settlement adjacent to the border of
an existing settlement, namely Crookham Village. For this reason, the
proposed Care Village would effectively eliminate the buffer of open
land that the policy on local gaps is designed to preserve.
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Given the above, it is our view that the Neighbourhood Plan
should provide and plan for the future housing provision for older
people to assist in addressing the Council’s ambitions as set out in
the emerging Local Plan. As drafted, the Neighbourhood Plan is
‘restrictive’ and seeks to ‘limit’ development in the area. It also
unnecessarily repeats national and local planning policies. The
Neighbourhood Plan should: 1. Allocate of Cross Farm for housing
to meet the needs of older people; 2. Amend the Settlement
Boundary to include the area where built form is proposed at
Cross Farm as set out in figure 1; and 3. Amend the area
designated as a ‘Gap’ to exclude area where built form is
proposed at Cross Farm as set out in figure 2
We believe that the allocation of Cross Farm will be beneficial to
Crookham Village and will provided a range of social, economic
and environmental benefits.

Each of these points has already been dealt with in detail in the
individual sections of this responses. The CVPNPSG does not accept
that the CVNP should make any additional provision for a development
on Cross Farm to accommodate the needs of older people across the
Market Area.
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