SUMMONS
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT A ‘VIRTUAL’ MEETING OF THE
HART DISTRICT COUNCIL WILL TAKE PLACE ON
THURSDAY 30 APRIL 2020 AT 7.00 PM

Joint Chief Executive

CIVIC OFFICES, HARLINGTON WAY
FLEET, HAMPSHIRE GU51 4AE
AGENDA

COPIES OF THIS AGENDA ARE AVAILABLE IN LARGE PRINT AND BRAILLE
ON REQUEST

1

CONFIRMATION OF CHAIRMAN

2

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE

3

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
To declare disclosable pecuniary, and any other, interests.

4

CHAIRMAN’S ANNOUNCEMENTS

5

ADOPTION OF THE HART LOCAL PLAN (STRATEGY & SITES) 2032
To adopt the Hart Local Plan (Strategy & Sites) 2032 in line with the Inspector’s
recommendations (including the Inspector’s Main Modifications). Paper A
Web links are as follows:
Paper A
Appendix 1
Appendix 1a
Appendix 2
Appendix 3
Appendix 4

Adoption of the Hart Local Plan (Strategy and Sites) 2032
Inspector’s Report and
Schedule of Main Modifications
Sustainability Appraisal Adoption Statement
Soundness and legal tests for local plans
Headline Main Modifications
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Appendix 5
Appendix 6
Appendix 7
Appendix 8

Saved policies from Hart District Council Local Plan Replacement and
First Alterations 1996 – 2006 that will be superseded by the Local Plan
Strategy and Sites
Saved policies from Hart District Council Local Plan Replacement and
First Alterations 1996 – 2006 that will remain part of the development
plan upon adoption of the Local Plan Strategy and Sites
Changes needed to the adopted Policies Map upon adoption of the
Hart Local Plan 2032
The ‘development plan’ for Hart District

RECOMMENDATION
A.

Adopt the Hart Local Plan (Strategy & Sites) 2032 [Proposed Submission
Version incorporating the Inspector’s recommended Main Modifications
attached at Appendix 1];

B.

Agree the content of the Sustainability Appraisal Adoption Statement at
Appendix 2;

C.

Adopt a new Policies Map for Hart that incorporates the Policies Map changes
associated with adoption of the Hart Local Plan 2032;

D.

Authorise the Head of Place in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for
Place to make minor alterations and corrections to the Local Plan and the
updated Policies Map.

Date of Despatch: 21 April 2020
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PAPER A
COUNCIL
DATE OF MEETING:

30 APRIL 2020

TITLE OF REPORT:

ADOPTION OF THE HART LOCAL PLAN
(STRATEGY & SITES) 2032

Report of:

Head of Place

Cabinet member:

Councillor Graham Cockarill, Place

1

PURPOSE OF REPORT

1.1

To adopt the Hart Local Plan (Strategy & Sites) 2032 in line with the Inspector’s
recommendations (including the Inspector’s Main Modifications).

2

RECOMMENDATIONS
A. Adopt the Hart Local Plan (Strategy & Sites) 2032 [Proposed Submission Version
incorporating the Inspector’s recommended Main Modifications attached at
Appendix 1];
B. Agree the content of the Sustainability Appraisal Adoption Statement at
Appendix 2;
C. Adopt a new Policies Map for Hart that incorporates the Policies Map changes
associated with adoption of the Hart Local Plan 2032;
D. Authorise the Head of Place in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Place
to make minor alterations and corrections to the Local Plan and the updated
Policies Map.

3

BACKGROUND

3.1

The Local Plan1 was submitted for examination in June 2018. The Secretary of State
appointed Mr Manning (Planning Inspector) to undertake the examination. The
examination hearings took place late in 2018.

3.2

The purpose of the examination is to determine whether the Local Plan is sound,
judged against the soundness tests in the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF), and whether it meets legal requirements including the Duty to Cooperate.
These tests are set out at Appendix 3. Although the Plan was submitted after the
NPPF 2018 was published, it was examined against the previous NPPF 2012 under
transitional arrangements.

1

https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_policy/
Local_Plan/CD1%20Hart%20Proposed%20Submission%20Local%20Plan%202016%20-%202032.pdf
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3.3

After the hearings the Council formally requested that the Inspector recommend any
Modifications that he considered were necessary to make the Plan sound and legally
compliant. This is a routine part of the process.

3.4

The Council then prepared a schedule of Proposed Main Modifications that were
agreed with the Inspector and published for consultation in July 2019. Alongside the
Main Modifications the Council published:
• A Sustainability Appraisal Addendum which appraised the Proposed Main
Modifications against the established Sustainability Appraisal Framework and
• Written confirmation that no further work on Habitat Regulations
Assessment was necessary.

3.5

The Inspector’s Report was received in February 2020 and is attached at Appendix 1.

3.6

Cabinet considered the Inspector’s Report on 5th March 2020 and recommends that
Council agrees to all the recommendations A to D set out at paragraph 2.1 above.

4

CONSIDERATIONS

4.1

The Inspector concluded that the Hart Local Plan 2032 with to the incorporation of
all of the Main Modifications would be sound and capable of adoption. The ‘headline’
Main Modifications are set out at Appendix 4.

4.2

The Council now has a simple binary choice. It can either:
a) Accept the Inspectors recommendations/modifications (in their entirety) and so
proceed to adopt the Plan, or
b) It can choose not to accept the Inspector’s recommendations and so not adopt
the Plan.

4.3

The recommendation is that the Plan is adopted incorporating all of the Main
Modifications. To not adopt the Plan would leave the Council without an up to date
Local Plan, and vulnerable to planning by appeal. There is also the risk that the
Government may seek to intervene in the Plan making process as they have done in
another Council in the South East.
Saved policies

4.4

Upon adoption of the Plan a number of saved policies in the Hart District Local Plan
(Replacement) 1996-2006, and the First Alterations to that Plan, will be superseded.
Those policies are listed at Appendix 5 of this report.

4.5

It is also the case that upon adoption of the Plan a number of saved policies (listed at
Appendix 6) will remain in place as part of the overall development plan. These will
be replaced through a separate Development Management Development Plan
Document or the next Local Plan.

6

PAPER A
Policies Map
4.6

The Policies Map is a graphical representation of the Council’s planning policies. If
the Plan is adopted the Policies Map must be updated in order to comply with the
legislation and give effect to the Plan’s policies.

4.7

The Inspector states at paragraph 8 of his report that the Council needs to update
its Policies Map to include all the changes proposed in EXAM2 to EXAM45 (i.e. the
updated Policies Map as submitted to the examination) and the further changes
published alongside the Proposed Main Modifications in July 2019.

4.8

The Maps EXAM2 to EXAM45, and the Further Changes to the Policies Map that
must be made, are available at https://www.hart.gov.uk/local-plan-examinationlibrary-2018

4.9

Appendix 7 summarises the changes needed to the adopted Policies Map upon
adoption of the Hart Local Plan 2032.
Minor changes and desktop publishing

4.10

The Council is able to make minor modifications to the Plan and to the Policies Map,
for example for clarity, to make corrections, or address presentational issues,
provided they do not materially affect the content or meaning of the Plan. An
example of this will be the need to re-number the ‘NBE’ policies following the
deletion of Policy NBE2.

4.11

It is proposed that authority be delegated to the Head of Place in consultation with
the Portfolio Holder for Place to agree any minor changes to the Plan and the
Policies Map prior to publication.

5

SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL (INCORPORATING STRATEGIC
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT)

5.1

Sustainability Appraisal incorporating Strategic Environmental Assessment (SA/SEA)
is an iterative process that has informed the Local Plan. Its role is to promote
sustainable development by assessing the extent to which the emerging plan, when
judged against reasonable alternatives, will help to achieve environmental, economic
and social objectives.

5.2

The final step in the SA process involves preparing a Sustainability Appraisal
Adoption Statement at the time of a Local Plan’s adoption. The SA Adoption
Statements allows stakeholders to see how environmental and sustainability factors
have been considered and how consultee views have been taken into account during
the preparation of the plan. It also outlines the measures for monitoring the
significant environmental effects of implementing the plan. Council is asked to agree
to the content of the SA Adoption Statement at Appendix 2.
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6

EQUALITIES IMPACT ASSESSMENT

6.1

An Equality Impact Assessment (EqIA) was submitted with the Plan for Examination.
The Inspector states at paragraph 253 of his report that he has had due regard to
the aims expressed in S149(1) of the Equality Act 2010. This included consideration
of several matters during the examination including the provision of gypsy and
traveller sites, housing for older people, and accessible and adaptable housing.

7

FINANCIAL AND RESOURCE IMPLICATIONS
Is the proposal identified in the Service Plan?
Yes
Is the proposal being funded from current budgets?
Yes
Have staffing resources already been identified and set aside for this proposal? Yes

7.1

There are no significant resource implications arising from a decision to adopt the
Hart Local Plan 2032. Following adoption the Plan will be desktop published and
published in its final form and the Policies Map updated. This can be delivered within
existing budgets. The cost of the examination itself must be paid regardless of
whether the Plan is adopted or not.
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ACTION

8.1

Upon adoption:
a) The Local Plan becomes part of the ‘development plan’ for Hart District.
Planning applications must be determined in accordance with the development
plan unless material consideration indicate otherwise (the full list of documents
within the development plan for Hart is set out at Appendix 8);
b) In addition to publishing the Plan, a number of statutory tasks must be completed
including publishing an adoption statement (in addition to the SA/SEA adoption
statement) and notifying relevant parties of adoption;
c) There is a 6-week period when the Plan can be challenged on procedural matters
in the High Court under Section 113 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase
Act 2004.

8.2

To aid implementation of the new Plan work is underway on Supplementary Planning
Documents (SPD) and Technical Advice Notes (TAN) on a range of topics. Work
has also started on the Traveller Development Plan Document which is a
commitment in the new Plan. Monitoring Reports will be prepared annually.

8.3

Local Plans must be reviewed to assess whether they need updating at least once
every five years, and should then be updated as necessary. The Plan refers to
various factors that could trigger an early review of the Plan, such as monitoring
information, changes in national policy, and duty to cooperate matters including
unmet housing need. A review of the Plan will therefore be undertaken within 5
years of adoption, potentially sooner.
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Contact Details: Daniel Hawes daniel.hawes@hart.gov.uk
APPENDICES
Appendix 1
Appendix 2
Appendix 3
Appendix 4
Appendix 5
Appendix 6
Appendix 7
Appendix 8

Inspector’s Report including Main Modifications
Sustainability Appraisal Adoption Statement
Soundness and legal tests for local plans
Headline Main Modifications
Saved policies from Hart District Council Local Plan Replacement and First
Alterations 1996 – 2006 that will be superseded by the Local Plan Strategy
and Sites.
Saved policies from Hart District Council Local Plan Replacement and First
Alterations 1996 – 2006 that will remain part of the development plan upon
adoption of the Local Plan Strategy and Sites
Changes needed to the adopted Policies Map upon adoption of the Hart
Local Plan 2032
The ‘development plan’ for Hart District

BACKGROUND PAPERS:
Cabinet 3 January 2018 Paper B Proposed Submission Version of the Hart Local Plan
Strategy and Sites 2016-2032 and Minutes
https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Council_meetings/M_Archive/18%
2001%2003%20Jan%20Cab1.pdf
Council 4 January 2018 Agenda and Minutes
https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Council_meetings/M_Archive/18%
2001%20Council%20jan1.pdf
Cabinet 14 March 2019 Paper A: Examination of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites and
Minutes
https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Council_meetings/M_Archive/19%
2003%2014%20Cabinet.pdf
Cabinet 5 March 2020 Paper F Adoption of the Hart Local Plan (Strategy and Sites) 2032
and draft Minutes of that meeting
https://www.hart.gov.uk/March-Meetings
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Report to Hart District Council
by Jonathan Manning BSc (Hons) MA MRTPI
an Inspector appointed by the Secretary of State
Date: 10 February 2020

Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
(as amended)
Section 20

Report on the Examination of the
Hart District Council Local Plan – Strategy and
Sites

The Plan was submitted for examination on 18 June 2018
The examination hearings were held between 20 November and 18 December 2018

File Ref: PINS/N1730/429/11

Abbreviations used in this report
AOS
BMV
DPA
DPD
DtC
ELR
FEA
GIS
GTAA
HDT
HMA
HRA
IDP
IWMS
LAP
LDS
LEAP
LPA
MM
NE
NEAP
NPPF
OAHN
PPG
PPTS
RBC
SA
SANG
SCI
SHBC
SHLAA
SHMA
SPA

Area of Search
Best and Most Versatile
Dwellings Per Annum
Development Plan Document
Duty to Co-operate
Employment Land Review
Functional Economic Area
Geographical Information System
Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment
Housing Delivery Test
Housing Market Area
Habitats Regulations Assessment
Infrastructure Delivery Plan
Integrated Water Management Strategy
Local Play Area
Local Development Scheme
Local Equipped Area for Play
Local Planning Authority
Main Modification
Natural England
Neighbourhood Equipped Area for Play
National Planning Policy Framework
Objectively Assessed Housing Need
Planning Practice Guidance
Planning Policy for Traveller Sites
Rushmoor Borough Council
Sustainability Appraisal
Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace
Statement of Community Involvement
Surrey Heath Borough Council
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
Strategic Housing Market Assessment
Special Protection Area
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Non-Technical Summary
This report concludes that the Hart District Council Local Plan – Strategy and Sites
provides an appropriate basis for the planning of the District, provided that a
number of main modifications [MMs] are made to it. Hart District Council has
specifically requested that I recommend any MMs necessary to enable the Plan to
be adopted.
All the MMs were proposed or agreed by the Council and were subject to public
consultation over a six-week period between 5 July and 19 August 2019. In some
cases, I have amended their detailed wording and/or added consequential
modifications where necessary. I have recommended their inclusion in the Plan
after considering all the representations made in response to consultation on them.
The Main Modifications can be summarised as follows:



















A change to the Plan period;
To refer to flood risk in the Plan’s vision;
Changes to the strategic objectives to ensure compliance with national
policy;
The addition of a strategic objective in relation to previously developed land;
Changes to the Key Diagram;
Alterations to the housing requirement (including Policy SS1) to correspond
with the SHMA and to accommodate Surrey Heath Borough Council’s unmet
need;
Changes to the housing trajectory and updates to the components of supply;
Alterations to the criteria of Policy SS2 ‘Hartland Village’.
The removal of Policy SS3 ‘New Settlement at the Murrell Green / Winchfield
Area of Search’ and its supporting text;
Modifications to require the Council to prepare and submit for examination a
Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople DPD by January 2022;
Changes to the criteria of Policy H1 ‘Housing Mix’; Policy H2 ‘Affordable
Housing’; Policy H3 ‘Rural Exception Sites’; Policy H4 ‘Specialist and
Supported Accommodation’; Policy H5 Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling
Showpeople’; and Policy H6 ‘Internal Space Standards’ to ensure the Plan is
effective and consistent with national policy;
Alterations to the criteria of: Policy ED1 ‘New Employment’; Policy ED2
Safeguarding Employment Land and Premises’; and Policy ED3 ‘The Rural
Economy’ to ensure the Plan is effective and consistent with national policy;
The change of the Bartley Wood, Hook site from a strategic employment site
to a locally important employment site;
To ensure the Plan is effective and consistent with national policy, changes
to Policy ED4 ‘Town, District and Local Centres’; Policy ED5 ‘Fleet Town
Centre’; and Policy ED6 ‘District and Local Centres’.
Changes to the natural and built environment policies, in terms of
sustainable development, development in the countryside, landscape, the
Thames Basin Heaths SPA, biodiversity, flood risk, historic environment,
design, renewable energy and pollution to ensure compliance with national
policy and that the Plan is effective;
The removal of Policy NBE2 ‘Gaps Between Settlements’ and its supporting
text;
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Modifications to Policy I1 ‘Infrastructure’; Policy I2 ‘Green Infrastructure’;
Policy I3 ‘Transport’; Policy I4 ‘Open Space, Sport and Recreation’; Policy I5
‘Community Facilities’; and Policy I6 Broadband or Successor Services’ to
ensure compliance with national policy and that the Plan is effective;
Changes to the Council’s implementation and monitoring strategy; and
Alterations to the glossary and appendices.
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Introduction
1.

This report contains my assessment of the Hart District Council Local Plan –
Strategy and Sites in terms of Section 20(5) of the Planning & Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 (as amended). It considers first whether the Plan’s
preparation has complied with the duty to co-operate. It then considers
whether the Plan is sound and whether it is compliant with the legal
requirements. The National Planning Policy Framework 2012 (NPPF)
(Paragraph 182) makes it clear that in order to be sound, a Local Plan should
be positively prepared, justified, effective and consistent with national policy.

2.

The revised NPPF was published in July 2018 and further revised in February
2019. It includes a transitional arrangement in Paragraph 214 which indicates
that, for the purpose of examining this Plan, the policies in the NPPF 2012 will
apply. Similarly, where the Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) has been
updated to reflect the revised NPPF, the previous versions of the PPG apply for
the purposes of this examination under the transitional arrangement.
Therefore, unless stated otherwise, references in this report are to the NPPF
2012 and the versions of the PPG which were extant prior to the publication of
the NPPF 2018.

3.

The starting point for the examination is the assumption that the local
planning authority has submitted what it considers to be a sound plan. The
Hart District Council Local Plan – Strategy and Sites, submitted in June 2018
(CD1) is the basis for my examination. It is the same document as was
published for consultation in February 2018.

Main Modifications
4.

In accordance with section 20(7C) of the 2004 Act the Council requested
(EXAM62) that I should recommend any main modifications [MMs] necessary
to rectify matters that make the Plan unsound and thus incapable of being
adopted. My report explains why the recommended MMs, all of which relate to
matters that were discussed at the examination hearing(s), are necessary.
The MMs are referenced in bold in the report in the form MM1, MM2 etc, and
are set out in full in Appendix 1.

5.

Following the examination hearings, the Council prepared a schedule of
proposed MMs and carried out Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of them. The MM
schedule was subject to public consultation for six weeks between 5 July and
19 August 2019. I have taken account of the consultation responses in coming
to my conclusions in this report and in this light, I have made some
amendments to the detailed wording of the main modifications and added
consequential modifications where these are necessary for consistency or
clarity. None of the amendments significantly alters the content of the
modifications as published for consultation or undermines the participatory
processes and SA that has been undertaken. Where necessary I have
highlighted these amendments in the report.

Policies Map
6.

The Council must maintain an adopted policies map which illustrates
geographically the application of the policies in the adopted development plan.
When submitting a local plan for examination, the Council is required to
5
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provide a submission policies map showing the changes to the adopted policies
map that would result from the proposals in the submitted Plan. In this case,
the submission policies map comprises the set of plans identified as Hart
District Council Local Plan – Strategy and Sites Policies Map and associated
inset maps as set out in EXAM2 to EXAM45.
7.

The policies map is not defined in statute as a development plan document
and so I do not have the power to recommend main modifications to it.
However, a number of the published MMs to the Plan’s policies require further
corresponding changes to be made to the policies map. In addition, there are
some instances where the geographic illustration of policies on the submission
policies map is not justified and changes to the policies map are needed to
ensure that the relevant policies are effective. These further changes to the
policies map were published for consultation alongside the MMs (EXAM64).

8.

When the Plan is adopted, in order to comply with the legislation and give
effect to the Plan’s policies, the Council will need to update the adopted
policies map to include all the changes proposed in EXAM2 to EXAM45 and the
further changes published alongside the MMs (EXAM64).

Assessment of Duty to Co-operate
9.

Section 20(5)(c) of the 2004 Act requires that I consider whether the Council
complied with any duty imposed on it by section 33A in respect of the Plan’s
preparation.

10. The Council has provided as part of its evidence a statement (CD9), which sets
out how it considers the Duty to Co-operate (DtC) has been met. This sets out
that the key strategic planning issues considered were: housing; the Thames
Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA); employment land; traveller site
provision; flood risk; water supply and waste water; and infrastructure
(transport, healthcare facilities, education). In each case the Council has
identified in detail how it has met the DtC and what agreements were made
with the relevant parties during the Plan’s preparation.
11. I consider that the statement illustrates that the Council has made extensive
efforts to engage with all relevant organisations and prescribed bodies during
the Plan’s preparation. It is evident that many of the changes made during
the Plan’s preparation prior to its submission have resulted from consultation
with relevant parties, to address their concerns in a constructive and proactive
manner.
12. I am content that matters associated with providing sufficient Suitable
Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) to mitigate impacts on the Thames
Basin Heaths SPA were suitably discussed with neighbouring authorities in the
Housing Market Area (HMA) and with other relevant stakeholders.
13. Whilst some concerns have been raised in relation to accommodating unmet
housing need from Surrey Heath Borough Council (SHBC), I am mindful that
the DtC is not a duty to agree and it is clear to me from the Council’s
statement (CD9) and through oral evidence at the hearing sessions that there
has been significant discussions between the Council and SHBC on this matter.
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14. It has been suggested that the Council should consider unmet need from
London, Basingstoke and Deane and Guildford. However, I have not been
provided with any substantive evidence to suggest that this is necessary and
none of the authorities have requested that the Council accommodate any of
their unmet need.
15. I am satisfied that where necessary the Council has engaged constructively,
actively and on an on-going basis in the preparation of the Plan and that the
DtC has therefore been met.

Assessment of Soundness
Main Issues
16. Taking account of all the representations, the written evidence and the
discussions that took place at the examination hearings, I have identified 12
main issues upon which the legal compliance and soundness of the Plan
depends. This report deals with these main issues in turn. It does not
respond to every comment or issue raised by representors. Nor does it refer
to every policy or policy criterion in the Plan.
Issue 1 – Whether the objectively assessed need for housing and the
housing requirement are justified.
Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN)
17. The Plan at Policy SS1 sets out a housing requirement of 388 dwellings per
annum (dpa), which at the time of publishing the Regulation 19 PreSubmission Plan for consultation in February 2018 was based on the then
proposed Government standard methodology for calculating local housing
need, with an uplift applied. The justification for the uplift is set out in
Appendix 2 ‘Housing Numbers and Trajectory’ of the Plan. The ‘cap’ in the
methodology was removed and then an uplift of 25% was applied as a
contingency in case of a change in methodology or alterations to data, such as
new household projections or affordability ratios. Reference was also made to
the benefits of boosting the supply of housing, including the delivery of
affordable units.
18. In terms of a contingency for a change in methodology or alterations to data,
the standard methodology was incorporated into the NPPF 2018 as it was
previously set out during the consultation that was undertaken upon it. There
is therefore no support in national policy for the amended standard
methodology calculation undertaken by the Council. Further, the Council has
provided little substantive evidence to justify an uplift of 25% in preference of
any other figure. In addition, it is clear under the transitionary arrangements
that the Plan should be examined against the NPPF 2012.
19. Given the above, I am of the view that there is insufficient justification and
evidence to support the Plan’s housing requirement, in terms of its formulation
based on the Council’s amended standard methodology. Alterations are
therefore needed (MM21, MM26 and MM138) for the Plan to be justified to
remove reference to the Council’s amended standard methodology.
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20. The Council produced a Joint Strategic Housing Market Area Assessment
(SHMA) (HOU1a & b) in November 2016, with Rushmoor Borough Council
(RBC) and SHBC. Together the authorities constitute the HMA and there is no
reason before me to consider that this is inappropriate.
21. The SHMA (HOU1a & b) was based upon the 2012 household projections. This
identified a demographic starting point of 247 dpa for Hart, uplifted to 254 dpa
once adjusted for vacancy rates. Shortly before the SHMA’s publication, the
2014 household projections were released. However, given the stage at which
the SHMA’s preparation had reached it was published based on the 2012
household projections.
22. Nonetheless, given the requirements of the PPG, 2012 (Paragraph: 016
Reference ID: 2a-016-20150227), the Council undertook a review of the SHMA
(HOU2a & b) and tested a number of alternative scenarios, with the more
recent 2014 household projections, including a partial return to trend of
household formation rates for younger people and differing migration trend
periods. This found that whilst the 2014 household projections were lower at
207 dpa, once such other factors are taken into account the demographic
starting point in the SHMA (HOU1a & b) remains valid. For example, the 2014
household projections, with a partial return to trend of household formation
rates for younger people, results in a demographic starting point of some 232
dpa. I am not of the view that this represents a meaningful change in the
housing situation in Hart.
23. There has been some concern raised that the moratorium associated with the
Thames Basin Heaths SPA, which temporarily suspended planning permissions
being granted for housing in Hart, constrained housing delivery between 2008
– 2011. Whilst I accept that this may have influenced the 2012 and 2014
household projection figures, particularly as they look at a five year migration
trend, I am mindful that the SHMA review (HOU2a & b) did test longer
migration trend patterns, where any dampening effect caused by the
moratorium would be much less influential. For example, the 2014 based sub
national population projections mid year estimates and a part return to trend
household formation rates, with a 10 year migration trend scenario sets out a
figure for Hart of 251 dpa, very similar to the SHMA demographic starting
point. Whilst the SHMA review did look at 15 year migration trends which
resulted in higher figures of up to 323 dpa, I have concerns in relation to
relying on trends dating back as far as 1999, a significant period of time ago.
24. The PPG 2012 (Paragraph: 016 Reference ID: 2a-016-20150227) advises that
the calculation of housing need should use the most up-to-date information.
The 2016 household projections have been published more recently. The
Government has expressed concerns with regard to the 2016 household
projections and has advised that the 2014 household projections should, for
the time being, be used to calculate housing need when using the standard
methodology. On this basis, I consider at the current time some caution
should be applied to the 2016 household projections.
8
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25. Notwithstanding all of the above, I am also mindful that the final OAHN for
Hart, as discussed later, is nonetheless economically driven in terms of job
growth. The demographic starting point could therefore be seen as being
somewhat academic. This is because, if the demographic starting point was
lowered then a greater uplift in terms of job growth would be needed to
ensure that there is a sufficient workforce in Hart and vice versa.
Consequently, in this context a change to the demographic starting point
through more recent household projections does not, in my view, represent a
meaningful change in the housing situation in Hart.
26. The SHMA applies an uplift above the demographic starting point for market
signals. The affordability ratio in Hart is very high and the SHMA recommends
a market signals uplift, due to affordability issues of 15%. I have been
referred to other higher examples of uplifts by Inspectors examining other
Plans in the South East. Whilst a 15% uplift is lower than some examples
elsewhere, in my view, this would still have an important and positive impact
on affordability in Hart. In addition, as will be discussed below, the most
recent economic forecasts suggest lower figures in terms of job growth in the
HMA than were anticipated at the time the SHMA (HOU1a & b) was produced.
If this were to be realised, less homes would be needed to accommodate the
additional workforce that would migrate into Hart, which would provide more
homes for the existing population in Hart, further improving affordability.
27. Following an uplift for market signals the SHMA considers any uplift required
to ensure that there would be a sufficient workforce to meet forecast job
growth. The forecast models considered varied substantially from 900 to 1500
jobs per annum, which reflects the challenges of long-term forecasting. The
SHMA adopted a mid-point of the forecast scenarios with the HMA anticipated
to see growth of 1,200 jobs per annum. The SHMA analysed historic trends,
the growth potential within the area and included an expectation of some
increase in household formation rates. I consider the assumptions and
approach adopted in the SHMA in terms of job growth are appropriate and
robust. To meet Hart’s proportion of job growth in the HMA a sizeable further
uplift of 69 dpa, is applied on top of the 15% uplift for market signals.
28. As mentioned above, the SHMA review (HOU2a & b) identified that the most
recent economic forecasts are now lower than those used in the SHMA. This
was identified as largely being a result of a stall in employment during 2015
and 2016, notably in Surrey Heath and Hart. I am particularly mindful that
long term economic forecasting is extremely challenging and forecast models
from different sources can vary significantly. Further, as set out above, any
new homes not required to meet future job growth would have the benefit of
further improving affordability within Hart. Therefore, I consider that a
change to the OAHN is unnecessary and there has not been a meaningful
change.
29. The SHMA then applies a final uplift of 21 dpa for concealed families to reach
the OAHN of 382 dpa. Based on the evidence provided in the SHMA, I
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consider this to be appropriate. The most up-to-date data provided by the
Council suggests that concealed families in Hart has slightly increased, but I
am not of the view that it is of such significance to require a change to the
OAHN.
30. An alternative ‘stock based’ approach to calculating housing need has been
suggested. However, there is no clear support for such an approach in national
policy.
31. It is important to emphasise that the calculation of housing need is not an
exact science. Overall and having regard to all of the above findings, I
consider that an OAHN of 382 dpa is robust and should be used as the starting
point for the consideration of the housing requirement in the Plan. As a
consequence, it is necessary to correlate the start of the Plan period, with the
base date of the SHMA, which is 2014, particularly as this results in a greater
level of overall need, given its longer timeframe (2014-2032). The Plan needs
to therefore be clear that the Plan period is 2014 to 2032 and changes are
needed (MM1, MM18, MM19, MM21, MM23, MM121 and MM140) for the
Plan to be effective. The housing trajectory and completion figures (from
2014) in the Plan therefore also need to be amended (MM139 and MM140)
to reflect this change. This will also ensure the Plan is effective and in
accordance with national policy.
32. There has been some suggestion that the Plan period should be extended.
The Plan looks forward 13 years after anticipated adoption, which is below the
preferred 15 year time period set out in Paragraph 157 of the NPPF. However,
the NPPF’s preference is not a set requirement and I consider 13 years to be
an appropriate time scale in this instance, particularly as there is now a
requirement to review plans every five years.
The housing requirement and unmet need
33. At the hearing sessions, representatives from SHBC provided an update in
relation to unmet need, which results from the heavily constrained nature of
Surrey Heath. SHBC has published an Issues and Options/Preferred Options
consultation of its Local Plan, which identifies a shortfall in supply of 731
dwellings over its plan period (2016-2032). SHBC advised that although there
are on-going attempts to try and find more sites, this is unlikely to
significantly reduce. The Council had set out that any unmet need from SHBC
would occur towards the end of the Plan period, however, this view was not
shared by SHBC at the hearing session, who set out that the unmet need is
imminent.
34. RBC the other authority in the HMA has received its Inspector’s Report
following their Plan’s examination. The Rushmoor Plan does not make any
provision for any unmet need from SHBC. There is a surplus in supply
identified in the Rushmoor Plan of around 1,000 dwellings. However, it is
clear that this is necessary to mitigate risks from some large sites in that Plan
failing to deliver as anticipated and should not be seen to be off-setting any
unmet need from SHBC.
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Hart District Council Local Plan – Strategy and Sites, Inspector’s Report 10 February 2020

35. It was accepted by the Council at the hearing sessions that Hart is the least
constrained authority in the HMA. Given this, the matters discussed above and
the fact that the Rushmoor Plan is unlikely to be reviewed for a period of 5
years following its adoption, I consider that this Plan should seek to meet the
identified unmet needs of SHBC of 731 dwellings, which represents the most
up-to-date figure at this point in time.
36. I am not of the view that it is premature to require the Plan to accommodate
the unmet needs of SHBC or that it will prejudice the plan making process in
Surrey Heath. The SHBC unmet need figure is within a formal consultation
document and is based on a recognised method of calculating housing need
encouraged by national policy. Further, SHBC’s Issues and Options/Preferred
Options consultation is supported by a SHLAA, which provides an assessment
of potentially suitable sites. I am also mindful that to be positively prepared
the Plan should seek to meet unmet requirements from neighbouring
authorities, as set out in Paragraph 182 of the NPPF.
37. In terms of any potential additional impacts on the environment and
infrastructure from accommodating the unmet need, I have found under
Matter 4 that the Plan can accommodate the unmet need from SHBC without
the need to include additional sites, albeit with a relatively modest shortfall of
230 dwellings during the last year of the Plan period.
38. It has been suggested that SHBC is able to provide circa 350 units per annum
between 2023-2027 whilst in the latter years they are only able to
demonstrate approximately 130 dpa. However, even if I was to accept that
this was the case, this would appear to ignore more immediate needs before
2023.
39. If in the future, the SHBC unmet need changes either positively or negatively,
this will need to be considered in a future review of the Plan or could trigger
an early review if necessary. Notwithstanding this, I am mindful that housing
requirements are not maximums and Hart accommodating the currently
identified unmet needs of SHBC would not rule out sustainable development
being permitted in SHBC.
40. Accommodating SHBC’s unmet need would add 41 dpa to the housing
requirement over the revised Plan period (2014 to 2032), which would result
in a total housing requirement of 7,614 dwellings over the Plan period, which
equates to 423 dpa. Modifications (MM10, MM19, MM21, MM26 and
MM139) are therefore necessary to the strategic objectives, Policy SS1, its
supporting text and the housing trajectory to amend the housing requirement.
This will ensure that the Plan is positively prepared and in accordance with
national policy.
Affordable housing
41. The SHMA calculates the level of affordable housing need within the HMA and
for each of the authorities. In Hart the identified need for affordable housing
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is 306 dpa (126 dpa for subsidised rented accommodation and 180 dpa for
affordable home ownership). This equates to the need for some 5,500
affordable homes over the Plan period (2014 to 2032). I see no reason to
disagree with the findings of the SHMA and the assumptions used in this
regard and I consider the calculation of affordable housing need to be robust.
Notwithstanding this, as is discussed below, the identified need is significantly
higher than the amount of affordable housing that is likely to be delivered.
42. The Council are in a relatively unusual position whereby a very large
proportion of the necessary supply over the Plan period already has planning
permission and as a result, there is a fair level of certainty in relation to how
much affordable housing is likely to be delivered. The Council (EXAM56b) has
provided a trajectory of the anticipated delivery of affordable housing. This
identifies that between 2016 and 2032 it is forecast that 1,633 affordable units
would be delivered. Based on a tenure split of 65% subsidised rented
accommodation and 35% affordable home ownership, the Plan would meet
47% of the identified need for subsidised rented accommodation. I am
mindful that the trajectory provided by the Council is from 2016 to 2032.
Given my findings above that the Plan period should be from 2014 to 2032 to
correlate with the SHMA, this figure is likely to be higher to take into account
any affordable homes delivered in 2014 and 2015. However, any increase is
likely to be modest.
43. The PPG 2012 (ID 2a-029-20140306) states that an increase in total housing
figures should be considered where it could help deliver the required number
of affordable homes. A housing requirement of 423 dpa, is in the region of
67% above the demographic starting point identified in the SHMA (254 dpa).
Providing for this level of increase will result in significantly more affordable
housing being delivered than if the household projections had been used. I
consider that to uplift the housing requirement further could result in open
market dwellings being provided when there is no evidence of need, which
could lead to an imbalance between homes and jobs and unsustainable
commuting patterns.
44. I am also mindful that there are other ways that additional affordable housing
could be delivered, for example through rural exception sites under Policy H3
of the Plan. In addition, although the Council set out at the hearing sessions
that there are currently no plans to provide affordable housing themselves,
this could change during the Plan period.
45. Given all of this and despite the views expressed in the Council’s Affordable
Housing Background Paper (HOU5) (March 2017), I am not persuaded that a
further uplift to the housing requirement is justified in this case. It is
therefore likely that some of those with affordable housing needs will continue
to be dependent on the private rented sector, in some cases supported by
housing benefit.
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Conclusion on main issue 1
46. I consider that with the recommended modifications, the OAHN and the
housing requirement are justified.
Issue 2 – Whether the spatial distribution of housing growth in the Plan is
sound.
The Spatial Strategy of the Plan
47. The spatial distribution of housing in the Plan is set out in Policy SS1 ‘Spatial
Strategy and Distribution of Growth’. This identifies that new homes will be
delivered over the Plan period through: existing completions; existing
commitments (sites with planning permission); further development and
redevelopment within settlement boundaries; Policy SS2 (delivery of Hartland
Village); Neighbourhood Plans; Policy H3 (rural exception sites); and Policy
NBE1 (development in the countryside).
48. Due to the large level of existing completions and commitments the Plan only
allocates one site, Hartland Village for approximately 1,500 dwellings
(approximately 1,368 to be delivered over the Plan period). Hartland Village is
largely previously developed land and is in an accessible location. The pre
submission Sustainability Appraisal (SA) (CD5a) found that the delivery of
Hartland Village was the most sustainable growth option to meet housing
needs over the Plan period. For reasons set out later in my assessment of
legal compliance, I consider that the pre submission SA to be robust. I am
satisfied that the allocation of Hartland Village to meet the remaining housing
need after existing completions and commitments are taken into account is
the most appropriate and sustainable strategy and is therefore justified. In
any event, I am mindful that Hartland Village now benefits from planning
permission, and I understand that the first phase is under construction.
49. I acknowledge that there are no medium and/or small site allocations directed
towards other settlements in the District. However, it can be seen from the
existing completions and commitments that most of the defined settlements in
the Plan have or will receive some growth over the Plan period. Further,
whilst it has been argued that more development should be diverted to the
more rural communities to ensure their viability and vitality, I am mindful that
Policy SS1 does allow for Neighbourhood Plans to deliver new housing. This
would allow those communities who feel that the delivery of more housing
would be of benefit to their community to be able to do so.
50. Policy NBE1 allows development in the countryside in certain circumstances.
It has been suggested that Policy NBE1 should only apply to isolated
development. Whilst, I acknowledge that Paragraph 55 of the NPPF seeks to
avoid isolated new homes in the countryside, it does not suggest, in my view,
that all housing in the countryside that is not considered isolated is acceptable
in principle. The NPPF makes clear that it should be read as a whole. Further,
I have found the Council’s spatial strategy to be justified and it does not
depend on any notable housing outside of settlement boundaries. Policy NBE1
also includes the consideration of all types of development and not just
housing. Given all of this, I am not of the view that it is necessary for Policy
NBE1 to refer to isolated development to be consistent with national policy.
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51. It has also been suggested that as a priority, settlements outside of the
Thames Basin Heaths SPA buffer zones should have received growth first.
However, it has been sufficiently demonstrated that any adverse impacts on
the integrity of the SPA from the Plan can be suitably mitigated. Nonetheless, I
am mindful that the vast majority of the supply needed over the Plan period
benefits from planning permission.
52. On a related matter, although the Plan does not expressively rely upon it to
deliver its spatial strategy, the introductory text to the Plan does identify a
settlement hierarchy. This sets out that: the main urban area is Fleet
(including Church Crookham and Elvetham Heath); the primary local service
centres are Hook, Yateley and Blackwater and Hawley; the secondary local
service centres are Hartley Wintney and Odiham and North Warnborough.
These are based on the findings of the Settlement Hierarchy for Hart District
Council, 2010 (OTH1). This considered each settlement in terms of its
population, facilities and services. Whilst this was produced some time ago, I
consider that it offers a reasonable basis to identify the settlement hierarchy in
this Plan.
53. The Council had suggested modifications to remove the settlement hierarchy
from the Plan as the spatial strategy was not reliant upon it. However, setting
out the settlement hierarchy is likely to provide useful context for future
windfall developments and is sound.
54. It has been suggested that all settlement boundaries should have been
reviewed and expanded to meet the identified housing needs. However, I
consider that this is not necessary to meet the identified housing need within
this Plan and therefore the current settlement boundaries are appropriate.
Policy SS3 – New Settlement
55. The Plan’s strategy also includes Policy SS3, which sets out the Council’s
commitment to preparing a New Settlement Development Plan Document
(DPD) after the adoption of this Plan. Policy SS3 and its supporting text
identifies an Area of Search (AoS) at Murrell Green / Winchfield for the
delivery of up to 5,000 dwellings through the production of a New Settlement
DPD. The Plan states that it is not required in this Plan period to meet
identified housing needs. Despite this, the Council anticipate that some 1,500
homes from the proposed new settlement would be expected to be delivered
within the Plan period.
56. I acknowledge that such delivery would help to meet the relatively modest
shortfall in supply at the end of the Plan period identified under Matter 4.
However, I have a number of fundamental concerns with regard to the
soundness of Policy SS3. The Council and the site promoters have suggested
that because the Plan does not rely on any delivery of housing from the
proposed new settlement that Policy SS3 in itself cannot be found unsound.
However, the policy sets out that ‘Permission will be granted for the
development of a new settlement to be identified from the area of search
identified on the Policies Map following the adoption of a New Settlement
Development Plan Document and agreed comprehensive masterplan’. The
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Plan is therefore establishing the principle of a new settlement as the most
appropriate growth strategy for meeting the Council’s long-term needs. It is
also establishing a relatively confined area of search for a new settlement.
57. The tests of soundness require the Plan to be justified and therefore ‘the plan
should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence’ (Paragraph 182 of
the NPPF). To find Policy SS3 sound, I must therefore be satisfied that a new
settlement within the identified AoS is the most appropriate growth strategy to
meet long-term needs, when considered against reasonable alternatives.
58. The SA (CD5a) that accompanied the pre-submission Regulation 19
consultation on the Plan did not test reasonable alternatives to a new
settlement and it was considered as a ‘constant’ as part of all reasonable
alternatives that were appraised. On this basis, I am not of the view that the
pre-submission SA, in its own right, appropriately or robustly considers
reasonable alternatives to a new settlement as a long-term growth strategy.
59. The Council has, however, produced a ‘Post Submission Interim Sustainability
Appraisal Report’ (post submission SA) (CD5c) to supplement the presubmission SA. This did test a number of alternative growth strategies to a
new settlement. Putting aside the concerns raised in terms of legal
compliance of the post submission SA, in terms of consultation, I am
concerned by the way in which the new settlement has been considered and
ranked against reasonable alternatives. These concerns were set out in detail
in a post hearing letter to the Council (EXAM60) and related to the rankings
given for the historic environment, land and other resources, flood risk,
landscape, climate change and water. I will not repeat such details here.
60. I accept that the AoS by its very nature leads to some uncertainties, but in
this case, the boundary of the AoS is, in my view, relatively confined and the
indicative concept plan provided by the site promoters, once the requirements
for SANG are taken into account, shows much of the AoS boundary being
utilised as part of the proposed new settlement. It is therefore not, in my
view, significantly different to that of a site allocation boundary.
61. I acknowledge that some evidence has been provided by the site promotors,
particularly in support of their Regulation 19 representations. However, these
represent very high-level broad overviews, with little in the way of detail. I am
not of the view that there is sufficient evidence before the examination to
support the rankings given to the AoS for the new settlement within the post
submission SA or to allow a suitably robust comparison of reasonable
alternatives to be undertaken, based on proportionate evidence. As a result, I
consider that Policy SS3 and its supporting text are not justified, as, on the
currently available evidence, it cannot be determined that it represents the
most appropriate long-term growth strategy.
62. Further, the post submission SA is not robust and should not be relied upon in
support of the Plan. Consequently, there is no need to address concerns
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raised with regard to consultation and legal compliance of the post submission
SA.
63. In addition, there is little evidence to demonstrate that a site can actually be
delivered in terms of infrastructure, viability and landownership within the
identified AoS. The Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) does not
include any consideration of the proposed new settlement other than a brief
mention of the potential secondary school and the viability assessment has not
directly considered a proposed new settlement in the AoS. Again, whilst there
is some information from the site promoters in relation to such matters, it is
not of any great substance.
64. Evidence was also provided at the hearing sessions that shows a significant
parcel of land cutting across the middle of the AoS that is not either in the
ownership of the site promoters or land that is available to them. It was set
out by Winchfield Parish Council at the hearing sessions that the owner of the
land is not willing to release it as part of the development. This was not
disputed by the Council or the site promoters. There is consequently some
doubt, at this time, whether a comprehensive and inclusive new community
can be delivered as required by Policy SS3 and its supporting text. Given all
of this, I am not sufficiently content based on the evidence available to the
examination that Policy SS3 is deliverable and is therefore not effective.
65. I am of the view that a significant level of further supporting work would be
required for Policy SS3 to be found sound in its current form, which would
need to include appropriate and proportionate area/site assessments,
infrastructure considerations, viability testing, evidence in support of
deliverability and further SA work, which would need to be done in an
impartial manner with sufficient evidence to support its findings and
comparisons with alternative options. Any further SA work would also need to
include additional standalone consultation. This would have all led to a
significant delay in the examination to allow such work to be undertaken.
66. It was suggested at the hearing sessions that such detailed work and
assessment would be undertaken as part of the preparation of the New
Settlement DPD. However, the Plan is establishing the principle of a new
settlement as being the most appropriate strategy in the long-term, over other
growth options such as smaller strategic urban extensions to existing
settlements to name one example. Based on the Council’s approach it is
evident that potential growth options, alternative to a new settlement, would
not be considered through the production of the New Settlement DPD.
Logically, the only reasonable alternatives considered would be potential site
options within the already defined AoS boundary. Consequently, I am of the
view that there needs to be sufficient evidence now to support the proposed
new settlement AoS, to allow a robust comparison to be undertaken with
reasonable alternative long-term growth strategies and to allow me to take a
view that there is a real likelihood that a site could come forward in the AoS
that would not have unacceptable impacts. For the reasons set out above, at
the current time, I do not consider this to be the case.
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67. Given my findings in terms of the housing requirement and that Policy SS3 is
not required for the Plan to be sound (Matter 4) and in light of my findings
above, I consider that for the Plan to be justified modifications (MM6, MM7,
MM11, MM12, MM19, MM20, MM22, MM25, MM32, MM36, MM53 and
MM146) are required to remove Policy SS3, its supporting text and other
references to the New Settlement from the Plan. The Council will also need to
remove the area of search from the policies map on adoption for the Plan to
be effective.
Conclusion on main issue 2
68. I consider that with the recommended modifications the Plan’s spatial strategy
is the most appropriate and is therefore justified. The Plan is therefore sound
in relation to this main issue.
Issue 3 – Whether the site allocation and the settlement boundaries are
justified and sound.
Site Selection
69. The Council’s approach to site selection and assessment is set out in the Site
Assessment Methodology Report, 2017 (within HOU6). The sites promoted
for housing were assessed using this methodology through the High Level Site
Assessments and the Detailed Site Assessments (HOU6). Site selection was
also informed by the Hart Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
(SHLAA) (HOU3a and HOU3b) and the pre-submission SA (CD5a).
70. There have inevitably been concerns raised with regard to the scoring and
ranking of some promoted sites, particularly in relation to those that have not
been selected for allocation in the Plan. However, I am mindful that these
matters are subjective and require judgement to be applied. I am content
that the Council’s judgements are within the realms of reasonableness. The
adequacy of the pre-submission SA is also examined later on in this report.
71. Overall, I am satisfied that the Council’s approach to site selection and the
appraisal of reasonable alternatives, has been robust and is sound.
Hartland Village
72. The Plan includes one site allocation at Hartland Village for approximately
1,500 dwellings. The site is allocated by Policy SS2, which includes a number
of provisions and criteria. The site now benefits from planning permission. In
order to ensure that the Plan is effective several changes (MM27, MM28,
MM30 and MM31) are needed to Policy SS2 and its supporting text to ensure
that it reflects that which has now been granted permission. This includes the
provision of leisure facilities. Further, the modifications remove reference to
the provision of older persons housing and delete reference to the level of
affordable housing being reviewed at each phase of the development. Whilst
both of these changes have raised some concerns, the permitted development
does not include these provisions and is currently being implemented. This
was considered acceptable by the Council for reasons associated with viability.
However, to ensure the Plan is positively prepared, it is necessary to amend
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the supporting text at Paragraph 121 (MM30) to state that should a future
planning application be submitted that results in the total number of dwellings
exceeding 1,500, then the scheme would be subject to the requirements of
Policy H1 in full.
73. Criterion b) of Policy SS2 requires the provision of a local neighbourhood
centre. However, to ensure consistency with national policy, an alteration
(MM28) is needed to set out that residential use may be appropriate above
retail or commercial units providing the active frontage is not compromised
and that satisfactory residential amenity can be achieved. Again, to ensure
consistency with national policy, a modification (MM29) to criterion k) of
Policy SS2 is necessary to refer to the protection of bridleways.
74. The Council has proposed to alter the policies map to show the area of SANG
adjacent to the site allocation. I consider this to be appropriate and will
ensure that Policy SS2 is effective. In addition, it has come to my attention
that Policy SS2 does not refer to the policies map. In order for the Plan to be
effective a modification (MM27) to Policy SS2 is necessary to address this
matter. Whilst this alteration was not subject to consultation, I consider it to
be a relatively minor change.
Settlement boundaries
75. The defined boundaries of each settlement are set out on the policies map as
proposed to be amended (CD2 and EXAM2 to EXAM45). This includes several
changes to expand settlement boundaries to include completed and permitted
major developments, which I consider to be appropriate. In addition, the
Council has proposed changes to the Dogmersfield settlement boundary to
encompass recently permitted development and changes to the Odiham
Settlement Boundary to ensure consistency with the Odiham & North
Warnborough Neighbourhood Plan. These changes were consulted upon
alongside the MM schedule. Again, I consider these changes to be appropriate.
In order, to ensure the Plan is effective these changes will need to be made to
the policies map when the Plan is adopted.
76. On a related matter, Policy SS1 sets out that one source of new homes will be
from sites within settlement boundaries. Paragraph 103 of the supporting text
notes that settlement boundaries will be reviewed through future development
plan documents. However, a change (MM24) is needed to also refer to the
fact that settlement boundaries could also be changed through Neighbourhood
Plans.
Conclusion on main issue 3
77. I consider that with the recommended main modifications, the site allocation
and the settlement boundaries are justified and sound.
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Issue 4 - Whether the Plan’s assumption in terms of supply are sound,
whether the Plan will meet the identified housing need and whether there
is a reasonable prospect of a five year supply of deliverable housing sites
on adoption.
Components of supply
Hartland Village
78. Hartland Village forms the only site allocation in the Plan and is allocated
through Policy SS2. As set out above, the site benefits from planning
permission. This is in the form of outline planning permission for 1,500 homes
and full planning permission for the first phase (181 dwellings). At the hearing
sessions the site promoter set out that site clearance works have started on
site and I see no reason to question the lead in times anticipated by the
Council, which would see the site start to deliver completions early this year.
In terms of anticipated delivery rates, the Plan currently projects that Hartland
Village will deliver 1,428 dwellings over the Plan period. However, during ongoing discussions between the Council and the site promoter during the
examination this has altered, and it is now anticipated that the site will deliver
1,368 new dwellings over the Plan period. For the Plan to be effective
alterations are needed to reflect this change and this is addressed by MM23,
MM139 and MM144. The anticipated delivery rates peak at 132 dpa in
2022/23, with numerous other years close to this figure.
79. Whilst I acknowledge that for a single house builder, the delivery of up to 132
dpa and an average, over the life of its development, of 105 dpa is
challenging, it has nonetheless been achieved within Hart in the past. The
Council has provided details of a site at Queen Elizabeth Barracks, where a
single developer delivered an average of 130 dpa, with several years being
over 200 dpa. I acknowledge that the site delivered a greater level of
affordable units than will be delivered at Hartland Village, which can aid the
quantity of housing delivered per year. However, even so, the Queen
Elizabeth Barracks site delivered, at its peak, significantly more homes than is
anticipated at Hartland Village.
80. Furthermore, I accept the Council’s view that Hartland Village is somewhat
unique and will be an attractive new community to reside, particularly given
the large area of SANG that will be delivered alongside the new homes. I am
also particularly mindful that Hart is a sought after location to live, which is
supported by the fact that very few planning permissions lapse. Having
regard to such matters, I am content that the Council’s projected delivery of
new homes from Hartland Village is reasonable.
Other aspects of supply
81. Appendix 2 of the Plan illustrates the housing trajectory. As set out above, I
consider that it is necessary to alter the Plan period to reflect the SHMA.
Alterations to the housing trajectory and completions table to include 2014/15
and 2015/16, are therefore necessary for the Plan to be effective and this is
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addressed by MM139 and MM140. As a result of MM140, the level of existing
completions over the Plan period increases from 798 to 2,217.
82. In addition, the Council has sought to update the components of supply to
reflect more up-to-date information about their delivery, which includes a base
date of 1 April 2018. I consider this to be reasonable and necessary for the
Plan to be effective and up-to-date. These updates are made through MM19,
MM22, MM23, MM141, MM142, MM143, MM144 and MM145. This base
date also correlates with the Council’s five year housing land supply statement
(HOU4). Having regard to the MM consultation responses, a change is needed
to MM23 to clarify that sites within settlement boundaries can include those
identified through neighbourhood plans. This will ensure the Plan is effective.
83. The Council is in the fairly unusual position whereby the vast majority of
supply needed over the Plan period benefits from planning permission. The
Plan (as amended in MM141) identifies that at 1 April 2018, 3,652 dwellings
benefit from planning permission. However, the Council has set out that of
this, 5 dwellings have now lapsed and 385 dwellings relate to prior approvals
where they cannot be legally implemented until they have acquired SANG to
mitigate impacts on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA and should therefore not be
considered deliverable. The Plan (as amended in MM141) therefore considers
that 3,262 dwellings are deliverable (this excludes Hartland Village, which is
included under site allocations).
84. The Council has confirmed that the delivery assumptions for large sites of 10
or more dwellings with planning permission have been informed by discussions
with the site promoters. I consider that there is no reason for me to disagree
with the Council’s assumptions made in terms of delivery from such sites,
which are reasonable.
85. The next component of supply relied upon by the Council relates to sites within
settlement boundaries. The Plan (as amended by MM142) assumes that 150
dwellings will be delivered through 6 sites over the Plan period. This is based
on site assessments in the SHLAA. Again, there is no reason for me to
disagree with the assumed delivery of these sites, which are reasonable.
86. The Plan as currently drafted includes supply from ‘Deliverable Sites’.
However, as part of the updated information the Council set out that there
were now no sites that fit within this category. I understand that this is
largely as a result of planning permissions being granted and these sites now
being considered within the identified commitments. For the Plan to be
effective, MM23 and MM143 is therefore needed to delete the table setting
out the ‘Deliverable Sites’.
87. In terms of site allocations, Hartland Village has been discussed above.
However, the Plan also relies on the supply of 111 dwellings from site
allocations within the made Odiham & North Warnborough Neighbourhood
Plan. The delivery rates from these have been criticised for being too
conservative. Whilst, this could well be the case, I do not consider that
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making conservative assumptions, particularly having regard to the evident
healthy level of supply early in the Plan period, results in the Plan being
unsound and no changes are needed.
88. The final component of supply is a windfall allowance. The Plan (as amended
by MM145) and its housing trajectory assumes that 23 dwellings will be
delivered per annum from 2020/21 until the end of the Plan period, a total of
276 dwellings. This is based on clear evidence of historic windfall delivery
rates. I consider this to be a reasonable approach.
89. Policy SS1 notes that supply may also be gained through permitting rural
exception sites and other housing where it is essential for the proposal to be
located in the countryside. I agree with the Council that this source of supply
is unlikely to generate significant numbers of new dwellings and there is little
evidence to base a robust allowance on within the housing trajectory.
Consequently, I am content that the Plan does not need to include an
allowance in relation to rural exception sites and other housing where it is
essential for the proposal to be located in the countryside.
90. The Council’s assumptions on supply do not include any lapse rates. The
Council’s Matter 5 Hearing Statement sets out that over the past seven years
only a small number of permissions have lapsed and that all of these relate to
developments of 10 dwellings or less. The same hearing statement calculates
that if the average lapse rate is drawn from the last four years (where there
has been a noticeable rise) the average lapse rate for sites of 10 dwellings or
less is 6.3%. If this is then applied to outstanding planning permissions for
sites of up to 10 dwellings relied upon in the supply, it would reduce by just 13
dwellings. I do not consider this to be a significant figure that affects the
soundness of the Plan. On this basis, I consider that based on the historical
evidence provided, there is no need to incorporate lapse rates into the Plan’s
supply assumptions. Overall, the Plan (as amended) anticipates the delivery
of 7,384 dwellings.
Whether the Plan will meet the identified housing need?
91. Based on the revised trajectory set out in MM139, I calculate that a housing
requirement of 423 dpa over the Plan period (7,614 dwellings in total) results
in a shortfall of supply of 230 dwellings. I also calculate that this shortfall
would occur in the last year of the Plan period (2031/32). The Council agrees
with this assessment.
92. The NPPF 2012 at Paragraph 47 sets out that to boost significantly the supply
of housing, local planning authorities should (amongst other things) be able to
demonstrate a five year housing land supply and identify a supply of specific,
developable sites or broad locations for growth, for years 6-10 and, where
possible, for years 11-15 (to meet identified needs).
93. The Plan would provide for specific, developable sites for 11 years following
the adoption of the Plan. I consider that this would meet the requirements of
Paragraph 47 of the NPPF and the shortfall of 230 dwellings during the last
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year of the Plan period does not result in the Plan being unsound, particularly
as the Plan would need to be reviewed in 5 years’ time in any event. A
modification (MM22) is required to set this position out within the Plan.
94. There is clear evidence that over recent years, very few sites in Hart see their
planning permissions lapse, particularly for sites over 10 dwellings. I am also
mindful that in the short term there is forecast to be a very healthy level of
supply over and above the housing requirement in the first five years of the
Plan following adoption. This means that a review of the Plan in 5 years’ time
would ensure that any under or non-delivery from sites in the longer term can
be suitably addressed if necessary at that time. It is also feasible that
additional windfall development could come forward over the Plan period that
would meet the relatively modest shortfall.
Five year housing land supply
95. The Council’s five year housing land supply statement (HOU4) sets out that
against a housing requirement of 388 dpa the Council can demonstrate a 9.53
year supply. I have found that the housing requirement should be increased
to 423 dpa to address unmet need from SHBC. Given that this finding was
after the close of the hearing sessions, I did not request the Council to
produce a revised housing land supply position to take this into account. This
was on the basis of the very healthy level of supply anticipated over the next
five years.
96. Table 3 of the Council’s five year housing land supply statement (HOU4)
illustrates the historic performance of the Council since 1996/97. Table 3
shows that there has been peaks and troughs. However, I consider that the
Council, through Table 3, has sufficiently demonstrated that it has
overdelivered against the relevant housing requirements (which have changed
during this period) over the past 20 years.
97. Further, in the past 5 years (2013/14 to 2017/18) where completions are
confirmed, the Council has also overdelivered, even against the increased
housing requirement of 423 dpa. Given all of this, the Council does not have
a persistent record of under delivery and I consider that a 5% buffer should
be applied.
98. I have found that all aspects of the Council’s supply have been based on
reasonable assumptions. I am content that even at a greater housing
requirement of 423 dpa that the Council will have a healthy five year housing
land supply on adoption of the Plan.
99. I acknowledge that the majority of supply is front loaded towards the
beginning of the Plan and that the housing trajectory shows supply
significantly reducing below the housing requirement from 2025/26 onwards.
My attention has also been drawn to the requirement in the NPPF (Paragraph
47) to maintain delivery of a five year supply of housing land to meet the
housing target.
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100. I consider that previous oversupply during the beginning of the Plan period
should be taken into account during the calculation of the Council’s five year
housing land supply. Consequently, towards the end of the Plan period where
supply falls below the housing requirement, the five year land supply
calculation at that point in time should take into account the oversupply above
the housing requirement during the early years of the Plan.
101. I am also mindful that in practice, the delivery of some sites may slip and
therefore result in a more even spread of supply during the early and middle
parts of the Plan period. Given the very healthy supply during the next five
years, this offers a good level of flexibility to allow some slippage to later on
in the Plan period.
102. The issue of the newly introduced Housing Delivery Test (HDT), which will be
relevant to decision making, was discussed. The Council in its Matter 5
Hearing Statement (Table 13) calculated that it could starting dipping below
95% from 2025/26. I am mindful that a review of the Plan within 5 years of
the adoption of the Plan can address any implications associated with the HDT
at that time.
Conclusion on main issue 4
103. I consider that with the recommended modifications, the Plan is sound in
relation to this main issue and the Council will be able to demonstrate a five
year housing land supply on adoption of the Plan.
Issue 5 - Whether the Plan’s approach to the delivery of affordable
housing is sound.
104. Policy H2 sets out the Plan’s approach to the delivery of affordable housing.
This requires no less than 40% of developments for new homes to be
affordable housing. Having regard to the supporting Whole Plan and CIL
Viability Study 2016 (ECO3a) I consider this percentage to be justified.
However, I consider that ‘no less than’ could mean that the Council could seek
to secure higher levels of affordable housing. The Council confirmed that this
was not their intention and I am mindful that the Whole Plan and CIL Viability
Study 2016 (ECO3a) indicates that higher levels of affordable housing could
make developments unviable. Consequently, a change (MM38) is needed to
remove ‘no less than’ to ensure the Plan is justified. For the same reason, a
subsequent change is also needed (MM44) to the penultimate paragraph of
Policy H2.
105. Policy H2 sets out that developments of 11 or more units (or exceeding a
gross internal area of 1000 square metres) will be required to make provision
for affordable dwellings. This complies with the guidance in the PPG.
However, I am mindful that the NPPF 2019 requires major developments (10
or more dwellings or the site has an area of 0.5 hectares or more) to make
provision for affordable units. Whilst this Plan is being examined under the
transition arrangements, I consider that it would be appropriate to modify
Policy H2 in this regard (MM38) so that it is consistent with national policy
moving forward.
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106. For the same reason and to aid the decision-making process, I also consider
that it would be appropriate to amend the supporting text of Policy H2 (MM37
and MM45) to refer to the latest definition of affordable housing in the NPPF
2019 and to update the definition in the Plan’s glossary (MM134). Further, I
also consider that it is appropriate to update the tenure mix definitions in
Policy H2 (MM39) and its supporting text (MM37) to reflect those in the
latest definition of affordable housing in the NPPF 2019.
107. National policy requires that affordable housing for rent should be used solely
for that purpose and remain at an affordable price for future eligible
households, or the subsidy should be recycled for alternative affordable
housing provision. However, this is not included within Policy H2 and
therefore a modification is required to add a new criterion to the policy to
address this matter (MM43). This will ensure compliance with national policy.
108. Criterion d) of Policy H2 requires that at least 15% of the affordable units will
be accessible and adaptable as defined by requirement M4(2) of the Building
Regulations. Based on the need for accessible and adaptable homes in the
Council’s topic paper (TOP5) and the viability evidence set out in the Whole
Plan and CIL Viability Study 2016 (ECO3a) and its Addendum (ECO3d), I
consider this to be justified. Further, I am content that this proportion is
appropriate. However again, the criterion refers to ‘at least’, which could
indicate that the Council may seek more than 15%, which I consider could
have the potential to make developments unviable. A change (MM40) is
therefore needed to remove ‘at least’ for the Plan to be justified.
109. The policy at criterion e) considers the requirements of Building Regulations
M4(3) and sets out that where evidenced by local need, a proportion of
affordable dwellings should be built as wheelchair user dwellings. I consider
this to be vague and ineffective. The Council has suggested a modification to
overcome this matter, that sets out that based on local need one or more of
the affordable dwellings will be built as wheelchair user dwellings to meet, or
exceed where justified, the requirements of Building Regulations M4(3).
Having regard to the need for accessible and adaptable homes in the Council’s
topic paper (TOP5) and the viability evidence set out in the Whole Plan and
CIL Viability Study 2016 (ECO3a) and its Addendum (ECO3d), I consider this
to be appropriate and MM41 is required for the Plan to be justified and
effective. To reflect this change, an alteration to the supporting text is also
necessary (MM47) to set out the circumstances when it might be justified to
exceed the standard in Building Regulations M4(3) and to state that
wheelchair user dwellings will be negotiated on a site by site basis recognising
viability considerations.
110. Further, a change (MM42) is necessary to insert a footnote for criteria d) and
e) to set out ‘Or as otherwise amended by the Building Regulations’. This will
ensure any future changes to the building regulations can be suitably
considered.
111. The supporting text to Policy H2 makes it clear that the policy applies to
specialist and supported housing schemes. Concerns have been raised that
the ability for such schemes to deliver 40% affordable housing can be difficult
due to other costs associated with such housing. I accept this view and
therefore consider that a modification is necessary (MM46) to set out that as
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much affordable housing as is viable (up to 40%) will be sought for specialist
and supported housing, on a site by site basis. This will allow the merits of
each individual case to be considered and is required for the Plan to be
justified and effective.
112. It has been brought to my attention that Policy H2 refers to ‘exceptional
circumstances’, which does not comply with national policy. I have therefore
amended MM44 to remove reference to exceptional circumstances. Whilst,
such a change was not consulted upon, I consider it to be minor and does not
alter the overall meaning of the policy.
113. Policy H3 of the Plan considers rural exception sites for affordable housing.
The policy current states that an element of market housing will be supported
where at least 70% of the total number of proposed dwellings would be
affordable housing for subsidised rent. At the hearing sessions it was
discussed where the 70% figure had originated. I am not of the view that
there is sufficient evidence to justify this threshold and it could lead to much
needed affordable housing not being delivered. Subsequently, to ensure
compliance with national policy, there is a need to alter Policy H3 (MM49) to
set out that some market housing will be supported as part of a rural
exceptions scheme where it would facilitate the provision of affordable
accommodation to meet local needs. This would allow the merits of each
individual case to be considered. It has come to my attention that a
subsequent change to the supporting text of Policy H3 to reflect this change is
necessary and I have amended MM50 in this regard.
114. The supporting text to Policy H3 sets out that it is envisaged that rural
exception sites would be for developments of up to 20 dwellings. However,
for the Plan to be effective and consistent with national policy, it is necessary
to clarify that where there is an established local need, developments could be
greater in size. MM50 is therefore required to address this matter.
115. On a related matter, the supporting text to Policy H3 at Paragraph 189 states
that the Council may use compulsory purchase powers to deliver rural
exception sites. For the Plan to be effective and consistent with national
policy, it is necessary to set out (MM48) that this would be as a last resort.
Conclusion on main issue 5
116. I consider that with the recommended modifications, the Plan’s approach to
the delivery of affordable housing is sound.
Issue 6 - Whether the Plan makes adequate provision to meet the needs of
gypsies and travellers and travelling showpeople.
117. The Plan is supported by the Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople
Accommodation Assessment (2016) (the GTAA), which assesses the additional
need for pitches and plots over the Plan period. The GTAA sets out that there
is currently an over provision of 5 pitches for Gypsies and Travellers who
meet the definition set out in the Government’s Planning Policy for Traveller
Sites (2015) (the PPTS). However, the GTAA also notes that an additional 10
pitches are required for non-travelling gypsies and travellers. This represents
a shortfall of 5 pitches. I am particularly mindful of the requirements of the
Housing and Planning Act 2016 and the Public Sector Equality Duty.
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Consequently, I consider that the Council should be seeking to positively meet
this need and the reliance on the criteria based Policy H5 results in the Plan
not being positively prepared and unsound.
118. Identifying additional pitches to meet this future need would not be a quick
process and to allow the rest of the Plan to be adopted without undue delay,
the Council agreed at the hearing sessions to produce and submit for
examination a Gyspy and Traveller DPD within two years of the adoption of
this Plan. Consequently, to ensure the Plan is positively prepared and
consistent with national policy, changes are needed (MM54 and MM55) to
Policy H5 and its supporting text to secure the production of the Gypsy and
Traveller DPD within two years of the adoption of this Plan or by January 2022
(whichever is soonest). I have altered the timescale to January 2022 to reflect
the passage of time since the MM consultation took place.
119. In addition, I also have concerns in relation to the robustness of the GTAA
itself. This primarily relates to the duration and time of year that the
interviews were undertaken. The interviews undertaken of the gypsy,
traveller and travelling showpeople that underpinned the evidence of the
GTAA were conducted between May and June 2016. I consider this to be a
limited period of time and was at a time of year when traditional gypsy horse
fairs occur and consequently when many gypsy and travellers are travelling.
This appears to be evident in the GTAA as 14 households were not present to
be interviewed. As a result, I consider that the GTAA should not be relied
upon when considering the need for future proposals, as there is a realistic
probability that need has been underestimated.
120. Therefore, for the Plan to be justified MM54 and MM55 are necessary to
remove reference in the Plan to the GTAA. The Council had proposed to
publish a new GTAA in 2019 and have referred to this within MM55, which I
consider to be appropriate. However, again to reflect the passage of time, I
have amended this timeframe to 2020.
121. MM54 includes alterations that make clear that before the adoption of the
Gypsy and Traveller DPD, future proposals will be considered against Policy
H5 (as amended) and will need to demonstrate a need for the proposal. In
the absence of a robust GTAA, I consider that this is an appropriate approach
and is necessary to ensure soundness. However, having regard to the MM
consultation responses, I consider that it should be made clear that this would
only apply to sites within the open countryside to be consistent with national
policy. I have therefore amended MM54 to this effect. MM55 also includes
additional supporting text to clearly set out to future applicants what will be
considered when establishing whether or not there is a need for the proposed
development, which is necessary for the Plan to be effective.
122. It is also necessary within MM54 to make alterations to ensure that Policy H5
applies to both travelling and non-travelling gypsy and travellers. This will
ensure the Plan is positively prepared.
123. Further, some other more minor alterations are needed to the criteria of
Policy H5 (MM54) to ensure the Plan is effective. This includes amending
criterion c) to refer to services and facilities being ‘suitably’ accessible rather
than ‘readily’ accessible as currently drafted. I consider that this is needed to
reflect the intentions of the PPTS.
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124. MM54 alters criterion d) to refer to the significance of heritage assets. During
the MM consultation it has been raised that this does not accord fully with the
NPPF. I consider that Policy NBE9 of the Plan suitably addresses matters
associated with the Historic Environment and consequently there is no need
for repetition within Policy H5. I have therefore removed its reference in
criterion d). This will ensure the Plan is effective.
125. The Council has suggested alterations to criterion g) to set out that sites
should not be inappropriately screened and should not create a sense of
isolation from adjoining communities. I consider this to be in accordance with
the PPTS and is necessary for soundness.
126. On a related matter, I consider criterion j) of Policy H5 to be consistent with
the PPTS, which sets out at Paragraph 13 that sites should not be located in
areas at high risk of flooding, including functional floodplains, given the
particular vulnerability of caravans.
127. The Plan currently contains definitions of gypsies and travellers and travelling
showpeople in the glossary that do not reflect those in the PPTS. Changes
(MM135 and MM137) are therefore needed to ensure compliance with
national policy.
Conclusion on main issue 6
128. I consider that with the recommended modifications, the Plan makes
adequate provision to meet the needs of gypsies and travellers and travelling
showpeople and is sound.
Issue 7 - Whether the other housing policies of the Plan are soundly
based.
Housing mix
129. Policy H1 of the Plan sets out the Council’s approach to the housing mix from
market housing. Criterion d) refers to site suitability for self and custom build
homes. However, the Plan currently does not set out what will be considered
when determining if a site is suitable such housing. A change is therefore
needed (MM35) to set out that site suitability will be considered on a case by
case basis and considerations will include the scale of the development, its
layout and the type of dwellings proposed. For example, for a block of flats, it
would not be feasible to have a proportion of self build, as the flat(s) could
not be separated for a self build purpose.
130. Criterion d) of Policy H1 sets out that for developments of 20 dwellings or
more, 5% of plots should be for self and custom built homes, subject to site
suitability and the need shown on the self and custom build register. MMs
were consulted upon (MM34, MM36 and MM128 of EXAM64) to remove the 20
dwelling threshold. However, I am mindful that in order for developments to
be able to provide a 5% provision that they would need to be at least 20
dwellings in size. I have therefore not recommended these modifications as
they are not required for soundness.
131. I am not of the view that the Plan’s approach to self build and custom housing
in Policy H1 is contrary to national policy, which sets out that Council’s should
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encourage their delivery thorough various mechanisms. I am mindful that the
PPG (Paragraph: 025 Reference ID: 57-025-201760728) sets out that
relevant authorities should consider how they can best support self-build and
custom housebuilding in their area, include developing policies in their Local
Plan for self-build and custom housebuilding. I consider the Council’s
approach complies with this guidance and therefore Policy H1 complies with
national policy in this regard. Further, given the evidence provided in the
Whole Plan and CIL Viability Study 2016 (ECO3a) and its Addendum (ECO3d),
I am content that a requirement of 5% of dwellings on suitable sites to be self
and custom build plots would not make developments unviable.
132. The supporting text to Policy H1 also notes at Paragraph 176 that if such plots
are not taken up by the public after being marketed for at least two years
then they will be allowed to revert to conventional build plots. I agree with
concerns raised that a two year marketing period is excessive and the Council
has suggested that this should be reduced to one year. For the Plan to be
justified and effective, I consider that a change (MM35) is needed to alter the
marketing period to one year.
133. Criterion b) of Policy H1 requires that at least 15% of new dwellings will be
accessible and adaptable as defined by requirement M4(2) of the Building
Regulations. Having regard to the Council’s Topic Paper on Accessible Homes
(TOP5), I am satisfied that the imposition of this optional technical standard is
justified and consistent with national policy. Further, based on the Whole Plan
and CIL Viability Study 2016 (ECO3a) and its Addendum (ECO3d), I am
content that this threshold is appropriate and would not make developments
unviable.
134. Similarly to criterion d) of Policy H2, as discussed under main issue 5,
criterion b) of Policy H1 refers to ‘at least’, which could indicate that the
Council may seek more than 15%, which I consider could have the potential
to make developments unviable. I have therefore amended MM33 and
MM34 to include this change to Policy H1 and its supporting text. This will
ensure the Plan is consistent, justified and effective.
Housing for older people
135. The SHMA contains an assessment of need for housing for older people. The
PPG (Paragraph: 021 Reference ID: 2a-021-20150326) sets out that: ‘…The
age profile of the population can be drawn from Census data. Projection of
population and households by age group should also be used… The future
need for specialist accommodation for older people broken down by tenure
and type (e.g sheltered, enhanced sheltered, extra care, registered care)
should be assessed and can be obtained from a number of online tool kits
provided by the sector. The assessment should set out the level of need for
residential institutions (Use Class C2)…’.
136. The SHMA (HOU1a) at Pages 210 to 217 takes the approach advocated in the
PPG and utilises census data, population projections and utilises the Strategic
Housing for Older People (SHOP) analysis toolkit. This identifies a need for
sheltered accommodation (52 units per annum), enhanced sheltered
accommodation (14 units per annum), extra care housing (8 units per
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annum), residential care (33 units per annum) and nursing care (22 units per
annum). It is clear that this is a significant need.
137. I appreciate that the use of other data sources may result in differing or
higher levels of need. However, the SHMA has followed the approach
suggested by national policy. Whilst the Plan is being examined under
transitionary arrangements, it is also worth noting that the new PPG guidance
(Paragraph: 004 Reference ID: 63-004-20190626), now specifically refers to
the SHOP analysis tool kit as being an appropriate toolkit. Given all of the
above, I consider the assessment of need for housing for older people to be in
accordance with national policy and is therefore sound.
138. The Plan seeks to meet the needs of older people in a number of ways. Policy
H1 requires as part of the housing mix provision to be made for
specialist/supported housing where appropriate. Policy H1 and Policy H2 also
require a proportion of new market and affordable dwellings to be accessible
and adaptable homes.
139. It has been suggested that the Plan should allocate sites for specialist/
supported housing. The Council confirmed at the hearing sessions that no
sites that it considered to be appropriate and/or deliverable were put forward.
Several omissions sites have been promoted and I acknowledge that the site
promotors disagree with the Council’s site assessments. However, as set out
above in relation to the site selection process, such assessments are often a
matter of judgement that can be somewhat subjective, and I have found that
the judgements made by the Council in the SA (CD5a), SHLAA (HOU3a and
HOU3b) and High Level and Detailed Site Assessments (HOU6) to be within
the realms of reasonableness.
140. It has also been pointed out to me that the majority of supply required to
meet housing needs over the plan period has already been granted planning
permission and therefore Policies H1 and H2 are unlikely to deliver any
significant levels of housing for older people. I also acknowledge that for
viability reasons Hartland Village the only site allocation in the Plan has been
granted planning permission without any provision for older people’s housing.
141. Notwithstanding this, the Plan does recognise these matters and includes
Policy H4 that specifically addresses specialist and supported housing. This
takes a more flexible approach to meeting such needs and where certain
criteria are met would allow proposals outside of settlement boundaries and
therefore in the countryside to come forward. Given the above, I consider
this to be a pragmatic approach that in the circumstances is justified and
results in the Plan being positively prepared. This approach would allow
suitable windfall sites to be delivered and could also allow the promoted
omission sites to be considered through the decision-making process on their
merits.
142. However, it is clear that the Council will need to monitor the delivery of
housing for older people carefully and I am mindful that the Plan will be
reviewed within the next five years, in any event, where such matters can be
addressed if necessary.
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143. Turning to the wording of the policies that relate to the provision of older
peoples housing in the Plan, Policy H1 includes criterion c) that requires
housing proposals to make provision for specialist/supported accommodation
where appropriate. It is not clear from Policy H1 or its supporting text when
the Council will consider it appropriate for housing schemes to make provision
for specialist/supported accommodation. Changes are therefore needed to
Policy H1 (MM33) and its supporting text (MM34) to refer to the need for the
development, as evidenced in the SHMA and the factors (such as scale,
location, design and layout) that will be considered when determining if
provision should be made. This will ensure the Plan is effective. During the
MM consultation, it was suggested that at the time of determining an
application, there may be other relevant evidence in relation to need that
should be considered. I accept this view and I have amended MM33 to also
refer to other relevant evidence. I do not consider it necessary to include the
consideration of need in MM34, as this is addressed by MM33.
144. Policy H4 sets out that proposals for specialist and supported dwellings will be
permitted within a) settlement boundaries and Hartland Village and b) on
sites within the countryside, where certain criteria are met. The criteria
include: where there is a demonstrable need; that there are no available or
viable alternatives within settlement boundaries and the site is well related to
an existing settlement with access to appropriate services and facilities either
on or off site.
145. The MM schedule as consulted upon (MM52 and MM53 of EXAM64) included
alterations to criterion b) i) of Policy H4 and its supporting text. This included
the need for applicants to demonstrate a ‘local’ need for the scheme.
However, I have had regard to the consultation responses on the MM schedule
and I accept that need is best established on a district level, as identified in
the SHMA and that this could place an unreasonable burden on future
applicants. I have therefore not included this modification in the MM schedule
to this report.
146. In a similar manner, the MM schedule as consulted upon (EXAM64) also set
out changes to criterion b) i) to state that ‘there are no available or viable
alternatives sites within settlement boundaries where the need arises’.
However, given my above findings in terms of ‘local’ need, this would not be
appropriate. The wording of Policy H4 criterion b) i) of the Plan (as
submitted) could be interpreted to mean that all sites within settlement
boundaries in the District would need to be considered, in terms of whether
they were available and viable for the development proposed. I consider that
this would place an unreasonable burden on future applicants. Consequently,
to ensure that the Plan is justified and consistent with national policy, a
change (MM52) to the supporting text of Policy H4 is required to set out that
a proportionate level of evidence should demonstrate that there are no
suitable sites within defined settlements, that are in the vicinity of the
application site and that it will not be necessary to investigate all settlements
in the District.
147. Whilst the wording of MM52, in this regard, is different from that in the MM
schedule that was consulted upon (EXAM64) (as a result of my findings with
regard to local need), I consider that it establishes the same principle that
applicants should not be expected to examine all defined settlements in the
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District for alternative sites when seeking to ensure compliance with criterion
b) of Policy H4. Therefore, I am of the view that the alteration that I have
made to MM52 is not significantly different from that which has been
consulted upon. Depending on the site’s location, the defined settlements
that should be considered for alternative sites would be considered on a site
by site basis and would be a matter of judgement for the decision maker.
148. As already set out above, criterion b) i) requires that there are no available or
viable alternatives within settlement boundaries. However, having regard to
consultation responses on the MMs, I consider that alternative sites should be
both available and viable. I have therefore amended MM51 to address this
matter. This will ensure the policy is effective.
149. There have been concerns raised more generally about the sequential
approach of Policy H4 by only allowing sites in the open countryside if there
are no available and viable sites within settlement boundaries. However, I
consider that the approach of Policy H4 is consistent with national policy that
seeks to steer development towards settlements that offer the greatest level
of services and facilities.
150. Policy H4 at criterion b) ii) requires sites to be well related to an existing
settlement with access to appropriate services and facilities either on or off
site. However, it is not clear in the Plan what appropriate access might be or
what factors will be considered when determining such matters, such as for
example the nature of potential occupants. A modification to the supporting
text to Policy H4 (MM52) is therefore needed to address this matter and to
ensure the policy is effective.
151. Finally, to ensure consistency with alterations to Policy SS2, as discussed
above, it is necessary to remove reference to Hartland Village from Policy H4
(MM51). This will ensure the Plan is effective.
Space standards
152. Policy H6 requires development proposals for new homes to meet or exceed
the nationally described space standard. I consider the Council’s Topic Paper:
Internal Space Standards for New Homes (TOP3a) and its Appendix (TOP3b)
provide robust justification for its implementation and is therefore justified
and consistent with national policy. However, there is no evidence to suggest
that it would be appropriate to seek developments to exceed the space
standards. A modification (MM56) is therefore needed to address this matter
and for the Plan to be justified.
153. To ensure the Plan is consistent with national policy and is effective, it is
necessary (MM57) to set out that the space standards apply to market and
affordable housing, including conversions and change of use proposals.
Further, it is also necessary (MM57) to set out that if a development does not
comply with the space standards then it must be supported by evidence of
viability. This will ensure consistency with national policy.
154. The Council has also suggested a modification (MM58) to refer to the
requirements of other policies in terms of adaptable and accessible homes in
the supporting text to Policy H6. I consider that this is appropriate to aid
future applicants and is necessary for the Plan to be effective.
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Conclusion on main issue 7
155. I consider that with the recommended modifications, the other housing
policies of the Plan are soundly based.
Issue 8 - Whether the strategy for job growth and employment is sound.
156. The Plan is supported by the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Joint
Employment Land Review Update, 2016 (ECO2a) (the ELR). This considers
the employment land needs of the Functional Economic Area (FEA) comprised
of the three authorities. I consider that the ELR complies with the guidance in
the PPG and considers future employment needs based on employment labour
demand; employment land supply; and past take up trends.
157. The ELR concludes that there is sufficient floorspace for office use in the FEA
but that industrial land is tight. Its conclusions took account of both
quantitative and qualitative factors. I see no reason to disagree with the
findings of the ELR, in terms of its assessment of need and I consider it to be
robust.
158. Policy ED1 of the Plan sets out the Council’s approach when considering
planning applications for new employment. A change is needed (MM59) to
refer to the policies map. This will ensure the policy is effective. Further,
Policy ED1 under criterion d) refers to an overriding need having to be
demonstrated to justify new employment provision in the countryside. The
NPPF encourages a strong rural economy and does not refer to there having
to be an overriding need. To ensure compliance with national policy, changes
are needed (MM60 and MM61) to Policy ED1 and its supporting text to
remove reference to overriding need.
159. Policy ED2 of the Plan addresses the safeguarding of employment land and
premises. It identifies 6 strategically important sites and 13 locally important
sites. A change is needed (MM62) to refer to the policies map, to ensure the
policy is effective.
160. The policy sets out that strategic employment sites are safeguarded from
other uses and that locally important sites can be considered for other uses in
certain circumstances. It has been suggested that the same flexibility should
be applied to strategic sites. I acknowledge that Paragraph 22 of the NPPF
sets out that planning policies should avoid the long-term protection of sites
allocated for employment use where there is no reasonable prospect of a site
being used for that purpose. However, in this case the ELR has considered
the suitability of the strategic employment sites and reinforces the importance
of safeguarding existing provision to ensure that there is sufficient
employment land over the Plan period. Further, the Plan will need to be
reviewed within the next 5 years, where the role of each site can be reconsidered. Given this, I consider that the Council’s approach to safeguarding
strategically important sites is sound.
161. The strategically important sites identified in Policy ED2 include a site known
as Bartley Wood, Hook. It has been drawn to my attention that there have
been several prior approvals granted for office to residential use. It is evident
that this has affected the strategic importance of the site. Consequently, I
consider that a modification (MM63) is necessary to remove Bartley Wood,
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Hook from the strategic sites and to safeguard the site as one of local
importance, where there is a greater level of flexibility to allow alternative
uses, where this would be appropriate. To ensure Policy ED2 is effective this
change will also need to be made to the policies map. During the MM
consultation it has been raised that further prior approvals have been granted
and that the site should not be safeguarded at all. However, it remains
unclear to me whether the more recently permitted prior approvals remove all
buildings from the site that are in employment use. Further, I consider that
Policy ED2 (as amended by MM63) allows a suitable level of flexibility.
162. In a similar manner, concerns have been expressed about the suitability of
Ancells Business Park, Fleet to be considered a locally important site. I am
content the sites designation as a locally important site is appropriate, given
that the policy allows some flexibility as discussed above.
163. The Council has proposed changes to the boundaries of: Waterfront Business
Park; Blackbushe Business Park; Eversley Storage; and Optrex Business Park
on the policies map to correct errors. I consider this to be appropriate and
will ensure that Policy ED2 is effective.
164. On a related matter, at the time of the hearing sessions the Council were
seeking to enforce an Article 4 Direction to stop permitted development rights
for office to residential conversions. The appropriateness of this was not for
me to consider as part of this examination. I understand that the Article 4
Direction has now been implemented. MM67 of the MM schedule (EXAM64)
that was consulted upon was written in a manner that reflected that the
Article 4 direction had not, at that time, been implemented. I have therefore
amended the MM accordingly to address this change in circumstance. MM66
is needed to alter the supporting text of Policy ED2 to refer to this matter.
This will ensure that the Plan is effective.
165. Policy ED2 does not offer any protection to existing employment uses outside
of the strategically and locally important sites. Given the importance that
employment uses make to the rural economy and to ensure compliance with
national policy, I consider that changes are needed (MM64) to Policy ED2 to
set out the circumstances when the loss of other existing employment sites
will be justified.
166. During the examination, interested parties raised concern that the Council’s
guidance on the allocation of Council owned or managed SANG does not allow
it to be allocated to sites that are designated as strategic or locally important
employment sites. Given the flexibility associated with locally important
employment sites, which would allow the potential for residential development
in certain circumstances, this is an area of concern. I consider that it would
be unreasonable for proposals that met the requirements of Policy ED2 to be
subsequently refused Council owned or managed SANG provision that could in
effect, block its delivery. Alterations (MM65 and MM67) are therefore
needed to Policy ED2 and its supporting text to make clear that if a
development proposal meets the requirements of Policy ED2 then the loss of
employment land would not be a reason for refusing an allocation of Council
owned or managed SANG.
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167. Policy ED3 considers the rural economy and sets out a number of
circumstances where development proposals for economic uses will be
supported in the countryside. In order for the policy to be effective, a change
(MM68) is needed to remove ‘or’ at the end of criteria b) and d). This
ensures that the policy reads as intended.
Conclusion on main issue 8
168. I consider that with the recommended modifications, the Plan’s strategy for
job growth and employment is sound.
Issue 9 - Whether the strategy for town, district and local centres and
retail is sound.
169. Policy SS1 of the Plan sets out that over the Plan period an additional 5,900
square metres (net) of convenience and 3,960 square metres of comparison
floorspace (net) is required. These figures reflect those identified in the
Retail, Leisure and Town Centres Study 2015, Part 1 and Part 2 (ECO5a and
ECO5b) (the Retail Study). I consider this to be a robust assessment.
170. The Plan does not allocate any specific sites to meet this need, other than the
provision of a local neighbourhood centre at Hartland Village within Policy
SS2. However, this will not meet all of the identified need. The Council
confirmed at the hearing sessions that no sites considered suitable were
promoted during the Plan’s preparation and whilst the Retail Study did identify
sites, these did not have any landowner or developer backing and therefore
their deliverability could not be ensured.
171. The Council has set out that the Retail Study indicated that existing units
would help to accommodate growth, in terms of increased turnover densities
and a reduction in vacancy rates. However, the Council conceded that this, in
itself, would not be sufficient to meet the identified need.
172. The Plan seeks to meet the identified need in several ways. Firstly, through
the identification of the town, district and local centre boundaries in Policy
ED4 that provide some certainty regarding the areas in which retail and main
town centre development will be encouraged, but also provides flexibility by
potentially allowing any site within the centre to come forward.
173. Secondly, Policy ED5 identifies a Primary Shopping Area (PSA) within Fleet
Town Centre, which has been significantly extended to include land previously
described as a secondary retail area. I consider this additional area to be well
connected and significantly increases opportunity for new retail and main
town centre use floorspace.
174. The Council also set out that neighbourhood plans may also allocate sites and
that there are many neighbourhood plans being drafted, which cover the
town, district and local centres.
175. Given that no deliverable and acceptable sites were put forward during the
Plan’s preparation, I consider that the Council’s approach to meeting the
identified need to be justified. However, the Council will need to monitor the
delivery of additional floorspace carefully. I am mindful that the Plan will
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need to be reviewed within the next 5 years, where such matters could be
revisited if necessary.
176. Policy ED4 of the Plan sets out the Plan’s approach to maintaining and
improving the vitality and viability of the town, district and local centres. This
includes the identification of a hierarchy: with Fleet as the only town centre;
Blackwater, Hook and Yateley being district centres; and Hartley Witney and
Odiham designated as local centres. Having regard to the evidence within the
Retail Study, I consider the hierarchy to be justified.
177. Policy ED4 includes a threshold that requires development for town centre
uses exceeding 1,000 square metres to be supported by an Impact
Assessment. Based on the evidence provided in the Retail Study, I consider
this threshold to be justified. However, a modification (MM69) is necessary
to set out that this relates to gross floorspace and not net floorspace as this
was an error. This will ensure the Plan is effective.
178. It has been brought to my attention that Policy ED4 requires proposals for
‘main town centre uses’ outside of town centres to undertake a retail impact
assessment. However, the NPPF only seeks an impact assessment for ‘retail,
leisure or office development’. Further, the NPPF 2019 requires only ‘retail
and leisure’ development to undertake an impact assessment. Consequently,
I have altered MM69 to reflect the wording of the NPPF 2019 to ensure
compliance with national policy moving forward. To reflect this change and to
ensure consistency with national policy, alterations are also needed to the
supporting text of Policy ED4 and I have added these to MM69. For the same
reasons, a further main modification (MM149) is also needed to amend the
glossary definition of retail impact assessments.
179. Whilst these additional changes have not been consulted upon, I consider that
they are necessary to address inconsistencies with national policy and are not
significant ones. Further, I am mindful that the NPPF 2019 will be a
significant material consideration for decision making in any event and it is
appropriate to bring Policy ED4 in line with the latest position of national
policy to aid decision making.
180. Policy ED5 relates to Fleet town centre. This includes several criteria that
proposals within the identified primary shopping area must meet. The NPPF at
Paragraph 23 recognises that residential development can play an important
role in ensuring the vitality of centres. To be consistent with national policy, a
change is needed to Policy ED5 (MM70) to set out that residential use may be
appropriate above retail or commercial units providing the active frontage is
not compromised and that satisfactory residential amenity can be achieved.
In addition, for the same reason changes are needed to Policy ED6 that
addresses development in district and local centres (MM71) and the
introductory text at the front of the Plan (MM3).
181. Interested parties have set out that more should have been done to
regenerate Fleet’s town centre and I acknowledge the feasibility study
provided in this regard by one party. Further, I acknowledge the suggestion
that the provision of mixed-use developments that include residential might
help to meet future housing needs in the longer-term. However, no
deliverable sites with sufficient landowner or developer backing have been put
forward for such developments within Fleet town centre or any other district
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or local centre. Although, I am mindful the modifications discussed above
(MM70 and MM71) would allow such mixed-use developments to come
forward as windfall. Nonetheless, the Council will need to ensure that all
options for meeting future housing needs are considered fully in future
reviews of the Plan, including the potential for regeneration.
Conclusion on main issue 9
182. I consider that with the recommended modifications, the Plan’s strategy for
town, district and local centres and retail is sound.
Issue 10 – Whether or not the key issues, vision, strategic objectives and
policies associated with the natural and built environment in the Plan are
soundly based.
183. The Plan identifies 14 key issues that the Plan must address. In order to
ensure compliance with national policy, changes (MM4 and MM5) are needed
to refer to the need to consider the public rights of way network and to
appropriately refer to the District’s heritage assets.
184. The Plan’s vision does not refer to the important matter of flood risk. To
ensure that the Plan is consistent with national policy a modification (MM8) is
necessary to address this matter. Further, MM9 is needed to ensure the
vision appropriately refer to heritage assets in accordance with the NPPF.
Having regard to the MM consultation responses, it has been suggested that
the vision should include reference to ancient woodland and ancient or
veteran trees in accordance with the NPPF. I consider this to be appropriate
and necessary for the Plan to consistent with national policy. I have therefore
amended MM9 accordingly.
185. The NPPF and the Plan both promote the use of previously developed land.
However, this is not reflected in the strategic objectives. To ensure
compliance with national policy, a modification (MM16) is required to add an
additional strategic objective to the Plan to address this matter and a change
is also needed (MM136) to add the NPPF definition of previously developed
land to the glossary. In addition, changes are needed to strategic objectives
9 (MM13) 10 (MM14) and 13 (MM15) to appropriately refer to heritage
assets, refer to the provision of sustainable transport and to make reference
to public rights of ways respectively. These will ensure the Plan is consistent
with national policy.
186. Policy SD1 of the Plan identifies its approach to sustainable development. The
last paragraph reflects Paragraph 14 of the NPPF 2012. However, I am
mindful that the equivalent paragraph (11) in the NPPF 2019 has been
amended. I consider it is appropriate to ensure the policy is consistent with
national policy moving forward and a change is needed in this regard
(MM17).
187. The Plan’s approach to development in the countryside is set out by Policy
NBE1. This identifies the countryside as being outside of settlement
boundaries. However, I am mindful that the Plan also designates strategic
and locally important employment sites. These should not be considered as
countryside and therefore, for the Plan to be effective, changes (MM72,
MM74 and MM75) are needed to Policy NBE1 and its supporting text to set
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this out. Having regard to the MM consultation responses, this amended also
needs to be reflected in MM73 and I have amended this modification
accordingly.
188. Paragraph 261 of the supporting text to Policy NBE1 sets out the context to
the policy. I consider that this goes beyond the protection afforded by the
NPPF and alterations (MM73) are needed to ensure compliance with national
policy. It has been raised that Paragraph 261 should clarify that a more
restrictive approach to development in the countryside is taken than for
development within the defined settlement boundaries and designated
Strategic and Locally Important Employment sites. I agree that this is
necessary for the Plan to be effective and I have amended MM73 accordingly.
I am not of the view that that Paragraph 261 should include reference to
historic landscape character, as this is covered by Policy NBE3 of the Plan and
there is no need for duplication.
189. Policy NBE1 at criterion g) sets out that replacement dwellings or extensions
to existing dwellings would be considered suitable in the countryside. I am
mindful that the NPPF, 2019 also allows for the subdivision of an existing
dwelling. I consider it is appropriate to ensure the policy is consistent with
national policy moving forward and a change is needed (MM76). Criterion h)
of Policy NBE1 allows the conversion of previously used permanent buildings
or redundant agricultural buildings to be developed for appropriate uses.
However, neither the policy nor the supporting text sets out what is an
appropriate use. A change is needed (MM77) to add a footnote that explains
an appropriate use is one that is consistent with other development plan
policies. This will ensure the Plan is effective.
190. The NPPF allows housing development in the countryside where it would
secure the optimal viable use of a heritage asset and is of exceptional quality
or truly innovative in design. Further, the PPTS also considers that gypsy and
traveller sites may also be considered appropriate in the countryside. For
Policy NBE1 to be consistent with national policy, a modification (MM78) is
needed to add these additional criteria.
191. Paragraph 267 of the Plan sets out that applications for rural worker dwellings
which are primarily made on the grounds of providing security will not
generally be supported. However, there may be certain circumstances where
this could be justified. An alteration (MM79) is therefore needed to set out
that rural worker dwellings for such reasons need to be robustly justified and
explain why alternative security measures are inadequate.
192. Paragraph 271 of the Plan sets out that the redevelopment of suitable
previously developed land in the countryside will be encouraged provided that
the site is not of high environmental value and that the proposed use and
scale of development is appropriate to the site’s rural context. The Council
has sought to modify this paragraph (MM80) to clarify that such proposals
should not cause harm to areas of high environmental value. I consider this
to be necessary for the Plan to be effective.
193. Policy NBE2 designates indicative gaps between settlements. These are
illustrated on the key diagram and policies map. The policy sets out that the
precise boundaries of the gaps will be determined through a separate
development plan document or through neighbourhood plans. I consider that
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the identification of indicative gaps which have ambiguous boundaries shown
on the policies map is ineffective. This is because, firstly it is unclear to me
how this could be reasonably applied during decision making and secondly,
such an approach could lead to arguments about whether a site is located
within the indicative gap or not. Having regard to the evidence provided by
the Council and the discussions that took place at the hearing sessions, I am
not satisfied that there is sufficient evidence to allow the gap boundaries to be
formalised within this Plan. Consequently, to ensure the Plan is justified, I
consider that modifications (MM81, MM147 and MM148) are needed to
remove Policy NBE2, its supporting text and references to it from Appendix 4
and 5 from the Plan.
194. I have also become aware that a subsequent change is needed to Policy SS2
‘Hartland Village’ and its supporting text to remove reference to the site’s
location in a gap. I have amended MM28 and MM31 to include this change.
This will ensure the Plan is consistent and effective.
195. I am not of the view that the deletion of Policy NBE2 and the removal of
Saved Policies CON19 ‘Strategic Gaps – general policy’, CON20 ‘Strategic
Gaps: Blackwater Valley ‘and CON21 ‘Local Gaps’ from the list in Appendix 5
of the Plan (MM148) weakens the protection provided by the development
plan. This is because modifications are also recommended to Policy NBE3
‘Landscape’. The Council has proposed modifications (MM82 and MM83) to
Policy NBE3 and its supporting text. I consider that reference to the
avoidance of physical or visual coalescence of settlements, or damage to their
separate identity, either individually or cumulatively with other existing or
proposed development is consistent with the NPPF. I therefore consider
MM82 and MM83 to be appropriate and necessary to ensure compliance with
national policy.
196. I am not of the view that Policy NBE3 or its supporting text (as modified by
MM82 and MM83) would restrict all potential development between
settlements. But, instead, it would allow matters such as coalescence to be
considered on a case by case basis, where it is of relevance. Further, I
consider the use of ‘perception’ in the supporting text (MM83) to be justified,
as there may be circumstances where settlements can be perceived to have
coalesced even if they have not physically done so.
197. MM83 also sets out that policies to designate specific areas or ‘gaps’ between
settlements can be prepared through subsequent Development Plan
Documents and Neighbourhood Plans. This also raised concern during the MM
consultation. I am mindful that the designation of gaps is relatively common
and the Council could seek to identify gaps in future development plan
documents, such as the planned Development Management DPD, but would
need to be sufficiently evidenced at that time. In addition, the same would
apply to gaps designated in neighbourhood plans, where the justification for
such designations would need to be robustly evidenced for any future
examiner to find them appropriate.
198. The Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA) is the subject of
Policy NBE4. A number of changes (MM84, MM85 and MM86) are needed to
Policy NBE4 and its supporting text to ensure that it reflects the decision by
the Court of Justice of the European Union in the People Over Wind and
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Sweetman v Coillte Teoranta case in April 2018 and to ensure that there will
be no adverse effect on the SPA, in accordance with national policy.
199. It has been brought to my attention that the changes to the supporting text
proposed in MM85 and MM86 are not entirely consistent with Policy NBE4.
This relates to proposals for 50 or more net new dwellings that would be
located within 5 to 7 kilometres of the SPA. Policy NBE4 sets out that such
developments may be required to provide mitigation measures. It also sets
out that this will be assessed on a site by site basis in consultation with
Natural England (NE) and where necessary an appropriate assessment may
be required. However, the changes to the supporting text to Policy NBE4 that
were consulted upon in the MM schedule (MM86 and MM87 of EXAM64) set
out that all developments of 50 or more net new dwellings that would be
located within 5 to 7 kilometres of the SPA will need to undertake an
appropriate assessment.
200. I consider that it is not necessarily the case that all such developments will
have a likely significant effect and therefore it should not automatically be the
case that they will need to undertake an appropriate assessment.
Consequently, I have amended MM85 and MM86 to ensure the supporting text
is consistent with Policy NBE4, which I consider sets out the correct approach
to such developments, in accordance with the Thames Basin Heaths SPA
Delivery Framework (ENV3) and national policy. I am also mindful that NE
has not raised any concerns with regard to the wording of Policy NBE4 in
relation to this matter.
201. I am not of the view that MM85 seeks to pre-empt the assessment stage. The
additional text sets out that for proposals between 400 metres and 5
kilometres from the SPA, an appropriate assessment will be necessary where
there is a net increase in dwellings. Further, to provide guidance to future
applicants the additional text sets out the probable outcome of the
assessment if contributions are made to the Thames Basin Heaths Avoidance
Strategy. The role of the Thames Basin Heaths Avoidance Strategy is to
ensure no adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA arises from new housing
development via recreational pressure. Consequently, I consider that it is
appropriate to set out to future applicants that compliance with the Thames
Basin Heaths Avoidance Strategy would likely result in a conclusion of no
adverse effect on the integrity of the SPA.
202. I consider that the use of the word mitigate in MM85 is also appropriate, given
that mitigation measures may result in no harm arising. I am also mindful
that NE has not raised any concern with regard to the wording of MM85.
203. I do not consider that Policy NBE4 should contain additional criteria in relation
to SANG provision. I am mindful that the supporting text to Policy NBE4 sets
out that proposals for new SANG must be approved by the Council (as
competent authority) following advice from NE and will be expected to follow
NE’s SANG guidelines. As a result, I do not consider that there is a need to
duplicate such guidelines within Policy NBE4 or its supporting text.
204. I acknowledge that SANG provision is sometimes made in areas of flood risk,
which might affect their usability. I am mindful that the NPPF sets out within
its core objectives that some open land can perform many functions (such as
for wildlife, recreation, flood risk mitigation, carbon storage, or food
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production). It is therefore clear that it can be appropriate for open land to
be multifunctional. Further, the supporting text to Policy NBE4 notes that if
the SANG is used for publicly accessible open space, then it must be of high
quality in accordance with the Hart Open Space Study, 2016. This at
Appendix 2 sets out a quality scoring matrix that includes whether the site is
with a flood zone. Given all of this, I consider that the usability of the site will
be an important focus, including factors such as flood risk, when the
suitability of a proposal for SANG is being considered by the Council and NE.
On this basis, I consider that no changes are needed in this regard. Further,
it is relevant to note that NE do not share any of the above concerns.
205. On a related matter associated with the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, the
introductory text of the Plan at Paragraph 26, sets out that the Habitats
Regulation Assessment (HRA) confirms that the recreational impacts of
proposed development on European sites can be avoided or mitigated. It also
confirms that air quality is not likely to cause a significant effect on the SPA.
However, the Plan itself does not refer to increases in nitrogen deposition that
can adversely affect the SPA. A change is needed (MM2) to address this
matter and to set out that the Council is committed to working with partners
to monitor roadside air quality that may affect the Thames Basin Heaths SPA.
This ensures compliance with national policy.
206. Policy NBE5 addresses the matter of biodiversity. When consulted upon,
MM88 of EXAM64 included an alteration to set out that development should
conserve or ‘where possible’ enhance biodiversity. I am mindful that
Paragraph 8 c) of the NPPF 2019 refers to protecting and enhancing.
Consequently, I consider that it is not necessary to make such a change and I
have removed the modification from the schedule, this will ensure the policy
is consistent with national policy moving forward. Several alterations (MM87,
MM88 and MM89) are needed to Policy NBE5 and its supporting text to
ensure compliance with national policy and to refer appropriately to the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.
207. Managing flood risk is the subject of Policy NBE6. Changes (MM90 and
MM91) are needed to the policy to appropriately refer to national policy and
guidance on flood risk. This ensures that the policy is effective and consistent
with national policy.
208. Policy NBE8 requires all new homes to meet the water efficiency standard of
110 litres per person a day. Having regard to the evidence in the Hart,
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Water Cycle Study and appendices, 2017 (ENV5a
and ENV5b), I consider that this is justified. Further, I am content that it
would not result in developments becoming unviable and the cost of such
measures is low, as shown in the Whole Plan and CIL Viability Study, 2016
(ECO3a).
209. To ensure compliance with national policy in terms of the historic
environment, several changes (MM92, MM93 and MM94) are needed to
Policy NBE9 and its supporting text, to ensure its wording reflects that in the
NPPF.
210. Policy NBE10 of the Plan relates to design. To ensure the policy is consistent
with national policy, modifications (MM95 and MM96) are required to refer to
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public rights of way within criterion b) and reducing opportunities for crime
and anti-social behaviour in criterion g).
211. Proposals for renewable and low carbon energy are considered by Policy
NBE11. A change (MM97) is needed to criterion c. to appropriately refer to
heritage assets in accordance with the NPPF. To ensure compliance with
national policy, a modification (MM98) to Policy NBE12 ‘Pollution’ is needed to
refer to cumulative impacts.
Conclusion on main issue 10
212. I consider that with the recommended modifications, the key issues, vision,
strategic objectives and policies associated with the natural and built
environment in the Plan are soundly based.
Issue 11 - Whether the Plan’s approach to infrastructure is justified and
consistent with national policy.
213. In support of the Plan, an Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP), 2018 (INF1) has
been produced by the Council. I consider that the Council’s consideration of
infrastructure to be robust and the IDP and Transport Assessment, 2018
(INF2) sufficiently demonstrates that the Plan (as modified) is deliverable.
However, I consider a modification (MM100) is necessary for the Plan to be
effective, that explains the role of the IDP and how any funding gaps will be
delivered. I am also mindful that the vast majority of the supply needed to
meet the housing requirement already benefits from planning permission,
including Hartland Village. Consequently, the individual needs of sites have
been considered through the decision-making process and it has been found
that they can be delivered appropriately with any necessary infrastructure
secured.
214. Highways England has raised concern that the increased housing requirement
to accommodate the unmet needs of SHBC could result in increased impacts
on the Strategic Highway Network that have not been assessed. However, as
already set out above, I do not consider that additional sites are necessary for
this Plan to be sound. In the future, when the Plan is reviewed and the
identified modest shortfall in supply in the last year of the Plan period is
addressed, new evidence will be required to demonstrate how housing needs,
at that time, can be suitably delivered without unacceptable impacts on the
highway network.
215. In relation to SANG capacity, the HRA identifies at Paragraph 5.17 that even
after the allocation of housing provided by the Plan (including 265 windfall
dwellings) and the quantum of SANG allocated for use by neighbouring RBC,
that SANG sites under the Council’s control have remaining capacity for 916
units (dwellings). I have been provided with no substantive evidence to doubt
this position. Further, I am mindful that the vast majority of supply needed
to meet the housing requirement benefits from planning permission, where
the provision of suitable SANG will have been considered where necessary.
Given that I have found the Plan’s spatial strategy to be sound, I am not of
the view that additional SANG capacity needs to be delivered in parts of the
District where there is an existing deficit, as development in these areas is not
necessary.
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216. Policy I1 sets out the Plan’s approach to the delivery of infrastructure. The
policy sets out that all development that requires planning permission must
make appropriate provision for infrastructure, on and off-site, or through
financial contributions to off-site provision. However, I am mindful that there
may be circumstances that sufficient infrastructure already exists and this is
not necessary. Changes (MM101 and MM102) are therefore needed to
address this matter to set out that this is will be required to make otherwise
unacceptable development acceptable. This will ensure compliance with
national policy.
217. The Council confirmed at the hearing sessions that it was not its intention to
seek tariff based planning obligations for developments of 10 dwellings or less
and that the viability assessment had not considered the ability of
developments of such size to be able to make such contributions. Changes
(MM102 and MM104) are therefore required to make this clear and to
ensure the Plan is consistent with national policy. I appreciate that such
thresholds have been removed in the NPPF 2019 and latest PPG guidance
(with the exception of affordable housing). On this basis, it could be
suggested that the policy should remain as it is without the above
recommended modification. However, given that such requirements have not
been tested in the viability assessment, this would in itself be unsound.
Nonetheless, the NPPF 2019 and the latest PPG guidance, will be a significant
material consideration in determining planning applications.
218. The Council accepted at the hearing sessions that the Policy I1 should refer to
financial viability, in accordance with national policy, as there may be
instances where the sought contributions would make a proposal unviable. A
change to the policy (MM103) and its supporting text (MM105) is therefore
necessary to make this clear and to set out what will be required of applicants
in such circumstances. I consider that it is appropriate for these changes to
reflect the NPPF, 2019 in terms of viability to ensure that the Plan is
consistent with national policy moving forward.
219. The supporting text to Policy I1 at Paragraphs 381 and 382 considers waste
water supply, surface water, foul drainage and sewage treatment capacity.
Thames Water has advised that the provision of water treatment (both
wastewater treatment and water supply) is met by its asset plans and as of 1
April 2018, network improvements will be from infrastructure charges per new
dwelling. Modifications (MM106 and MM107) are therefore needed to reflect
this matter and to ensure the Plan is effective. It has been suggested that
these modifications reduce the protection offered by Policy I1 and that
capacity issues should be properly investigated and addressed prior to any
development. However, I am mindful that Policy I1 requires developers to
demonstrate that there is adequate waste water capacity and surface water
drainage both on and off the site to serve the development and that it would
not lead to problems for existing or new users.
220. Paragraphs 373 and 384 provide supporting text to the Infrastructure section
and Policy I1. Changes (MM99 and MM108) are needed to include public
rights of way. This ensures compliance with national policy.
221. Policy I2 sets out the Plan’s approach to green infrastructure. The PPG at
Paragraph: 029 Reference ID: 8-029-20160211 sets out that ‘Local Plans
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should identify the strategic location of existing and proposed green
infrastructure networks’. As currently drafted the Plan does not identify the
existing green infrastructure network within the District. At the hearing
sessions, the Council set out that it was possible to show the green
infrastructure network on the policies map. A modification (MM109) is
therefore required to criterion a) of Policy I2 to refer to the existing green
infrastructure network being shown on the policies map. The Council will also
need to ensure that the green infrastructure network that was consulted upon
alongside the MM schedule is shown on the policies map on adoption of the
Plan for Policy I2 to be effective.
222. Policy I3 relates to transport. To reflect national policy, a change (MM110) is
needed to set out that development should promote the use of sustainable
transport modes rather than offering maximum flexibility as currently drafted.
Further, to ensure Policy I3 is effective and reads as intended, alterations
(MM110) are needed to criterion f) and h). Paragraph 398 of the supporting
text to the policy refers to Travel Plans. The Council has suggested a
modification (MM111) to this paragraph to set out that consideration should
also be given to the Hampshire Countryside Access Plan and Rights of Way
Improvement Plans. I consider this to be required for the Plan to be
consistent with national policy.
223. The Plan’s approach to open space, sport and recreation is set out by Policy
I4. The policy sets out that existing open space, sports and recreational
buildings and land including playing fields should not be built on, other than in
three specific circumstances. However, it is not clear where the existing open
space is located. The Council confirmed at the hearing sessions that the
existing open space can be illustrated on the policies map. A change (MM
MM112) to Policy I4 is therefore necessary to refer to the policies map for it
to be effective. The Council will also need to ensure that when the Plan is
adopted that the policies map includes the open space map that formed part
of the consultation on changes to the policies map that was undertaken
alongside the MM schedule. This will ensure that Policy I4 is effective.
224. At the hearing sessions, the Council confirmed that, in a similar manner to
Policy I1, it is not seeking tariff based planning obligations from development
of 10 or less dwellings. A modification (MM112) to Policy I4 and its
supporting text (MM113) is therefore needed to make this clear. The
supporting text to the policy at Paragraph 403 sets out that the exact nature
of any on-site provision will need to be agreed on a case-by-case basis.
Further, it states that where necessary, contributions to off-site improvements
to open space, sports and recreational facilities will be required. However, it
is not clear under what circumstances an off-site contribution will be
considered suitable. For the policy to be effective, an alteration (MM113) is
needed to the supporting text to address this matter and to provide clarity to
future applicants.
225. Table 2 of the Plan that supports Policy I4 sets out the open space standards
that will be applied to development proposals. This refers to Local Play Areas
(LAPs), Local Equipped Area for Play (LEAPs) and Neighbourhood Equipped
Areas for Play (NEAPs). Table 2 does not, however, set out what size these
should be, to offer suitable guidance to future applicants. Consequently, a
modification (MM114) is needed to set these out within Table 2. Table 2 also
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sets out the requirement for natural and semi-natural green space to be
delivered. However, the relationship between the need for this and proposals
that also require the provision of SANG to mitigate impacts on the Thames
Basin Heaths SPA is not clear within the Plan. For the Plan to be effective, a
change (MM115) is therefore necessary to set out that natural and seminatural space will not be requested in addition to the provision of SANG
(either on-site or through financial contributions) where required to mitigate
impacts on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA.
226. Policy I5 of the Plan addresses community facilities. A change (MM116) to
criterion ii. is required to ensure that the policy reads as intended and is
therefore effective.
227. Policy I6 sets out the Plan’s approach to broadband or successor services.
Concern has been raised that the policy could place an unreasonable burden
on developers. However, the Council set out at the hearing sessions that
developers are only expected to deliver the necessary infrastructure within
their site. Changes are therefore needed to Policy I6 (MM117) and its
supporting text (MM118) to make this clear and also to set out that the
Council will work with Hampshire County Council as well as the
telecommunications industry to maximise access to superfast broadband.
This will ensure the Plan is effective and consistent with national policy. I am
not of the view that the requirements of Policy I6 (as modified) would affect
the viability of developments.
228. Policy I7 safeguards land at Phoenix Green for a flood alleviation system. The
Plan sets out that up to 80 properties are at risk of flooding. I am satisfied
that there is a need to deliver the scheme, as set out in the Summary
Technical Note - Outline Business Case for the Phoenix Green Flood Alleviation
Scheme (INF4). Concerns have been raised by the landowner about the
impact of the scheme on the agricultural holding on which it would be located.
Further, it has been suggested that the Council has not demonstrated that it
has the resources likely to be needed to implement the flood alleviation
scheme and therefore it does not comply with Section 19(2) (i) of the
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004. However, the Council has set
out that the scheme is a formal flood alleviation scheme on the Environment
Agency’s Programme of flood and coastal erosion risk management schemes
and is being funded through the Flood Defence Grant in Aid process. The
Council also set out that the works can be undertaken using the Land
Drainage Act 1991 section 14 (A) 1 which allows the Council to serve notice
and undertake the works so compulsory purchase is not necessary. I see no
reason to disagree and given the clear need for the scheme, I consider Policy
I7 to be justified. However, the Council will need to monitor this position
closely and if the scheme is not delivered then a review of Policy I7 may be
necessary in the near future.
229. The changes to the policies map were consulted upon alongside the MMs.
This included changes to the area of land safeguarded for the flood alleviation
scheme to reflect the most up-to-date position on the land necessary to
deliver the scheme. The Council will need to ensure that this change to the
boundary is made to the policies map on adoption, to ensure that Policy I7 is
effective.
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230. Policy I8 safeguards land for education at Robert May’s School and Calthorpe
Park School. I consider that the evidence provided by the Council shows that
there is a need to safeguard such land to meet future educational needs and
on this basis Policy I8 is justified. Proposed changes to the policies map that
were consulted upon alongside the MMs included minor changes to the area of
land safeguarded at Calthorpe Park School to reflect an updated position of
the school’s needs. The Council will need to ensure that this change to the
boundary is made to the policies map on adoption, to ensure that Policy I8 is
effective.
Conclusion on main issue 11
231. I consider that with the recommended modifications, the Plan’s approach to
the delivery of infrastructure is sound.
Issue 12 – Whether the Plan’s delivery, monitoring and review framework
is sound.
232. The Plan contains a delivery, monitoring and review framework, which
includes a number of indicators. The Plan currently sets out that the Council
will commence a review of the Plan in 2021 unless triggered sooner by other
factors. However, during discussions at the hearing sessions it became clear
that this was an error. Consequently, for the Plan to be effective, a change is
needed (MM119) to correct this and to set out a review will be undertaken
within five years of the adoption of the Plan or sooner if triggered by factors
that are set out in Paragraph 427 of the Plan. It has been suggested that the
Plan should contain firmer commitments for an early review if certain
circumstances arise, such as if any unmet need from SHBC were to increase
above that considered in the Plan (as modified). However, the review
framework includes DtC issues such as housing and I consider that this is
sufficient to monitor and trigger the need for an early review if necessary.
233. MM119 also includes a reference to the Council having aspirations to plan
ahead for long-term growth needs, to reduce the risk of policies (particularly
housing policies) becoming out of date and would provide greater certainty
over the longer term. It also notes that all reasonable growth options,
including the potential for a new settlement, would need to be fully considered
in a future review of the Plan or a subsequent DPD. Reference to the
Council’s aspiration for a new settlement has raised numerous concerns
during the MM consultation. However, it must be borne in mind that it is an
aspiration and MM119 makes clear that all reasonable growth options will
need to be considered in the future. I therefore consider MM119 to be
appropriate in this regard. Notwithstanding this, it has been suggested that
the words ‘and evidenced’ should be included in MM119 to ensure that any
long-term growth options are fully considered and supported by sufficient
evidence. I consider this to be necessary for the Plan to be justified and
effective and I have therefore altered MM119 to this effect.
234. A number of changes are needed to the monitoring framework objectives
themselves to reflect other MMs. This includes: updating the housing
completions and delivery assumption figures (MM121, MM122 and MM123);
the deletion of references to Policy SS3 (MM120, MM124, MM126, MM127,
MM128 and MM130); and to reflect the deletion of Policy NBE2 and
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alterations to Policy NBE3 (MM129, MM131 and MM132). Further, an
alteration (MM125) to indicator 4d is necessary to make clear that the annual
target should be that 15% of new homes delivered in any given year are
accessible and adaptable. These will ensure the Plan is effective.
235. Policy SS1 sets out that development will be focused on (amongst other
things) previously developed land. However, there is no monitoring objective
that considers this matter. For the Plan to be effective, a new monitoring
objective is necessary (MM133).
Conclusion on main issue 12
236. I consider that with the recommended modifications, the Plan’s delivery,
monitoring and review framework is sound.

Assessment of Legal Compliance
237. My examination of the legal compliance of the Plan is summarised below.
238. The Local Plan has been prepared in accordance with the Council’s Local
Development Scheme (EXAM63) (LDS).
239. Consultation on the Local Plan and the MMs was carried out in compliance
with the Council’s Statement of Community Involvement (SCI) (CD7).
240. I have set out above that the post submission SA (CD5c) that was primarily
produced to consider the proposed new settlement area of search subject to
Policy SS3 is not robust and should not be relied upon. However, I consider
that the pre-submission SA (CD5a) that has been carried out is adequate to
support the Plan (as modified).
241. A number of criticisms have been made of the pre-submission SA (CD5a). I
consider that the pre-submission SA does appropriately look at different
spatial strategies. Whilst this is done through different site combinations, it is
clear that the reasonable alternatives include a single new large settlement
(Hartland Village), strategic sites and non-strategic smaller sites that are
dispersed throughout the District or several combinations of strategic and
non-strategic sites. I consider that this offers a reasonable range of differing
spatial strategies.
242. I acknowledge the concerns of the promoters of some of the sites who set out
that because their site was considered along with a combination of other sites
and that the low scoring of other sites affected the overall ranking of the
reasonable alternative in which their site was appraised. However, it is clear
that to meet the housing needs of the District many of the smaller nonstrategic sites would have needed to be delivered together. I consider that
such an approach is therefore acceptable. Further, to consider every possible
combination of sites available would have led to dozens of reasonable
alternatives and would have made the pre-submission SA unmanageable.
Overall, I consider that the pre-submission SA considers an appropriate range
of reasonable alternatives.
243. In terms of testing different housing levels to be delivered, this is also
undertaken thorough the differing reasonable alternatives and site
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combinations appraised in the pre-submission SA. These range from 397 dpa
to 490 dpa, which I consider offers a suitable range. Whilst I knowledge that
the post submission SA set out that it had also been produced (as well as to
consider the proposed new settlement) to test a higher housing figure, I
consider 490 dpa to be a reasonable maximum figure to test, which is
significantly above the housing requirement in the Plan even as modified.
244. To inform the selection of reasonable alternatives a large number of proposed
sites were appraised using a Geographical Information System (GIS). I
consider that this approach and the criteria adopted to be an appropriate way
of appraising a large number of sites, including those in relation to SANG,
SINC and ancient woodland. It is inevitable that many site promotors
disagree with the scoring of their site. In many instances, judgement is
needed, and some considerations are clearly subjective. I have considered
carefully the concerns raised by site promotors and I am content that based
on the information that the Council had before them at the time of producing
the pre-submission SA, its scoring was reasonable.
245. It should also be noted that it is not for the Council to suggest to site
promoters how their site could be improved or what further information or
clarification is needed to improve a site’s score. To do so for all promoted
sites would be an unmanageable task. Further, it has been suggested that
some of the scores for the sites should have been updated to reflect additional
information provided as part of planning applications or clarifications
submitted by site promoters. This would require the SA to be regularly
updated. This simply isn’t practical, and I am mindful that at some point the
Council has to draw a line under the evidence base and submit a Plan for
examination.
246. Further to the above, I am particularly mindful that even if some of the scores
were improved for the disputed sites, even significantly so, I am satisfied that
Option 1 (Hartland Village only) would still be ranked the highest, given its
location and previously developed nature. In addition, Hartland Village does
benefit from planning permission and is currently being constructed. The
spatial strategy for the Plan to meet the identified housing need has
therefore, in the main part, already been set through existing planning
permissions.
247. I note that a promoted site called Rye Common was not considered to be a
reasonable alternative to those considered in the pre-submission SA.
However, it was considered as an area of search alternative alongside the
Murrell Green / Winchfield (area of search) for a new settlement in Appendix
III. Rye Common was therefore appraised by the same criteria as the
reasonable alternatives. I consider that this offers sufficient information to
allow me to be content that had Rye Common been considered as a
reasonable alternative that it would not have ranked higher that Option 1
(Hartland Village only), which is the spatial strategy adopted in the Plan (as
modified).
248. There has been some suggestion that the SA addendum (EXAM65) to support
the MMs should have considered further reasonable alternatives based on the
increase in the housing requirement to 423 dpa. However, as I have already
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found, further supply is not required to make the Plan sound. Consequently,
this is unnecessary.
249. Overall, I am content that the pre-submission SA provides an adequate basis
to inform the Plan.
250. The Habitats Regulations Assessment June 2018 (ENV13) sets out that a full
assessment has been undertaken and that the Plan may have some negative
impacts which require mitigation and this mitigation has been secured
through the Plan as modified.
251. The Plan (as modified) includes a vision, strategic objectives and Policies
NBE6, NBE8, NBE10, NBE11 and Policy I3 designed to secure that the
development and use of land in the local planning authority’s area contribute
to the mitigation of, and adaptation to, climate change.
252. The Local Plan complies with all other relevant legal requirements, including in
the 2004 Act (as amended) and the 2012 Regulations.
253. I have had due regard to the aims expressed in S149(1) of the Equality Act
2010. This has included my consideration of several matters during the
examination including the provision of gypsy and traveller sites, housing for
older people and accessible and adaptable housing.

Overall Conclusion and Recommendation
254. The Plan has a number of deficiencies in respect of soundness for the reasons
set out above, which mean that I recommend non-adoption of it as submitted,
in accordance with Section 20(7A) of the 2004 Act. These deficiencies have
been explored in the main issues set out above.
255. The Council has requested that I recommend MMs to make the Plan sound
and capable of adoption. I conclude that with the recommended main
modifications set out in the Appendix 1, the Hart District Council Local Plan –
Strategy and Sites satisfies the requirements of Section 20(5) of the 2004 Act
and meets the criteria for soundness in the National Planning Policy
Framework.

Jonathan Manning
INSPECTOR

This report is accompanied by Appendix 1 containing the Main Modifications.
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Appendix 1 Schedule of Main Modifications

Policy /
Paragraph

Main Modification

Cover,
1&6

1

Change plan period from 2016-2032 to 2014-2032.

MM2

10

26

The HRA confirms that the recreational impacts of proposed development on European sites
can be avoided or mitigated. It also confirms that air quality is not likely to cause a significant
effect on the SPA. Increased nitrogen deposition has the potential to result in heathland
habitat change and loss of species diversity which could adversely affect the TBHSPA. The
Council is committed to working with partners to monitor roadside air quality that may affect
the Thames Basin Heaths SPA.

MM3

18

66

The challenge for Fleet specifically, will be to secure investment so that it can compete with
the comparable towns in neighbouring districts. There will be continued scope to diversify, for
example the evening economy, leisure and entertainment and more focus on convenience
retailing and services, but comparison retail will still be the driver of growth. The Council will
support mixed-used development, which includes residential, within the District's
centres where it maintains or enhances the vitality and viability of the centre.

MM4

24

92 - Key
Issue 13

To protect and enhance the District’s green infrastructure and the public rights of way
network;

MM5

24

92 - Key
Issue 14

To conserve and enhance the significance and special interest of the District’s heritage assets
and their settings

MM6

24

Vision,
third
paragraph

Delete following paragraph:

Reference

Page

MM1

1
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Page

Policy /
Paragraph

Main Modification
To meet longer term needs the creation of a new settlement will have begun, providing new
homes, jobs and infrastructure, including a new secondary school.

MM7

MM8

25

25

Vision,
seventh
paragraph

Amend paragraph 7 as follows:

Penultimate
paragraph

Amend penultimate paragraph of vision:

Our infrastructure will have been enhanced to support the changing population. There will be
including a new primary school at Hartland Village and educational facilities at the new
settlement. New development will also have provided improvements to health care facilities.
There will have been investment in our roads to tackle congestion and make them safer, and
in measures to encourage walking, cycling and the use of public transport. Green
infrastructure will have been protected and enhanced encouraging healthy communities and
opportunities for wildlife to thrive.

New development will have been built to high environmental and design standards including.
It will have been designed and located so that it is safe from flooding and has not increased
the risk of flooding elsewhere and includes measures to meet the challenges of climate
change. These developments will have respected the individual characteristics of the towns
and villages across Hart and will have avoided the coalescence of settlements.
MM9

25

Vision, final
paragraph

Amend final paragraph of vision:
The character, quality and diversity of our natural, built and heritage assets will have been
preserved conserved, and where possible enhanced. These assets include the Thames Basin
Heaths Special Protection Area (TBHSPA), Sites of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), such as
the Basingstoke Canal and other protected habitats, the chalk downland in the south west of
the District, riverine environments, the Forest of Eversley, ancient woodland and ancient or
veteran trees, Historic Parks and Gardens, Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings and
Scheduled Ancient Monuments.
2
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MM10

Page

25

Policy /
Paragraph
94 Objective 1

Main Modification

Amend as follows:
To plan for sufficient land to be available for at least 6,208 7,614 new homes to be built in
the District in the period 2016 2014 – 2032 such that it provides a continuous supply of
housing.

MM11

26

94 Objective 3

Delete objective 3.
To provide for longer term development needs through planning for a sustainable new
settlement within the Murrell Green/Winchfield area of search.

MM12

26

94 Objective 8

Amend objective 8:
Through partnership working with the education authority (Hampshire County Council) to plan
for the provision of sufficient primary and secondary school places. This will include new
primary provision at Hartland Village as well as new primary provision and a new secondary
school at the new settlement within the Murrell Green/Winchfield area of search.

MM13

26

94 Objective 9

To conserve and enhance the distinctive built and historic environment in the District
including the protection of the significance and special interest of heritage assets and their
settings.

MM14

26

94 Objective
10

To maximise opportunities for the provision of sustainable transport infrastructure that
supports new development, including facilities for walking, cycling and public transport, and
the delivery of measures, including provision for sustainable transport, to minimise, or
mitigate, the impact of new development on the existing network with priority given to the
improvement of sustainable transport options.

3
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MM15

27

94 Objective
13

To promote healthy and sustainable local communities through protecting and enhancing
community sport, health, cultural, recreation and leisure facilities, including the public rights
of way network, and through the delivery of a multi-functional green infrastructure network
across the district.

MM16

27

94

Add new objective:
16. To encourage the re-use and redevelopment of previously-developed land.

MM17

27

Policy SD1

Policy SD1 Sustainable Development
When considering development proposals, the Council will take a positive approach that
reflects the presumption in favour of sustainable development contained in the National
Planning Policy Framework (or its successor), whilst having regard to the need to assess, and
where appropriate, mitigate against, the likelihood of a significant effect on the Thames Basin
Heaths Special Protection Area. It will work pro-actively with applicants to secure
development that improves the economic, social and environmental conditions in the area.
Planning applications that accord with the policies in the Development Plan (including, where
relevant, policies in Neighbourhood Plans) will be approved, unless material considerations
indicate otherwise.
Where there are no policies relevant to the application or the most relevant policies are out of
date at the time of making the decision, the Council will grant permission unless material
considerations indicate otherwise, taking into account whether:
a) There are available and deliverable avoidance and mitigation measures in respect of
the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area; and

4

PAPER F
Appendix 1
Reference

Page

Policy /
Paragraph

Main Modification
b) Any adverse impacts of granting permission would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the National Planning
Policy Framework taken as a whole; or
c)

Specific policies in that Framework indicate that development should be restricted.

a) The application of policies in the National Planning Policy Framework that protect areas
or assets of particular importance provide a clear reason for refusing the development
proposed; or
b) Any adverse impacts of granting planning permission would significantly and
demonstrably outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in the National
Planning Policy Framework taken as a whole.
MM18

28

98

Amend paragraph 98:
Policy SS1 sets out the planned amount and location of new development (housing,
employment and retail) to be built in Hart over the Plan period 2016 2014 - 2032.

MM19

28

Policy SS1

Amend policy as follows:
Policy SS1 Spatial Strategy and Distribution of Growth
Development will be focused within defined settlements, on previously developed land in
sustainable locations, and on allocated sites as shown on the Policies Map.
New Homes
Subject to the availability of deliverable avoidance and mitigation measures in respect of the
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area, provision is made for the delivery of at least
5
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6,208 new homes (388 new homes per annum) between 2016 and 2032. These will be
provided by the housing requirement in Hart is 423 homes per annum between 2014 and
2032 which equates to 7,614 dwellings. The supply of housing will come from the following
sources:
a) Completions since 1st April 2016 2014 and delivery of housing commitments as of 6th
October 2017 1st April 2018;
b) Permitting further development and redevelopment within the defined Settlement Policy
Boundaries (subject to other Plan policies);
c) Delivery of Hartland Village for 1,500 dwellings, approximately 1,400 of which are
expected to be within the plan period (Policy SS2);
d) Supporting the delivery of new homes through Neighbourhood Plans;
e) Permitting rural exception sites located outside of defined Settlement Policy boundaries in
accordance with Policy H3, and other housing where it is essential for the proposal to be
located in the countryside in accordance with Policy NBE1.
New Employment
New employment development will be focussed on existing Strategic and Locally Important
Employment Sites listed at Policy ED2 and identified on the Policies Map.
New Retail
Hart’s hierarchy of retail centres will be maintained and enhanced by encouraging a range of
uses, consistent with the scale and function of the centres in line with Policy ED4.

6
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Provision will be made for approximately 5,900 square metres (net) of additional convenience
retail floorspace and 3,960 sq m (net) of additional comparison floorspace in the District over
the Plan period. The majority of this additional floorspace will be focussed within Fleet Town
Centre.
New local retail provision will be promoted within existing district and local centres and will
also be provided as part of the mixed-use developments at Hartland Village. and the new
settlement.
New Settlement Area of Search
To help address longer term growth requirements7, an area of search is identified in this Plan
for a new settlement (see the key diagram and Policies Map). The new settlement will be
brought forward through a separate development plan document (DPD) in accordance with
Policy SS3.

MM20

MM21

30

31

Figure 3 Key
diagram

Remove Murrell Green/Winchfield Area of Search, and Gaps between Settlements.

100 and
101

Replace paras 100 and 101 as follows:

See Appendix A for Key Diagram as proposed to be modified.

Delivering New Homes
100. We are planning to deliver at least 388 homes per annum in the District, which is
6,208 homes over the plan period 2016–2032.
101. In reaching this figure we have used as our start point the Government’s proposed
approach to calculating local housing need8. We have considered the need for a contingency
7
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(recognising that the housing need figures could change), the need for flexibility to allow for
the non-delivery of sites, the need to deliver affordable housing and the need to ensure the
best use is made of previously developed land. Appendix 2 sets out further detail as to how
the annual housing figure was derived.
100. Hart’s housing requirement is 423 homes per annum in the District, which equates to
7,614 homes over the plan period 2014 –2032. This requirement comprises:
a) Hart’s objectively assessed housing need (OAHN) of 382 homes per annum identified in
the Joint Strategic Housing Market Area Assessment for Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath,
November 2016 (SHMA); plus
b) An additional 41 homes per annum (731 homes) to address an unmet housing need in
Surrey Heath under the duty to cooperate. Surrey Heath is part of the Hart, Rushmoor/
Surrey Heath Housing Market Area. In June 2018 Surrey Heath Borough Council published
a Draft Local Plan Issues, Options / Preferred Options consultation (the ‘Regulation 18’
stage) which identified a housing shortfall of 731 homes. Rushmoor Borough Council’s
Local Plan (The Rushmoor Plan 2014-2032) is meeting its own objectively assessed housing
needs as identified in the SHMA.

MM22

31

Para 102

Amend para 102 and insert new paragraph to follow:
The overall supply that is likely to come forward is set out at Table 1. At least 6,346 7,384
homes are expected to be built over the plan period from a combination of sources set out at
Table 1. including sites within settlements, deliverable9 greenfield sites that are already
permitted and an allocation for a new community at Hartland Village on previously developed
land. Appendix 2 includes further details on the sources of supply and a housing trajectory.
showing anticipated timings for delivery of these sites.

8
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The anticipated housing supply falls short of the requirement by 230 dwellings. This shortfall
arises in the final year of the Plan (2031/32) and will be addressed through a future review of
the Plan.

MM23

31

Table 1
Sources of
Housing
Supply

Amend Table 1 Sources of Housing Supply:
Source
a

Homes

Homes completed between 1st April 2016 2014 to 6th October 2017
31st March 2018

798
2,217

b Sites with outstanding planning permission at 6th October 2017 1st
April 2018

3,046
3,262

c

504

Other deliverable sites10

d Sites within settlement boundaries, including settlement boundaries
identified in Neighbourhood Plans11

184
150

e

Hartland Village Site Allocation – Policy SS1 SS2)

1,42812
1,368

f

Sites in the Odiham and North Warnborough Neighbourhood Plan
without planning permission at 6th October 2017 1st April 2018

11113

g Small site windfall allowance14
Total

275
276
6,346
7,384

9
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This includes sites where there is a Committee resolution to grant permission subject to
completion of a S106 Agreement as at 6th October 2017 and are listed in Appendix 2.
11
This is likely to be an underestimate as it is based only on known developable SHLAA sites
within settlement boundaries (see Appendix 2). There is no double counting with other
sources of supply.
12
The site is allocated for 1,500 dwellings (see Policy SS2) with 1,428 expected to be
constructed within the Plan period (source: planning application Ref. 17/00471/OUT).
13
This is an adjusted figure to ensure no double counting with sites with planning permission.
14
See Appendix 2 for how the small sites windfall allowance is calculated.
10

MM24

32

103

Amend paragraph 103 as follows:
Policy SS1 and the table above identifies that one source of new homes will be from sites
within settlement boundaries. Settlement policy boundaries will be reviewed through a future
Development Plan Document and in some cases through Neighbourhood Plans.

MM25

32

104 and
105

Delete paragraphs 104 & 105:
Planning ahead: new settlement
104. We recognise that additional land for housing and infrastructure, including a new
secondary school, is likely to be needed in the longer term. Our preference for meeting future
growth needs is to plan for a sustainable new settlement, which is of sufficient size to support
longer term housing needs and larger scale infrastructure needs beyond the plan period.
105. Planning for a new settlement takes time to ensure that a sustainable, and high quality,
community is created. An area of search is identified in this Plan for a new settlement with
issues such as the precise location, scale and mix of development to be developed through a
separate development plan document (DPD)’. Further detail is set out in Policy SS3.

10
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32

106 to 109

Delete paragraphs 106 to 109:
Duty to Cooperate
106. Under the Duty to Cooperate we are also working in cooperation with our Housing
Market Area (HMA) partners (Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Councils) to ensure that the
housing needs of the whole of the HMA is delivered.
107. The level of housing proposed in the Rushmoor Local Plan shows that it can exceed its
identified housing needs, with a significant surplus compared to the Government’s indicative
figures. Surrey Heath has indicated a potential housing shortfall in its area (compared to the
Government’s indicative figures based on the proposed standard methodology for calculating
local housing needs). However, its plan is at an early stage and thus the extent of any
shortfall has yet to be independently tested or agreed.
108. The Hart Local Plan proposes a considerably higher amount of housing than the
indicative Government figures for Hart require. In addition, the Council commits to planning
for a new settlement at Murrell Green/Winchfield. Together these measures provide a
substantial contingency to any increase in the Government figures that could, in theory,
result in an unmet need arising in Surrey Heath.
109. The appropriate level of new housing and employment will be monitored, and a review
undertaken five years after this Plan is adopted, unless evidence suggests that a review is
needed before this the Plan reviewed and updated as necessary. Further detail on monitoring
and reviewing the Local Plan can be found in the ‘Delivery, Monitoring and Review’ section of
this Plan.

MM27

34

Policy SS2

Hartland Village, a site of approximately 54 hectares to the east of Fleet, is allocated for a
new settlement, as shown on the Policies Map, that meets the following criteria:
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a) The delivery of approximately 1,500 dwellings with an appropriate mix of sizes and types
of accommodation including affordable housing and accommodation for older persons. The
affordable housing shall be distributed throughout the site with each phase making an
appropriate contribution towards the overall provision;

MM28

35

Policy SS2

b) The provision of a local neighbourhood centre comprising community and leisure uses,
small scale local retail, service and food and drink facilities (Use Classes A1 to A5, B1, D1 and
D2). Residential use may be appropriate above retail or commercial units providing the active
frontage is not compromised and that satisfactory residential amenity can be achieved. The
centre shall provide a focal point for the scheme with landmark buildings in appropriate
locations and high quality public civic space.
f) The development must be well designed and include appropriate landscaping recognising
its location within the Fleet to Farnborough Gap;

MM29

36

Policy SS2

k) Provide mitigation for impacts on the local highway network, footpaths, cycleway and
bridleways (including the Basingstoke Canal) and promote sustainable transport. This will
include measures to connect the site with Fleet, Fleet Station and Farnborough by sustainable
transport modes;

MM30

36

121

In accordance with the approved hybrid planning permission (Ref: 17/00471/OUT), Tthe
housing mix should comply with Policy H1 (a) and (b) which seeks a variety of house types
and sizes, and specialist housing including housing for older persons. It also requires that
15% of dwellings are built to the standards of accessibility and adaptability as defined by Part
M4(2) of the Building Regulations. Any future planning application that results in the total
number of dwellings to exceed 1,500 will be subject to the requirements of Policy H1 in full.

MM31

36 &
37

122, 127
and 128

122. We will seek to achieve the maximum level of affordable housing provision in accordance
with Policy H2, but this should not be less than 20%. Each phase of the development will be
subject to review. The affordable housing should be distributed throughout the development
12
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so that overly large concentrations of affordable housing are avoided, and that no later
phases are rendered unviable as a result of under-provision in earlier phases.
The Fleet to Farnborough Gap
127. The site lies within the Fleet to Farnborough Gap (see Policy NBE2). Whilst development
of this previously developed site is encouraged, a landscape strategy will be required that
addresses the visual impact of the development within the Gap and includes appropriate longterm maintenance and management arrangements.
128. In addition to landscaping, consideration should also be given to the heights of buildings.
A full landscape impact assessment will be required but any tall buildings should be sited
where their visual impact is minimised. Consideration should also be given to the impact of
lighting within the Gap.

MM32

39 to
45

139 to 162

Delete paragraphs 139 to 162 including Policy SS3.
New Settlement
139. As set out in Policy SS1, we want to start planning a new settlement to meet longer
term development needs.
140. By the time this Plan is due to be reviewed, five years after adoption if not sooner, we
think it is likely that the evidence base will have moved on, and that we may need to plan for
more new homes and infrastructure than this Plan addresses. We also think that any
significant additional growth is unlikely to be met on previously developed sites.
141. Our preferred option for delivering significant additional growth in future is a new
settlement. This is supported by previous public consultations on strategic growth options and
would mean a secondary school can be delivered as part of a comprehensively planned new
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community. It also means that a long-term solution to housing delivery can be established
not only within this plan period, but beyond into future plan periods.
142. Planning and delivering a new settlement is a complex process, and a significant lead in
time is needed to develop the proposals. We have therefore made a policy choice for a new
settlement in this Plan, rather than leave the matter until the Plan is reviewed, by which time
the opportunity to start the necessary planning process would be lost.
143. The most sustainable option for a new settlement is in the Murrell Green/Winchfield
area16. In this plan we therefore identify an ‘area of search’ at that location (see key diagram
on page 30).
144. Policy SS3 below sets out a clear commitment to plan for the new settlement within this
area of search through a separate development plan document (DPD). This will provide the
opportunity for community and stakeholder engagement as part of the process. The DPD,
together with a masterplan developed by the key parties, will set out how a new settlement
should take shape, including precise settlement boundaries and any designated ‘Gaps’
between settlements. We anticipate new homes and infrastructure being built from around
2024/25.
Vision
145. An early part of the process will be the development of a long-term vision for the new
settlement. At this stage we have the following high-level ambitions for the new settlement:
Highly connected – electronically and physically, internally and externally, creating sociable
neighbourhoods with walkable access to services, facilities and recreation assets, as well as
innovative sustainable transport solutions.
Community focussed - a comprehensive range of social, educational, retail and recreational
facilities for the community, along with developing community pride through the stewardship
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and ownership of land, assets and facilities to ensure their management and maintenance for
the long-term.
Inclusive – the provision of a full range of housing needs, including for genuinely affordable
social and market lifetime homes for a mixed and thriving community that respond to the
needs of families, children and older generations.
Forward thinking – through the innovative use of technology and design solutions.
Sensitive – to the existing landscape character, important natural and built assets and the
surrounding environment.
Quality Infrastructure – includes a wide range of local and wider infrastructure needs
including significant provision of green and blue infrastructure, and provision of a secondary
school.
Policy SS3 New Settlement at the Murrell Green/Winchfield Area of Search
Permission will be granted for the development of a new settlement to be identified from the
area of search identified on the Policies Map following the adoption of a New Settlement
Development Plan Document and agreed comprehensive masterplan.
Development proposals will not be permitted which would prejudice the delivery of a new
settlement in advance of a robust master planning process.
The development of the new settlement proposals will be based upon the following high-level
principles:
a) Of a scale to support long term development needs beyond 2032 and the provision of key
infrastructure and community facilities including a secondary school;
b) The potential to deliver new homes from the middle of the plan period;
c) Comprehensively planned in consultation with existing communities and key stakeholders;
d) Delivery of a sustainable, inclusive and cohesive community promoting self-sufficiency and
with high levels of connectivity, minimising separation of communities by existing barriers;
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e) Deliver innovative and forward-thinking solutions and technology to design, transport
issues, telecommunications and measures to mitigate and adapt to climate change;
f) Provision of a mix of housing in accordance with relevant policies in the local plan and most
up to date evidence at the time for affordable housing, specialist provision for the elderly and
self-build;
g) Inclusion of measures to avoid and mitigate any adverse impact of the development upon
the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area;
h) Promote health and wellbeing and self-containment by providing the necessary supporting
infrastructure including green infrastructure, community facilities, employment, education,
retail and health care services;
i) Providing the most appropriate location within the area of search for key infrastructure,
particularly the new secondary school, having regard to maximising ease of accessibility and
to catchments;
j) A layout and form of development that avoids coalescence with existing settlements and
does not undermine their separate identity; respects the landscape character and conserves
and where possible enhances the character, significance and setting of heritage assets;
k) Provide measures to avoid, mitigate or offset direct and indirect biodiversity impacts across
the site, including opportunities for net gains in biodiversity where possible;
l) Supported by a transport assessment and strategy, together with an infrastructure delivery
plan that ensures the necessary supporting infrastructure is delivered in a timely fashion and
promotes sustainable transport modes;
m) Measures to fully address flood risk and drainage issues.
The detailed framework setting the nature, form and boundary of the new community will be
set out in a future Development Plan Document and Supplementary Planning Documents
where required.
Mechanisms will also be required which ensure that comprehensive master-planning is
properly coordinated across site ownership boundaries to ensure that key items of
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infrastructure are delivered in a consistent and cohesive way regardless of landownership or
phasing.
146. The strategic framework provided by this Policy gives the basis for the development of a
separate development plan document and comprehensive master-plan. Matters to address
will include:
•
•
•

further consideration of the constraints and opportunities within the area of search;
assessment of infrastructure and phasing requirements; and
viability considerations which will inform the parameters and boundaries of the new
settlement, its capacity for new homes and associated infrastructure needs and delivery.

147. The ultimate scale of development that can be accommodated will be informed by this
additional work. A critical mass of new homes and population will be needed to enable the
larger scale infrastructure items, particularly the secondary school, to be viable. Having
regard to the DPD and master-planning processes, it is anticipated that first completions of
new homes on the site could take place from around the middle of the plan period.
148. The new settlement will be community focussed creating a strong sense of place around
one or more neighbourhood centres. The new settlement will help to meet longer term
housing needs, whilst also providing for local and wider infrastructure provision such as
secondary school education needs. A range of more localised development needs will also be
met, including primary school education requirements, business units for small businesses,
community facilities including new shops, and green infrastructure.
149. In preparing the DPD and masterplan we will engage the community and key
stakeholders as well as working with the land owners, promoters and developers to achieve a
comprehensively planned community.
Housing
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150. The new settlement will provide a range of dwellings types and sizes at a mix of
densities, to meet both the needs of the local housing market, and the need to ensure that
the new community is both balanced and inclusive. The exact range of housing types and
tenures will be set out in the DPD but will include a significant proportion of affordable
housing. The development will include other forms of housing including specialist
accommodation for the elderly, and a proportion of self and/or custom build plots.
Design
151. The new development will achieve high standards of sustainable design and energy
efficiency and will be future-proofed to meet future communication needs. The Masterplan
and DPD will set out the design parameters and indicate how the development will achieve
the required standards of sustainable design. A design code may be used to ensure a joinedup approach to design.
Employment
152. In order to promote self-sufficiency and provide a sustainable development, provision of
a range of employment opportunities should be provided. This may include the allocation of a
specific site for B class uses but should also include other forms of employment opportunity
within the development.
Transport
153. Master-planning of the new settlement should look to reduce reliance on travel by car
and promote an accessible movement network and the appropriate location of housing,
employment and leisure facilities. Cycling and pedestrian links between the new settlement
and surrounding settlements and other key destinations should be provided.
154. The new settlement will also provide for good connections to bus and rail transport
networks to help encourage the use of sustainable modes of transport. Innovative transport
modes will be encouraged. New pedestrian and cycle links within the settlement must also
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ensure that all areas are well connected to new schools, local centres and to Winchfield
Station.
Other Infrastructure
155. The new settlement will include the provision of other infrastructure including pre-school
and primary education, and a new secondary school. Subject to discussions with the
appropriate agencies, the development should include primary health care facilities.
156. A range of social infrastructure will also be required, including the provision of a
community building(s). Provision will need to be made for all age groups. Given the likely
diverse nature of the new community, a community development strategy should be put in
place early in the planning process.
157. A Green Infrastructure Strategy will be required to inform the preparation of the DPD
and the provision and maintenance of green infrastructure in the new community. The new
settlement will need to include high quality, multifunctional green space.
158. The New Settlement DPD will include a detailed infrastructure delivery strategy, which
sets out the full extent of the physical and social infrastructure required to support the new
community, the phasing and the potential sources of funding. The phasing of housing delivery
will need to be set against the need to ensure the delivery of appropriate infrastructure to
support the new community.
Thames Basin Heaths SPA Mitigation
159. The site lies within the 5km buffer zone for the TBHSPA and measures to mitigate the
potential impacts of recreational activities on this area will be required in line with Policy
NBE4, including provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) and
contributions towards Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM). Due to its size,
proposals may need to be subject to a site-specific Habitat Regulations assessment which
would include investigating impacts relating to atmospheric pollution on European designated
sites.
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Biodiversity
160. Development of the new settlement must have regard to existing biodiversity assets on
the site, including for example Biodiversity Opportunity Areas. Development should seek to
deliver if possible a net gain in biodiversity through traditional and innovative measures. The
masterplan must consider the location and quality of biodiversity assets in determining the
most appropriate locations for development.
Landscape
161. There is potential for adverse landscape and visual impacts arising from the
development. The new settlement must therefore, be designed to avoid or substantially
mitigate these impacts, utilising and enhancing existing landscape features such as mature
trees and woodlands wherever possible. Although a change to the landscape character is
inevitable, the layout and design of the new settlement should provide attractive through
routes that incorporate new green infrastructure and connect the site to its wider rural
environs. The layout of development should also respect the landform and reduce the
potential for visual impacts from surrounding residential areas.
Flood risk management
162. The Masterplan and DPD will be informed by a site-specific Flood Risk Assessment that
considers the areas at risk of flooding. Proposals must avoid locating development in areas at
risk of flooding and must include appropriate flood mitigation measures such as sustainable
drainage systems. An integrated water management strategy, including a detailed drainage
strategy, should be prepared for the new settlement.

MM33

46

Policy H1

b) on sites of 5 or more dwellings, at least 15% of new market homes are accessible and
adaptable homes as defined in by requirement M4(2) of the building regulations[Footnote];
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c) provision is made for specialist/supported accommodation where appropriate having regard
to the needs set out in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment or other relevant evidence
at the time an application is submitted.

MM34

47

170 - 172

In response to the ageing population and the significant increase in persons in advanced old
age (85+ years), a proportion of new housing (at least 15% on sites of 5 or more dwellings)
should meet Requirement M4(2) of the Building Regulations. This is the requirement for
ensuring that buildings are accessible and adaptable to changing needs. This requirement
should be designed into the development at the planning application stage but will be
implemented through Building Regulations.
If a proposal for 5 or more dwellings (gross) does not include at least 15% accessible and
adaptable homes, applicants for planning permission will be expected to provide evidence in
terms of the impact on project viability, or of physical or environmental factors (such as steep
slopes or flooding vulnerability) that would make the site unsuitable.
The ageing population is also likely to create a need for additional specialist housing, to meet
the healthcare requirements of older people (also see Policy H4 Specialist and Supported
Housing). On larger sites new New residential developments will, depending on
considerations such as scale, location, design and layout, be expected to incorporate
housing/supported accommodation to meet the needs of older people and people with
support needs, for example sheltered and extra care housing that falls within Use Class C3
(Residential), or residential care/nursing care which falls within Use Class C2 (Institutional
Uses).

MM35

48

176

To support self and custom build housing, we will require up to 5 % of plots at least 5% of
homes on larger sites (i.e. at least 20 or more dwellings gross) to be provided as serviced
plots for self-build and/or custom-build homes where it is practical to do so. This policy will be
applied flexibly recognising that it becomes easier to accommodate self and custom build
plots the larger the site. Site suitability in criterion (d) will be considered on a case by case
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basis and determined on their merits. Suitability considerations will include the scale of the
development, its layout and the type of dwellings proposed. For example, for a block of flats,
it would not be feasible to have a proportion of self build, as the flat(s) could not be
separated for a self build purpose. However, applicants should show they have considered the
provision of self and custom build plots. If self-build plots are not taken up by the public after
being marketed for at least two one years, we will allow these to revert to conventional build
plots.

MM36

48

178

The requirement in Policy H1 to provide self and custom build plots on larger sites is a specific
measure to facilitate plots being made available. We will also:
•
•
•

support proposals for self-build and custom-build projects within settlement
boundaries;
require self and custom build plots as part of the proposed new settlement (see Policy
SS3); and
consider further policies and site allocations for self and custom build in a subsequent
development plan document.

MM37

48

179

There is a significant need for additional affordable housing within the District. Affordable
housing includes social rented /affordable rented and intermediate housing that is homes for
rent or for sale that are available to households in the District whose needs are not met by
the market, and which meet the Government’s definition at Annex 2 of the NPPF (this
definition is provided at Appendix 1: Glossary). The cost must be low enough for eligible
households to afford based on local incomes and house prices. The homes should be
restricted for use by future eligible households. If these restrictions are lifted, the subsidy
should be recycled for alternative affordable housing in the District.

MM38

48

Policy H2

On developments of 11 or more dwellings (gross), or of greater than 1,000 square metres
gross residential floorspace irrespective of the number of dwellings, On major developments
(i.e. developments where 10 or more homes will be provided, or the site has an area of 0.5
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hectares or more), the Council will require no less than 40% of the new homes to be
affordable housing, to be provided in accordance with the following criteria:

MM39

49

Policy H2

c) the tenure mix of the affordable housing will be 65% social/affordable rented affordable
housing for rent and 35% shared affordable home ownership unless superseded by the most
up to date housing evidence concerning local housing need.

MM40

49

Policy H2

d) at least 15% of the affordable units will be accessible and adaptable as defined by
requirement M4(2) of the Building Regulations;

MM41

49

Policy H2

e) where evidenced by local need, a proportion of one or more of the affordable dwellings will
be built as wheelchair user dwellings to meet, or exceed where justified, the requirements of
Building Regulations M4(3);

MM42

49

Policy H2

Insert footnotes relating to both these criterion which states:
Or as otherwise amended by the Building Regulations.

MM43

49

Policy H2

Add new criterion:
g) the affordable housing for rent should be used solely for that purpose and remain at an
affordable price for future eligible households, or the subsidy should be recycled for
alternative affordable housing provision.

MM44

49

Policy H2

Amend text as follows:
In exceptional circumstances, if Where it is robustly justified and it is clearly demonstrated
that the provision of affordable housing on site is impractical, the Council may accept off-site
provision, or a financial contribution of equivalent value in lieu of on-site provision.
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Only in exceptional circumstances, and only when fully justified, will the Council grant
planning permission for schemes that fail to provide at least 40% affordable housing, or fail
criteria a) to f) g) above. Any such proposals must be supported by evidence in the form of
an open book viability assessment, demonstrating why the target cannot be met. In such
cases the Council will commission an independent expert review of the viability assessment,
for which the applicant will bear the cost. The Council will then negotiate with the applicant to
secure the optimum quantity and mix of affordable housing that is viable and meets the
identified housing need.

MM45

49

180

Delete Paragraph 180:
In applying this policy we will use the latest government definition of affordable housing.

MM46

50

182

Add text:
As much affordable housing as is viable (up to 40%) will be sought for specialist and
supported housing, on a site by site basis.

MM47

50

183

To support the ageing population and the specific needs of people with mobility problems the
Council expects a proportion of new housing (15%) to be accessible and adaptable by
meeting Requirement M4(2) of the Building Regulations. On any particular scheme, 15% of
the affordable homes should comply with Part M4(2). In addition, depending on identified
need in the Council’s Housing Register and site suitability, there may be a requirement for
one or more of the affordable homes to meet the standard for ‘wheelchair user dwellings’
(requirement M4(3) of the Building Regulations), or to exceed this standard where justified by
the special needs of the identified household. This Wheelchair user dwellings will be
negotiated on a site by site basis recognising viability considerations.
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51

189

Amend as follows:
In circumstances where agreement cannot be reached, we will consider the use of compulsory
purchase powers as a last resort to procure any land necessary for ‘exception’ development.

MM49

51

Policy H3

An element of market housing will be supported where at least 70% of the total number of
proposed dwellings would be affordable housing solely for subsidised rent.
Some market housing will be supported as part of a rural exceptions scheme where it would
facilitate the provision of subsidised rented accommodation to meet local needs.

MM50

52

191 and
192

Amend text as follows:
Policy H3 allows for a proportion (not more than 30%) of market housing to come forward on
rural exception sites if it helps to deliver the rest of the development as being for affordable
subsidised rent. This is to incentivise the delivery of such sites.
The size of an exception site will depend on the level of need and site-specific considerations.,
but, as As a general rule exception sites are envisaged to be up to 20 dwellings but this would
not preclude larger developments where there is an established local need. Rural exception
sites should be well related to an existing settlement, for example in terms of impact on
landscape, heritage assets, and the setting of the settlement. The development should also
be well designed to be in keeping with the character of the settlement.

MM51

53

Policy H4

Policy H4 Specialist and supported accommodation
Proposals for specialist and supported accommodation that meets the needs of older persons
or others requiring specialist care will be permitted:
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a) on sites within settlement boundaries and within the new community at Hartland
Village; and
b) on sites in the countryside provided:

MM52

53

199

i.

there is a demonstrated need for the development; and there are no available or
viable alternatives within settlement boundaries; and

ii.

there are no available and viable alternatives within settlement boundaries; and

iii.

the site is well related to an existing settlement with access appropriate access
to services and facilities either on or off site.

Amend text:
Sequentially, sites within settlements are the preferred choice for meeting needs particularly
at locations close to services and facilities. However, where there is proven unmet need,
particularly for C2 accommodation (for which there is a need additional to general housing
needs) specialist accommodation may, where justified, be permitted on suitable sites outside
settlement boundaries. A proportionate level of evidence should demonstrate that there are
no suitable sites within defined settlements, that are in the vicinity of the application site (it
will not be necessary to investigate all settlements in the district). Such sites developments
would need appropriate access to the necessary services (for residents and staff) and be well
related to an existing settlement, for example in terms of impact on landscape, heritage
assets, and the setting of the settlement. The nature of the care to be provided and the level
of facilities proposed on the site will be important considerations in determining whether a
proposed development will have suitable access to appropriate services.

MM53

54

200

Delete text:
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200. Specialist and supported accommodation will also be required as part of the new
settlement proposed under Policy SS3.

MM54

54

Policy H5

Amend Policy H5:
Existing permanent authorised Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites1 will be
retained for the use of these groups unless acceptable replacement accommodation can be
provided or it has been established that the sites are no longer required.
Proposals for Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople will be supported where it has
been demonstrated that the following criteria have been met:
a) there is a proven for sites located in the open countryside the applicant can
demonstrate a need for the development and/or and the size/capacity of the site or
extension can be justified in the context of the scale of need demonstrated to meet
needs for further Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople sites, or extensions to
existing sites;
b) the potential occupants are recognised as Gypsies, Travellers or Travelling
Showpeople in accordance with the planning definition set out in national planning
policy;
c) services and facilities can be readily suitably accessed, including schools, medical
services and other community facilities;
d) it has no unacceptable adverse impact upon local amenity and the natural and
historic environment;

1

Travelling showpeople sites are often called ‘yards’.
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e) it can be adequately serviced with drinking water and sewage and waste disposal
facilities;
f) it is of a scale that does not dominate adjoining communities;
g) the site is not inappropriately screened without and does not createing a sense of
isolation from adjoining communities;
h) it has safe and convenient access to the highway network;
i) it is of sufficient size to provide for accommodation; parking; turning and, where
relevant, the servicing and storage of vehicles and equipment.
j) the site is not located in an area of high risk of flooding as defined by the District’s
SFRA.
Any development granted under this policy will be subject to a condition limiting occupation
to Gypsies, Travellers or Travelling Showpeople, as appropriate.
Planning conditions or legal obligations may be necessary to ensure that any replacement
sites are provided. Any replacement site should normally be available before the original site
is lost.
The Council will publish a new Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment in 2020 and,
within two years of this Plan being adopted or by January 2022 (whichever is soonest),
submit to the Planning Inspectorate for examination a Gypsy and Traveller Development Plan
Document addressing any identified needs. If the Gypsy and Traveller Development Plan
Document is not submitted for examination by this time Policy H5 will be considered out-ofdate.
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55

203 to 205

Amend text:
Gypsies, travellers and travelling showpeople (travellers) are defined as persons that are
leading or have led a nomadic life. Travelling showpeople differ from other gypsies and
travellers as their employment and travel centres upon holding fairs, circuses or shows across
the country. Therefore, different terminology is used when referring to their residential needs.
Gypsy and traveller households tend to reside on a residential “pitch” within a traveller “site”
whereas travelling showpeople tend to reside on mixed-use “plots” within a travelling
showpeople “yard”.
The Gypsy, Traveller and Travelling Showpeople Accommodation Assessment (August 2016
shows that there is currently no need to make any additional pitch provision for Gypsies and
Travellers and that no additional plots are required for Travelling Showpeople. There is also
no proven need to consider any new transit provision at this time. Policy H5 contains criteria
against which the suitability of sites can be assessed should a need arise over the plan period.
Policy H5 sets out criteria against which planning applications for traveller sites will be
determined. It applies to all proposals for traveller sites, including any for travellers that do
not meet the Government definition2. The Council will consider the existing level of local
provision and need for sites, the availability (or lack) of alternative accommodation for the
applicants, and other personal circumstances of the applicant. Subject to a need being
demonstrated, sites in the countryside will be acceptable where they meet the criteria in
Policy H5.
Planning applications for new traveller sites, or the expansion of existing sites, will be
permitted where they comply with Policy H5. The Council is also committed to publishing an
up to date Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment in 2020, and within two years of

2

Planning Policy for Traveller Sites, DCLG, August 2015 contains at Annex 1 Glossary definitions of ‘gypsies and travellers’ and ‘travelling showpeople’ for the purposes of
planning policy. These definitions are also set out in the Glossary to this Plan.
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this Plan being adopted or by January 2022 (whichever is soonest), submit for examination a
Gypsy and Traveller Development Plan Document addressing any identified needs.
We will continue to work collaboratively with our neighbouring local authorities to understand
the accommodation needs of Gypsies, Travellers, and Travelling Showpeople so that we
maintain an evidence base to plan positively and manage development.

MM56

56

Policy H6

Amend text:
Where planning permission is required development proposals for new homes must meet or
exceed the nationally described space standard.

MM57

56

207

Amend text:
This policy applies to market and affordable housing, including conversions and change of use
proposals. The internal space standards are set out at Appendix 3. Applicants are required
to demonstrate how the internal space standards have been applied and are encouraged to
provide dwelling plans not smaller than 1:100 scale, with metric room dimensions identified
and the gross internal area (GIA) clearly identifiable. Proposals that do not meet the space
standards will need to be justified by viability or other relevant evidence. Priority will be given
to ensuring that wherever possible the affordable housing in a scheme meets the space
standards.

MM58

56

208

New paragraph to follow 208:
In addition to meeting the nationally described space standards, residential proposals should
also comprise, where relevant:
•
•

15% of market homes built to Building Regulations M4(2) - see Policy H1 (b)
15% of affordable homes built to Building Regulations M4(2) - see Policy H2 (d)
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•

MM59

57

Policy ED1

One or more of the affordable homes built to Building Regulations M4(3) - see Policy H2
(e)

Employment proposals (B Use Class) will be supported:
a) within Strategic or Locally Important Employment Sites defined on the Policies Map; or

MM60

57

Policy ED1

d) within the countryside provided they comply with Policies NBE1 and ED3 or otherwise
demonstrate an overriding a need for the development at that location and the proposal
complies with other plan policies.

MM61

57

213

Amend text:
In the countryside, proposals that help promote a strong rural economy will be supported
where they accord with Policies ED3 and NBE1. In addition, there may be limited instances
where although there is no quantitative evidence to support additional employment
floorspace, there are other factors, such as the expansion of an established employer, or
development to meet the strategic ambitions across the wider FEA and/or the LEP, which
would justify new or expanded buildings outside existing settlement boundaries. Where this
arises, applicants will need to show evidence of an overriding need for the development at
that the location. Such proposals will be considered on a case by case basis, taking into
account all the relevant plan policies.

MM62

58

Policy ED2

Add sentence to the start of Policy ED2:
Strategic and Locally Important Employment Areas are defined on the Policies Map.

MM63

58

Policy ED2

Delete reference to Bartley Wood, Hook as a Strategic Employment site and instead list it as a
Locally Important Employment site.
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1. Strategic Employment Sites
To contribute towards meeting the future economic growth needs of the District and the wider
Functional Economic Area, the following sites are designated as Strategic Employment Sites
and given the highest protection and safeguarding against loss to non-B-class employment
uses by protecting them for B-class uses.
i. Bartley Wood, Hook
ii. Bartley Point, Hook
iii. Cody Technology Park, Farnborough
iv. Meadows Business Park, Blackwater
v. Osborn Way, Hook
vi. Waterfront Business Park, Fleet
The redevelopment and regeneration of these sites will be supported to provide B-class
employment floorspace that meets the needs of the market.
Small-scale proposals for changes of use or redevelopment to non-B-class employment uses
at the above sites will be supported where they would provide complementary use(s)3 that
are not detrimental to the function and operation of the Strategic Employment Area.
2. Locally Important Employment Sites
To contribute towards meeting the future economic growth needs of the District, the following
sites are designated as Locally Important Employment Sites and will be given protection
against loss to non-B-class employment uses by protecting them for B-class uses:
vii. Ancells Business Park, Fleet
Bartley Wood, Hook
viii. Blackbushe Business Park

3

Such as small scale convenience retail and food and drink establishments which serve the employment area
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ix. Eversley Haulage Yard
x. Eversley Storage
xi. Finn’s Business Park, Crondall
xii. Fleet Business Park, Church Crookham
xiii. Grove Farm Barn, Crookham Village
xiv. Lodge Farm, North Warnborough
xv. Murrell Green Business Park
xvi. Potters Industrial Park, Church Crookham
xvii. Redfields Business Park, Church Crookham
xviii. Optrex Business Park, Rotherwick
xix. Beacon Hill Road, Church Crookham
In cases where planning permission is required, the change of use or redevelopment of land
and buildings in defined Locally Important Employment Sites will only be supported if it can
be demonstrated that:
a) there are no strong economic reasons to retain the employment use;
b) market signals indicate that the premises / site are unlikely to be utilised for employment
use; or
c) the proposed use is of a similar character4 to employment uses in Use Classes B1, B2 and
B8; or
d) the site is not appropriate for the continuation of its employment use due to a significant
detriment to the environment or amenity of the area.

MM64

59

Policy ED2

Add additional text to Policy ED2 to cover other employment sites:
3. Other Employment Sites

4

Use classes that are of a similar character will reflect the level of employment proposed, and the skills required and could include sui-generis uses but will not include
town centre uses (e.g. uses in class A1 – A5).
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The regeneration and intensification of other employment sites for B-class uses will generally
be supported subject to compliance with other development plan policies.
Development which would result in the loss of an existing employment use within the B use
class, outside of the identified Strategic or Locally Important Employment areas, will only be
permitted where the loss of that use can be justified having regard to the following
considerations:
• market signals indicate that the premises / site are unlikely to be utilised for
employment use; or
• the site is not appropriate for the continuation of its employment use due to a
significant detriment to the environment or amenity of the area.

MM65

59

Policy ED2

Introduce new text at the end of the policy:
Access to Council owned or managed SANG
If a planning application meets the requirements of Policy ED2 then the loss of employment
land would not be a reason for refusing an allocation of Council owned or managed SANG.

MM66

60

218

Amend text:
A number of premises within defined employment sites have been subject to changes of use
from office to residential use under ‘permitted development rights’. In order to support the
protection of employment sites, the Council will explore additional measures to provide
protection for the designated sites. This includes the introduction of an Article 4 Direction.

MM67

62

227

Insert new paragraph after 227:

34

PAPER F
Appendix 1
Reference

Page

Policy /
Paragraph

Main Modification
Proposals for residential development that meet the requirements of Policy ED2 will need to
provide mitigation against impacts on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area in
accordance with Policy NBE4. Applicants that seek to use Council controlled SANG capacity
are advised to discuss access to this capacity at an early stage in the planning process. If a
planning application meets the requirements of Policy ED2 then the loss of employment land
would not be a reason for refusing an allocation of Council owned or managed SANG.

MM68

62

Policy ED3

Criterion b) are for a replacement building or extension to a building in line with Policy NBE1;
or
Criterion d) provide business floorspace that would enable the establishment of rural
enterprises; or

MM69

64

Policy ED4
&
Supporting
text
Paragraphs
239 to 241

Amend final paragraph of Policy ED4:
Development for retail and/or leisure main town centre uses, with a net gross floorspace
exceeding 1,000sqm, in edge or out of town centre locations will be supported if, following an
Retail Impact Assessment, it would not have a significant adverse impact on existing centres.
Amend supporting text:
239. In considering proposals for main town centre uses (including retail, leisure,
entertainment, recreation, cultural and office uses) there are two tests, notably the sequential
test and retail impact assessment:
Sequential Test
240. In considering proposed developments of main town centre uses on sites outside of
designated centres, or sites that are not allocated for such uses, the sequential test must be
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applied unless they are located in the countryside and are for developments of less than 100
sqm.
Retail Impact Assessments
241. Even small-scale developments in the District may have cumulative impact implications
and a significant adverse impact on smaller centres. Policy ED4 sets a local floorspace
threshold for the preparation of retail impact assessments. All retail and leisure development
exceeding 1,000 sqm gross floorspace that is not located within a Primary Shopping Area or
centre boundary (as defined on the Policies Map) will be subject to an Retail Impact
Assessment. This applies to all retail proposals on the edge of or outside of the District’s
centres.

MM70

66

Policy ED5

Amend criterion b:
b) Be for a main town centre use, which retains or provides an active frontage. Residential
use may be appropriate above retail or commercial units providing the active frontage is not
compromised and that satisfactory residential amenity can be achieved;

MM71

66

Policy ED6

Amend criterion c:
c) The proposal is for a main town centre use, which retains an active frontage. Residential
use may be appropriate above retail or commercial units providing the active frontage is not
compromised and that satisfactory residential amenity can be achieved;

MM72

68

260

Amend text:
Countryside is the area lying outside the settlement boundaries and designated Strategic and
Locally Important Employment sites and can be in a variety of uses including agriculture. It is
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used for employment, recreation, leisure, and contains different landscapes, and ecological
habitats and economic opportunities for its rural communities.

MM73

68

261

Amend text:
261. It is important to recognise the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside. The
intention is to maintain the existing open nature of the countryside, protect and enhance rural
landscape character, prevent the coalescence of settlements and resist the encroachment of
inappropriate development into rural areas. The countryside is therefore subject to a more
restrictive policy approach, than for development within the defined settlement boundaries
and designated Strategic and Locally Important Employment sites, recognising its intrinsic
character and beauty. There should be good reasons to site new development in the
countryside and development will not be permitted that would be better situated in an urban
location or which contributes little to the benefit of the countryside, or where the benefits to
the countryside are greatly outweighed by the harm.

MM74

69

262

Amend text:
262. This policy applies to all areas of countryside, that is, all areas outside of settlement
boundaries27 and designated Strategic and Locally Important Employment sites as defined on
the Policies Map.
27
This includes land within the new settlement area of search identified under Policy SS3,
until a settlement boundary is designated through the New Settlement DPD.

MM75

69

Policy NBE1

Amend text:
Development proposals within the countryside (defined as the area outside settlement policy
boundaries and designated Strategic and Locally Important Employment sites, as defined by
the Policies Map) will only be supported where they are:
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69

Policy NBE1

Amend criterion g:
g) Providing either a replacement dwelling, or an extension to an existing dwelling or the
subdivision of an existing residential dwelling.

MM77

69

Policy NBE1

Add footnote to criterion h:
An appropriate use in this context is one that is consistent with other Development Plan
Policies.

MM78

69

Policy NBE1

Add new criteria:
l) to secure the optimal viable use of a heritage asset or would be appropriate enabling
development to secure the future of heritage assets (Policy NBE9);
m) of exceptional quality or truly innovative in design and which significantly enhances its
immediate setting and is sensitive to the local character.
n) for traveller sites that comply with Policy H5.

MM79

70

267

Amend text:
267. An appropriate condition or legal agreement restricting occupancy will be required to
ensure it remains for the purpose for which it was granted. Where there is insufficient
evidence provided of need at the planning application stage, we will consider granting
permission for temporary accommodation such as mobile homes for a period of up to three
years. Applications which are primarily made on the grounds of providing security will not
generally be supported need to be robustly justified clearly demonstrating the need for the
development and why alternative security measures are inadequate.

MM80

71

271

Amend text:
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The redevelopment of suitable previously developed land in the countryside will be
encouraged provided that the site is not of proposal would not cause harm to areas of high
environmental value and that the proposed use and scale of development is appropriate to
the site’s rural context.

MM81

71

Policy NBE2
& 273 to
278

Delete policy and supporting text:
Gaps between Settlements
273. The countryside around settlements plays an important role in helping to define their
character and in shaping the settlement pattern of an area. In some parts of the District
the towns and villages are relatively close together.
274. Gaps are designated to prevent the coalescence of settlements and maintain their
separate identity. They can also provide green infrastructure benefits and support wildlife
networks close to settlements. Many Public Rights of Way within Gaps are heavily used
and of high value to those living in adjoining settlements and the reduction of a Gap can
sometimes adversely affect the amenity of such rights of way.
Policy NBE2 Gaps between Settlements
Development in Gaps 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.
The following Gaps have been identified:
i. Yateley/Blackwater/Sandhurst
ii. Hawley to Farnborough
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iii. Fleet to Farnborough
iv. Fleet/Church Crookham to Crookham Village
v. Church Crookham to Ewshot
vi. Crookham Village to Dogmersfield
vii. Eversley to Yateley
viii. Eversley Centre to Eversley Cross
ix. Hook to Newnham
x. North Warnborough to Greywell
xi. Odiham to North Warnborough
The Gaps are shown indicatively on the Key Diagram and the Policies Map. The precise
boundaries of Gaps will be determined through a separate development plan document
or through Neighbourhood Plans.
Additional Gaps will be designated through the preparation of the New Settlement DPD
(see Policy SS3).
275. Development on the edge of settlements can reduce the physical extent of the Gaps
and development within the Gaps themselves could reduce the visual separation of
settlements. Both the individual effects of any proposals and the cumulative effects of
existing and proposed development will be taken into account. Development that would
result in a perception of the settlements coalescing and losing their separate identity will
be refused.
276. Not all development is necessarily prevented within a Gap. In some circumstances
limited development may be acceptable, for example where the proposal is of a rural
40
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character, e.g. agricultural buildings, and has a minimal impact on the purpose of the
Gap.
277. Through Neighbourhood Plans it is open to local communities to define existing and/or
designate new Gaps. However, this does not apply where an existing Gap serves to
prevent coalescence between settlements that lie in different parishes or Designated
Neighbourhood Plan areas. In such circumstances the boundaries will be defined in a
separate development plan document, or the respective parishes can jointly prepare a
Neighbourhood Plan to coordinate the designation of a Gap.
278. Additional Gaps may be designated through the New Settlement DPD (see Policy SS3).
This is in line with one of the key principles for the new settlement, which is that
coalescence with existing communities is avoided and their separate identity retained.

MM82

73

Policy NBE3

Add new criterion e):
Development proposals must respect and wherever possible enhance the special
characteristics, value or visual amenity of the District’s landscapes.
Development proposals will be supported where there will be no adverse impact to:
a) the particular qualities identified within the relevant landscape character assessments 5
and relevant guidance;
b) the visual amenity and scenic quality of the landscape; and
c) historic landscapes, parks, gardens and features; and

5

Namely the Hart Landscape Character Assessment 1997 and the Integrated Landscape Character Assessment (Hampshire County Council, 2012)
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d) important local, natural and historic features such as trees, woodlands, hedgerows,
water features e.g. rivers and other landscape features and their function as ecological
networks;
and
e) 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
development.

MM83

74

282

New paragraph after 282:
Development in the countryside between settlements can reduce the physical and/or visual
separation of settlements. Development that would result in a perception of settlements
coalescing, or which would otherwise damage their separate identity, will be refused. Both
the individual effects of any proposals and the cumulative effects of existing and proposed
development will be taken into account. Policies to designate specific areas or ‘gaps’ between
settlements can be prepared through subsequent Development Plan Documents and
Neighbourhood Plans.

MM84

75

Policy NBE4

Amend Policy NBE4:
New development which is likely considered to have a likely significant effect on the ecological
integrity of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBHSPA) will be required to
demonstrate that adequate measures will be put in place to avoid or mitigate any potential
adverse effects.
c) Residential development of over 50 net new dwellings that falls between five and seven
kilometres from the TBHSPA may be required to provide mitigation measures. This will be
assessed on a case-by-case basis in consultation with Natural England and where appropriate
42

PAPER F
Appendix 1
Reference

Page

Policy /
Paragraph

Main Modification
a full an appropriate assessment maybe required to ascertain whether the proposal could
have an adverse effect on the SPA.

MM85

76

288

Amend text:
Within 400m to 5km zone
In the zone of influence, beyond the exclusion zone and up to 5km (linear) from the TBHSPA,
a net increase in the number of homes is likely to lead to increased recreational use of the
TBHSPA as visitor surveys produced by Natural England demonstrate that 70 percent of
visitors to the TBHSPA come from within this distance. All net new dwellings between 400m
and 5km from the SPA, are considered to have a likely significant effect and must undergo
Appropriate Assessment to identify measures that as a first step avoid, and secondly mitigate
any adverse effects. If these developments provide, or contribute to appropriate SANG and
SAMM measures in accordance with Policy NBE4 and the Thames Basin Heaths Special
Protection Area Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy it is likely that it can be concluded that no
adverse effects on the integrity of the SPA will occur as a result of increased recreational
pressure. To ensure that new homes will not lead to increased recreational pressure on the
SPA, new development must secure or provide Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace
(SANG) and provide funding for Strategic Access Management and Monitoring (SAMM) in line
with our adopted TBHSPA Avoidance and Mitigation Strategy.

MM86

76

289

Amend text:
5 to 7 kilometre zone 'zone of influence'
80% of visitors come from within 7 kilometres of the TBHSPA. Developments which
individually, or collectively in close proximity, deliver more than 50 net new homes in the five
to seven kilometre zone may be required to undergo Appropriate Assessment and may be
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required to provide or contribute to an amount of SANG, and make a contribution towards
SAMM, to be determined on a case by case basis.

MM87

80

Policy NBE5

Amend criterion a):
a) It will not have an adverse effect on the integrity of an international, national or locally
designated site including the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA), Sites of
Special Scientific Interest (SSSIs), Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs) and
National and Local Nature Reserves (NNRs and LNRs). The level of protection afforded to
these sites is commensurate with their status within this hierarchy and gives appropriate
weight to their importance and contribution to wider ecological networks.

MM88

81

Policy NBE5

Amend text:
If significant harm resulting from a development cannot be avoided (through locating on an
alternative site with less harmful impacts), adequately mitigated, or, as a last resort,
compensated for, or, in the case of European Protected sites does not comply with the
Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017, then planning permission will be
refused.

MM89

81

303

Amend text:
Plans or projects proposing development with significant effects on European designated sites
(i.e. the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area), will require a Habitats Regulations
Assessment to ensure that effects are avoided or adequately mitigated If the adverse effects
cannot be avoided or mitigated, then reasons of overriding public interest must be
demonstrated and compensation measures provided. and comply with the Conservation of
Habitats and Species Regulations 2017.

MM90

83

Policy NBE6

Amend footnote to criterion a):
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In accordance with Planning Practice Guidance on flood risk and coastal change Paragraph:
001 Reference ID: 7-001-20140306

MM91

83

Policy NBE6

Amend criterion d):
d) If located within an area at risk from any source of flooding6, now and in the future, it is
supported by a site-specific flood risk assessment and complies fully with national policy
including the sequential and exceptions tests where necessary;

MM92

89

Policy NBE9

Amend policy:
Development proposals should protect, conserve and where possible or enhance heritage
assets and their settings, taking account of their significance. , as well as the distinctive
character of the District’s townscapes and landscapes.
Proposals that would affect a designated [insert new footnote 1] or non-designated [insert
new footnote 2] heritage asset must be supported by a heritage statement (proportionate to
the importance of the heritage asset and the potential impact of the proposal) that describes
demonstrates a thorough understanding of the significance of the heritage assets and their its
setting, and identifies the nature and level of potential impacts on the significance of the
heritage assets., and sets out how the findings of the assessment has informed the proposal
in order to avoid harm in the first instance, or minimise or mitigate harm to the significance
of the asset.
Where a proposal Proposals which would lead to the loss of, or harm to, the significance of a
heritage asset and/or its setting, the Council will apply will not be permitted unless they meet

6

Including Indicative Flood Problem Areas defined in the SFRA as well as areas prescribed in national policy.
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the relevant tests and assessment factors specified in the National Planning Policy
Framework.
Footnote 1 – Designated assets include conservation areas, listed buildings, scheduled
monuments and registered historic parks and gardens.
Footnote 2 – Non-designated assets include buildings and features identified on ‘local lists’,
archaeological sites such as those identified on the Historic Environment Record and historic
landscapes.

MM93

89

340

Amend text:
Development proposals should be planned and designed in a manner which responds
appropriately to its historic context and, where possible, positively enhances the historic
character of the locality and the distinctive character of the District’s townscapes and
landscapes.

MM94

90

345

Amend text:
Conservation Area Appraisals/Management Plans have been prepared for many of the
Conservation Areas, and these will be updated and reviewed as appropriate, for example in
relation to supporting Neighbourhood Plans. These appraisals will guide the design of
development and help determine the appropriateness of development proposals. It is
important to consider the impacts both within and outside the designated Conservation Area
to ensure that development does not adversely affect the Conservation Area in relation to its
special architectural or historic interest, character, appearance or context.

MM95

91

Policy
NBE10

Amend Criterion b):
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b) it provides or positively contributes to public spaces and access routes and public rights of
way that are attractive, safe and inclusive for all users, including families, disabled people and
the elderly;
Amend criterion g):
g) the design of external spaces (such as highways, parking areas, gardens and areas of open
space) should be designed to reduce the opportunities for crime and anti-social behaviour and
facilitates the safe use of these areas by future residents, service providers or visitors,
according to their intended function;

Policy
NBE11

Amend criterion c):

Policy
NBE12

Amend text:

c. the impact on heritage assets the significance or special interest of heritage assets.

Development will be supported provided:
a) it does not give rise to, or would be subject to, unacceptable levels of pollution (including
cumulative effects); and…

MM99

97

373

Insert additional text to 3rd bullet:
Green infrastructure: Waterways, parks, natural and semi-natural spaces, outdoor sports
facilities, allotments, play areas, wildlife corridors/footpaths, public rights of way and green
roofs

MM100

97

375

Insert new text:
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375. The Hart Infrastructure Delivery Plan, prepared in partnership with infrastructure
providers, identifies the key infrastructure projects required to deliver this local plan. The IDP
sets out which projects are required, where they are required and by when, who will lead the
delivery and how projects will be funded.
375. The Council has prepared, in partnership with infrastructure providers, an Infrastructure
Delivery Plan. It identifies the lead agencies for different types of infrastructure, existing and
planned provision, key issues for different types infrastructure, funding sources, and
implications for the Local Plan. It also sets out a schedule of specific infrastructure schemes
including costs, timing, responsibilities, and funding (where known). Some of the schemes in
the IDP already have funding, whether through planning obligations or other sources. Other
schemes do not have their funding secured but could be delivered as a result of:

MM101

97

376

•

Planning obligations that will either deliver, or contribute towards, particular projects
where it is necessary to make that development acceptable;

•

The Community Infrastructure Levy (once adopted);

•

Funding by service providers as part of their programmes for improvements to
infrastructure and service delivery (e.g. Hampshire County Council, the District Council,
Town and Parish Councils, Highways Agency, Clinical Commissioning Groups, water
companies);

•

Funding from other sources including Government funding, Single Local Growth Fund
(via the Local Economic Partnership).

Amend text:
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376. The purpose of Policy I1 is to ensure that developments make the necessary and
appropriate infrastructure provision. The IDP will help to inform whether infrastructure
should be provided or funded directly by a specific development, or whether developer
contributions will be sought through Planning Obligations and/or, once adopted, through a
Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).

MM102

97

Policy I1

Amend policy as follows:
All development that requires planning permission Where required to make otherwise
unacceptable development acceptable, development proposals must make appropriate
provision for infrastructure, on and off-site, and/ or through financial contributions to off-site
provision.
Planning obligations secured through Section 106 Agreements will be used to provide
necessary site related infrastructure requirements such as new access arrangements,
provision of open space and other community infrastructure, local highway/ transportation
mitigation and environmental enhancements.
Developers will be required to demonstrate that there is adequate waste water capacity and
surface water drainage both on and off the site to serve the development and that it would
not lead to problems for existing or new users.
The development or expansion of infrastructure facilities, will normally be supported, either
where needed to serve existing or proposed new development provided that any adverse land
use or environmental impact is avoided.
Necessary off-site infrastructure will continue to be secured through Planning Obligations and,
once adopted, according to the Council’s Community Infrastructure Levy Charging Schedule
to ensure that development makes an appropriate and reasonable contribution to the costs of
infrastructure provision. Tariff style contributions will not be sought from developments of 1049

PAPER F
Appendix 1
Reference

Page

Policy /
Paragraph

Main Modification
units or less, and which have a maximum combined gross floorspace of no more than 1,000
square metres (gross internal area).
The provision of infrastructure will be linked directly to the phasing of development to ensure
that planned infrastructure is delivered in a timely fashion. This infrastructure will be coordinated and delivered in partnership with developers, public agencies, such as Hampshire
County Council, and other authorities.

MM103

98

Policy I1

Add following paragraph to the end of the policy:
If an applicant considers that the requirements of this policy make the development unviable
then this will be a matter for negotiation, informed by a robust viability assessment, which
may be independently reviewed. The applicant will need to demonstrate the need for a
viability assessment. Where the need for a viability assessment is accepted it will be taken
into account as a material consideration when the planning application is determined.

MM104

98

379

Amend as follows:
379. Until we adopt a CIL Charging Schedule the level of any financial contributions will be
determined on a site by site basis taking into consideration the size of the development,
neighbourhood priorities, the impact on infrastructure provision in the surrounding area, and
compliance with national policy and legislation. Tariff style contributions will not be sought
from developments of 10-units or less, and which have a maximum combined gross
floorspace of no more than 1,000 square metres (gross internal area).

MM105

99

380

Insert new paragraph to follow paragraph 380:
If an applicant considers that contributions or on-site mitigation measures would render the
proposal unviable then this will be a matter for negotiation, informed by a robust viability
assessment, which may be independently reviewed. It is up to the applicant to demonstrate
50
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whether particular circumstances justify the need for a viability assessment at the application
stage. The weight to be given to a viability assessment will be considered on a case by case
basis having regard to all the circumstances in the case, including whether the Local Plan and
the viability evidence underpinning it is up to date, and any change in site circumstances
since the Plan was brought into force. All viability assessments should reflect the
recommended approach in national planning guidance, including standardised inputs, and
should be made publicly available.

MM106

99

381

Amend as follows:
381. Developers will need to work with relevant providers to ensure that there is adequate
water supply, surface water, foul drainage and sewerage treatment capacity to serve all new
developments and that there will be no adverse effects on existing users. This should form
part of an adopted or adoptable water network. In some circumstances, this may make it
necessary for developers to carry out appropriate studies to ascertain whether the proposed
development will lead to overloading of existing infrastructure

MM107

99

382

Delete paragraph:
382. Where there is a capacity problem and no improvements are programmed by the water
company, the Council will require the developer to set out how the appropriate infrastructure
improvements will be completed prior to occupation of the development.

MM108

99

384

Amend 3rd sentence:
…As a network it includes parks, open spaces, playing fields, woodlands, but also street trees,
allotments, public rights of way and private gardens.

MM109

100

Policy I2

Amend policy:
51
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Development will be supported provided that
a) it protects the green infrastructure network as shown on the Policies Map, avoiding any
loss fragmentation or significant impact on the function of the network.

MM110

102

Policy I3

Amend first paragraph and criteria f) & h):
Development should promote the use of sustainable transport modes prioritising offer
maximum flexibility in the choice of travel modes, including walking and cycling, improve
accessibility to services and support the transition to a low carbon future.
f) do not have a severe impact on the operation, safety or accessibility to of the local or
strategic highway networks;
h) protect and where possible enhance access to public rights of way subject to compliance
with other relevant policies.

MM111

103

398

Amend as follows:
Where Travel Plans are required they should be robust, deliverable and achievable. Further
information on Travel Plans can be found on Hampshire County Council’s website.
Consideration should also be given to the Hampshire Countryside Access Plan and Rights of
Way Improvement Plans.

MM112

103

Policy I4

Amend to read:
Development proposals will be supported where they enhance and improve the quality,
capacity, accessibility and management of sports and recreational facilities including playing
fields, built facilities and the open space network identified on the Policies Map.
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Existing open space, sports and recreational buildings and land, including
playing fields, should not be built on unless:
a) an assessment has been undertaken which has clearly shown the open space, buildings or
land to be surplus to requirements; or
b) the loss resulting from the proposed development would be replaced by equivalent or
better provision in terms of quantity and quality in a suitable location; or
c) the development is for alternative sports and recreational provision, the needs for which
clearly outweigh the loss.
New residential developments should provide appropriate on-site provision for open space in
accordance with the standards at Table 2, unless the development is of a size and/or in a
location where a financial contribution, for the enhancement and management or creation of
open space, for part or all of the open space requirement is considered more appropriate.
Tariff style contributions will not be sought from developments of 10-units or less, and which
have a maximum combined gross floorspace of no more than 1,000 square metres (gross
internal area).
Where open space or other facilities are provided on site they should be well located and
designed with appropriate management arrangements in place.

MM113

104

403

Amend text:
403. New housing developments should make appropriate provision on site for open space,
sport and leisure facilities having regard to the open space standards and any quantitative or
qualitative deficiencies in existing provision identified in the supporting evidence base. The
exact nature of any on-site provision will need to be agreed on a case-by-case basis. Where
necessary, contributions to off-site improvements to open space, sports and recreational
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facilities will be required., for example where the site is too small for the open space
standards to be met on-site, or where it would be more beneficial to improve nearby existing
facilities rather than create additional facilities. These matters will need to be considered on a
case by case basis and applicants are encouraged to discuss open space provision with the
Council prior to submitting a planning application. Tariff style contributions will not be sought
from developments of 10-units or less, and which have a maximum combined gross
floorspace of no more than 1,000 square metres (gross internal area).

MM114

105

Table 2

Include in Table 2:
•
•
•

MM115

105

Table 2

Local area for play (LAP): Minimum activity zone is 100m 2
Local equipped area for play (LEAP): Minimum activity zone is 400m2
Neighbourhood equipped area for play (NEAP): Minimum activity zone is 1000m2,
comprising of features to enable formal play activities, and a hard surfaced area of at least
465m2 (the minimum needed to play 5-a-side football)

Add new footnote after “Areas within the TBHSPA Zone of Influence: 8 ha per 1,000 head of
population:
Natural and semi-natural space will not be requested in addition to the provision of Suitable
Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) (either on-site or through financial contributions)
where required to mitigate impacts on the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area.

MM116

107

Policy I5

Amend criterion ii) to read:
ii. the existing premises are no longer required or viable and there is no alternative
community use capable of meeting the needs of the local area.

MM117

108

Policy I6

Alter text:
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The Council recognises the benefits that broadband can provide and will work with Hampshire
County Council and the telecommunications industry to maximise access to superfast
broadband, wireless hotspots and improved mobile signals for all residents, organisations and
businesses; assisting them in delivering their investment plans and securing funding to
address any infrastructure deficiencies or barriers.
All development should incorporate appropriate infrastructure to enable high speed
broadband connectivity.

MM118

109

419

Amend to read:
As the take up of broadband and associated data services has increased, it has become
apparent that people will demand a data service of a sufficient standard to meet modern
needs. Developers are therefore expected to install within their site high speed broadband
infrastructure as an integral part of the development. If such infrastructure is not provided it
should be demonstrated why this is not feasible and other measures should be taken that
facilitate its provision at a future date; for example, suitable ducting that can accept fibre
optic cabling should be provided to the public highway. More information is available from
Hampshire County Council including ‘Planning for Broadband – A Guide for Developers’.

MM119

110
and
111

427 to 429

Amend wording as follows:
Review
The Council will commence a review of the Local Plan in 2021 unless triggered sooner by
other factors. These could include:
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The Council will review the policies in this Plan within five years of adoption to assess whether
they need updating7. Policies will then be updated where necessary.
An early review (i.e. prior to the five-year period expiring) could be triggered by:
•

Results of annual monitoring on the effectiveness of the plan in line with the Plan’s
Monitoring Framework and having particular regard to the monitoring of housing
delivery;

•

Significant changes to national planning policy and/or legislation;

•

Duty to co-operate issues, particularly addressing housing and employment needs
within the Housing Market Area / Functional Economic Area (which comprises Hart,
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath administrative areas); and

•

Any other reasons that render the Plan, or part of it, out of date.

The AMR will report on the issues above and whether these will trigger a review.
In addition, the Council has an aspiration to plan ahead for long-term growth needs. This
would reduce the risk of policies (particularly housing policies) becoming out of date, and
would provide greater certainty over the longer term. All reasonable growth options,
including the potential for a new settlement, would need to be fully considered and evidenced
in a future review of the Plan or a subsequent DPD.
MM120

7

111

Monitoring
Framework
Objective 1

Delete reference to Policy SS3.

Reviews at least every five years are a legal requirement for all local plans (Regulation 10A of the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012)
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Monitoring
Framework
Objective
1a Net
additional
dwellings

Alter text:

Monitoring
Framework
Objective
1b.

Alter text:

Monitoring
Framework
Objective 2

Correct the Target by 2032:

Base Figure:
798 2,217 homes completed between 1st April 2016 and 6 October 2017 1 April 2014 to 31
March 2018.

Base Figure: A supply of 3,374 3,087 dwellings at 6 October 2017 (9.3 years supply) 1 April
2018 (9.25 years supply)

1,400 1,368 in line with the housing trajectory

Indicator
2a.
MM124

113

Monitoring
Framework
Objective
3.

Delete objective 3 from the monitoring framework

MM125

114

Monitoring
Framework
Objective 4
Indicator
4d

Annual monitoring target/process:
Delivery of housing in line with the housing trajectory. 15% of annual target residential units
delivered as accessible and adaptable homes as defined by the Building Regulations.
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MM126

116

Monitoring
Framework
Objective 7

Within ‘Key Local Plan Policies’ delete reference to SS3 New Settlement

MM127

117

Monitoring
Framework
Objective 8

Amend objective 8 as follows:
Objective 8 - Through partnership working with the education authority (Hampshire County
Council) to plan for the provision of sufficient primary and secondary school places. This will
include new primary provision at Hartland Village as well as new primary provision and a new
secondary school at the new settlement within the Murrell Green/Winchfield area of search.
Delete reference to SS3 New Settlement under ‘Key Local Plan Policies’:
Delete indicator 8d:
8d Delivery of educational facilities at the new settlement
To be determined through the preparation of a new Settlement DPD.

MM128

119

MM129

119

MM130

123

Monitoring
Framework
Objective
10
Monitoring
Framework
Objective
11

Within ‘Key Local Plan Policies’ delete reference to SS3 New Settlement

Monitoring
Framework

Within ‘Key Local Plan Policies’ delete reference to SS3 New Settlement

Within ‘Key Local Plan Policies’ delete reference to NBE2 Gaps between settlements
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Objective
13
MM131

MM132

123

124

Monitoring
Framework
Objective
14

Within ‘Key Local Plan Policies’ amend as follows:

Monitoring
Framework
Objective
14

Amend wording of indicator 14a as follows:

NBE1 – Development in the Countryside
NBE2 – Gaps between Settlements
NBE3 Landscape

14a Development permitted within defined gaps contrary to criterion (e) of policy NBE3
Landscape.
Amend wording of Annual Monitoring Target/Process if indicator 14a as follows:
Zero planning permissions granted contrary to criterion e of policy NBE2 NBE3.
Amend wording of Target for indicator 14a as follows:
No physical or visual coalescence of settlements as a result of development within identified
gaps.

MM133

124

Monitoring
Framework
Objective
16

Add at end of the Monitoring Table:
Objective 16: To encourage the re-use and redevelopment of previously developed land.
Key Local Plan policies: Policy SS1 – Spatial Strategy
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Policy NBE1 – Development in the countryside
Indicators

The amount
of
development
granted
permission
and
completed
on
previously
developed
land.

MM134

125

Glossary

Base figure
(as at April
2017 unless
otherwise
stated)
n/a

Annual
Monitoring
Target/Process

Target by
2032

Delivery
Partners

To monitor the
uptake of sites
on the
brownfield
register
(completions
and
permissions)

Permitted
sites on the
register are
commenced
within 3
years of
grant of
permission.

Developers
and
landowners

Nonpermitted
sites
receive
planning
permission.

Update the definition of affordable housing:
Affordable Housing: Social rented, affordable rented and intermediate housing, provided to
eligible households whose needs are not met by the market. Eligibility is determined with
regard to local incomes and local house prices. Affordable housing should include provisions
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to remain at an affordable price for future eligible households or for the subsidy to be
recycled for alternative affordable housing provision.
Social rented housing is owned by local authorities and private registered providers (as
defined in section 80 of the Housing and Regeneration Act 2008), for which guideline target
rents are determined through the national rent regime. It may also be owned by other
persons and provided under equivalent rental arrangements to the above, as agreed with the
local authority or with the Homes and Communities Agency (now Homes England).
Affordable rented housing is let by local authorities or private registered providers of social
housing to households who are eligible for social rented housing. Affordable Rent is subject to
rent controls that require a rent of no more than 80% of the local market rent (including
service charges, where applicable).
Intermediate housing is homes for sale and rent provided at a cost above social rent, but
below market levels subject to the criteria in the Affordable Housing definition above. These
can include shared equity (shared ownership and equity loans), other low cost homes for sale
and intermediate rent, but not affordable rented housing.
Homes that do not meet the above definition of affordable housing, such as “low cost market”
housing, may not be considered as affordable housing for planning purposes.
The Housing and Planning Act 2016 includes Starter Homes within the definition of affordable
housing, however, the mechanism for introducing the wider definition is to be subject to
further legislation. Therefore, currently the definition provided within Annex 2 of the NPPF
remains the most relevant.
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Affordable housing: housing for sale or rent, for those whose needs are not met by the
market (including housing that provides a subsidised route to home ownership and/or is for
essential local workers); and which complies with one or more of the following definitions:
a) Affordable housing for rent: meets all of the following conditions: (a) the rent is set in
accordance with the Government’s rent policy for Social Rent or Affordable Rent, or is at least
20% below local market rents (including service charges where applicable);
(b) the landlord is a registered provider, except where it is included as part of a Build to Rent
scheme (in which case the landlord need not be a registered provider); and (c) it includes
provisions to remain at an affordable price for future eligible households, or for the subsidy to
be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision. For Build to Rent schemes affordable
housing for rent is expected to be the normal form of affordable housing provision (and, in
this context, is known as Affordable Private Rent).
b) Starter homes: is as specified in Sections 2 and 3 of the Housing and Planning Act 2016
and any secondary legislation made under these sections. The definition of a starter home
should reflect the meaning set out in statute and any such secondary legislation at the time of
plan-preparation or decision-making. Where secondary legislation has the effect of limiting a
household’s eligibility to purchase a starter home to those with a particular maximum level of
household income, those restrictions
should be used.
c) Discounted market sales housing: is that sold at a discount of at least 20% below local
market value. Eligibility is determined with regard to local incomes and local house prices.
Provisions should be in place to ensure housing remains at a discount for future eligible
households.
d) Other affordable routes to home ownership: is housing provided for sale that provides a
route to ownership for those who could not achieve home ownership through the market. It
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includes shared ownership, relevant equity loans, other low cost homes for sale (at a price
equivalent to at least 20% below local market value) and rent to buy (which includes a period
of intermediate rent). Where public grant funding is provided, there should be provisions for
the homes to remain at an affordable price for future eligible households, or for any receipts
to be recycled for alternative affordable housing provision, or refunded to Government or the
relevant authority specified in the funding agreement.

MM135

129

Glossary

Amend definition for Gypsies and Travellers:
“Persons of nomadic habit of life whatever their race or origin, including such persons who on
grounds only of their own or their family’s or dependants’ educational or health needs or old
age have ceased to travel temporarily or permanently, but excluding members of an
organised group of Travelling Showpeople or circus people travelling together as such.”
(Planning Policy for Traveller Sites, CLG, August 2015).

MM136

133

Glossary

Amend definition of previously developed land as shown:
Previously Developed Land: Land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure,
including the curtilage of the developed land (although it should not be assumed that the
whole of the curtilage should be developed) and any associated fixed surface infrastructure.
This excludes:
•
•
•
•

land that is or has been occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings;
land that has been developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill
purposes where provision for restoration has been made through development control
procedures;
land in built-up areas such as private residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds
and allotments; and
land that was previously-developed but where the remains of the permanent structure
or fixed surface structure have blended into the landscape in the process of time.
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There is no presumption that land that is previously developed is necessarily suitable for
housing development or that the whole of the curtilage should be developed.
Previously developed land: Land which is or was occupied by a permanent structure, including
the curtilage of the developed land (although it should not be assumed that the whole of the
curtilage should be developed) and any associated fixed surface infrastructure. This excludes:
land that is or was last occupied by agricultural or forestry buildings; land that has been
developed for minerals extraction or waste disposal by landfill, where provision for restoration
has been made through development management procedures; land in built-up areas such as
residential gardens, parks, recreation grounds and allotments; and land that was previously
developed but where the remains of the permanent structure or fixed surface structure have
blended into the landscape.

MM137

139

Glossary

Update definition of Travelling Showpeople:
Travelling Showpeople: Members of a group organised for the purposes of holding fairs,
circuses or shows (whether or not travelling together as such). This includes such persons
who on the grounds of their own or their family's or dependent's more localised pattern of
trading, educational or health needs or old age have ceased to travel temporarily or
permanently, but excludes Gypsies and Travellers as defined above."(Planning Policy for
Traveller Sites, CLG, March 2012 August 2015)

MM138

140

Appendix 2

Amend title of Appendix 2 to “Housing Trajectory”
Delete the ‘Introduction’ and the section titled ‘Deriving the Housing Requirement’

MM139

142
and
143

Appendix 2

Amend Housing Trajectory table and Housing Trajectory graph – see Appendix B.
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MM140

144

Appendix 2

Provide completion figures for years 2014-2018 – see Appendix C

MM141

144

Appendix 2

Update Outstanding Planning Permissions – see Appendix C

MM142

146

Appendix 2

Amend Sites within settlement boundaries section – see Appendix C

MM143

147

Appendix 2

Delete Deliverable Sites section – see Appendix C

MM144

148

Appendix 2

Amend Site Allocations section – see Appendix C

MM145

149

Appendix 2

Amend Small Site Windfall Allowance section – see Appendix C

MM146

153

Appendix 4

Delete reference to Policy SS3 New Settlement at the Murrell Green/Winchfield Area of Search

MM147

153

Appendix 4

Delete reference to Policy NBE2 Gaps Between Settlements

Reference
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Appendix 5

134

Glossary

Main Modification
Delete reference to Policy NBE2 Gaps superseding policies CON19, CON20 and CON21 relating
to Strategic and Local Gaps. Clarify that CON19, CON20 and CON21 will be superseded by
Policy NBE3 Landscape.
Policy in the Local Plan
Strategy and Sites Proposed
Submission Version
Policy NBE2 Gaps Between
Settlements

Saved Policies to be
superseded

NBE3 Landscape

GEN3 General policy for
landscape character areas
CON19 Strategic Gaps – general
policy
CON20 Strategic Gaps:
Blackwater Valley,
CON21 Local Gaps
CON22 Setting of settlements
and recreation

CON19 Strategic Gaps – general
policy
CON20 Strategic Gaps:
Blackwater Valley, and
CON21 Local Gaps

Retail Impact Assessment: An assessment of the impact of a proposal for retail and/or leisure
development on town centre vitality and viability and on existing, committed and planned
public and private investment in the centre. which should include assessment of:
a) the impact of the proposal on existing, committed and planned public and private
investment in a centre or centres in the catchment area of the proposal; and
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b) the impact of the proposal on town centre vitality and viability, including local consumer
choice and trade in the town centre and the wider retail catchment (as applicable to the scale
and nature of the scheme).
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MM20 - Figure 3 Key diagram with the New Settlement Area of Search (SS3)
and Gaps Between Settlements (NBE2) deleted, and Bartley Wood, Hook redesignated as a Locally Important Employment Site (ED2).
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MM139 - Proposed Modifications to Appendix 2: Housing Trajectory

Cumulative Requirement
Completions
Projected Completions
from outstanding planning
permissions

2015/16

2016/17

2017/18

2018/19

2019/20

2020/21

2021/22

2022/23

2023/24

2024/25

2025/26

2026/27

2027/28

2028/29

2029/30

2030/31

2031/32

Totals

Annual Requirement

2014/15

The table below and the graph overleaf sets out Hart’s housing trajectory for the plan period. The following pages outline
how the supply was calculated.

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

388
423

6,208
7,614

423

846

338

705

388
776 1,164 1,552 1,940 2,328 2,716 3,104 3,492 3,880 4,268 4,656 5,044 5,432 5,820 6,208
1,269 1,692 2,115 2,538 2,961 3,384 3,807 4,230 4,653 5,076 5,499 5,922 6,345 6,768 7,191 7,614
623

175
551
418

798
2,217
494
567

580
547

520
580

481
568

230
396

220
285

103
233

86

Sites within settlement
boundaries

23

23

22

22

10
24

11
25

11
25

Deliverable sites

39

88

89

88

87

60

53

11

22
23

22
23

22
23

22
23

22
23

22
23

22
23

22
23

22
23

22
23

22
23

22
23

275
276

100
41

120
83

133
104

106
132

106
89

99
130

109
141

111
138

116
146

116
111

124
113

134
142

125
109

1,539
1,479

Windfall allowance
Allocated sites (including
Neighbourhood Plan
allocations)

40

69

3,046
3,262
10
24

18

10

8

8

8

184
150
504

2021/22

2022/23

2023/24

2024/25

2025/26

2026/27

2027/28

2028/29

2029/30

2030/31

2031/32

Totals

338

2020/21

Cumulative Projected
Completions

2019/20

705

2018/19

338

2017/18

2015/16

Total annual completions
and projections

2016/17

2014/15
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623

593
551

534
567

753
588

773
686

747
695

468
551

445
421

295
411

195
275

143
185

156
187

148
144

154
144

164
173

155
140

6,346
7,384

623 1,216 1,750 2,503 3,276 4,023 4,491 4,936 5,231 5,426 5,569 5,725 5,873 6,027 6,191 6,346
1,043 1,666 2,217 2,784 3,372 4,058 4,753 5,304 5,725 6,136 6,411 6,596 6,783 6,927 7,071 7,244 7,384
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800

8000

700

7000

600

6000

500

5000

400

4000

300

3000

200

2000

100

1000

0

0
14/15

15/16

16/17

17/18

18/19

19/20

20/21

21/22

22/23

23/24

24/25

25/26

26/27

27/28

28/29

29/30

Completions

Projected completions from outstanding permissions

Allocated sites (including Neighbourhood Plan sites)

Sites within settlement boundaries

Windfall Allowance

Annual housing requirement

Cumulative housing requirement

Cumulative completions / projections
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30/31

31/32

Cummulative number of dwellings

Number of dwellings

Updated Housing Trajectory graph
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MM140 Completions
The table below lists the known dwellings completions from the start of the plan period. Of the 798 2,217 dwelling
completions, 76 235 of these dwellings have been delivered from sites of 9 dwellings or less and 722 1,982 of these have
been delivered from sites of 10 or more dwellings.

Year
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17
2017/18
Total

Completions
338
705
623
175 551
798 2,217

MM141 Outstanding Planning Permissions
The total number of dwellings with outstanding planning permission at 6 October 2017 1 April 2018 is 3,378 3,652. Some
applications have been removed from the housing supply due to uncertainty surrounding delivery. Five dwellings are from
applications which have lapsed or believe to be lapsed. Some schemes with prior approval at 6 October 2017 1 April 2018 do
not have any avoidance measures in place for the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area. As such they cannot be
legally implemented until they have acquired Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG). If a scheme does not have an
agreed SANG solution then it has been removed from the housing supply. 327 385 dwellings have prior approval yet they do
not have an agreed SANG solution at 6 October 2017 1 April 2018.
The following table sets out how the supply from outstanding planning permissions has been calculated, taking all
permissions as the start point and subtracting lapsed permissions and prior approvals with no SANG. The total housing
supply from sites with planning permission is 3,046 3,262 dwellings.
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Sites with planning permission at 1 April 2018
Sites where the permission has lapsed since 1
April 2018
Prior approvals with no SANG
Sites with planning permission included in the
housing supply

Number of
Dwellings
3,378 3,652
5
327
3,046

385
3,262
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16/00883/PRIOR
14/02281/MAJOR
16/01651/OUT
16/03378/FUL

8

14

Edenbrook extension, Hitches Lane, Fleet

160
196

17

183
104
300

48

Queen Elizabeth Barracks, Sandy Lane,
Fleet
Land At Watery Lane, Fleet
Hawley Park Farm, Hawley Road,
Blackwater
Guillemont Park, Minley Road
Sun Park/Guillemont Park, Minley Road
Providence House, 2 Bartley Wood
Business Park, Hook
Land Between Moulsham Lane and
Broome Close, Yateley
Land North of Netherhouse Copse,
Hitches Lane, Fleet
Bartley House, Station Road, Hook

Total

78

2026-32

90
100

2025-26

90
100

79
80

56
24
50

60

60

26

50

50

50

57
29

150
423
10

74

110
100

50
40

15

18/00334/FUL seeks permission for 158 dwellings. The extant permission is for 126 dwellings.

110
100

50
40

18

102

100
60

548

14

126
33
313
107
29

2024-25

14

2023-24

Edenbrook, Hitches Lane, Fleet

2022-23

548

2021-22

48
10

North East Hook, London Road, Hook

2020-21

14/00733/MAJOR
17/01123/REM
07/02949/MAJOR
11/01040/MAJOR
13/01083/MAJOR
13/01221/MAJOR
13/02513/MAJOR
15/00154/MAJOR
17/00372/FUL
12/00236/MAJOR
13/00795/MAJOR
14/00504/MAJOR
16/01552/REM
18/00334/FUL 8
13/02633/MAJOR
17/00771/FUL

Site

2019-20

Application

Net dwellings
outstanding at 6
October 2017 1
April 2018

Oct 17 –
Mar 18
2018-19

The table below sets out the anticipated delivery rates for sites with planning permission over 100 dwellings. All sites of less
than 100 dwellings are expected to come forward within the next five years.

43
50

50

10

50

50

50

50

50

50

80

30

32

50
10
30

16

160
196

60

183
104
300

50

20

126
50

55

55

43

33
313
107
29
150

80

80

83
80

43

423
102
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Total

147

2,044
2,291

75

249
169

382
300

363
440

350
472

230
306

220
285

103
233

86

2,044
2,291
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MM142 Sites within settlement boundaries

Fleet

Hook

SHL208

20

125-127 Fleet Road

SHL320 (part)

40

10

10

10

10

Rawlings

SHL038

50
56

13

13

12

12

Total

184
150

23

1
8

4

4

23

76

22

22

3

3

3

3

3

3

2

2

4

4

4

4

Total

Admiral House

1

2031-32

12

1

2030-31

SHL192

1

2029-30

140-150 Fleet Road

2

2028-29

16

2027-28

SHL113

2026-27

Thurlston House

2025-26

40

2024-25

SHL104

2022-23

Land at Elvetham Heath

2021-22

6

2020-21

SHL041

2019-20

Imac Systems

2018-19

Site Name

SHLAA
Reference

2023-24

Notional
Housing
Capacity

Oct 2017-Mar 18

One of the sources of housing supply set in Policy SS1 is ‘sites within settlements’. A figure of 184 150 dwellings from this
source of sites is derived from sites within settlements identified within the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
(SHLAA) that are considered to be developable within the plan period. These sites are for 5 or more dwellings. They have
not been allocated in the Local Plan as they are available and suitable for residential development and could gain planning
permission through the planning application process. Note that small sites of less than 5 dwellings are dealt with under the
small site windfall allowance. 150 dwellings is likely to be an underestimate from this source as it is based only on known
developable SHLAA (Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment) sites within settlement boundaries.

6
8

8

8

8

40
16

2

12
20
40

14

14

14

14

10
24

11
25

11
25

10
24

50
56
18

10

8

8

8

184
150
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MM143 Deliverable sites

2023-24

2024-25
10

12

12

12

12

11

59

83

17

17

17

16

16

83

17/00771/FUL

313

10

50

50

50

50

50

53

313

Total

504

39

88

89

88

87

60

53

504

Edenbrook, Hitches Lane, Fleet
(additional capacity)

n/a

17/00372/FUL

59

Land south of Riseley10

SHL092

16/02989/OUT

Sun Park, Guillemont

SHL100

9

Total

2022-23

10

499

2026-32

2021-22

10

16/03378/FUL

2025-26

2020-21

10

n/a

2019-20

9

Bartley House, Station Road, Hook

2018-19

Planning
application
reference

7 October 2017 –
31 March 2018

Site Name

SHLAA
Reference

Net no. of
dwelling on
application

At 6 October 2017 the following sites were the subject of a planning application and were deemed to be deliverable sites.

49

16/03378/FUL seeks permission for 102 dwellings. There is already a planning application granted on this site for 53 units. Therefore only 49 of the 102 dwellings for this
application have been included in the deliverable sites list to avoid double counting.
10
16/02989/OUT was granted planning permission on 15 November 2017
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MM144 Site Allocations
The table below details the housing allocations within Hart and estimated delivery rates.
Hartland Village is allocated in the Local Plan for 1,500 dwellings. The site is subject to a planning application reference
17/00471/OUT. The delivery rates set out below are those provided with the application by the developer i.e. 1,428 1,368
dwellings are expected to be delivered within the plan period, and 72 132 dwellings beyond the plan period.

2019-20

2020-21

2021-22

2022-23

2023-24

2024-25

2025-26

2026-27

2027-28

2028-29

2029-30

2030-31

2031-32

Total

Hartland Village

2018-19

Site Name

Oct 17 – Mar 18

Seven sites have been allocated in the Odiham and North Warnborough Neighbourhood Plan. Only six of these sites are
listed below as the allocation at Crumplins Business Court has already received planning permission and has been counted in
the list of outstanding planning permissions. There is no trajectory for these sites in the Neighbourhood Plan and therefore
phasing assumptions have been made.

40

100
41

120
83

130
104

100
132

100
89

90
121

100
132

100
124

100
124

100
89

110
99

120
128

118
102

1,428
1,368

Odiham NP sites:
Land at Longwood
4 Western Lane
Land at Albion Yard
Land at Dunleys Hill
Land at Hook Road
Land next to Crownfields

3

40

100
41

120
83

133
104

3

3

3
3

3
3

3
2

3

3

3

3

3
6

2
3
2
6
3
6

111
138

116
146

106
132

106
89

99
130

78

109
141

2
3
2
6
3
6

2

2

1

6

6

6

6

6

9
15
12
30
15
30

116
111

124
113

134
142

125
109

1,539
1,479
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MM145 Small Site Windfall Allowance
A small site windfall allowance of 275 276 dwellings has been included in the housing supply set out in Policy SS1. This has
been derived as follows:
1. The annual average supply from windfall sites of 1-4 dwellings (excluding garden sites) between 2012 and 2017 2018 is
22 23 dwellings per annum (see table below). This demonstrates that such sites are consistently being delivered and
contributing to the housing supply.
Year

Net windfall completions on small
sites

Net windfall completions on small
sites (excluding garden sites)

2012-13

38

21

2013-14

29

21

2014-15

40

29

2015-16

36

17

2016-17

41

24

2017-18

45

26

184 229

112 138

37 38

22 23

Total
Mean per annum

2. From the base date of 6th October 2017 1 April 2018 to the end of the plan period (31 March 2032) is approximately 14
and a half years. To avoid double counting with planning permissions, no windfall allowance is made for the first two
years (it is assumed that all windfall sites likely to be completed in the first two years will have already have planning
permission). So the total period for a windfall calculation is 12 and a half years from October 2019 April 2020 to end of
March 2032.
3. This means that the small site windfall calculation is 12.5 yrs * 22dpa = 275 dwellings 12 years * 23dpa = 276 dwellings
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INTRODUCTION
Background

1.1.1

Hart District Council submitted the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites to the Secretary of State
for Housing, Communities and Local Government on 18 June 2018 for examination by an
appointed Planning Inspector. Although the 2018 NPPF had been published, the Plan was
examined against the 2012 NPPF under transitional arrangements. The Planning Inspector
issued his final report to the Council on 10th February 2020, finding the Plan ‘sound’ subject to
certain modifications. The next stage will be for the Council to formally adopt the Local Plan.

1.1.2

A parallel process of Sustainability Appraisal (SA) was undertaken alongside plan-making. SA
is a mechanism for considering and communicating the likely effects of an emerging plan, and
reasonable alternatives, with a view avoiding negative impacts and maximising positives.

1.1.3

Also, at this point there is a need to briefly note the Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA)
undertaken alongside plan-making, the conclusion of which is reported in Box 1.1.

Local Plan HRA Statement
The Local Plan was subject to HRA at key stages throughout the plan making process. This began with a
draft HRA in late 2017, which was updated in February 2018 to take account of comments by Natural
England. It was updated once more in June 2018 to take account of new case law. An HRA of the Inspector’s
proposed main modifications was then produced in 2019. These documents are available at:
www.hart.gov.uk/Local-Plan-Publication-2018 (for the February 2018 HRA) and www.hart.gov.uk/localplan-examination-library-2018 for the June 2018 revision and the 2019 AECOM analysis of the Main
Modifications.
The HRA concludes that no adverse effects on the integrity of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection
Area (SPA) or any other European site will result from the Local Plan, whether alone or in combination with
other plans or projects. In line with statutory requirements, the Council consulted with Natural England who
did not object to the findings. The Council is therefore satisfied that the Local Plan complies with the
requirements of The Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 (as amended).
SA explained
1.1.4

It is a requirement that SA involves a series of procedural steps. The final step in the SA process
involves preparing a ‘statement’ at the time of plan adoption. This SA Statement presents:
1)

The ‘story’ of plan-making / SA up to the point of adoption.
Specifically, there is requirement 1 to: “summaris[e] how environmental considerations
have been integrated into the plan….and how the environmental report… the opinions
expressed… and the results of consultations… have been tak en into account… and the
reasons for choosing the plan… as adopted, in the light of the other reasonable
alternatives dealt with.”

2)

Measures decided concerning the monitoring of plan implementation.
Specifically, there is a need to explain “the measures that are to be taken to monitor the
significant environmental effects of the implementation of the plan or programme.”

This SA Statement
1.1.5

This is the Hart Local Plan SA Statement, and considers (1) and (2) in turn.

1.1.6

This Statement concludes by presenting a checklist of legal requirements, with a view to
demonstrating the legal compliance of the SA process undertaken with the SEA Regulations.

1

The information to be provided in the Statement is listed in Article 9 of the Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive
(2001/42/EC) and Regulation 16 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes (SEA) Regulations.
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2

THE PLAN-MAKING / SA ‘STORY’

2.1

Introduction

2.1.1

Key steps in the SA process were as follows:

2.1.2

1)

Early plan-making / SA stages 2014 - 2017

2)

The SA Report was published alongside the Proposed Submission Plan in February 2018

3)

A Post Submission Interim SA Report was published in August 2018

4)

An SA Report Addendum was published alongside proposed modifications in July 2019

5)

The Inspector’s Report was published confirming required modifications in February 2020

Each step in the process is discussed, in turn, below. All SA documents are available at:
www.hart.gov.uk/local-plan-examination-library-2018

2.2

Early plan-making / SA stages 2014 - 2017

2.2.1

A Sustainability Appraisal Scoping Report was published for consultation in April 2014. This
documented the key sustainability issues and problems, the baseline conditions, relevant
policies, plans and programmes and the draft SA Framework against which the emerging plan,
and reasonable alternatives, would subsequently be appraised.

2.2.2

The August 2014 ‘Housing Development Options’ consultation set out five strategic spatial
options (not necessarily mutually exclusive) for accommodating new housing development in
Hart: settlement focus strategy; dispersal strategy; focused growth strategy based on strategic
urban extensions; new settlement strategy; and focused growth away from the Thames Basin
Heath Special Protection Area (TBHSPA).

2.2.3

Subsequently, in November 2014 the Council confirmed its preferred approach for further
testing. This involved a hybrid strategy drawing on various of the options set out above but with
a preference for a new settlement at Winchfield for circa 5,000 homes, with around half of those
provided in the plan period.

2.2.4

In February 2016, the Council then held a consultation on ‘Refined Options for Delivering New
Homes’, which involved presenting a mutually exclusive set of broad spatial strategy
alternatives. The document also notably: identified the sites in contention to deliver each of the
spatial strategy alternatives; and clarified that a new settlement would be within an area of
search centred on Winchfield. Whilst consultation responses were varied, it was possible to
identify a broad order of preference. Most favoured was the option of ‘dispersal and a new
settlement’, followed by the option of ‘strategic urban extensions and a new settlement’.

2.2.5

In spring 2017 the Council published a Draft Plan involving a new settlement at Murrell Green
(within the area of search previously shown in the Refined Options consultation document),
coupled with a number of smaller, dispersed site allocations. Six reasonable alternatives to this
strategy were also subject to appraisal and consultation at the time (see the 2017 Interim SA
Report), exploring strategies with a focus on one or more strategic urban extensions, and also
exploring a strategy that would involve a larger new settlement centred on Winchfield.
Presented below are maps showing two examples of the six reasonable alternatives from 2017
(specifically, the lowest growth option and the highest growth option)2 and the summary
appraisal findings. The Interim SA Report also included a statement by the Council responding
to the alternatives appraisal / setting out reasons for supporting the preferred option.

2

The blue and pink shaded areas in the maps indicate potential development areas
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Reasonable spatial strategy option 1 from 2017

Reasonable spatial strategy option 6 from 2017

Summary spatial strategy alternatives appraisal findings from 2017
Categorisation and rank

Topic

Option 1
Option 2
Small sites Small sites
Grove Farm
Murrell
Green
Owens Farm
Pale Lane

Option 3
Option 4
Grove Farm Owens Farm
Murrell
Murrell
Green
Green

Biodiversity

6

5

2

Climate change
mitigation

6

5

2

Communities

3

3

Employment and the
economy

3

2

Option 5
Pale Lane
Murrell
Green

Option 6
Winchfield

3

4

2

2

2
2

Flood risk / climate
change adaptation
Historic environment
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Topic

Option 1

Housing

4

Land and other
resources

2

Landscape

2

Transport and
accessibility

5

Water

3

Option 2

2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

Option 1

3

2

2

4

2

2

2

2
2
2

4

2
6

3

2

Summary and conclusions
Whilst it is not the aim of this appraisal to conclude on the overall performance / sustainability of each option,
the appraisal does serve to indicate that Option 1 (no new settlement) performs least well, on t he basis that
it does not stand-out as performing well in terms of any topic, and stands-out as performing poorly in terms
of several. Differentiating the remaining five alternatives is more difficult. Taking notable topics in turn –
• Biodiversity – a strategy relying on small sites performs less well given limited potential to deliver new
SANG to as a means of avoiding recreational impacts to the TBHSPA, whilst Owens Farm and Murrell
Green stand-out as the better performing strategic sites, i.e. the sites that are less constrained and/or offer
some opportunity for biodiversity gains.
• Climate change mitigation – maximum reliance on strategic scale development is supported, as economies
of scale can make low carbon infrastructure more viable.
• Communities – focusing growth at Fleet (i.e. the district’s main settlement) is supported, whilst small urban
extensions are not, given limited or no potential for development to deliver community infrastructure.
• Employment and the economy – options involving a Murrell Green new settlement are supported, as it is
expected that the scheme would involve delivery of 3.7ha of new employment land.
• Flood risk / climate change adaptation – there is a likelihood that flood risk can be addressed at all locations;
however, Winchfield new settlement stands out as more constrained.
• Historic environment – Murrell Green and Pale Lane stand-out as less constrained, and smaller sites are
perhaps less likely to have significant impacts on the setting of heritage assets. Even the better performing
options would lead to significant negative effects, recognising that Cross Farm - a larger site that is a
constant across the alternatives - lies adjacent to Crookham Village Conservation Area.
• Housing – All options perform well, as the OAHN figure assigned to the district by the SHMA would be met.
A package of smaller sites is supported, as smaller sites are likely to be inherently ‘deliverable’ and
dispersing development between settlements can help to ensure that settlement specific needs are met.
• Land and other resources – the quality of agricultural land lost to development is the primary consideration,
and in this respect it is noted that land quality in the Winchfield area may tend to be relatively low (albeit
there may still be some land classed as ‘best and most versatile’).
• Landscape - Options 2, 3 and 5 perform relatively well as development at the two worst performing sites Owen’s Farm and Winchfield – would be avoided.
• Transport and accessibility – sites are associated with a range of issues, which makes it a particular
challenge to differentiate the alternatives. On balance, Option 2 is judged to perform best as it would not
involve a strategic urban extension at Grove Farm, Owen’s Farm or Pale Lane, all of which are associated
with notable issues. However, it is recognised that the package of smaller urban extensions under Option
2 involves some sites at smaller settlements, with high car dependency.
• Water - there are few constraints to growth that would affect one option more than another, but two potential
issues relate to capacity of Eversley WWTW, in the north of the district where two or three of the smaller
urban extension sites would be located, and capacity of the sewer network at Pale Lane.
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2.3

SA Report (February 2018)

2.3.1

As per the 2017 Interim SA Report, the SA Report was structured in three parts in order to
answer the following questions:
1. What has plan-making / SA involved up to this point?
– Including in relation to 'reasonable alternatives’.
2. What are the SA findings at this stage?
– i.e. in relation to the draft plan.
3. What happens next?

2.3.2

Each part of the SA Report is considered in turn below, before a final sub-section discusses
consultation responses received.
What has plan-making / SA involved up to this point?

2.3.3

The task was to explain how reasonable alternatives were established subsequent to a process
of gathering evidence and examining/refining options, as summarised in the figure below.

2.3.4

The process of establishing the reasonable alternatives was discussed within Chapter 6 of the
SA Report. As such, it is helpful to present a brief overview of each section within Chapter 6:
• Section 6.1 - introduced the process and presented the above flow diagram.
• Section 6.2 - presented a brief discussion of high-level issues/options, in particular focusing
on the matters of: housing needs; other strategic considerations with a bearing on the
quantum of homes to be provided for through the plan (e.g. providing for affordable housing
needs); and high-level considerations in respect of the broad distribution of housing (primarily
as understood on the basis of the three previous Local Plan consultations).
• Section 6.3 - introduced the new settlement options that were available, and hence might
potentially feature within the reasonable spatial strategy alternatives.
• Section 6.4 - introduced the settlement edge and rural site options that were available, and
hence might potentially feature within the reasonable spatial strategy alternatives.
• Section 6.5 - drew together information from the three work-streams discussed above, in
order to establish a single set of reasonable spatial strategy alternatives for appraisal.

2.3.5

SA STATEMENT

Seven reasonable spatial strategy alternatives emerged from this process, varying in respect
of: 1) the approach to growth at strategic urban extensions (Pale Lane and/or West of Hook);
and 2) the approach to growth at non-strategic urban extensions (an indicative package of sites
that was either delivered in full, or not delivered at all, across the alternatives).
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2.3.6

The option of allocating a new settlement in the Murrell Green / Winchfield area through the
Local Plan was ruled out as unreasonable, and hence did not feature in any of the reasonable
spatial strategy alternatives. However, the SA Report recognised that there was the potential
to identify an ‘area of search’ for a potential new settlement through the Local Plan (para 6.3.8).
Appendix III of the report presented an appraisal of new settlement area of search alternatives.

2.3.7

Presented below are maps showing two examples of the seven reasonable spatial strategy
alternatives from February 2018 (specifically, the lowest growth option and the highest growth
option) and the summary appraisal findings.

2.3.8

The final section of Part 1 (Section 7) presented the Council’s response to the alternatives
appraisal / reasons for supporting the preferred option. This is reproduced below.
Reasonable spatial strategy option 1 from February 2018 (note that this map shows existing
settlements (light blue), omission sites (grey) and potential allocations (red))

Reasonable spatial strategy option 7 from February 2018 (note that this map shows existing
settlements (light blue), omission sites (grey) and potential allocations (red))

SA STATEMENT

6

SA of the Hart Local Plan
Summary spatial strategy alternatives appraisal findings from February 2018
Categorisation and rank
Option 1
Do
minimum

Option 2
Nonstrategic

Option 3
Pale Lane

Option 4
West of
Hook

Option 5
Pale Lane+
nonstrategic

Option 6
West of
Hook +
nonstrategic

Option 7
Pale Lane
+ West of
Hook

Accessibility

2

2

2

3

2

2

Biodiversity

2

2

2

3

3

3

Topic

Climate change
mitigation

3

3

2

2

2

2

Communities

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

Employment and
the economy

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

Flood risk / climate
change adaptation

3

3

2

5

4

4

Historic
environment

2

2

2

3

3

3

2

2

2

Land and other
resources

3

3

2

5

4

4

Landscape

3

2

3

4

5

4

Transport and
accessibility

3

3

2

5

4

4

Water

3

2

2

3

3

2

Housing

3

Summary and conclusions
The first point to note is that the appraisal shows Option 1 (“Do minimum”, i.e. allocate Hartland Park only)
to perform well in terms of the majority of sustainability objectives , reflecting the identified constraints to
growth within Hart. Higher growth options do perform better from a ‘Housing’ perspective; however, all
options would result in significant positive effects as there would be a land supply in place to deliver the
Government’s draft local housing needs figure in practice (i.e. with a sufficient ‘buffer’ for non-delivery, or
delayed delivery, at one or more sites). Higher growth is supported because of the size of the buffer, with
Options 5 and 6 performing particularly well as they would also involve a good mix of sites, in term s of size
and distribution. Option 1 could potentially give rise to a degree of risk, in respect of ensuri ng a housing
supply (potentially with knock-on implications for other sustainability objectives), given the degree of reliance
on one site (namely Hartland Park); however, the risk is considered small. Also, the Council’s support for
allocating land for a new settlement through a subsequent DPD helps to allay any concerns (see further
discussion of the Council’s response to the alternatives appraisal findings within Chapter 8).
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Focusing on other objectives • Accessibility – there are a number of factors, but on balance it is fair to conclude that Option 6 is worst
performing, due to concerns regarding secondary school capacity at Fleet, plus concerns regarding the
distribution of growth amongst lower order villages, including several with limited or no bus service.
• Biodiversity - both strategic sites are associated with significant constraints, as are certain of the smaller
sites under consideration; hence ‘do minimum’ is the preferred option. Significant negative effects are
predicted, for options other than the ‘do minimum’.
• Climate change mitigation - Option 7 performs best as it would involve a concentration of growth at two
strategic-scale schemes, giving rise to the potential to deliver innovative measures that enable per capita
CO2 emissions from the built environment to be minimised. However, in practice, it is not clear that there
are significant opportunities (going by the proposals submitted as part of current planning applications for
these two sites), plus there is also a need to factor-in CO2 emissions from transport.
• Communities – both of the strategic urban extension options (Pale Lane and West of Hook) give rise to
certain concerns (e.g. in respect of noise pollution and safe walking/cycling) but issues are fairly limited.
• Employment and the economy – None of the sites in question would involve delivery of new employment
land, and hence the alternatives are judged to perform broadly on a par.
• Flood risk / climate change adaptation – the ranking of the alternatives reflects an understanding that a
strategic extension West of Hook gives rise to relatively limited flood risk concerns.
• Historic environment – both strategic sites are associated with significant constraints, as are certain of the
smaller sites under consideration; hence ‘do minimum’ is the preferred option. Significant negative effects
are predicted, for options other than the ‘do minimum’, albeit with some uncertainty.
• Land and other resources – the ranking of the alternatives, and the conclusion on ‘significant effects’, reflect
an understanding that ‘West of Hook’ does not comprise ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land.
• Landscape - the ranking of the alternatives reflects an understanding that a strategic extension at Pale
Lane gives rise to relatively limited landscape concerns.
• Transport – the ranking of the alternatives reflects an understanding that a strategic extension West of
Hook gives rise to relatively limited transport concerns.
• Water - the ranking of the alternatives reflects an understanding that a strategic extension West of Hook
gives rise to relatively limited concerns in respect of water-related issues/objectives.
In conclusion, all alternatives are associated with certain ‘pros and cons’. The intention is for the Council and
stakeholders to take this understanding into account when considering how best to ‘trade-off’ between
competing objectives, and establish the ‘most sustainable’ option.
The Council’s response to the appraisal of reasonable spatial strategy alternatives of February 2018
The preferred approach is Option 1, which involves allocating Hartland Park only, and therefore putting in
place an overall land supply sufficient to provide 397 dwellings per annum (dpa) (assuming no delays in
delivery). The plan commits to 388 dpa as a ‘target’ that delivery of the plan should be monitored against,
and which should be used for the purposes of calculating the rolling ‘five-year housing land supply’ position.
The appraisal finds Option 1 to have pros and cons, as per all the alternatives; however, it is apparent that
Option 1 performs well in terms of the majority of sustainability objectives, which itself is a strong indicator
of overall ‘sustainability’. The general message, for the majority of sustainability objectives, is that allocation
of one or more additional sites (whether through a strategic extension or package of smaller extensions)
would lead to conflicts, given the constraints that exist across Hart, and not lead to significant opportunities
for delivering enhancements, particularly in relation to infrastructure delivery.
The appraisal highlights that allocation of one or more sites, in addition to Hartland Park, would lead to
stronger performance in terms of ‘Housing’ objectives; however, it is noted that Option 1 (i.e. allocation of
Hartland Park only) would still lead to significant positive effects. Even if there were some unforeseen delay
to delivery at Hartland Park, the size of the contingency under Option 1 (36%) means that, in all likelihood,
local housing need (as currently understood, namely 292 dpa) would still be achieved; indeed, the likelihood
is that ‘above local housing need’ would be delivered. Were ‘above local housing need’ to be delivered in
practice, then the effect would be that affordable housing needs are met more fully (recognising that
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delivering the local housing need figure will result in a shortfall in respect of affordable housing needs). It
could also transpire that a modest amount of housing is available to address any unmet needs that may
arise within the Housing Market Area; however, current understanding is that unmet needs are unlikely in
the context of the Government’s proposed standard methodology for calculating housing needs.
With a view to addressing any residual concerns, the Council will work closely with the Hartland Park site
promoters to ensure timely delivery, and it is also important to note that a policy framework is proposed to
support timely housing delivery. Specifically • site specific policy for Hartland Park increases certainty, and should help to ensure smooth progression
through the planning application process;
• policy is proposed which is supportive of specialist accommodation in the countryside on suitable s ites
(Policy H4), rural exceptions sites for affordable housing (Policy H5) and other housing in the countryside,
where it is essential for the proposal to be located in the countryside in accordance with Policy NBE1;
• the suite of proposed thematic policy should assist with successful delivery of windfall sites, and also
timely progression of neighbourhood plans (which may choose to allocate sites for housing); and
• most importantly, there is the commitment to commence work immediately on a new Development Plan
Document, which will allocate land for a new settlement within the Murrell Green/Winchfield ‘area of
search’ (Policy SS3), which in turn will deliver homes and infrastructure from around the middle of the plan
period, ahead of 2032.
What are the SA findings at this stage?
2.3.9

Part 2 of the SA Report presented an appraisal of the Proposed Submission Plan under the SA
framework, reaching the following conclusion:
“In conclusion, the appraisal has highlighted the lik elihood of the Proposed Submission Plan
resulting in significant positive effects in respect of ‘Housing’ objectives (due to local housing
needs being provided for, and potentially exceeded with positive implications for affordable
housing delivery) and ‘Land’ objectives (due to the decision to focus housing growth entirely on
brownfield land), with no ‘significant negative effects’ predicted.
A range of other issues and impacts are also discussed, notably • Accessibility - the proposal to focus growth at Hartland Park is broadly supported, given the
potential to deliver (or fund) new community infrastructure; however, it is noted that the site
is not of a sufficient size to deliver a new secondary school.
• Biodiversity - Hartland Park is a sensitive site, and hence there is a need to apply caution.
Detailed measures are proposed to avoid, mitigate and compensate for impacts; however,
the potential for additional measures to be in place can be envisaged.
• Climate change mitigation - whilst a concentration of growth is supported, there remains a
need for further work to ensure that opportunities for delivering ambitious low carbon energy
infrastructure (and energy efficiency measures) are fully realised.
• Economy and employment - the proposal not to allocate any new employment sites, despite
the housing permission/allocation at Hartland Park is broadly in accordance with t he findings
of the Employment Land Review. Also, there is added comfort in the knowledge that there
will be good potential to deliver new employment land in the future, as part of a new
settlement in the Murrell Green / Winchfield area. It is also noted that a robust strategy is
proposed in respect of safeguarding existing strategic and locally important sites.
• Landscape and historic environment - the proposal to focus growth at Hartland Park, rather
than allocate a pack age of smaller greenfield urban extension sites, is strongly supported;
however, there are certain landscape sensitivities associated with Hartland Park.
• Housing - in addition to the ‘headline’ matter of providing for local housing need, there is also
a need to consider the mix of housing sites provided for by the plan, and also the potential
for the allocated sites to deliver affordable housing. In this respect, Hartland Park has a risk
attached in that it may prove costly to deliver, with implications for the number of affordable
homes that can be delivered, and potentially also the timing of delivery.
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• Transport - the proposal to focus growth at Hartland Park is supported, given that this site is
relatively well located from a transport perspective, and there is the potential to deliver
upgrades to transport infrastructure; however, detailed investigations are ongoing.
• Water - there is some uncertainty regarding Wastewater Treatment Capacity to
accommodate Hartland Park, which could feasibly have implications for phasing / delivery.
The appraisal is also strongly supportive of the decision to defer an allocation of land for a new
settlement in the Murrell Green/Winchfield Area, i.e. the proposal to identify an area of search
at the current time, and then undertak e further work ahead of mak ing a formal allocation through
a separate DPD. This provides an excellent opportunity to ensure that issues are addressed
(e.g. in respect of biodiversity, landscape, heritage, traffic and agricultural land quality) and
opportunities fully realised (most notably in respect of secondary school delivery).
The Council, and the appointed Planning Inspector, can give consideration to these appraisal
conclusions during the Examination. Similarly, consideration should be given to suggested
specific changes to policy wording (highlighted as recommendations) covering • Biodiversity - including around the matter of monitoring ‘no net loss’ and ‘net gain’;
• Design at Hartland Park - the matter of the site’s boundaries, including implications for
movement, might be more explicitly addressed through policy;
• Housing mix at Hartland Park - the Council might consider whether this is a policy priority
that deserves the establishment of more stringent requirements.”
What happens next?
2.3.10

Part 3 of the SA Report explained the subsequent process of publication (under Regulation 19
of the Local Planning Regulations) and then submission and examination.

2.3.11

It also presented ‘measures envisaged concerning monitoring’, in particular finding that:
“This focus on monitoring of housing delivery, in light of changing understanding of housing
needs, is appropriate. Other proposed indicators presented within the monitoring framework
are also strongly supported, in light of the appraisal presented above (Chapter 10) •
•
•
•
•

Net affordable housing completions at Hartland Village
Provision of social and community infrastructure at Hartland Village
Delivery of educational facilities at the new settlement
Delivery of green infrastructure provision at Hartland Village
Quality and area of Sites of Important for Nature Conservation

A focus of monitoring delivery at Hartland Park is supported; however, there might be the
potential to go further, e.g. through specific monitoring targeted at ensuring no ‘net loss’ of
biodiversity, potentially to include specific monitoring of the planned translocation and
management of the on-site SINCs.”
A note on consultation
2.3.12

The SA Report was prepared taking careful account of consultation responses received at the
Regulation 18 stage, notably:
• Work to establish and appraise reasonable spatial strategy alternatives was informed by
representations received from site promoters, site objectors and organisations with a more
strategic interest, as evidenced by numerous references in Section 6 (e.g. see Figure 6.6)
and Appendix V (e.g. see reference to Crondall Parish Council) of the SA Report.
• The draft plan appraisal presented in Section 10 of the SA Report includes numerous quotes
from consultees, including the local Clinical Commissioning Group, the Environment Agency,
Hampshire Wildlife Trust, Hampshire County Council, Historic England and Thames Water.
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2.4

Post-submission Interim SA Report (August 2018)

2.4.1

Concerns were raised through consultation that the reasonable spatial strategy alternatives
varied only in respect of site allocations and did not vary in respect of the matter of establishing
a new settlement area of search. As such, work was undertaken to update and reappraise the
reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, and then present findings within a Post-submission
Interim SA Report Addendum. Also, as a step along the path to arriving at updated reasonable
spatial strategy alternatives, the opportunity was taken to present an updated appraisal of
alternative new settlement areas of search (see Appendix I of the report).

2.4.2

The updated (August 2018) alternatives were as per those previously published in the SA Report
(February 2018) except that:
• support for a new settlement AoS at Murrell Green / Winchfield was added as a variable and,
consequently, four new spatial strategy options were added that would involve support for
the AoS, namely Options 1b, 2b, 3b and 4b; and
• a new higher growth option was added.

2.4.3

The appraisal highlighted the “b” options (establishment of an AoS) to perform well relative to
the “a” options (no AoS) in a number of respects, largely on the basis that a new settlement
might negate the need to allocate problematic urban extensions in the future. The overall
appraisal conclusion explained that: “In terms of a number of objectives… the new settlement
AoS is supported (to varying degrees) despite the AoS being associated with notable
issues/constraints. This is because, under a baseline scenario, an absence of a new
settlement… would lead to increased pressure… for further urban extensions...”

2.4.4

However, it is important to note that the Inspector’s Report of February 2020 states that the
Post-submission Interim SA Report should not be relied upon in support of the plan.
A note on consultation

2.4.5

The Post-submission Interim SA Report was prepared taking careful account of consultation
responses received at the Regulation 19 stage. In addition to representations received from the
respective site promoters, the two appraisal tables reference representations received from
Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council, Hampshire County Council, Hampshire Wildlife Trust,
Historic England, Natural England, Rushmoor Borough Council, Surrey Heath Borough Council,
Thames Water and Winchfield Parish Council.

2.5

SA Report Addendum (March 2019)

2.5.1

Following examination hearings, the Inspector wrote to the Council on 26th February 2019
confirming the need for modifications to the plan in order to make it ‘sound’.

2.5.2

Proposed modifications were then published for consultation with an SA Report Addendum
published alongside. The SA Report Addendum presented an appraisal of the proposed
modifications and also an appraisal of the ‘the plan as modified’.
Appraisal of proposed modifications

2.5.3

The appraisal reflected an understanding that the headline proposed main modification was
MM19, which proposed two changes to Policy SS1 (Spatial Strategy and Distribution of Growth):
• Firstly, it proposed to increase the housing requirement from 388 homes per annum from
2016 to 2032 to 423 homes per annum from 2014 to 2032, but with the housing supply
unchanged. This change reflected the switch from Local Housing Need referred to in the
2018 NPPF to OAHN (objectively assessed housing need) in the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment consistent with the 2012 NPPF. In addition the Inspector required Hart to
accommodate Surrey Heath’s unmet housing need of 731 homes between 2016 and 2032
in order to meet the duty to cooperate. These factors resulted in the increase to 423 homes
per annum.
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• Secondly, it proposed to remove the new settlement area of search from the plan (leading to
a number of consequential modifications).
2.5.4

However, it was a challenge to conclude with any certainty that either change leads to
implications for the sustainability baseline / achievement of sustainability objectives. With
regards to housing numbers, it is only increases in housing supply that enable sustainability
considerations to be attributed with any certainty, although to increase the requirement would
likely lead to a review of the Plan being needed sooner, which would be a positive from a housing
perspective with tensions in respect of some community and environmental objectives.

2.5.5

With regards to the deletion of the new settlement area of search, this was effectively the
deletion of a process to start a DPD, and not a deletion of a new settlement allocation. The
DPD process may be replaced in time with a different process, most likely the next local plan,
which would be subject to its own SA with a range of reasonable alternatives ‘on the table’.

2.5.6

The most notable ‘other’ proposed modification was MM82, which proposed deletion of Policy
NBE2 (Gaps between Settlements); however, the appraisal concluded that the modification
would have a neutral effect given a corresponding modification to Policy NBE3 Landscape which
introduced a new generic criterion (e) preventing development that would lead to settlement
coalescence or damage to the separate identity of settlements.
Appraisal of the submission plan plus proposed modifications

2.5.7

The SA Report Addendum concluded the following:
“The overall conclusion reached by the SA Report (February 2018), in respect of the submission
Local Plan as a whole (see Section 10.14 of the report), focused extensively on policy support
for Hartland Park ; however, the importance of that policy support is now more limited, because
Hartland Park has outline planning permission, and the first phase has full planning permission
(such that the only planning applications lik ely to be submitted are ‘reserved matters’
applications for latter phases). Also, whilst the SA Report (February 2018) concluded support
for the new settlement AoS, the proposed modifications remove the AoS from the plan, a step
that is justified in light of the Inspector’s letter to the Council of February 2019 (see discussion
above on sustainability implications).
However, broadly speaking, the conclusion of the SA Report that the Local Plan leads to limited
tensions with sustainability objectives holds true for the submission plan plus proposed
modifications. The k ey point is that the Local Plan provides for objectively assessed housing
needs (and as modified accommodates an unmet need in Surrey Heath, and includes an uplift
for affordable housing) without mak ing any allocations over-and-above Hartland Park (which
now has planning permission). It also proposes a robust framework of thematic policies to guide
planning applications (i.e. reserved matters applications at Hartland Park , applications for
windfall and rural exception housing sites, potentially applications for change of use at
employment sites, and other applications with less potential for strategic sustainability
implications).”

2.6

Plan finalisation (February 2020)

2.6.1

As part of the process of concluding on required modifications, the Inspector’s Report comments
on a number of the issues that had been a focus of preceding SA, notably:
• Housing requirement – the Inspector concludes that the Local Plan should provide for
objectively assessed housing needs in full plus unmet needs from Surrey Heath Borough.
• Spatial strategy – the Inspector concludes that the housing requirement can be met without
any allocations over-and-above Hartland Park, which has planning permission.
• New settlement AoS – the Inspector deletes the proposed AoS on the basis of insufficient
evidence to demonstrate that an AoS is the most appropriate strategy for meeting housing
needs in the long-term.
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2.6.2

The Inspector’s Report also includes a section dedicated to discussing the SA process, as part
of which the Inspector responds to issues raised through representations / consultation, notably:
• “A number of criticisms have been made of the pre-submission SA (CD5a). I consider that
the pre-submission SA does appropriately look at different spatial strategies. Whilst this is
done through different site combinations, it is clear that the reasonable alternatives include
a single new large settlement (Hartland Village), strategic sites and non-strategic smaller
sites that are dispersed throughout the District or several combinations of strategic and nonstrategic sites. I consider that this offers a reasonable range of differing spatial strategies.”
• “I ack nowledge the concerns of the promoters of some of the sites who set out that because
their site was considered along with a combination of other sites and that the low scoring of
other sites affected the overall rank ing of the reasonable alternative in which their site was
appraised. However, it is clear that to meet the housing needs of the District many of the
smaller non-strategic sites would have needed to be delivered together. I consider that such
an approach is therefore acceptable. Further, to consider every possible combination of
sites available would have led to dozens of reasonable alternatives and would have made
the pre-submission SA unmanageable. Overall, I consider that the pre-submission SA
considers an appropriate range of reasonable alternatives.”
• “To inform the selection of reasonable alternatives a large number of proposed sites were
appraised using a Geographical Information System (GIS). I consider that this approach and
the criteria adopted to be an appropriate way of appraising a large number of sites, including
those in relation to SANG, SINC and ancient woodland. It is inevitable that many site
promotors disagree with the scoring of their site. In many instances, judgement is needed,
and some considerations are clearly subjective. I have considered carefully the concerns
raised by site promotors and I am content that based on the information that the Council had
before them at the time of producing the pre-submission SA, its scoring was reasonable.”
• “Further, it has been suggested that some of the scores for the sites should have been
updated to reflect additional information provided as part of planning applications or
clarifications submitted by site promoters. This would require the SA to be regularly updated.
This simply isn’t practical, and I am mindful that at some point the Council has to draw a line
under the evidence base and submit a Plan for examination… Further to the above, I am
particularly mindful that even if some of the scores were improved for the disputed sites,
even significantly so, I am satisfied that Option 1 (Hartland Village only) would still be ranked
the highest, given its location and previously developed nature.”

2.6.3

In respect of the SA process overall, the Inspector’s Report found that: “Overall, I am content
that the pre-submission SA provides an adequate basis to inform the Plan.”

3

MEASURES DECIDED CONCERNING MONITORING

3.1.1

Part 3 of the SA Report (February 2018) included a discussion of the ‘measures envisaged
concerning monitoring’, stating:
“This focus on monitoring of housing delivery, in light of changing understanding of housing
needs, is appropriate. Other proposed indicators presented within the monitoring framework
are also strongly supported, in light of the appraisal presented above (Chapter 10) •
•
•
•

Net affordable housing completions at Hartland Village
Provision of social and community infrastructure at Hartland Village…
… Delivery of green infrastructure provision at Hartland Village
Quality and area of SINCs

A focus of monitoring delivery at Hartland Park is supported; however, there might be the
potential to go further, e.g. through specific monitoring targeted at ensuring no ‘net loss’ of
biodiversity, potentially to include specific monitoring of the planned translocation and
management of the on-site SINCs.”
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3.1.2

The Inspector’s Report then addresses monitoring in detail, notably requiring a new monitoring
indicator in respect of the proportion of homes delivered on previously developed land. The
Inspector also highlights the importance of closely monitoring the delivery of a flood alleviation
system at Phoenix Green, road side air quality monitoring in the Thames Basin Heaths SPA,
delivery of new retail floorspace and housing for older people.

3.1.3

The Council will reflect the Inspector’s monitoring measures in its Annual Monitoring Report.

4

CONCLUSIONS ON THE SA PROCESS

4.1.1

This SA Statement demonstrates that a robust SA process has been progressed alongside planmaking, with appraisal findings and consultation responses feeding in to decision-making at key
junctures. Most importantly, in terms of compliance with both the SEA Regulations3 and Local
Planning Regulations, 4 the SA Report was published alongside the proposed submission
version of the Local Plan in February 2018, presenting the required information, namely the
information required by Regulation 12 of the SEA Regulations. This report served to inform
representations on the plan, and then served to inform plan finalisation.

4.1.2

This SA Statement is the final step in the SA process. Its aim is to explain the ‘story’ of the planmaking / SA process, and also present measures decided concerning monitoring. Table 4.1
serves to demonstrate that this report presents the required information.

Regulatory check list
The SA Statement must…
Summarise how environmental
(and wider sustainability)
considerations have been
integrated into the plan

Summarise how the SA Report
and consultation responses
received, as part of the Draft
Plan / SA Report consultation,
have been taken into account
when finalising the plan.

How has this Statem ent presented the required information?
This Statement has sought to provide examples of key sustainability
considerations that have been highlighted through appraisal and
consultation and, in turn, integrated into the plan.
First and foremost, the relative merits of competing site options and spatial
strategy alternatives were appraised in terms of a range of sustainability
issues/objectives, with a view to informing selection of a preferred option.
This statement seeks to explain an iterative process, particularly in respect
of exploring reasonable alternatives. Sections 2.3 and 2.4 end with a
discussion of how consultation responses received were taken into
account, and the Inspector’s Report (Section 2.6) also discusses the
influence of consultation responses. More generally, it is naturally the
case that all consultation responses were taken into account : A) by the
plan-makers at the subsequent plan-making stage; and B) by the SA
consultants, both when refining understanding of the SA scope, and when
establishing / refining reasonable alternatives.
Further information is available within the Council’s Consultation
Statement – see www.hart.gov.uk/local-plan-examination-library-2018.

Summarise the reasons for
choosing the plan as adopted,
in the light of the other
reasonable alternatives dealt
with.

Section 2 explains how the Council explicitly responded to the alternatives
appraisal ahead of the plan being finalised for consultation at the Draft
Plan and Proposed Submission Plan / Publication stages.
The Inspector’s Report equally set out detailed reasons in support of his
conclusion on plan soundness, with reference to reasonable alternatives.

Summarise the measures that
are to be taken to monitor the
See Section 3
significant environmental
effects of the implementation of
the plan
3
4

Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012
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Soundness and Legal Tests for a Local Plan
The tests of soundness in the 2012 NPPF:
•

Positively prepared (based on a strategy that seeks to meet objectively
assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including unmet
requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development);

•

Justified (the most appropriate strategy when considered against the
reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence);

•

Effective (the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on
effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities);

•

Consistent with national policy (the plan should enable the delivery of
sustainable development in accordance with the policies in the Framework).

The legal tests, in summary, are that the Plan must:
•

Be prepared in accordance with the Council’s Local Development Scheme
and its Statement of Community Involvement.

•

Be subject to a Sustainability Appraisal, Strategic Environmental Assessment,
and a Habitat Regulations Assessment.

•

Include policies designed to secure that the development and use of land in
the local planning authority’s area contribute to the mitigation of, and
adaptation to, climate change.

•

Be prepared in accordance with the Equality Act 2010.

•

Comply with all other relevant legal requirements including the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 and the 2012 Regulations, which include
following the necessary steps for consultation and publicity.
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Headline Main Modifications over the Local Plan Strategy
and Sites 2032 as submitted for examination
The following list summarises the most notable Main Modifications to the Plan
recommended by the Inspector:
1. An increase in the housing requirement from 388 homes per annum from 20162032 to 423 homes per annum for the 18 year Plan period 2014-2032. This is so
that the Plan addresses Hart’s objectively assessed housing need as identified in
the Strategic Housing Market Assessment, and accommodates Surrey Heath’s
unmet housing need of 731 homes (which equates to 41 homes per annum from
2014-2032). However no additional sites needed to be allocated. This issue was
considered by Cabinet in March 2019 following a letter from the Inspector in
February 2019. Cabinet agreed to accept the Inspector’s recommendation in this
regard.
2. The removal of Policy SS3 for a new settlement at Murrell Green/Winchfield due
to concerns over the submitted evidence base. The Plan retains reference to
planning strategically for the long term which could be delivered through a new
settlement, subject to consideration of reasonable alternatives and a sufficient
evidence base. This matter was also considered at Cabinet in March 2019.
Cabinet agreed at the time to accept the Inspector’s recommendation.
3. The addition of a strategic objective to encourage redevelopment of previously
developed land;
4. A change to the affordable homes policy site size threshold from 11 or more
units to 10 or more units, to reflect the new NPPF 2019;
5. A commitment to prepare and submit for examination a Gypsy, Traveller and
Travelling Showpeople Development Plan Document by January 2022;
6. Bartley Wood, Hook changes from a ‘strategic’ employment site to a ‘locally
important’ employment site;
7. The removal of Policy NBE2 Gaps Between Settlements. The Inspector had
concerns over the effectiveness of the policy given the indicative nature of the
boundaries, and he felt the evidence base was inadequate to define those
boundaries. He recommended replacing Policy NBE2 with an additional criterion
at Policy NBE3 Landscape designed to do the same job, i.e. prevent development
where it would lead to the physical or visual coalescence of settlements, or
damage their separate identity. The Inspector is not of the view that this change
weakens the protection provided by the development plan (paragraph 195).
Furthermore the Inspector supported a change to the text clarifying that Gaps
could be designated through future Development Plan Documents and
Neighbourhood Plans.
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Saved policies that will be superseded by the Local Plan
(Strategy and Sites) 2032
The table below lists those saved policies that will be superseded by the Hart Local
Plan 2032 (HLP32). The first column lists policies from HLP32, the second column
lists the policies that will be superseded by the new policy.

Policy in the Hart
Local Plan 2032

Saved policies to be superseded

SS1 Spatial Strategy and
Distribution of Growth

RUR20 Housing in rural settlements

Policies are from the Hart District Council Local Plan
(Replacement) 1996-2006 except those with an ALT
prefix which are from the First Alterations to that Plan.

DEV2 Queen Elizabeth II Barracks area, Church
Crookham
DEV5 West of Hitches Lane, Fleet
DEV6 Holt Lane, Hook
DEV8 Land South East of Queen’s Road, North
Warnborough
ALT DEV9 Dilly Lane, Hartley Wintney
DEV23 Reserve Housing site, West of Hitches Lane, Fleet

SS2 Hartland Village

DEV12 Pyestock A

H1 Housing Mix

URB12 Residential development criteria

H2 Affordable Housing

ALT GEN 13 Affordable Housing
ALT URB 14 Sheltered and supported accommodation

H3 Rural Exception Sites

RUR 22 Affordable Housing

H5 Gypsies, Travellers and
Travelling Showpeople

RUR 38 Provision of Gypsy sites

ED1 New employment

URB2 Business development – general
URB6 Expansion of employment sites

ED2 Safeguarding
Employment Land and
Premises (B-Use Classes)

URB7 Loss of employment sites
RUR16 Loss of employment uses
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Policy in the Hart
Local Plan 2032

Saved policies to be superseded
Policies are from the Hart District Council Local Plan
(Replacement) 1996-2006 except those with an ALT
prefix which are from the First Alterations to that Plan.
DEV3 Land adjacent to Redfields Industrial Estate, Church
Crookham
DEV4 Martin Lines, Church Crookham
DEV10 Guillemont Barracks, Hawley
DEV13 Pyestock B
DEV14 Blackwater Industrial Estate
DEV15 Redfields Garden Centre
DEV16 Waterfront Business Park
ALT DEV17 Clarke’s Farm
DEV21 Sandhurst Road, (employment and leisure)
DEV22 Sandhurst Road (employment)

ED3 The Rural Economy

RUR12 Businesses in rural settlements
RUR13 Business in open countryside

ED4 Town, District and
Local Centres

URB3 Town, district and local centres: Business above
ground floor
URB4 Town, district and local centres: business above
ground floor
URB5 Provision of small businesses
URB8 Shopping in urban areas and rural centre
URB10 Out of centre retailing
URB15 Town, district and local centres1

ED5 Fleet Town Centre

F1Fleet town centre – general policies
F2 Fleet town centre Primary Retail
F3 Fleet town centre – Secondary retail area
F4 Fleet town centre – Area F4
F5 Fleet town centre – Area F5
F6 Fleet town centre – Area F6
F7 Fleet town centre – Area F7

1

Concerning changes of use to or from residential above ground floor
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Local Plan 2032

Saved policies to be superseded
Policies are from the Hart District Council Local Plan
(Replacement) 1996-2006 except those with an ALT
prefix which are from the First Alterations to that Plan.
F8 Fleet town centre – Area F8
F9 Church Road Car Park
F10 Victoria Road Car Park
F11 Fleet town centre – rear servicing

ED6 District and Local
Centres

Y1 Yateley town centre - general
Y2 Yateley town centre – Harpton Parade
Y3 Yateley town centre – Gayton House
Y4 Yateley town centre – Uses
Y5 Yateley town centre redevelopment
Y6 Yateley town centre – Martins Parade - uses
Y7 Yateley town centre: Rear of Royal Oak
Y8 Yateley town centre: South of Reading Road
B1 Blackwater town centre: retention of retail uses
B2 Blackwater town centre: Redevelopment of Green
Lane car park
B3 Blackwater town centre: Redevelopment of White
Hart Parade
B4 Blackwater town centre: Redevelopment of garage site
H1 Hook Village Centre: Area H1
H2 Hook Village Centre: The Acorn
H3 Hook Parade: Redevelopment
H4 Hook Village Centre: Area H4
H5 Hook Village Centre: Area H5

NBE1 Development in the
Countryside

RUR2 Development in the open countryside – general
RUR3 Development in the open countryside - control
RUR4 Re-use of rural buildings – general
RUR5 Re-use of rural buildings - residential
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Local Plan 2032

Saved policies to be superseded
Policies are from the Hart District Council Local Plan
(Replacement) 1996-2006 except those with an ALT
prefix which are from the First Alterations to that Plan.
RUR11 Agricultural developments
RUR23 Replacement of existing dwellings
RUR24 Renovation and extension of existing dwellings
RUR30 Informal recreation facilities
DEV18 RAF Odiham

NBE3 Landscape

GEN3 General policy for landscape character areas
CON19 Strategic gaps – general policy
CON20 Strategic gaps: Blackwater Valley
CON21 Local Gaps
CON22 Setting of settlements and recreation

NBE4 Thames Basin Heaths
Special Protection Area
(TBHSPA)

CON1 European designations

NBE5 Biodiversity

CON2 National designation
CON3 Local designation
CON4 Replacement Habitats
CON5 Species protected by law
CON6 Heathlands

Policy NBE6 Managing
Flood Risk

GEN11 Areas affected by flooding or poor drainage

Policy NBE7 Water Quality

GEN8 Pollution

NBE9 Historic Environment

CON11Archaeological sites and scheduled monuments
CON12 Historic Parks and Gardens
CON13 Conservation areas – general policy
CON14 Conservation areas – demolition of buildings
CON17 Listed buildings and buildings of local interest –
extension or alteration
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Local Plan 2032

Saved policies to be superseded
Policies are from the Hart District Council Local Plan
(Replacement) 1996-2006 except those with an ALT
prefix which are from the First Alterations to that Plan.
CON18 Listed buildings or buildings of local interest –
change of use

NBE10: Design

GEN4 General design policy
GEN12 Design against crime
URB16 Extensions
URB17 Annexes for dependent relatives
T11 Public access for mobility impaired

NBE11 Renewable and Low
Carbon Energy

GEN10 Renewable Energy

NBE 12 Pollution

GEN7 Policy for noise sensitive developments
GEN8 Pollution
GEN9 Contaminated land

I1Infrastructure

T16 Improvements made necessary by development

I2 Green Infrastructure

RUR31 Blackwater Valley
DEV7 Holt Lane, Hook and Whitewater Valley

I3 Transport

T1 Land use and transport
T2 Public transport: General
T3 Public Transport: Fleet town centre
T5 Highway network
T7 Fleet Inner Relief Road
T8 Highway network east of Fleet
T9 Road and junction improvements
T10 Safeguarding land for cycleway and footpath
networks
T12 Public car parking: safeguarding
T13 Traffic Management
T14 Transport and development
T15 Development requiring new or improved access
T16 Improvements made necessary by development
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Local Plan 2032

Saved policies to be superseded
Policies are from the Hart District Council Local Plan
(Replacement) 1996-2006 except those with an ALT
prefix which are from the First Alterations to that Plan.
T17 Ewshot/QEII Barracks
DEV11 Land on B3014 Fleet to Cove Road

I4 Open Space, sport and
recreation

URB21 Loss of amenity and recreation open space
URB22 Change of use of small open space areas
URB23 Open space requirements with new
developments

I5 Community Facilities

URB20 Retention and provision of local services and
community facilities
RUR17 Protection of rural shops and post offices
RUR18 Small scale shopping development
RUR35 Social Infrastructure and services
URB9 Retail: local needs

I8 Safeguarded Land for
Education

DEV19 Land between Dunley’s Hill, North
Warnborough, and Robert Mays School, Odiham
DEV20 Land at Jubilee Fields, Hartley Wintney
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Saved Policies that will not be superseded by the Local Plan
(Strategy and Sites) 2032
The following list identifies those policies in the Hart District Local Plan
(Replacement) 1996-2006 which will continue to be 'saved' following the adoption
of the Hart Local Plan 2032. They will continue to form part of the adopted
development plan until such time as they are superseded by a subsequent
Development Plan Document or are otherwise formally withdrawn from use.
GEN 1

General Policy for Development

GEN 2

General Policy for change of use

GEN 6

Policy for Noisy/ Un-neighbourly developments

CON 7

Riverine Environments

CON 8

Trees, Woodland and Hedgerows: Amenity Value

CON 10

Basingstoke Canal

CON23

Development affecting Public Rights of Way

RUR 1

Definition of areas covered by RUR policies

RUR 8

Advertisements in the Countryside

RUR 10

Telecommunications

RUR 32

Basingstoke Canal

RUR 33

Camping and Caravanning

RUR 34

Horse related development

RUR 36

Motor Sports

RUR 37

Use of dwellings for B1 use

URB 1

Definition of areas covered by URB policies

URB 11

Shop fronts

URB 18

Residential densities in North Fleet and Yateley Conservation areas

URB 19

Yateley Conservation Area

URB 24

Signs and advertisements

T6

Safeguarding land for schemes
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Changes needed to the adopted Policies Map upon adoption of the Hart Local
Plan 2032

Below is a summary of the changes to the adopted Policies Map that will be needed upon
adoption of the Hart Local Plan 2032:
1. Delete designations associated with the saved policies to be superseded listed at
Appendix 5
2. New allocation for development at Hartland Village and adjoining SANG (Policy SS2)
3. Designation of Strategic and Locally Important Employment Areas (Policy ED2)
4. Updated town and district centre boundaries (Policies ED4, 5 and 6)
5. Primary Shopping Area in Fleet Town Centre (Policy ED4 and 5)
6. Updates to settlement policy boundaries
7. Changes to the area defined as ‘countryside’ as a result of settlement boundary
updates and the designation of employment areas outside settlement boundaries
(Policy NBE1)
8. Addition of Green Infrastructure (Policy I2)
9. Addition of Public Open Space (Policy I4)
10. Land safeguarded for a flood alleviation scheme at Phoenix Green (Policy I7)
11. Land safeguarded for school expansion at Robert May’s Secondary School in Odiham
and Calthorpe Park Secondary School at Fleet (Policy I8)
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The ‘development plan’ for Hart upon adoption of
the Local Plan 2032
1. Upon adoption of the Plan the development plan for Hart will comprise of the following
plans and policies:

•

The Hart Local Plan (Strategy & Sites) 2032

•

The ‘saved’ policies from the Hart Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006 and
‘First Alterations’ to that Plan listed at Appendix 6

•

‘Made’ Neighbourhood Plans:
o Rotherwick Neighbourhood Plan (made December 2016)
o Winchfield Neighbourhood Plan (made April 2017)
o Odiham and North Warnborough Neighbourhood Plan (made June
2017)
o Fleet Neighbourhood Plan (made November 2019)
o Hartley Wintney Neighbourhood Plan (made November 2019)
o Dogmersfield Neighbourhood Plan (made September 2019)
o Hook Neighbourhood Plan (if made at Council in February 2020)

•

Hampshire, Portsmouth, Southampton, New Forest National Park & South
Downs National Park Minerals and Waste Plan (adopted October 2013)

•

South East Plan Policy NRM6 Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area
(adopted May 2009).

2. It is anticipated that Neighbourhood Plans for Crondall and Crookham Village (and
potentially others) will be added to this list.

COUNCIL
Date and Time:

Thursday, 30 April 2020 at 7.00 pm

Place:

Virtually online and Council Chamber, Civic Offices, Fleet

Present:
COUNCILLORS –
Dorn - Chairman
Ambler
Axam
Bailey
Blewett
Butler
Clarke
Cockarill
Crampton
Crookes
Davies
Delaney

Drage
Farmer
Forster
Kennett
Kinnell
Lamb
Makepeace-Browne
Neighbour
Oliver
Quarterman

Radley
Smith
Southern
Tomlinson
Wildsmith
Worlock
Wright

Officers Present:
Daryl Phillips
Mark Jaggard
Gill Chapman
Helen Vincent
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Joint Chief Executive
Head of Place
Committee Services
Committee Services

SUSPENSION OF STANDING ORDERS
Council agreed to the suspension of Standing Orders nos 9.1 and 9.2 (Chairing of the
Meeting), 9.3 (Show of Hands for Voting), 22.1 (Standing to Speak) and 22.2
(Chairman Standing).

73

CONFIRMATION OF CHAIRMAN
Members confirmed that the Chairman for this meeting only would be Councillor
Dorn.

74

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
Apologies for absence had been received from Councillors Crisp, Harward and
Wheale.

75

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
No declarations were made.
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CHAIRMAN’S ANNOUNCEMENTS
The Chairman confirmed the Virtual Meeting Procedures and rules of debate as set
out in the Crib.
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QUESTIONS FROM MEMBERS
Under Rule 14.2 Councillor Farmer asked the Portfolio Holder for Place the
following question:
With reference to the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the Hart Local Plan (April
2020), published as (Appendix 2: Sustainability Appraisal Adoption Statement)
for consideration with Recommendation B of the paper for ADOPTION OF THE
HART LOCAL PLAN (STRATEGY & SITES) 2032.
Two amendments have recently been made to this report and we were notified of
these changes on the afternoon of Friday 24th April 2020.
In section 2.5, SA Report Addendum (March 2019), under the section Appraisal
of proposed modifications, paragraphs 2.5.4 and 2.5.5 have both been deleted,
originally published as follows:
2.5.4
However, it was a challenge to conclude with any certainty that either change leads to
implications for the sustainability baseline / achievement of sustainability objectives. With
regards to housing numbers, it is only increases in housing supply that enable sustainability
considerations to be attributed with any certainty, although to increase the requirement
would likely lead to a review of the Plan being needed sooner, which would be a positive
from a housing perspective with tensions in respect of some community and environmental
objectives.
2.5.5
With regards to the deletion of the new settlement area of search, this was effectively the
deletion of a process to start a DPD, and not a deletion of a new settlement allocation. The
DPD process may be replaced in time with a different process, most likely the next local
plan, which would be subject to its own SA with a range of reasonable alternatives ‘on the
table’.
Why were these paragraphs deleted from the report that was originally published
and why so late, less than a week before tonight’s Full Council Meeting?
Councillor Cockarill responded:
The background to the change is straightforward. It is entirely an Officer decision,
using their professional judgement to seek an adjustment to the Sustainability
Appraisal (SA) Adoption Statement at Appendix 2.
In the first instance, they were responding to issues raised by some Members last
week. The Officers reviewed the SA and reread para 2.5.5. They concluded that the
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wording used in para 2.5.5 was incorrect and indeed it could be misconstrued as to
its intent and interpretation.
The Officers were also concerned that upon reflection the wording of para 2.5.5 of
the SA was also directly in conflict with the Local Plan itself.
I draw your attention to the Inspector’s Main Modifications in the paper attached as
Appendix 1a page 56. This Modification states:
“The Council will review the policies in this Plan within five years of adoption to assess
whether they need updating. Policies will then be updated where necessary.
An early review (ie prior to the five year period expiring) could be triggered by:
•
Results of annual monitoring on the effectiveness of the plan in line with the Plan’s
Monitoring Framework and having particular regard to the monitoring of housing
delivery;
•
Significant changes to national planning policy and/or legislation;
•
Duty to co-operate issues, particularly addressing housing and employment needs
within the Housing Market Area/ Functional Economic Area (which comprises Hart,
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath administrative areas); and
•
Any other reasons that render the Plan, or part of it, out of date.
The AMR will report on the issues above and whether these will trigger a review:
In addition, the Council has an aspiration to plan ahead for long term growth needs. This
would reduce the risk of policies (particularly housing policies) becoming out of date and
would provide greater certainty over the longer term. All reasonable growth options,
including the potential for a new settlement, would need to be fully considered and
evidenced in a future review of the Plan or a subsequent DPD.
So, it was quite proper, even at this late stage, for the Officers to react to an issue
highlighted and to seek a view from the SA consultant and ask that it be made clear
that the SA had to be consistent with the Plan itself and that two irrelevant
paragraphs (for the SA purposes) be removed from the SA report so that the SA
avoided any conflict with the Inspector’s findings and recommendations.
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ADOPTION OF THE HART LOCAL PLAN (STRATEGY & SITES) 2032
Members were asked to adopt the Hart Local Plan (Strategy & Sites) 2032 in line
with the Inspector’s recommendations (including the Inspector’s Main Modifications).
Councillor Cockarill proposed the recommendation and Councillor Radley seconded.
Members spoke in support of the Local Plan and the hard work put in by Officers
and were also comforted by the changes to the Sustainability Appraisal.
It was agreed that the Recommendation would be voted on as four separate items
(paragraphs A-D). Members asked for a recorded vote.
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Recommendation A - Adopt the Hart Local Plan (Strategy & Sites) 2032
[Proposed Submission Version incorporating the Inspector’s
recommended Main Modifications (Appendix 1 to the report).
FOR the Recommendation: Ambler, Axam, Bailey, Blewett, Butler, Clarke,
Cockarill, Crampton, Crookes, Davies, Delaney, Dorn, Drage, Farmer, Forster,
Kennett, Kinnell, Lamb, Makepeace-Browne, Neighbour, Oliver, Quarterman, Radley,
Smith, Southern, Tomlinson, Wildsmith, Worlock, Wright
As this was unanimous Recommendation A was CARRIED.
Recommendation B - Agree the content of the updated April 2020
Sustainability Appraisal Adoption Statement (Appendix 2 to the report);
FOR the Recommendation: Ambler, Axam, Bailey, Blewett, Butler, Clarke,
Cockarill, Crookes, Davies, Delaney, Dorn, Drage, Kinnell, Lamb, MakepeaceBrowne, Neighbour, Oliver, Quarterman, Radley, Smith, Wildsmith, Worlock,
AGAINST the Recommendation: None
ABSTENTIONS: Crampton, Farmer, Forster, Kennett, Southern, Tomlinson,
Wright
Recommendation B was therefore CARRIED.
Recommendation C - Adopt a new Policies Map for Hart that
incorporates the Policies Map changes associated with adoption of the
Hart Local Plan 2032;
FOR the Recommendation: Ambler, Axam, Bailey, Blewett, Butler, Clarke,
Cockarill, Crampton, Crookes, Davies, Delaney, Dorn, Drage, Farmer, Forster,
Kennett, Kinnell, Lamb, Makepeace-Browne, Neighbour, Oliver, Quarterman, Radley,
Smith, Southern, Tomlinson, Wildsmith, Worlock, Wright
Recommendation C was therefore CARRIED.
Recommendation D - Authorise the Head of Place in consultation with
the Portfolio Holder for Place to make minor alterations and corrections
to the Local Plan and the updated Policies Map1
FOR the Recommendation: Ambler, Axam, Bailey, Blewett, Butler, Clarke,
Cockarill, Crampton, Crookes, Davies, Delaney, Dorn, Drage, Farmer, Forster,
Kennett, Kinnell, Lamb, Makepeace-Browne, Neighbour, Oliver, Quarterman, Radley,
Smith, Southern, Tomlinson, Wildsmith, Worlock, Wright
Recommendation was CARRIED.
All parts of the Recommendation being carried, the Decision had been agreed as
follows:
1

Any alterations agreed to be circulated to Members for their information
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DECISION
A.

That the Hart Local Plan (Strategy & Sites) 2032 [Proposed Submission
Version incorporating the Inspector’s recommended Main Modifications
attached at Appendix 1] be adopted.

B.

That the content of the updated April 2020 Sustainability Appraisal Adoption
Statement at Appendix 2 be agreed.

C.

That a new Policies Map for Hart that incorporates the Policies Map changes
associated with adoption of the Hart Local Plan 2032 be adopted.

D.

That the Head of Place, in consultation with the Portfolio Holder for Place, be
authorised to make minor alterations and corrections to the Local Plan and
the updated Policies Map.

The meeting closed at 7.37 pm
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