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Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 – 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Ref:
(For official use only)

Please return to Hart District Council - either email this response
to planningpolicy@hart.gov.uk or send it to Planning Policy, Hart
District Council, Harlington Way, Fleet, GU51 4AE by 4pm, 26
March 2018.
This form has two partsPart A – Personal Details. This need only be completed once.
Part B - Your Representation (s). Please fill in a separate sheet for each representation you make.

Part A: Respondent Details
1. Personal Details*

2. Agent’s Details (if
applicable)

*If an agent is appointed, please complete only the Title, Name and Organisation boxes below but complete
the full contact details of the agent in 2.

Title
First name
Last Name
Job Title

Mr
Andrew
Renshaw
Chairman

Mr
John
Boyd
Managing Director

Organisation

Winchfield Parish
Council

JB Planning Associates

(where relevant)
(where relevant)

Address Line 1
Line 2
Line 3
Line 4
Post Code
Telephone
Number
Email Address
(where relevant)

j

1

The information collected as part of this consultation will be processed by the
Council in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998. The purposes for
collecting this data are to:
•
•
•

contact you to acknowledge receipt of any representations that you
make
seek further information regarding the information provided in your
representation (where necessary) and
forward your comments to an independent inspector whose role is
to assess whether the plan has been prepared in accordance with
the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and
whether it is sound (see paragraph 131 of the National Planning
Policy Framework).

We will hold your personal data securely but please note that representations
made must be attributable to named individuals or organisations at a postal
address. Any comments received will be made available for public viewing at
the Council Offices, Harlington Way, Fleet. Furthermore, all representations
and contact names will be published on Hart District Council’s website but no
other personal information. We will not use your personal data for any
purposes other than set out above without first obtaining your consent (unless
we are obliged by law to disclose it).
Signed

John Boyd

Date 26/03/2018

Please check this box if you would like your details to be retained
by Hart District Council for future Local Plan consultations or updates

☒

2

Equality monitoring questions
Please note that these fields are not mandatory. The information that you provide below will help
us identify which different demographic groups have engaged with this consultation.

How would you describe your ethnic group?
White
Mixed or Multiple Ethnic Groups
Asian or Asian British
Black or Black British
Other – please specify.
I would rather not answer
If White please complete:
White British
White Irish
White Traveller (including Gypsy, Roma or Irish traveller)
Other White background
If Mixed or Multiple Ethnic Groups please complete:
White and Asian
White and Black African
White and Black Caribbean
Other Mixed background
If Asian or Asian British please complete:
Nepalese
Bangladeshi
Indian
Pakistani
Chinese
Other Asian background
If Black or Black British please complete:
African
Caribbean
Other Black background

3

Do you consider yourself to have a disability as defined by the Disability
Discrimination Act 1995 (2005)?
Definition: A person has a disability for the purposes of this Act if s/he has a physical or mental
impairment, which has a substantial and long-term adverse effect on her/his ability to carry out dayto-day activities.

Yes
No
Don’t know
I would rather not answer
What is your gender?
Male
Female
I would rather not answer
In which age category are you?
Under 18
18 – 24
25 – 34
35 – 44
45 – 54
55 – 64
65 – 74
75 +
I would rather not answer
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Executive
Summary

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council

Executive Summary
This submission contains representation that have been prepared on behalf of
Winchfield Parish Council (WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC),
Dogmersfield Parish Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC),
Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish
Councils and Societies”) in response to the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites 2016
– 2032 (Regulation 19) Consultation.

The Parish Councils and Societies welcome the opportunity to provide comments on
the draft Local Plan and have done so through a comprehensive response of 18
separate representations. The Parish Councils and Societies do not wish to see the
Plan fail as they fully recognise the importance of having an up-to-date plan in place
as soon as possible. There are aspects of the draft Plan which the Parish Councils
and Societies support, most notably the proposed provision of 1,500 dwellings at
Hartland Village and draft Policies concerning the natural and built environment of
the District. These correspond with the Policies of the made Winchfield
Neighbourhood Development Plan supported by 96.4% of voters with a 61.2%
turnout in the local referendum.

There are aspects of the draft Local Plan which the Parish Councils and Societies
strongly oppose, and below we refer to the two policies that are the main focus of
these objections, as set out in detail in the representations that follow.

Policy SS1 (Spatial Strategy)

In our representation on draft Policy SS1, we find that the identified housing
requirement of 388 dwellings per annum (dpa) that underpins the Spatial Strategy is
unjustified and seriously deficient due to it not being based upon the latest relevant
demographic evidence. We refer to the fact that the proposed housing requirement
figure is significantly and without justification above the 292 dpa figure identified in
the Government’s proposed formula for assessing local housing needs.
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In doing so, we draw upon the key findings of a report commissioned by WPC from
Urban & Regional Policy in relation to HDC’s proposed housing requirement
highlighting that the OAN should be significantly lower, and that there is no
demographic justification for the provision of a new settlement. The report concludes
that Hart District Council (HDC)’s proposed spatial strategy promotes inward
migration from elsewhere in the HMA and beyond and is overly focused upon
promoting greenfield development.

We also emphasise the fact that Hart is not a Green Belt Authority, therefore, it is not
required to seek to meet long-term needs beyond the Plan period.

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

We strongly challenge the need for a new settlement area of search (AoS) to be
identified in the draft Local Plan in view of the Council’s extensive housing supply
pipeline, which is sufficient to meet longer term needs beyond the end of the Plan
period, and its own acknowledgment in the Plan that a new settlement is not needed
to meet identified housing needs.

We then go on, in our representation on draft Policy SS3, to review the background
to the evolution of the draft Local Plan and explain how the idea of a new settlement
has persisted throughout the Plan preparation process, in complete disregard to the
changes in circumstance and alternative options which have come forward during
this time. We find that there is no justification for a new settlement, and the only
possible conclusion that can be reached is that the Council was committed from the
outset to include a new settlement proposal in its Plan. This is completely at odds
with the fundamental principles of the Plan-making process.

We note that the Council’s decision to change its approach at the Regulation 19
stage and define a broad Area of Search (AoS) for a new settlement with the detail to
be put off to a development plan document suggests that there are serious
deliverability issues which have so far not been addressed.
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Our review of the available technical evidence, with STR005 released only through a
FOI request, demonstrates the highly constrained nature of the AoS, and the
significant environmental and infrastructure issues that need to be overcome. A Site
Appraisal prepared by Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape Consultancy is provided
and this demonstrates that the AoS is significantly constrained and concludes that
little land exists within the AoS which could be considered suitable for large scale
residential development. We flag up the complete failure of the Draft Plan to identify
the key infrastructure necessary for the provision of a new settlement, or indicate
how it will be provided, by whom and when. Given the complete lack of any detailed
evidence demonstrating that a new settlement is either deliverable or viable, we do
not see how provision can be made for it within the Draft Plan.

Our representation on draft Policy SS3 concludes by explaining that the Parish
Councils and Societies do not wish to see the Plan fail as they fully recognise the
importance of having an up-to-date plan in place as soon as possible. In this respect
and having regard to the significant environmental and infrastructure costs that would
result from the development of a new settlement in the AoS, the Parish Councils and
Societies are of the view the Local Plan could only be found sound at Examination if
Policy SS3 is deleted.

Further representations

In addition to the above, further representations are made which are critical of HDC’s
restrictive approach to the redevelopment of brownfield employment sites and
Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) provision. Our analysis of the
various components of housing supply highlights a failure to include sufficient
provision from sources such as sites within settlement boundaries and future
Neighbourhood Plan allocations. The analysis finds Hart already possesses a very
healthy housing supply pipeline. It also identifies particular actions and policy
amendments that could be undertaken in order to boost the redevelopment of
brownfield sites. Lastly, we review the Sustainability Appraisal supporting the draft
Local Plan and we find no reason why HDC needs to plan for the provision of a new
settlement when other more sustainable development options, such as urban
extensions and increased density requirements, are available.
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Conclusions

As it stands the draft Local Plan risks failing all 4 tests of soundness. It is not
‘positively prepared’, nor is it ‘justified’, ‘effective’ or ‘consistent with national
policy’, as it is not founded upon the most up to date demographic evidence of
housing need and seeks to make provision for a new settlement to be delivered in a
future Plan, despite the absence of detailed evidence justifying its actual need or
suitability. Consequently, it does not represent the most appropriate strategy, when
considered against the reasonable alternatives.

The remedy is to delete policy SS3 and amend other policy wordings accordingly.
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Letters of Support

Contact:

Mary Harris

Ref: Winchfield
Date: 16/03/2018

Winchfield Parish Council
by E-Mail to

Dear Winchfield Parish Council
Hart Local Plan (Reg19) consultation response
Crondall Parish Council (CPC) met on 26th February 2018 to consider its response to the Hart (Reg. 19) draft Local
Plan. Overall, CPC strongly supported most of the draft Local Plan document and very much wished to see the new
Local Pan succeed at Examination by the Inspector.
CPC agreed to provide its response in 2 parts:•
•

A direct response to Hart concerning matters that directly affect Crondall Parish
To provide this “letter of Support” to Winchfield Parish Council on the more strategic issues

In particular, CPC was disappointed that Hart had re-introduced the Winchfield “area of search” (SS3) given that the
revised development targets in Hart do not require such a development. The general area defined appears poorlysuited to such a major development, lacking infrastructure and with access severely constrained by physical features
in the landscape. Better options exist across the District to deliver the next generation of development, after the
conclusion of the defined 2006-2032 plan period.
CPC therefore voted (In Favour 7:1 Against) [Minute Ref: 243/18] to provide this Letter of Support to Winchfield
Parish Council to accompany their submission to the Reg. 19 consultation process; in order to support them in their
work to protect rural Hart from unnecessary and poorly conceived development.
Yours sincerely,

Mary Harris
Clerk, Crondall Parish Council
CC

Cllrs Steven Gorys, John Kennett, Ken Crookes - Hart District Council

DOGMERSFIELD PARISH COUNCIL

Parish Clerk
Winchfield Parish Council

16th March 2018

Dear Parish Clerk
Proposed Submission Local Plan Consultation
Dogmersfield Parish Councillors have reviewed the draft comments on the Proposed
Submission version of the Hart Local Plan prepared by John Boyd Planning
Associates. The Councillors concluded that these comments accurately and
comprehensively reflected their concerns about this version of the Local Plan, in
particular the inclusion of a new settlement in a Winchfield/Murrell Green Search
Area.
I can now confirm that the Dogmersfield Parish Council fully supports the comments
drawn up by John Boyd Planning Associates, and authorises the submission of
these comments on its behalf by Winchfield Parish Council.

Yours sincerely

Helen Wright
Clerk to Dogmersfield Parish Council
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Vision and
Objectives

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

93 - 94

Policy

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.
Please see paragraphs 11 -12 of accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.
The required modifications are set out in paragraphs 13 and 14 of our
accompanying representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
2

will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representaions.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only be fully
investigated through an oral examination.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Vision and Objectives (Paragraphs 93 to 94)
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield Parish
Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham Society and the
Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils and Societies”) in
response to the Vision and Objectives of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites
(HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.
Representation

2.

With respect to the Vision, the Parish Councils and Societies are supportive of
aspects of the statement, and note in particular the clear opening objective that “in
2032 the District will still be an attractive, largely rural area with a thriving
towns and villages and a variety of landscapes”. The opening paragraph goes
on to highlight the importance of Hart’s countryside to the quality of life, and for its
contribution to biodiversity, leisure and recreation.

3.

Also welcomed within the Vision is the commitment to respect the individual
characteristics of the towns and villages across Hart, avoid the coalescence of
settlements, and preserve, and where possible enhance, the character, quality and
diversity of the District’s natural, built and heritage assets. With respect to the latter,
the Basingstoke Canal is specifically identified in the Vision as an asset to be
protected.

4.

There are, however, other aspects of the Vision that are clearly incompatible with
these laudable objectives. Fundamentally, the proposed creation of the new
settlement would:
a) result in a substantial loss of attractive countryside;
b) would fail to preserve the District’s natural, built and heritage assets;
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c) would divert much needed investment in infrastructure away from existing
towns and villages;
d) and would fail to respect the character of villages across Hart.
5.

It would do so without justification given that housing need up to 2032 can be met
by other sources of supply. Our representations on Policies SS1 and SS3 expand
on these concerns.

6.

Turning to the objectives, and in line with the above, the Parish Councils and
Societies are strongly opposed to the following:

1. To plan for sufficient land to be available for at least 6,208 new homes to
be built in the District in the period 2016 – 2032 such that it provides a
continuous supply of housing.
3. To provide for longer term development needs through planning for a
sustainable new settlement within the Murrell Green/Winchfield area of
search.
7.

We explain in our representation on Policy SS1 how there are no grounds for the
Council to deviate from the indicative housing need of 292dpa identified in the
government’s standard methodology formula for determining local authority
housing needs. Accordingly, the Plan should make provision for 4,672 dwellings
instead of 6,208 dwellings (292 dpa instead of 388 dpa).

8.

Furthermore, no justification has been put forward to demonstrate that this Plan
needs to make provision now for a new settlement, or that Winchfield / Murrell
Green is the most appropriate location at which to site it. This is a matter that
should properly be considered as part of a future Local Plan review.

9.

With respect to the other objectives, the Parish Councils and Societies are pleased
to note that Objective 14 has been added since the Regulation 18 Draft Plan
Consultation. This objective seeks to maintain the separate character and identity
of settlements by avoiding development that would result in physical or visual
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coalescence. Further consideration to implementation of this objective is given in
our representations on Policy SS3 and NBE2.
10.

The Parish Councils and Societies are concerned, however, that an objective has
not been proposed to ensure that priority is given throughout the plan period to the
redevelopment of previously developed (brownfield) land. This commitment clearly
features within the proposed Vision, and, therefore, there should be no reason why
it is not transferred into an objective to guide the policies and proposals in the Plan.
This omission should be addressed before the Plan is submitted for Examination.
Tests of soundness

11.

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF provides 4 bullet points against which every Local Plan
submitted for examination must be examined, and comply with, in order to be
considered “sound”.

12.

In view of the above considerations we consider that the Vision and Objectives are
not sound because they are not “effective” because of the inconsistencies
identified, nor are they “justified” as they do not represent the most appropriate
strategy, when considered against reasonable alternatives.
Proposed Modifications

13.

The Parish Councils and Societies recommend that the Vision should be amended
as follows:
“In 2032 the District will still be an attractive, largely rural area with thriving
towns and villages and a variety of landscapes. Our countryside will be
recognised for its importance to the quality of life, as the setting where
people live and work, and for its contribution to biodiversity, leisure and
recreation.
We will have played our role in meeting future housing, social and economic
needs, with priority given to the redevelopment of previously developed
(brownfield) land. This includes the creation of a new community at Hartland
Village, east of Fleet.
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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.
In addition to market housing, the number of affordable homes will have
increased, along with more accommodation for the elderly and other forms of
specialist housing.
The number of jobs in the District will also have increased as Hart plays its
role in delivering the employment needs of the wider functional economic
area. The best employment sites will have remained in employment use and
there will be enhanced opportunities for businesses in rural areas.
Fleet will have maintained and developed its role as the main service centre,
providing employment, services and facilities, including improved
entertainment facilities. Hart’s other settlements including Yateley,
Blackwater, Hook, Hartley Wintney and Odiham will have retained and
enhanced their vibrant centres providing shops and services for their
respective local communities.
Our infrastructure will have been enhanced to support the changing
population. There will be 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 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.
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The character, quality and diversity of our natural, built and heritage assets
will have been preserved, 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, Historic Parks and Gardens,
Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings and Scheduled Ancient Monuments.”
14.

And the objectives amended as follows:
1. To plan for sufficient land to be available for at least 6,208 4,672 new
homes to be built in the District in the period 2016 – 2032 such that it
provides a continuous supply of housing.
3. To provide for longer term development needs through planning for a
sustainable new settlement within the Murrell Green/Winchfield area of
search.
8. 7. 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.
15. To maximise and make efficient and effective use of previously developed
land in the District in meeting Hart’s housing needs.
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Policy SS1 Spatial Strategy
and Distribution of
Growth

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

SS1

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

Please see paragraphs 131 - 132 of accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

The required modifications are set out in paragraph 133 of our accompanying
representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representaions.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only be fully
investigated through an oral examination.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Policy SS1 – Spatial Strategy and Distribution of Growth

Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield Parish
Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham Society and the
Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils and Societies”) in
response to draft Policy SS1 ‘Spatial Strategy and Distribution of Growth’ in the
Hart Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016-2032 Proposed Submission Version
(HLPSS).

2.

We have explained in our representation on Policy H2 and ED2, how the Parish
Councils and Societies consider that HDC should be exploring all available
opportunities to identify suitable brownfield sites in the District. In this respect, the
Parish Councils and Societies are pleased to note the efforts made by HDC in
pursuing the redevelopment of previously developed land at Hartland Village, and
supports this proposed allocation.

3.

This representation examines the findings of the Wessex Economics 2016
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), including its identified Objectively
Assessed Housing Need (OAHN). It goes on to consider housing delivery and
affordable housing needs in the context of Hart District Council (HDC’s) identified
housing requirement figure. These key evidence base documents underpinned the
Regulation 18 consultation in 2017. Whilst HDC states that the Government’s
proposed formula for assessing housing needs is the starting point for deriving the
housing requirement we consider whether this claim stands up to detailed scrutiny.

4.

Our representation is supplemented by four Appendices. These provide:
•

Appendix 2.1 - An analysis of the content of HDC’s Affordable Housing
Background Paper (March 2017);

•

Appendix 2.2 - ORS Technical Note: Assessing Affordable Housing Need
(December 2015);
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•

Appendix 2.3 - Affordable Housing Case Studies of relevance to Hart
District

•

Appendix 2.4 - Urban & Regional Policy: Housing needs in 2018 Hart Local
Plan: Final Report (6 February 2018);

5.

The Draft Spatial Strategy housing requirement figure is stated as being based
upon Hart’s local authority housing requirement figure set out in the Government’s
proposed formula for assessing housing need published in September 2016.

6.

However, the proposed changes to the National Planning Policy Framework
(NPPF) published for public consultation on 5 March 2018 state that the
Government’s intention is that a revised version of the NPPF will be published
before summer 2018. Paragraph 209 of the consultation document states that the

policies in the current Framework will apply for the purpose of examining plans,
where those plans are submitted on or before “six months after the date of
the final Framework’s publication. In these cases the examination will
take no account of the new Framework”.
7.

Consequently, as it is currently unclear precisely when HDC is likely to formally
submit the new Local Plan to the Secretary of State for Examination, we consider it
necessary that our representations relate to both the existing and emerging
Framework, including with regard to the housing requirement.

8.

In understanding the evolution of HDC’s Spatial Strategy it is important to consider
how this has been arrived at.

Summary of Representation
9.

The representation highlights that the identified housing requirement that underpins
the Spatial Strategy is unjustified and seriously deficient due to it not being based
upon the latest relevant demographic evidence.

10.

It begins by considering the key findings of the Wessex Economics SHMA and its
identified Objectively Assessed Need (OAN) given that this is an important
evidence base document under the current planning system with regard to the
identification of HDC’s housing requirement figure. It then goes on to explore in
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some detail Hart’s affordable housing requirements given the importance that has
been given to this in relation to the District’s housing requirement figure as the Draft
Local Plan has progressed through its various stages.
11.

An examination of past housing delivery is then undertaken. This is followed by an
analysis of the basis for the 388 dpa housing requirement identified in the
Submission Draft Local Plan and a critique of the assumptions and uplift that
underpin it.

12.

The important findings of a report commissioned by WPC from Urban & Regional
Policy in relation to HDC’s proposed housing requirement are then set out. These
highlight that the OAN should be significantly lower, and that there is no
demographic justification for the provision of a new settlement. It concludes that
HDC’s proposed spatial strategy promotes inward migration from elsewhere in the
HMA and beyond, and is overly focused upon promoting greenfield development.

13.

HDC’s restrictive approach to the redevelopment of brownfield employment sites
and Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) provision are explored in the
context of any justification for the provision of a new settlement.

14.

The various components of housing supply and the five-year housing land supply
are then explored. A failure to include sufficient provision from sources such as
sites within settlement boundaries and future Neighbourhood Plan allocations is
found. The analysis finds Hart already possesses a very healthy housing supply
pipeline. It also identifies particular actions and policy amendments that could be
undertaken in order to boost the redevelopment of brownfield sites.

15.

As a consequence, it finds that there is no current need or justification for HDC to:
•

Seek to deviate from the 292 dpa target identified in the draft national
formula for assessing housing need;

•

Add to an already excessive housing pipeline,

•

Specify an overly high and unachievable total housing requirement that will
result in an artificial housing backlog which will then need to be incorporated
in to the District’s housing requirement moving forwards;
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•

Inappropriately apply Green Belt Authority requirements; and

•

Limit opportunities for brownfield site delivery, increasing development
densities and urban extensions and making provision for a new settlement
within the proposed Area of Search (AoS) resulting in significant,
everlasting and harmful landscape impacts to the District.

Wessex Economics SHMA (2016) and Objectively Assessed
Housing Need (OAHN)
16.

The key evidence base document that underpinned the Regulation 18 Local Plan
consultation was the Wessex Economics Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) Final Report – November 2016 which provided an analysis which resulted
in the identification of Objectively Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) figures for the
overall Housing Market Area and its individual components: Hart, Rushmoor and
Surrey Heath.

17.

The 2016 SHMA identifying Hart District’s OAHN to be 382 dpa. This equated to
8,022 dwellings over the Plan period (2011-2032). HDC subsequently made a
separate policy decision to include an additional uplift to help it meet its stated need
for more affordable rented housing. As a consequence, the total amount of housing
that HDC is seeking to deliver over the Plan period has been raised to 10,185
dwellings. HDC acknowledged that the proposed figure went beyond the identified
economic growth housing requirement figure.

18.

We highlight below what we consider to be the most significant considerations
arising from the SHMA report’s findings.

19.

One of the most important aspects of producing any SHMA is the need to avoid
double-counting. Otherwise, the findings of the reports will become both misleading
and inaccurate. Reference is made in the SHMA to the dangers of double-counting
affordable housing numbers.

20.

Paragraph 10.124 within the SHMA report acknowledged that there are a number
of areas in the affordable housing need assessment where there is a risk of doublecounting households. It is stated as being possible that some new households
might already be counted as current households (concealed households in
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particular). Another area of risk is where households might be registered on more
than one local authority waiting list in the housing market area.
21.

An uplift of 15% to the demographic starting point was made to the OAHN to take
account of concealed households. Paragraph 10.128 identified that there were
1,427 concealed families in the 2011 Census. Wessex Economics acknowledged
that there might have been some growth in the number of concealed families since
2011. However, as the English Housing Survey 2014 showed that levels of
overcrowding had remained stable since 2011 at the regional level, Wessex
Economics assumed that the number of concealed families in the HMA has
remained relatively stable. If these concealed households (1,427) are added to the
demographic projections over the plan period, this would imply the need to uplift
the demographically driven OAHN by 79 households per annum. This would take
the OAHN from 785 (demographically driven OAHN) to 864.

22.

The upward adjustment to housing requirements as a response to market signals
was calibrated on a partial return to the rates of household formation set out in the
CLG 2008-based household projections. The outcome of this step in the process of
arriving at OAHN is application of an uplift from the demographic starting point of
785 dwellings per annum (dpa) to a requirement to plan for provision of 903 dpa,
an increase of 15% on the demographic start point for the Hart, Rushmoor and
Surrey Heath Housing Market Area.

23.

Paragraphs 11.74-11.76 of the SHMA acknowledged that there was genuine
uncertainty about the scale of job growth that can be expected in the HMA over the
next two decades, given the divergence of forecasts, and the wide spread of trend
analysis based on different data sources over the course of past business cycles.
The various identified job growth scenarios indicating a need for between 1,006
and 1,445 dpa. In the light of such uncertainty, Wessex Economics took the view
that it would be wise not to base key planning decisions on either the extremes of
the likely range of employment growth; but there should be an expectation of some
increase in household formation rates, over and above those embedded in the
current CLG Household Projections.

24.

Accordingly, it concluded that the most appropriate figure to take into the OAHN
process is to anticipate potential job growth of around 1,200 jobs pa. Delivery of
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1,200 homes pa (21,600 homes over the period 2014-32) would be consistent with
this level of job growth in terms of labour supply, without reliance on significant
increases in net in-commuting, or reduced out-commuting.

25.

Paragraph 12.33 of the SHMA is very explicit regarding the significant scale and
magnitude of the uplift:
“The OAHN is a substantial uplift (+53%) over the demographic start
point. It could make a substantive contribution to reversing the
suppressed household formation rates among younger households
evident since 2001, by improving the affordability compared to what it
would otherwise have been – assuming similar action is generally
taken across the Greater South East; and safeguards the future
economic performance of the local economy”.

Affordable Housing Needs
26.

It is very apparent that local affordable housing needs were considered by HDC to
provide the justification for setting a higher overall housing requirement figure in the
Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan, which was above and beyond the OAHN figure
identified in the 2016 SHMA. In Appendix 2.1 we provide a detailed analysis of the
content of the Hart Local Plan – Affordable Housing Background Paper (March
2017) Final Report. This document being an evidence base document.

27.

It would seem appropriate to begin by considering what precisely is meant by
affordable housing need?

28.

The National Planning Practice Guidance (PPG) provides the following definition:
What is the total need for affordable housing?
“The total need for affordable housing should be converted into
annual flows by calculating the total net need (subtract total available
stock from total gross need) and converting total net need into an
annual flow.

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council - Policy SS1

The total affordable housing need should then be considered in the
context of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market and
affordable housing developments, given the probable percentage of
affordable housing to be delivered by market housing led
developments. An increase in the total housing figures included in the
local plan should be considered where it could help deliver the
required number of affordable homes”. 1

29.

In its previous Regulation 18 consultation, HDC stated that the Government
expects local authorities to consider applying an uplift to housing targets to meet
affordable home needs, particularly where the problems of affordability are
pronounced. Whilst this is correct, it is also the case that the SHMA had already
done this. Hence, the incorporation of an uplift to the OAHN by Wessex Economics
in the 2016 SHMA to take account of this issue. Appendix 2.2 – Assessing
Affordable Housing Need: A Technical Note from Opinion Research Services
(ORS) explains why affordable housing need must be a component of the full,
objectively assessed need for housing. It also highlights the importance of ensuring
that Assessments differentiate between the gross need and net need for affordable
housing.

30.

The extent of the uplift to local housing requirements that would be needed if HDC
were to meet the assessed affordable housing need in full is set out in Figure 1
below taken from Appendix 1 of the 2016 SHMA Appendices (p.90).

31.

This Figure is helpful in demonstrating the extremely large amount of overall
housing delivery that would be required in order to deliver the full affordable
housing need required in Hart each year. Quite clearly such high amounts of
development are unachievable. No local authority would realistically be able to
deliver 60% affordable housing in the high numbers specified under the current
planning system. Indeed, even at 40% there will inevitably be associated
infrastructure costs that make viability difficult for a significant number of housing
schemes.

Figure 1: HRSH Housing Requirement to Deliver Full Affordable Housing
Needs through New Development, Per Annum Affordable housing as a % of
1

Paragraph:029 Reference ID: 2a-029-20140306
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total housing requirement
40%

60%

20%

32.

Total Homes Required to Deliver 380
Affordable Homes per annum (based on
need for subsidised rent)

1,920

960

640

Total Homes Required to Deliver 970
Affordable Homes per annum (based on
need for subsidised rent + subsidised home
ownership) (Gross)

4,875

2,438

1,625

Total Homes Required to Deliver 380
Affordable Homes per annum Minus PRS
Supply (450 homes per annum)

1,470

510

190

Total Homes Required to Deliver 970
Affordable Homes per annum Minus PRS
Supply (450 homes per annum)

4,425

1,988

1,175

The vast majority of current affordable housing provision in Hart flows off the back
of market housing provision. However, a higher overall housing requirement figure
will not automatically result in a significant increase in affordable housing provision.
There are examples of a number of residential developments within Hart where
affordable housing provision will be considerably less than the target percentage
figure. This is often a result of other site related considerations and development
costs which significantly impact upon development viability.

33.

Consequently, if HDC is seeking to increase overall affordable housing provision it
needs to specifically focus upon that, rather than just increase the overall housing
target figure and rely upon that to result in a significant increase in affordable
housing supply.
Appendix 2.3 – Affordable Housing Case Studies of relevance to Hart District

34.

The substantial uplift to the OAHN (+53%) over the demographic start point
referred to in the Wessex Economics SHMA is very high. We have prepared a
separate report which refers to case studies from elsewhere (see Appendix 2.3 for
full details). These pertain to relevant Local Plan Examination Inspector’s Report
findings and important judicial decisions of relevance to Hart. We comment briefly
on our main findings immediately below.
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Satnam Millenium Ltd v Warrington Borough Council (February 2015)
35.

This case demonstrated the importance of ensuring that an assessment of full,
objectively assessed needs for housing does not omit to consider up-to-date
affordable housing requirements. In the case of Hart, this matter was considered as
part of the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath SHMA (2016).
Cornwall Local Plan Preliminary Findings (June 2015):

36.

It was determined that a ‘mechanistic uplift’ is not required by the OAHN process.
We recognise that the decision on whether to uplift planned provision of housing
and, if so, by how much, is a policy decision for the local authority to make as part
of determining local housing requirements. However, this needs to be considered
on the basis of hard evidence.

37.

Paragraph 50 of the Cornwall Local Plan Examination Inspector’s Report is
considered to be particularly pertinent in the case of Hart. Reference is made to the
fact that national guidance requires consideration of an uplift where there is a gap
of between expected affordable housing delivery and supply.

38.

However, this was found not to require a mechanistic increase in the overall
housing requirement to achieve all affordable housing needs. The realism of
achieving the intended benefit of additional affordable housing from any such uplift
is relevant, otherwise any increase may not achieve its purpose. In the case of
Cornwall, there has always been a very substantial gap between expected
affordable housing delivery and identified need. Consequently, Cornwall Council
only expected to deliver 58% of the total need.
Oadby and Wigston v Bloor Homes (July 2015)

39.

We consider that the importance of this High Court case on a S.78 appeal decision
is to highlight the importance of SHMA’s demonstrating that they have sought to
address key considerations such as affordable housing needs. However, it also
recognises that such matters are then often a matter of judgement. The local
authority then has to justify that the approach taken is reasonable.
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40.

Given that the 2016 SHMA already incorporates a very significant uplift beyond the
demographic starting point, it is somewhat surprising to us that HDC is now
envisaging a further significant increase to the District’s housing provision figure.
King’s Lynn v Elm Park Holdings (July 2015)

41.

Again, this particular judgement raises important issues of relevance to Hart. In
paragraph 35, the Judge stated that the Framework (the NPPF) makes clear that
affordable housing needs should be addressed in determining the FOAN, but
neither the Framework nor the PPG suggest that they have to be met in full when
determining the FOAN. This is no doubt because in practice very often the
calculation of unmet affordable housing need will produce a figure which the
planning authority has little of no prospect of delivering in practice.
West Dorset, Weymouth and Portland Joint Local Plan Inspector’s Report
(August 2015)

42.

The Local Plan Examination Inspector’s Report concluded in paragraph 62 that it
was not feasible or appropriate to support further land releases as a means of
increasing affordable housing delivery. It would entail a substantial uplift in housing
allocations and put pressure on the housebuilding industry to sustain excessively
high building rates which the market may be unable to deliver. A large increase in
the amount of market housing would also be likely to reduce the viability of larger
schemes and undermine the numbers of affordable units being delivered.
Torbay Local Plan Inspector’s Report (October 2015)

43.

The Local Plan Examination Inspector referred to the Exeter and Torbay SHMA
identifying a need for 820 dpa in Torbay, 605 of which would need to be affordable
dwellings. The Inspector concluded that increasing the market sector housing to
deliver more affordable housing would be inappropriate for several reasons. One of
which being the quantum of development that would be needed to provide for an
appropriate level of affordable housing would be wholly unrealistic in an
environmentally sensitive area such as Torbay. The Inspector also considered that
it was unrealistic that the Torbay market could sustain a build rate of 950 dpa.
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Stroud Local Plan Inspector’s Report (November 2015)
44.

The Local Plan Examination Inspector only recommended a modest uplift to the
housing requirement to address affordable housing need concerns. In doing so, the
Inspector highlighted the fact that other ways existed to deliver affordable housing,
not just off the back of private sector housing. The Council could bring forward its
own initiatives to deliver affordable housing including its own social housing
programme. It is a fact that a number of local authorities have set up housing
companies to enable them to deliver additional amounts of affordable housing.
Hinckley and Bosworth v Jelson Ltd (Jan 2018)

45.

Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council v Jelson Ltd’s Court of Appeal Judgment
highlighted the importance of the consideration of recent demographic data, and
recognised that affordable housing requirements cannot be considered in total
isolation from other key considerations.
Other Sources of Affordable Housing Supply

46.

We are aware of Big Sky Developments which is a company set up and owned by
South Norfolk District Council. It has so far developed two sites. Roseberry Park,
Portingland which is a 57 dwelling development, which includes 10 rental units. The
second site at Maple Park, Long Stratton is a £8 million scheme built in partnership
with Lovell to create a 50 dwelling scheme with 5 affordable units. The Council is
currently assessing a number of further sites. It obtains income from the sale of
houses and from the rental income from both residential and commercial property.

47.

The South Norfolk example referred to above demonstrates that Hart has an
opportunity to follow a similar approach to boost affordable housing supply. Quite
evidently, such an approach may initially only result in a relatively small number of
additional affordable housing units being delivered. However, as the months and
years follow on, a much greater amount of sites and income is likely to result in a
far more significant contribution being made. Over the course of the Plan period,
this contribution could be both very sizeable and significant in terms of overall
affordable housing supply.
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48.

We consider that HDC has failed to demonstrate that the proposed adjustments to
the overall housing requirement identified under the Government’s proposed
standard approach to calculating housing need for Hart of 292 dpa are justified
based upon sound demographic evidence

Housing Delivery
49.

It is worth noting that Table 3 in the Hart Five Year Housing Land Supply at 6
October 2017 document (February 2018) identifies the following housing delivery
rates for the district:
Table 1: Annual Housing Completions in Hart
Year

New dwellings (net)

1996/97
1997/98
1998/99
1999/00
2000/01
2001/02
2002/03
2003/04
2004/05
2005/06
2006/07
2007/08
2008/09
2009/10
2010/11
2011/12
2012/13
2013/14
2014/15
2015/16
2016/17

308
364
163
211
294
341
443
567
642
527
396
229
52
-17
70
326
197
264
338
705
623

Dwellings Per Annum
(average)

50.

335

The above table demonstrates that over the past 21 years, housing delivery rates
in Hart have averaged 335 dwellings per annum. It is recognised that housing
delivery rates in some years were adversely affected by the Thames Basin Heaths
Birds Directive development restrictions and the housing downturn.
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51.

The Table on p.144 within Appendix 2 of the Draft Local Plan identifies that there
were a further 175 dwellings completed between 1 April 2017 and 6 October 2017.
Another further 418 dwellings were estimated as being likely to be completed in the
remainder of that monitoring year. The estimated total of 593 dwellings for 2017/18
being only 30 dwellings lower than for the previous monitoring year (2016/17). It is
apparent, therefore, that recent housing delivery in Hart has been very strong, and
that since 2015/16 onwards, annual housing completions have been considerably
higher than the past yearly average figure. Indeed, it has been approximately
double that figure.

52.

The following Table from the 2015/16 AMR specifically details affordable housing
delivery.
Table 2: Affordable Housing Completions 2011 - 2016
Year

Net affordable

Net market housing

Affordable

completions
Housing Completions

housing %

2011-12

208

118

64%

2012-13

22

175

11%

2013-14

46

218

17%

2014-15

70

268

21%

2015-16

155

550

22%

53.

Recent evidence, particularly in respect of the past four years demonstrates that
HDC has only been achieving a low affordable housing delivery rate of
approximately 20% of the overall new housing supply.

54.

We also note that DCLG Live Table 1008S identifies that in 2015/16 the total
additional affordable dwellings provided by local authority area (England) live starts
on site for Hart was 160 dwellings. Whereas, the same figure for the most recent
monitoring year (2016/17) shows a fall to only 110 live starts. This reinforces the
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evidence which demonstrates that affordable housing delivery in Hart has recently
been poor, even in the context of greater amounts of market housing provision.
55.

The evidence clearly suggests that HDC’s approach of relying upon high and
inflexible affordable housing requirement figures has failed to deliver the homes
envisaged. Therefore, it is necessary to consider more flexible policy requirements,
and a more innovative approach to affordable housing delivery, such as the
creation of a Council owned Development Company. This being an approach
increasingly being taken elsewhere in the country by many other local authorities.

Spatial Strategy
Plan Period
56.

We note that since the time of the Regulation 18 Local Plan consultation in spring
2017, HDC has chosen to amend the Plan period from 2011-2032 to 2016-32. The
consequence of this being that the high amount of housing provision over and the
above target figure is no longer counted within the housing supply. This is
regrettable, particularly given that the Strategic Housing Market Assessment
(SHMA) uses 2014 as its base date.
Housing Requirement Figure

57.

In September 2017, DCLG published ‘Planning for the right homes in the right
places: consultation proposals’. These included a proposed new methodology and
formula to be followed by local authorities with regard to the identification of their
housing requirement figures. Immediately below we set out the key extracts of
relevance with regard to Hart’s Housing Market Area.

Current Local

Indicative

Difference

Assessment of

Assessment of

(dwellings

Housing Need

Housing Need

per

(dwellings per

based on

annum)

annum)

proposed formula
(dwellings per
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annum)
Hart

382

292

-90

Rushmoor

436

294

-142

Surrey

382

352

-30

Heath
Total

58.

-262

The above Table demonstrates that under the proposed new national housing
formula, the annual housing requirement for Hart District would reduce by 90 dpa,
and 262 dpa across the whole HMA. Over the course, of the whole Plan period, this
reduction would be substantial. We acknowledge that the proposed new housing
numbers formula has yet to be confirmed. However, it clearly points to the fact that
unless the Government announces a change of approach, the housing
requirements for Hart, as well as the HMA, will reduce significantly. Given this, it is
entirely unclear as to why HDC has prepared a Spatial Strategy which in its various
iterations has sought to deviate so significantly in terms of housing over-supply in
relation to both the current OAN housing requirement and that proposed under the
government’s proposed new housing methodology.

59.

Paragraphs 108-109 of the HLPSS fully acknowledges that the new Local Plan
proposes a considerably higher amount of housing than the indicative Government
figures for Hart require. In addition, HDC commits itself to planning for a new
settlement within the AoS. It is stated that these measures provide a substantial
contingency to any increase in the Government figures that could, in theory, result
in an unmet need arising elsewhere in the HMA. It is specified that 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. Paragraph 427 of the Draft Plan states that this will commence
in 2021 at the latest (so only a year or two after the Draft Local Plan is anticipated
to be adopted).

60.

Paragraph 106 of the Draft Local Plan states that:
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“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”.

61.

We note that paragraph 107 goes on to state that Rushmoor has now confirmed
that not only can it meet its identified housing needs, it will accrue a significant
surplus compared to the Government’s indicative figures.
“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”.

62.

It is considered to be particularly noteworthy that Hart’s Duty to Co-operate
Statement (February 2018) identifies that Rushmoor’s Local Plan will over-deliver
by 3,800 dwellings over the period 2016-2032.

“Rushmoor submitted its Plan on 2 February 2018. Rushmoor is
meeting its OAHN of 436 homes per annum (2014-2032) as defined in
the 2016 SHMA, in full. Using the SHMA OAHN figures there is no
surplus in the Rushmoor Plan that could be used to counter any
shortfalls elsewhere in the HMA. However, compared to the indicative
Government figures Rushmoor’s Plan will over-deliver by
approximately 3,800 dwellings over the period 2016-2032” (our
emphasis).

63.

We understand that the Surrey Heath Local Plan is due to publish a Regulation 18
public consultation draft during spring 2018. We note from paragraph 2.3 of the
Surrey Heath Authority Monitoring Report (AMR) 2016/17 (January 2018) that:
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“…the Council has permitted more development than has been
delivered. Over a three year period from 2012 to 2015, the Council has
permitted 2,506 dwellings. Over the same period, only 511 dwellings
have been delivered. Furthermore, during the monitoring year, the
Council permitted 640 dwellings whilst only 226 have been delivered.
This shows that the development industry is not always delivering the
dwellings that have been granted permission by the Council. In
addition, these sites hold SANG capacity, which has implications for
the Council’s ability to mitigate for new applications as they come
forward”.

64.

There appears to be no justification or actual evidence of need for HDC’s proposed
Spatial Strategy. The Council has seemingly disregarded both its OAN, and the
housing figure identified in the draft new housing methodology.

65.

The Parish Councils and Societies note that HDC states in paragraph 101 that in
determining its housing requirement figure it used as its starting point the
Government’s proposed approach to calculating local housing need. It then states
that it has considered the need for a contingency (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.

66.

Appendix 2 of the Draft Plan sets out further detail as to how the annual housing
figure was derived. It states that HDC is confident that a figure in excess of 292 dpa
could be delivered. It initially proposes to increase the figure to 310 dpa by
removing the 40% cap above the projected household growth figure identified in
the DCLG’s proposed housing methodology. Finally, the Council has applied a 25%
uplift to the uncapped figure and arrived at a requirement for 388 dpa.

67.

The Parish Councils and Societies consider that there is no justification for either
the cap removal or a 25% uplift. Indeed, the uplift that has been actually applied is
33% (a third) above the starting point figure set out in the new proposed standard
methodology. The Government’s proposed methodology is clear and transparent,
and has identified Hart’s indicative need at 292 dpa. The Government has also
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specified that Local Plan policies will need to now be reviewed on at least a five
yearly basis. Paragraph 23 of the Draft Revised NPPF states:

“…Reviews should be completed no later than five years from the
adoption date of the plan, and should take into account changing
circumstances affecting the area, or any relevant changes in national
policy. Relevant strategic policies will need updating at least once
every five years if their applicable local housing need figure has
increased; and they are likely to require earlier review if local housing
need is expected to increase in the near future”.

68.

Consequently, there is no need for HDC to second guess what might happen in the
future, it should instead wait until it is in possession of firm evidence and data to
inform any alternative housing requirement figure. It should not deviate from the
292 dpa requirement in the absence of any demographic justification, particularly
given that both its neighbouring HMA members have also seen reductions in their
annual housing requirement figures.

69.

Paragraph 61 of the Draft Revised NPPF (March 2018) states that only in
exceptional circumstances should there be divergence from the use of the standard
methodology formula for determining local authority housing needs.
“In determining the minimum number of homes needed, strategic
plans should be based upon a local housing need assessment,
conducted using the standard method in national planning guidance –
unless there are exceptional circumstances that justify an alternative
approach which also reflects current and future demographic trends
and market signals. In establishing this figure, any needs that cannot
be met within neighbouring areas should also be taken into account”.

70.

It would appear that the Council’s approach to setting its overall housing
requirement is based upon a significant element of crystal ball gazing the content
and needs of the next Local Plan (in the absence of any hard evidence now). The
Parish Councils and Societies consider that it is wrong to seek to predetermine the
next Local Plan’s needs.
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71.

We consider it noteworthy that HDC’s identified housing requirement of 388 dpa is
very similar to that set out in the 2016 SHMA of 382 dpa. This raises suspicions
that HDC is choosing to disregard the content of the proposed national new
housing methodology formula and carry on with its earlier identified housing
requirement figure.

72.

The following graphic demonstrates how HDC’s housing target has been heavily
inflated from the figures of 207 dpa identified in the DCLG 2014-based household
projections and 292 dpa in the proposed national formula for assessing local
housing needs to 388 dpa in the Draft Local Plan.

Urban & Regional Policy Report
73.

WPC commissioned a report from Alan Wenban Smith of Urban & Regional Policy
(URP) in relation to Hart’s housing requirement. The ‘Housing needs in 2018 Hart
Local Plan – Final Report to Winchfield Parish Council (6 February 2018)’ is
attached as Appendix 2.4.

74.

We comment below in respect of some of the key findings of the URP report, and
identify the relevant paragraph numbers of the report in brackets.
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75.

Although the revised PPG would set the demographic starting point for OAN in Hart
at 292 dpa, the HLP adheres to the previous target provision of at least 388 dpa
(6,208 over the Local Plan period – 2016-2032). In a paper to the HDC Cabinet
meeting on 3 Jan 2018 the main reasons given for this were (3.1):
a) to avoid policy confusion if future household projections and/or further
future changes in methodology led to higher needs (they note that
without the 40% cap on the increase above, the figure would be higher
(310 dpa), and the national average needed to achieve 300,000 dpa
would be 13% [330 dpa in Hart]);
b) to offer additional flexibility for delayed delivery of sites;
c) to benefit from boosting delivery, including affordability;
d) to utilise the existing supply of sites with planning permission, which have
capacity for more than 3,000 homes (Table 1). Over 1,600 are on large
greenfield sites.

76.

It is important to note that whilst existing provision over the Local Plan is identified
as being 6,346 new homes (397 dpa), these figures relate to ‘new build
completions’ on land provided through the planning system, and exclude net gains
from conversions, changes of use, etc. This may be substantial, and moreover it
may be particularly relevant to how well the needs of lower income households are
met (3.2).

77.

A further important point is that the housing requirements for both the other
Districts in the HMA would be reduced by the new PPG proposals – Rushmoor by
142 dpa and Surrey Heath by 30 dpa. This is highly pertinent in the context of
HDC’s argument about increasing OAN above the guidance (3.3)

78.

At 388 dpa the proposed OAN for Hart is 88% higher than would be justified by the
current (2014-based) official projection (207 dpa, including vacancy allowance) and
33% higher than by the proposed DCLG method (292 dpa) (4.1).

79.

Whilst a higher OAN than the past trend might lead to additional housebuilding, it
would merely increase the level of commuting rather than contribute in a significant
way to meeting housing needs. The exaggerated level of OAN proposed by the
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HLP is perverting the planning processes, putting the cart before the horse by
promoting housing numbers above place-making (4.2).
80.

This would make any increase above ‘trend’ provision for Hart conditional on
demonstrating that such development would be more sustainable in terms of NPPF
than alternatives within the HMA or region. No such work has been undertaken,
making it impossible to offer an evidence-based opinion on any specific higher
figure for OAN (4.3-4.4).

81.

The URP Report finds that the arguments put by HDC for a higher OAN seem
weak, and eminently challengeable, for all the reasons given in this report:
a) All three Districts in the HMA have had reductions proposed to their
OAN, so there is no unallocated need to be distributed.
b) Higher levels of OAN would increase the supply pipeline, particularly of
greenfield sites. However, there is already a large amount of land with
planning permission, including several large greenfield sites. Uncertainty
about the order and rate of development would be increased.
c) Such uncertainties make timely provision of services and infrastructure
more difficult, and less economical at a time of resource constraints. This
could inhibit new development and further increase uncertainties in a
vicious circle.
d) Diversion of public resources and attention from regeneration of existing
urban areas to a diffuse range of greenfield sites will undermine the
housing opportunities most relevant to newly-forming households. Such
households form the vast majority of those whose needs are represented
by OAN.
e) The effect of more diffuse greenfield development and less urban
regeneration is to make it more difficult to meet local labour demands
(especially at lower wage levels) and increase commuting travel
demands.

82.

It is evident that the existing supply (6,346 dwellings) would seem adequate for the
whole Local Plan period, even at the higher level of provision volunteered by HDC
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(388 dpa, 6,208 of total). Moreover, the likelihood of unmet need elsewhere in the
HMA has ‘significantly reduced’, because of the reduction in the OAN for both
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath in the new DCLG figures. In spite of this, HLP
proposes a ‘New Settlement’ (policy SS3 -New Settlement at the Murrell Green /
Winchfield Area of Search). In the longer term this is intended to provide up to a
further 5,000 homes, with perhaps 1,200 becoming available by 2032. This is in
addition to 3,000 homes with planning permission, mainly on large greenfield sites
(Table 1). However, the justification is entirely absent (4.7-4.8).
83.

Indeed, the latest evidence points more to the danger that with Hart, Rushmoor and
Surrey Heath each now been given a lower housing requirement figure, the
proposed amount of housing being proposed across the three districts will result in
significant housing over-supply occurring across the Housing Market Area (HMA).
Consequently, no evidence is available to demonstrate a need for a new settlement
anywhere within either Hart, or the wider HMA, nor that the AoS would represent
the most sustainable area in which to locate it.

Housing Supply
84.

The Housing Trajectory shows that 6,346 dwellings are expected to be delivered by
the end of the Plan period in 2031/32. This figure exceeds HDC’s proposed overall
housing requirement figure of 6,208 dwellings.

85.

The Hart Local Plan Housing Trajectory as set out in Appendix 2 of the HLPSS
document expects housing delivery to drop off after 2024/25. After delivery of over
700 dwellings in each of 2019/20, 2020/21 and 2021/22, annual housing
completions are projected to be under 200 dpa from 2025/26 through to the end of
the Plan period in 2031/32. This being as a result of a fall in terms of completions
from Local Plan site allocations. In reality, we do not expect actual delivery to fall to
such low levels, particularly given that Neighbourhood Plan site allocations are by
then, likely to have become an important component of the overall housing supply.

86.

The total housing supply identified above of 6,346 dwellings represents an average
delivery rate of 397 dpa. However, HDC acknowledges that the ‘Sites within
Settlement Boundaries ‘ total of 184 dwellings is likely to be an underestimate as it
is based solely on known developable SHLAA sites within boundaries. We would
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anticipate far more than 184 dwellings (dpa) to come forward from this source over
the Plan period given that this equates to only 12 dpa.

87.

We note that the ‘made’ Odiham and North Warnborough Neighbourhood Plan is
anticipated to deliver at least 111 dwellings. Other Neighbourhood Plans have been
‘made’ in respect of Rotherwick and Winchfield. Consultation in respect of the
Hartley Wintney’s Draft Neighbourhood Plan, which proposes 23 dwellings
concluded in February 2018. A consultation has recently ended regarding an
application to designate Yateley Parish as a Neighbourhood Area. Given that
Yateley Town has a population of over 20,000 people, there is scope for it to
deliver significant additional housing provision. Similarly, we understand that Fleet
with its population of approximately 39,000 people is likely to subject its draft
Neighbourhood Plan to public consultation in May/June 2018.

88.

Other settlements in Hart are also likely to prepare additional Neighbourhood Plans
allocating further amounts of housing It seems somewhat surprising that given
criterion (d) of Policy SS1 is ‘supporting the delivery of new homes through
Neighbourhood Plans’, no further allowance is made in the housing supply
calculation from this valuable source (other than in respect of Odiham & North
Warnborough). We believe that Table 1: ‘Sources of Housing Supply’ makes
insufficient provision in respect of the additional number of dwellings likely to be
sourced from sites within settlement boundaries and other future Neighbourhood
Plan allocation sites: Rural Exception sites may be a source that is able to deliver a
small amount of additional housing provision. We have, therefore, re-stated Hart’s
figures in the following table:
Source
Completions (1/4/16– 6/10/17)
Sites with Outstanding Planning Permissions at 6/10/17

Homes
798
3,046

Other Deliverable Sites

504

Sites within Settlement Boundaries

184

Hartland Village
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Sites in the Odiham and North Warnborough

111

Neighbourhood Plan
Small Site Windfall Allowance

275

Total

6,346

Five-Year Land Supply
89.

In considering the overall housing supply, we think it to be pertinent to focus upon
the content of HDC’s ‘Five Year Housing Supply at 6 October 2017 – Annex to the
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment published February 2018’. In
particular, we would draw particular attention to the content of Table 1 below:
Table 1: Hart District Council – Five Year Housing Land Supply at 6 October
2017

Total

Annual

Housing requirement
Requirement 2016-2032

388

Completions 1 April 2016 – 6 October 2017

798

Requirement for first 1.52 years (1 April 2016 – 6
October 2017)

590

Oversupply

208

Requirement for 5 years (7 October 2017 – 6 October
2022)

1,940

388

Requirement for 5 years minus oversupply

1,732

346
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Residual housing requirement plus 5% buffer

1,818

364

Housing Supply

Large Site planning permissions at 6 October 2017

2,356

Small Site planning permissions at 6 October 2017

252

Deliverable Sites

260

Hartland Village

440

Small site windfall allowance

Total supply

66

3,374

Shortfall / Over Provision

Against requirement +5%

+1,556

Number of years supply

Against requirement +5%

90.

9.28

In the Table shown above, HDC states that it considers that it possesses 9.28
years of housing land supply. HDC’s oversupply is substantial, and in our
experience it is extremely rare to see a local authority submit a Local Plan for
Examination, which is able to identify around double the required 5 year housing
land supply.

91.

We have already commented above that we do not consider that in light of the
Government’s proposed new housing need methodology for local authorities, HDC
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can any longer use the SHMA fOAN figure of 388 dpa as the basis for the new
Plan’s overall housing requirement figure. Consequently, we set out below a
revised five year land supply based upon HDC’s indicative housing requirement of
292 dpa.
Table 1: Hart District Council – Five Year Housing Land Supply at 6 October
2017

Total

Annual

Housing requirement
Requirement 2016-2032

292

Completions 1 April 2016 – 6 October 2017

798

Requirement for first 1.52 years (1 April 2016 – 6
October 2017)

444

Oversupply

354

Requirement for 5 years (7 October 2017 – 6 October
2022)

1,460

292

Requirement for 5 years minus oversupply

1,106

221

Residual housing requirement plus 5% buffer

1,161

232

Housing Supply

Large Site planning permissions at 6 October 2017

2,356

Small Site planning permissions at 6 October 2017

252
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Deliverable Sites

260

Hartland Village

440

Small site windfall allowance

Total supply

66

3,374

Shortfall / Over Provision

Against requirement +5%

+2,213

Number of years supply

Against requirement +5%

92.

14.54

It can be seen that by using the indicative assessment of housing need figure
identified in the Government’s proposed methodology, nearly 15 years’ worth of
housing supply can already be demonstrated. Furthermore, if the Parish Councils
and Societies are correct in their assertions that additional housing supply will also
come forward from sites within settlement boundaries and future Neighbourhood
Plan allocations, it is evident that HDC will be able to demonstrate that it will
already be delivering more than its entire housing requirement for the Plan period.
Other Housing Land Supply Considerations

93.

There are a number of further important housing land supply considerations, which
we touch upon below.
SANG Capacity

94.

The Annual Assessment of Availability of Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space
(SANG) report was agreed at HDC’s Cabinet meeting on 5 October 2017 (see
Appendix 6.2)
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95.

The report specifies that Council owned or controlled SANG should only be
allocated in accordance with the criteria set out in Appendix 1 of that report, and at
the fees specified (Appendix 2). The SANG tariffs being £3,334/person for
developments that deliver in full 40% affordable homes and in all other instances
the cost to access SANG being £5,334/person (of which £400/person should be
allocated to the delivery of biodiversity initiatives/projects and £1,600/person
allocated to affordable housing/homelessness initiatives. The remaining
£3,334/person will be used to fund the capital/maintenance cost associated with
the procurement and management cost of running a SANG.

96.

Paragraph 4.1 of the Cabinet Report acknowledges that whilst there is significant
SANG capacity available within Hart District, much of that is in private hands.
Applicants can seek to access SANG capacity (subject to the owner’s permission)
at Crookham Park (approx. 1,500 homes) or Bassetts Mead, Hook. However, no
spare capacity now exists at:

97.

•

Clarks Farm / Swan Lakes Yateley

•

Dilly Lane / Queen Elizabeth II Fields, Hartley Wintney

•

Hitches Land / Edenbrook

•

Hawley Meadows

It is stated (paragraph 5.1) that major developments of 10 or more dwellings (major
development) can be allocated to a SANG that has an appropriate catchment area
which includes the proposed development, so long as there is no SPA located inbetween. The following capacities and catchment areas are identified:

•

•

Bramshot Farm = approximately 1,745 dwellings within 5 km

•

Hawley Place Farm = 779 dwellings within 4 km

•

North East Hook = 122 dwellings within 4 km

•

Land at Watery Lane = 565 dwellings within 5 km
Two further SANGS are being negotiated associated with new
developments at Hartland Park and Riseley.
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98.

However, and very importantly, the report acknowledges that Bramshot Farm is the
only SANG that can be guaranteed to be actually delivered.

99.

Reference is made in paragraph 6.1 to Council administered or managed SANG
capacity. It is said that a Memorandum of Agreement was shortly to be signed with
Rushmoor Borough Council to support the delivery of up to 1,500 dwellings. HDC
will also be looking to assist Surrey Heath Borough Council meet wider Housing
Market Area (HMA) needs.

100.

Appendix 1 clearly stipulates that NO Council owned or controlled land will be
allocated as SANG if the development is a departure from the Development Plan,
results in the loss of employment land or employment opportunity on 19 specified
strategic and locally important employment sites, or the development does not
provide in full 40% affordable homes, apart from in exceptional circumstances.

101.

The Parish Councils and Societies are concerned that HDC’s approach to SANG
provision will act as an obstacle to the delivery of housing on suitable PDL sites,
including affordable housing provision, given the stringent, inflexible and costly
affordable housing and SANG requirements upon developers.

102.

We consider that HDC’s approach to affordable housing provision is contrary to the
content of paragraph 64 of the Draft Revised NPPF published in March 2018:

“Provision of affordable housing should not be sought for
developments that are not on major sites, other than in designated
rural areas (where policies may set out a lower threshold of 5 units
or fewer). To support the re-use of brownfield land, where vacant
buildings are being reused or redeveloped, any affordable housing
contribution due should be reduced by a proportionate amount”.

Brownfield Opportunities
103.

Reference should be made to the Government led initiatives highlighted above and
discussed in detail in WPC’s previous representations. To assist, we have provided
below an updated version of the table from WPC’s previous representations which
summarised the various brownfield opportunities.
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Initiative/Policy Brownfield Opportunity
Brownfield site

The Housing and Planning Bill sets out the Government’s intention

register

to require local planning authorities to publish and maintain up-todate registers of brownfield sites suitable for housing. "Automatic"
permission will be granted to housing schemes on sites allocated
on new brownfield registers, subject to certain criteria to be set out
in a Local Development Order (LDO).

June 2017 update: The Town and Country Planning (Brownfield
Land Register) Regulations 2017 and the Town and Country
Planning (Permission in Principle) Order 2017 came into force in
April 2017. They require authorities to publish a brownfield land
register by 31 December 2017.They must also regularly update it,
at least annually. The register comprises two parts:
1) A list of previously-developed land sites considered to be
suitable for development and deliverable within a 15-year
timeframe. Sites must be at least 0.25 hectares and
capable of supporting five homes or more.
2) A list of brownfield sites that have been granted permission
in principle (PIP), a new form of upfront consent with a
number of procedural requirements. This includes the
authority, when granting a site PIP, defining the minimum
and maximum number of homes it can take. This enables
a future technical details consent to be secured.

March 2018 update: HDC has now published a Brownfield
Register that lists 48 sites. Our separate representation in respect
of Policy ED2 questions the accuracy and comprehensiveness of
the list.
Permitted

Planning regulations have been amended to make it easier to

Development

change the use of an existing building from commercial, retail and

(PD) Rights

agricultural use to residential use.

June 2017 update: Additional and revised permitted development
rights came into force on 6th April 2016, including:
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•

Existing PD rights, allowing the change of use from offices
to residential (which were to expire in May 2016), were
made permanent.

•

A new PD right was introduced to allow the change of use
of a light industrial building and any land within its curtilage
to residential.

March 2018 update: The Proposed revisions to the NPPF
support opportunities to use the airspace above existing
residential and commercial premises for new homes. In particular,
they seek to allow upward extensions where the development
would be consistent with the prevailing height and form of
neighbouring properties and the overall street scene, is welldesigned (including complying with any local design policies and
standards), and can maintain safe access and egress for
occupiers.
Starter Homes

The exception site policy enables applications for development for

Exception Sites

Starter Homes on under-used or unviable industrial and

Policy

commercial land that has not been currently identified for
housing. It also encourages local planning authorities not to seek
section 106 affordable housing and tariff-style contributions that
would otherwise apply. Local planning authorities should work in a
positive and proactive way with landowners and developers to
secure a supply of land suitable for Starter Homes exception sites
to deliver housing for young first time buyers in their area.
Furthermore, changes are proposed to the NPPF 2 to make clear
that unviable or underused commercial and employment land
should be released unless there is significant and compelling
evidence to justify why such land should be retained for
employment uses. Alongside the Government is also proposing to
widen the scope of the current exception site policy to incorporate
other forms of unviable or underused brownfield land, such as

2

DCLG (December 2015) “Consultation on proposed changes to national planning policy”
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land previously in use for retail, leisure and non-residential uses
(such as former health and education sites). Also, to provide
greater certainty that planning permission will be granted for
starter homes on exemption sites, the Government is proposing to
make clear that applications can only be rejected if there are
overriding design, infrastructure and local environment
considerations that cannot be mitigated.

June 2017 update: The Government set out proposals in the
Housing White Paper, published in February 2017, to change the
NPPF to allow more brownfield land to be released for
developments with a higher proportion of starter homes by:
1) Bringing forward more vacant, unviable and unused
employment land by introducing new rules for retaining
employment land. This will make it clear that any proposal
on employment land that has been vacant, unused or
unviable for a period of five years, and is not a strategic
employment site, should be considered favourably for
starter home-led development.
2) Extending the current starter home exception site policy to
include other forms of underused brownfield land – such
as leisure centres and retail uses – while retaining limited
grounds for refusal.
Self-Build

Local Authorities are required to maintain a register of self-

Register

builders so that they can measure interest and as a means of
matching builders to brownfield sites that become available.

Starter Homes

In an announcement on 4 January 2015, Prime Minister David

Fund

Cameron said a £1.2 billion fund to build 30,000 affordable starter
homes and 30,000 homes for market sale on underused
brownfield land over the next five years would be created.

June 2017 update: The Government confirmed in the Housing
White Paper, published in February 2017, that the £1.2 billion
Starter Home Land Fund will be invested to support the
preparation of brownfield sites.
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Other updates

The Government also confirmed in the Housing White Paper (February

since March

2017) that “the presumption should be that brownfield land

2016

within settlements is suitable for housing unless there are clear
and specific reasons to the contrary (such as high flood risk).
To facilitate this, we will amend the National Planning Policy
Framework to indicate that great weight should be attached
to the value of using suitable brownfield land within
settlements for homes, following the broad support for this
proposal in our consultation in December 2015. In addition,
our proposals for increasing the density of development set
out in this White Paper will ensure that maximum use is made
of brownfield sites that are suitable for homes.”
March 2018 update: Paragraph 117 of the Draft Revised NPPF
published in March 2018 states that planning policies and
decisions should promote an effective use of land in meeting the
need for homes and other uses, while safeguarding and improving
the environment and ensuring safe and healthy living conditions.
Strategic plans should contain a clear strategy for accommodating
objectively assessed needs, in a way that makes as much use as
possible of previously-developed or ‘brownfield’ land.

Paragraph 123 of the same document refers to the use of
minimum density standards for city and town centres and other
locations that are well served by public transport. These standards
should seek a significant uplift in the average density of residential
development within these areas. It may be appropriate to set out

a range of densities that reflect the accessibility and potential of
different areas, rather than one broad density range;

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council - Policy SS1

104.

In view of the above, the emphasis placed by the Government on maximising the
use of brownfield land for development should clearly be reflected in the Local
Plan. As it stands, there is alarming lack of recognition and commitment to the
measures which HDC should be adopting to encourage the effective reuse of
brownfield land. This is in sharp contrast to the restrictive and stringent approach of
Policy ED2 (see our separate representation), which can block the change of use
of employment sites, as can Hart’s SANG allocation rules.

105.

HDC has prepared a Brownfield Register which contains a list of 48
brownfield sites in the district suitable for residential development: However, the the
Parish Councils and Societies consider it to be significantly deficient, in that there
are many other sites available within the District that are suitable for residential
development.

106.

107.

With regard to Winchfield Parish, the following sites are missing from the register:
•

Shapley Ranch

•

Totters Lane scrapyard, Potbridge

Whereas in Hartley Wintney the following sites contained within its Draft
Neighbourhood Plan are all missing:
•

Nero Brewery

•

James Farm

•

Pools Yard

New Settlement
108.

Footnote 7 at the bottom of p.29 of the HLPSS fully acknowledges the current lack
of any need for a new settlement in Hart.

“A new settlement within the area of search is not needed to meet the
housing needs identified in this Plan. It is shown in this Plan so that
work can start on planning for a new settlement in anticipation of the
need for additional homes and infrastructure arising in future,
potentially within five years of adoption when the Plan should be
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reviewed in any event. It does not therefore form part of the housing
supply needed to meet the housing target of 388 homes per annum”.

109.

It is completely unclear as to why HDC is promoting an area of search for a new
settlement now, when there is no evidence available to demonstrate that it is
needed now, or during this Plan period. Nor is it evident why the AoS is the most
appropriate location in the District to site any new settlement. Our separate
representation in respect of policy SS3 explains why we consider that the AoS has
been inappropriately defined.

110.

It must be questionable whether a large new settlement within the AoS would be
capable of addressing what HDC considers to be an existing acute affordable
housing crisis. Nor would a new settlement be addressing the affordable housing
needs within the settlements where the actual need arises. Instead, people would
need to be relocated from existing towns and villages in Hart district.

111.

Furthermore, Table 1 demonstrates that within Hart’s already very healthy land
supply, Hartland Village will be capable of meeting future growth needs beyond the
end of the current plan period in 2032.

112.

It is important to note that in addition to the Government’s suggested new housing
requirement methodology, the Government is also proposing that local authorities
bring forward 20% of their housing supply as faster-building small sites. It is
noteworthy, that HDC instead seems to be focusing its efforts on delivering larger
scale greenfield sites, and an entirely new settlement, rather than the smaller-scale
and faster-delivered sites being advocated by the Government.

113.

HDC needs to carefully consider the consequences of over-provision of housing in
the absence of demonstrated need. Delivery needs to be focused on the most
suitable, deliverable and sustainable sites. A new settlement within the AoS would
score very poorly against these tests. Furthermore, it must be extremely doubtful if
it can be delivered given the likely extremely high infrastructure costs (which are
totally ignored in the Draft Plan) and the fact that HDC has completely failed to
demonstrate there is any actual need for its provision either now, or in the near
future. Indeed, if the new settlement is endorsed in this Plan, it could adversely
affect housing delivery on other allocations elsewhere in the District.
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114.

In our other representations we have included evidence which disputes the findings
of the Hart Landscape Capacity Study. In particular, the findings of a recent report
prepared by Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape Consultancy. The key findings of its
Initial Appraisal of Policy SS3 for a new settlement at Murrell Green / Winchfield is
set out in its March 2018 report (see Appendix 4.3 of that separate representation).
Its key conclusions are set out immediately below.

115.

The Appraisal has concluded that little land exists within the AoS which could be
considered suitable for large-scale residential development, in landscape terms. It
has identified that all of the SHLAA sites wholly or partly within the AoS are
constrained. Furthermore, the vast majority of the AoS south of the M3/railway is
considered to be unsuitable for large scale development (i.e. it would cause severe
landscape harm that would be difficult to remedy or mitigate).

116.

This conclusion was also reached in the Landscape Visual Impact Assessment
undertaken as part of the Detailed Site Assessments for STR005 (Winchfield) and
STR011 (North-West Winchfield), which found that development would have a
severe visual and landscape character impact. Land south of the railway includes a
number of significant constraints. These include a highly rural landscape character
with narrow lanes and a network of woodlands (some ancient), ecologically
valuable sites (including SSSIs and SINCs), listed buildings (many, where the
countryside setting contributes to the significance of the heritage asset), the
Conservation Area and SSSI of the Canal (which adjoin the AoS), and areas at risk
of flooding.

117.

Land within the north-western parts of the AoS (i.e. located to the north-west of the
M3/railway) is located adjacent to existing development around Murrell Green and
has the potential to be accessed from the A30. However, these areas are also
significantly constrained. Development here could not occur without harm to the
local countryside character and this would also impact upon the character and
enjoyment of the Public Rights of Way network. Development may also result in
visual coalescence with Hook.

118.

Overall this appraisal finds that Policy SS3 would result in significant landscape and
visual harm and be at risk of harming components within the landscape which hold
high landscape, amenity, ecological and heritage value if it were to be included
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within the Local Plan. The AoS identifies a landscape which is highly unsuitable for
large scale residential development.

Conclusions
119.

HDC’s proposed spatial strategy promotes inward migration from elsewhere in the
HMA and beyond. It is overly focused upon promoting greenfield development, and
restricting the redevelopment of brownfield employment sites and SANG availability
as a means to justify the provision of a new settlement.

120.

Based upon the available evidence, there is no justification for HDC to seek to
deviate from the 292 dpa target identified in the draft national standard formula for
assessing housing need by applying a completely arbitrary uplift, particularly given
the issues it has regarding SANG delivery.

121.

The proposed housing target of 388 dpa is very similar to the figure of 382 dpa
identified in the 2016 SHMA. Consequently, it would seem that HDC is choosing to
carry on with producing a Plan to deliver broadly the same level of housing to that
previously identified. This being despite the availability of new and up-to-date
evidence demonstrating that a lower amount of new housing is needed.

122.

We consider the significant reduction in housing need across the HMA of 262 dpa
to be important evidence demonstrating that HDC’s justification for increasing its
OAN beyond 262 dpa is weak. Accordingly, we believe that policy SS1 should be
amended to make provision for 4,672 dwellings instead of 6,208 dwellings (292 dpa
instead of 388 dpa).

123.

HDC’s identified housing pipeline of 6,346 dwellings is already substantial even if
its proposed higher housing requirement figure of 388 dpa is accepted. Were the
Parish Councils and Societies ’ suggested reduced housing requirement figure of
292 dpa to be accepted, the housing pipeline would be excessively large..

124.

Furthermore, we believe that the HDC’s identified housing pipeline underestimates
certain important sources of housing supply (e.g. greater provision from
Neighbourhood Plans, large windfall sites, conversions and changes of use), which
mean that it will grow further, perhaps significantly. We believe that Sites within
Settlement Boundaries are likely to deliver significantly more dwellings than the 184
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dwellings that HDC has identified. We also think that other Neighbourhood Plan
allocations over the course of the Plan period are a further significant source of
housing provision, which has not been taken account of in HDC’s identified housing
supply.
125.

We also note that the proposed Revised NPPF published in March 2018 specifies
that Strategic Plans should set out a housing requirement for designated
neighbourhood areas.

126.

No justification has been put forward to demonstrate that this Plan needs to make
provision now for a new settlement, or that the AoS is the most appropriate location
in which to site it. This is a matter that should properly be considered as part of a
future Local Plan review. However, the landscape assessment work commissioned
by WPC which has been submitted in respect of the Parish Councils and Societies’
representations clearly identifies the existence of major constraints which
demonstrates that the AoS is an inappropriate location in which to site any new
settlement (should one ever be needed).

127.

Furthermore, based upon our findings immediately above, it is not at all apparent
that given the Council’s bulging housing supply pipeline, any need for a new
settlement will exist at that time either. Consequently, all references to the provision
of a new settlement should be deleted from the wording of policy SS1. It is also
evident that within the wider HMA, Rushmoor is likely to over-deliver 3,800
dwellings against its housing target under the Government’s proposed housing
targets formula. This must raise serious questions regarding the wisdom of Hart
also seeking to over-deliver more than 1,500 dwellings against its new indicative
housing target.

128.

An overly high and unachievable total housing requirement figure for Hart will result
in an artificial housing backlog accruing, which will then need to be incorporated
into the District’s housing requirement moving forward. Whilst housing delivery in
the District has been relatively strong over the last few years, it is evident from the
AMR that housing delivery over the long-term has often been very low.
Consequently, we do not consider that the proposed requirement figure of 388 dpa
is either sustainable or achievable over the course of the whole Plan period up to
2032.
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129.

It is important to recognise that Hart is not a Green Belt Authority, therefore,
it is not required to seek to meet long-term needs beyond the Plan period.

130.

If further housing supply is needed, HDC should be looking first at potential
brownfield site delivery, opportunities to increase development densities and urban
extensions. It should not jump straight to the identification of a location for a brand
new settlement now, with its harmful environmental impacts, before having
explored all other more sustainable options, particularly given site constraints and
likely infrastructure costs. It is unacceptable that the range of technical evidence
base studies necessary to demonstrate that a new settlement is both appropriate
and deliverable in the AoS is currently entirely lacking. No evidence is now
available to support HDC’s references in the Draft Plan to it anticipating that new
homes and infrastructure in relation to the new settlement from around 2024/25.
Test of Soundness

131.

In view of the above considerations, we believe that the Local Plan is not
currently sound, because it has not been ‘positively prepared’, nor is it
‘justified’, ‘effective’ or ‘consistent with national policy, as it is not
founded upon the most up to date demographic evidence of housing need,
and seeks to make provision for a new settlement to be delivered in a future
Plan, despite the absence of detailed evidence justifying its actual need or
suitability. Consequently, it does not represent the most appropriate strategy,
when considered against the reasonable alternatives.

132.

However, we believe that the Plan can be made sound by Main Modifications
including the deletion of references within the Draft Plan to a proposed new
settlement, a reduction in the housing requirement to accord with the
Government’s proposed formula for assessing local housing needs, and
amendments to the content of the Draft Plan to encourage and support
brownfield development.
Proposed Amendments

133.

We propose the following amendments:
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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 4,672 6,208 new
homes (292 388 new homes per annum) between 2016 and 2032.
These will be provided by:

a) Completions since 1st April 2016 and delivery of housing
commitments as of 6th October 2017;

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…….
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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.
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APPENDIX 2.1
- Affordable Housing
Background Paper (March 2017)
1

Introduction

1.1

This Report provides an analysis of the content of the Hart District Local Plan
2011-2032 Affordable Housing Background Paper (March 2017) Final Report.
JBPA consider that it is very important to understand the context of the
Background Paper. Accordingly, this Report focuses more on key matters of
relevance to the document, rather than seeking to comment in fine detail on
its content. Where our Assessment refers to relevant extracts from the
Background Paper, their paragraph numbers are shown in brackets. Key
findings are shown in emboldening.

1.2

This analysis covers the following matters:
•

Wessex Economics SHMA (2016)

•

Hart Housing Strategy 2015-20

•

Hart Housing Needs Register

•

Scenarios

•

40% Affordable Housing Requirement

•

Subsidised Rent / Subsidised Home ownership (65% / 35%)

•

485 Dwellings Per Annum Target

•

Impact on Sustainability Appraisal (S.A.) Objectives

•

Other considerations

•

Conclusions
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2

Background

2.1

It is stated that the “background paper neither updates nor amends the OAHN
that has been established through the SHMA. The background paper only
reflects and interprets the evidence, in the context of policy considerations
that are relevant to Hart District Council (HDC)’s decision-making for the Hart
District Local Plan 2011-2032” (1.7).
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3

Key Evidence

3.1

Below we identify and draw up the key findings from the evidence base that
relates to affordable housing needs in Hart District.
Wessex Economics SHMA (2016)

3.2

It is apparent from reading the Wessex Economics Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA) 2016 that there are important matters of relevance,
which we highlight below.
2016 SHMA Extracts:

3.3

Reference is made in the SHMA to the dangers of double-counting affordable
housing numbers:
10.124 Conversely, there are a number of areas in the affordable housing
need assessment where there is a risk of double-counting households.
One area of risk is around the estimate of newly forming households
where it is possible that some new households might already be
counted as current households (concealed households in particular).
Another area of risk is where households might be registered on more
than one local authority waiting list in the housing market area. This is
likely to be limited, however, because of restrictions around eligibility in
relation to local connections.

3.4

An uplift of 15% to the demographic starting point was made to the OAHN to
take account of concealed households:
19. The upward adjustment to housing requirements as a response to market
signals has been calibrated on a partial return to the rates of household
formation set out in the CLG 2008-based household projections. The
outcome of this step in the process of arriving at OAHN is application of
an uplift from the demographic starting point of 785 dwellings pa (dph)
to a requirement to plan for provision of 903 dpa, an increase of 15% on
the demographic start point.
28. On balance, Wessex concluded that the only adjustment that should
be made to the OAHN in response to identified housing need is an uplift
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that recognises that Household Projections do not include concealed
households. These households should be added to the household
projections. This requires an uplift of 79 households to the overall
OAHN.
10.127 On balance, given the uncertainty around how far concealed
households are taken into account by the demographic projections, Wessex
Economics recommends that an uplift is made to the OAHN to ensure
that concealed households are included in the overall assessment of
need. Taking into account the foregoing limitations of the affordable housing
needs assessment, this should be considered as a precautionary approach.
10.128 There were 1,427 concealed families in the 2011 Census. There may
have been some growth in the number of concealed families since 2011.
However, as the English Housing Survey 2014 shows that levels of
overcrowding have remained stable since 2011 at the regional level, Wessex
Economics assume that the number of concealed families in the HMA has
remained relatively stable. If these concealed households (1,427) are
added to the demographic projections over the plan period, this would
imply the need to uplift the demographically driven OAHN by 79
households per annum. This would take the OAHN from 785
(demographically driven OAHN) to 864.
3.5

Long-range economic forecasts are often difficult to accurately predict.
However, Wessex Economics considered that it was necessary to increase
housing provision to match future jobs growth. This being based on
employment growth of 1,200 jobs pa over the period 2014-32. To ensure that
this could be delivered without risk of labour shortages there was a
requirement identified for provision of an around 1,200 homes per annum.
This level of housing provision is consistent with ensuring a sufficient supply
of labour and increased levels of household formation.
32. In view of the evidence presented in this report, Wessex Economics
conclude that the Objectively Assessed Housing Need for the Housing
Market Area is for 1,200 homes pa, which equates to 21,600 homes over
the period 2014-32.
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33. This level of planned provision represents a substantial uplift in
housing provision over the baseline demographic requirements (785
dwellings), to respond to market signals, an uplift to ensure that the
needs of concealed housing is taken into account; and is consistent
with ensuring sufficient labour supply to meet the need for economic
development.
12.33 The OAHN is a substantial uplift (+53%) over the demographic
start point. It could make a substantive contribution to reversing the
suppressed household formation rates among younger households
evident since 2001, by improving the affordability compared to what it
would otherwise have been – assuming similar action is generally taken
across the Greater South East; and safeguards the future economic
performance of the local economy.
JBPA Comments:
3.6

The substantial uplift to the OAHN (+53%) over the demographic start point is
very high. JBPA has prepared a separate report which refers to case studies
from elsewhere.

3.7

Given that the 2016 SHMA already incorporates a very significant uplift
beyond the demographic starting point, it is somewhat surprising to JBPA that
HDC is now envisaging a further significant increase to the district’s housing
provision figure.
Hart Housing Strategy 2015-20

3.8

The Affordable Housing Background Paper includes a number of references
to the importance of planning and housing policy being aligned. We would not
disagree that they should seek to take proper account of one another.
However, when reading through the Paper there is a sense that the Housing
Strategy is seeking to dictate the content of the Local Plan. Where in reality,
the Local Plan has to ensure that it takes a more balanced view and takes
account of other policy considerations beyond just housing needs.

3.9

Reference is made to the fact that the Hart Housing Strategy seeks to deliver
a minimum of 450 affordable homes between 2015 and 2020 (3.6). it is stated

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council - Policy SS1 (Spatial Strategy)

that this is significantly lower than the 2016 Wessex Economics Strategic
Housing Market Assessment’s (SHMA) estimated need for that period for
both subsidised ownership housing (1,530 homes) and subsidised rented
housing (630 homes).
3.10

Whilst the above may indeed be the case. It is not at all unusual for local
authorities to be recording affordable housing needs significantly above
current envisaged housing delivery rates. Furthermore, it is worth pointing out
that even if HDC supports such an increase we are now nearly half way
through 2017, and the Housing Strategy only runs to 2020. Given that the
Local Plan will need to be Examined by an independent Inspector and then
Adopted before new housing allocations are confirmed, together with the
often lengthy lead up times prior to new housing developments, it is not likely
that any significantly higher amount of additional housing provision would be
capable of completion by the end date of the Housing Strategy (2020).

3.11

It is also important to consider the fact that over the most recent 15-year
period, Hart has only been witnessing the provision of an average of 73 dpa.
Hart Housing Needs Register

3.12

The Affordable Housing Background Paper states “….it should be noted that
the SHMA’s calculations of affordable housing needs include a range of data
inputs and assumptions which differ to those used in the demographic and
household projections. These include local estimates of need from housing
waiting lists, but also gross household formation and household income data.
The estimates of affordable housing need and the overall OAHN must
therefore be considered as discrete outputs from two different but overlapping
and equally valid calculations of need. The differences between these
calculations raise the question of whether delivery of the overall OAHN would
be sufficient to deliver enough affordable housing across the HMA, to meet
the separate assessment of affordable housing needs….”(2.6).
JBPA Comments:

3.13

JBPA are of the view that it is important to be very cautious with regard to
reliance upon the accuracy of Housing Waiting Lists. Not all local authorities
manage to keep these up to date. We are aware of some in the past that
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have had waiting lists going back many years that haven’t been updated. It
has also been the case that some people register on more than one list, so
can be counted on more than one local authority housing waiting list.
Scenarios
3.14

The Wessex Economics SHMA 2016 has already concluded that Hart’s
OAHN is 382 dpa. Accordingly, JBPA would suggest that in terms of the three
identified options for affordable housing delivery, this is the most appropriate.

3.15

However, HDC could decide that in order to deliver a greater amount of
affordable housing it will choose to increase its overall housing provision
figure beyond the OAHN requirement to 485 dpa as identified as an option in
the Affordable Housing Background Paper (4.8). If it were to choose such an
approach, it will in our opinion need to have suitable evidence available to
demonstrate to a Local Plan Examination Inspector that this increase in
housing delivery is realistic and deliverable. We do not consider that a figure
of 750 dpa to be realistic, and that this option can be discounted.
40% Affordable Housing Requirement

3.16

It is stated that within Hart there is an affordable housing requirement for 306
dpa up to 2032 (2.12). The existing Adopted Local Plan affordable housing
policy already has an affordable housing guideline target of 40%, an
increased need for affordable housing has been identified in the 2016 SHMA.
Accordingly, the continuation of this level of requirement may well be justified.
However, the overall viability of development is an important consideration
relevant to setting affordable housing requirements. Suitable regard has to be
had to infrastructure provision and other associated developer costs.
Subsidised Rent / Subsidised Home Ownership Split (65% / 35%)

3.17

It is stated in the Background Paper that
“….the need for subsidised home ownership housing could in principle be met
in full by intermediate housing products, such as shared ownership and
shared equity housing: these are already considered as forms of owneroccupied affordable housing (1.5).
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“It is therefore important to be clear that no distinction has been made in this
background paper between the need for ‘affordable housing’ on the one hand,
and “the estimated needs for subsidised rented and/or subsidised home
ownership housing” on the other. This means that although this background
paper recognises that the meaning of ‘affordable housing’ may change over
time (due to indicated changes in national policy), its conclusions do not
assume that certain housing products which are currently considered as
market housing shall be included in a wider definition of ‘affordable housing’
in the future. The potential changes to national policy – and particularly the
government’s suggestions relating to starter homes – are considered as risks
and are evaluated in this manner, when advising on changes to Hart’s
housing requirement with respect to affordable housing. A precautionary (riskaverse) approach is generally adopted, because the consequences of underestimating the housing requirement include failure at examination leading to
incremental and unplanned housing development in Hart” (1.6).
3.18

However, the Background Paper goes on to frequently emphasise a
preference for subsidised rental provision. An example being the
acknowledgement that there is a local “policy on” bias towards the provision
of subsidised rented housing over subsidised home ownership options (3.16).
This refers to the fact that “…this is partly as a result of the 2014 SHMA
outcomes (which identified a greater need for subsidised rented housing and
which informed the Hart Housing Strategy 2015-2020), it is also because of
the importance of addressing the needs identified on the Council’s housing
register. In local policy terms, this means that the results of the 2016 SHMA,
with its significantly increased requirement for subsidised home ownership
housing, do not supersede the local preference for meeting the needs of
those households with the least ability to afford market housing of any kind”.

3.19

JBPA believes that there is a danger that by focussing in so much on social
rental housing needs there is a danger that HDC might find itself in conflict
with national policy guidance.

3.20

It will be extremely important that the Council ensures that its approach to
affordable housing provision accords with national policy changes.
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3.21

The Housing White Paper published in February 2017 pointed to the
government’s intention towards the introduction of a common methodology
which will set out how Local Plan housing requirements should be calculated.
This could of course call in to question the approach set out in the Affordable
Housing Background Paper.
485 Dwellings Per Annum Target

3.22

Table 2.1: Comparison of Objectively Assessed Housing in the Hart,
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath HMA (2014 v 2016 SHMA) in the Background
Paper identifies that for Hart the 2014 SHMA identifies an Objectively
Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) of 370 dpa (dwellings per annum) and the
2016 SHMA increased this to 382 dpa. It is common practice to use the most
up to date figures based upon the most recent household and population
projection figures available.

3.23

Fig.2.1 in the Affordable Housing Background Paper refers to Wessex
Economics’ Procedure for Estimating OAHN for the Housing Market Area:
Step 1
•

The Demographic Starting Point

•

Requirement - 785 dwellings pa 2014-32

Step 2
•

Market Signals Uplift

•

Requirement - 903 dwellings pa 2014-32

Step 3
•

Affordable Housing Assessment

•

Upward adjustment to Housing Requirement for Concealed
Households

•

Requirement - 985 dwellings pa 2014-32

Step 4
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•

Anticipated Employment Trends

•

Cross check for consistency with labour force requirements

•

Provision of 1,135-1,254 homes consistent with growth of 1,200 jobs
pa

OAHN
•

Objectively Assessed Housing Need 2014-32

•

1,200 dwellings pa for the HMA (of which 382 dwellings pa are for
Hart District)

3.24

JBPA consider that as set out above, HDC’s SHMA has followed the
necessary steps to identify the OAHN for the Housing Market Area (and Hart
district) in line with national policy guidance.
Impact on Sustainability Appraisal (S.A.) Objectives

3.25

JBPA consider that a number of the Sustainability Objectives scorings are
open to challenge. Clearly, a significant increase in the overall housing
requirement could potentially cause significant additional impacts upon the
Surrey Heath SPA and transport network.
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4

Other Important Considerations

4.1

Mention is made in the Affordable Housing Background Paper of the fact that
in October 2016 the Council passed a motion that through the Local Plan the
Council resolved to seek to meet Hart’s full objectively assessed need for new
homes. It is stated that this motion was carried before the publication of the
Affordable Housing Background Paper and did not consider the increased
affordable housing requirements revealed by the 2016 SHMA (3.20 & 3.21).

4.2

As JBPA have already referred to above, the 2016 SHMA considered the
issue of affordable housing provision and in order to take account of this and
other pertinent matters, recommended a significant uplift in the housing
requirement which resulted in an OAHN for Hart of 382 dpa. Accordingly, it is
not clear why the publication of an Affordable Housing Background Paper
should cause the Council to cast doubt upon the findings of the SHMA which
was an independently produced report.

4.3

Furthermore, given that the SHMA 2016 is a key evidence base document, it
is not apparent why the District Council are risking undermining it. If it were to
do so, this would potentially have serious implications for the other local
authorities, particularly those within the Housing Market Area (Rushmoor and
Surrey Heath).

4.4

Prior to the publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)
local authority housing requirements were set out firstly in County Structure
Plans, then in Regional Spatial Strategies. At that time it was commonplace
for local authorities to commission affordable housing studies which identified
requirements that were far in excess of their own district housing requirement
figures. There was a general acceptance that such high affordable housing
requirements were incapable of being met in reality.

4.5

The Council is apparently currently investigating options for creating a
housing company that could help to provide additional affordable housing
using the existing stock of housing. JBPA consider that this is an important
consideration because it would be wrong for the Council to depend solely
upon affordable housing provision on the back of new market housing. There
are clearly roles for it, Registered Providers of social housing and others in
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the delivery of new affordable housing. These contributions need to be taken
into account.

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council - Policy SS1 (Spatial Strategy)

5

Conclusions

5.1

JBPA would highlight the following considerations that will be pertinent in the
context of the content of the Affordable Housing Background Paper:
•

Meeting the full affordable housing need of Hart district is
unrealistic and unachievable given the sheer scale of the
increase in the overall housing requirement that would be
required;

•

An appropriate uplift to reflect market signals including
affordable housing needs is advocated in national policy
guidance. The precise level of which is a matter of judgement, the
2016 SHMA already incorporates a 53% uplift to the original
demographic requirement for Hart. This is a very significant
increase which is greater than that advocated elsewhere in many
other recent Local Plan Examination Inspector’s findings and
related legal Judgements;

•

Hart District Council can if it so wishes decide to set a higher
overall housing requirement than that its OAHN figure. However,
in doing so it should make realistic assumptions regarding the
ability of the market to deliver and absorb particular rates of
affordable housing delivery;

•

Other forms and amounts of affordable housing delivery that are
capable of contributing towards meeting the overall affordable
housing requirement;

•

The implications of the content of the Housing White Paper may
set out new approaches and requirements in terms of Local Plan
housing provision.

•

The overall viability of development in the context of Local Plan
policies and requirements including affordable housing, starter
homes and the Community Infrastructure Levy (CIL).
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Opinion Research Services

|

Modelling Affordable Housing Need: a technical note from Opinion Research Services

December 2015

Assessing Affordable Housing Need
A technical note from Opinion Research Services
Paragraph 47 of the National Planning Policy Framework identifies that local planning authorities should
meet “the full, objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing”. Furthermore, paragraph 159 of
the Framework identifies that they should “prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their full
housing needs” which identifies “the need for all types of housing, including affordable housing”.
There have been a number of Judicial Reviews of Planning Inspector decisions which have helped to clarify
the relationship between the Full Objectively Assessed Need for housing and the need for Affordable Housing:
»

Satnam Millennium v Warrington BC Judgement
Mr Justice Stewart surmised that “The NPPF requires full affordable housing needs to be identified as part
of the OAN” before concluding that “The assessed need for affordable housing was 477 dpa” and “This
assessed need was never expressed or included as part of the OAN” leading to the judgement that there
had not been compliance with Policy.

»

Oadby and Wigston v Bloor Homes Judgement
Mr Justice Hickinbottom concluded that “on the basis of the SHMA, the Council was working to a
purportedly policy off housing requirement figure of 80-100 dpa – but the SHMA itself assessed … the full
affordable housing need alone at a net 160 dpa” and therefore this was inevitably a “policy on” figure.

»

Borough Council of Kings Lynn and West Norfolk v Elm Park Holdings Ltd Judgement
Mr Justice Dove stated “At the second stage described by the second sub-bullet point in paragraph 159,
the needs for types and tenures of housing should be addressed. That includes the assessment of the need
for affordable housing … The Framework makes clear these needs should be addressed in determining the
FOAN”.

On this basis, it is clear that the Framework considers that the full, objectively assessed needs for housing will
include the need for affordable housing and this is now supported by a sequence of High Court Judgements.
Despite this context, the second edition of the Planning Advisory Service Technical Advice Note on
Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets suggests that “affordable need, as defined and measured in
paragraphs 22-29 of the PPG, cannot be a component of the OAN”.
It is a tautology to say that any household that needs an affordable dwelling will need a dwelling, so
affordable housing need should not add to the overall need for housing. On this basis, our unequivocal view
is that affordable housing need must be a component of the full, objectively assessed needs for housing.
This view is consistent with the Framework and the High Court Judgements identified above; but
consequently, whilst the technical advice note published by the Planning Advisory Service is generally a very
helpful document, the advice in relation to affordable housing must be mistaken and should be corrected.
The advice from the Planning Advisory Service suggests that the affordable housing need calculation
“measures need-as-aspiration”, but this is contrary to PPG (ID 2a-024) which states that need for affordable
housing should include “only those households who cannot afford to access suitable housing in the market”
which is clearly not intended to be aspirational. Nevertheless, it is important to differentiate between the
gross need and net need for affordable housing; and whilst PPG sets out the framework for this assessment,
it does not provide an approach that should be applied mechanistically without critical thought. Our view is
that, unfortunately, many SHMAs fail to appreciate this and consequently overstate affordable housing need.
We would recommend that PPG is updated to confirm that full, objectively assessed needs for housing
should include the need for affordable housing but that this should be based on the net affordable housing
need which discounts any households counted in the gross need that no longer need affordable housing.
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Introduction
1.

The issue of modelling affordable housing need in Strategic Housing Market Assessments (SHMAs) has
taken on a much higher profile since the publication of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) in
March 2012 and subsequent Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).

2.

Prior to its abolition, the Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) framework established the overall housing target
for local each planning authority area; whilst affordable housing needs were typically assessed by local
authorities. This often led to a disconnect, where the affordable housing need for a local authority area
was close to or higher than the overall housing target.

3.

With the introduction of the NPPF, local planning authorities are now required to identify “the full,
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing” (paragraph 47); so it is necessary for them to
establish the need for both market and affordable housing in order to determine overall housing need.

4.

This change has led to intense debate around a number of issues concerning affordable housing needs and
the way in which they should be assessed. This has led to a number of Planning Inspector views, some of
which have been challenged at the High Court; so a number of Judgements now help to clarify the issue of
how to treat affordable housing need.

5.

This technical note does not seek to produce guidance for assessing affordable housing need, but instead it
seeks to clarify the role of such assessments and consider a number of key questions, including:

6.

»

Are modelled affordable housing needs part of the full, objectively assessed needs for housing?

»

How can assessments produce very different results while apparently following the same guidance?

»

Why do modelled affordable housing needs often come close to, or exceed the OAN figure?

»

What is the role of the private rented sector, if any, when assessing affordable housing need?

The note firstly reviews the National Planning Policy Framework in relation to assessing housing need, and
sets out the relevant extracts from the High Court Judgements in this context. It then considers the
approach to assessing affordable housing need that is set out in Planning Practice Guidance. Finally, it
considers the issue of why affordable housing needs assessments can vary so much, in particular the way in
which the private rented sector and housing benefit can influence conclusions.

National Planning Policy Framework
7.

The NPPF has a presumption in favour of sustainable development, and Paragraph 14 states that “Local
planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of their area” and
that “Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs”:
Local planning authorities should positively seek opportunities to meet the development needs of
their area.
Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient flexibility to adapt to rapid
change, unless any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably outweigh the
benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework taken as a whole.
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), paragraph 14
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Paragraph 47 of the NPPF goes on to state that that the “full, objectively assessed needs” will include the
need for both “market and affordable housing in the housing market area”. Therefore, in assessing the the
full, objectively assessed need (OAN) for a housing market area, it would appear evident that this should
include the full, objectively assessed need for both market and affordable housing.
To boost significantly the supply of housing, local planning authorities should use their evidence
base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for market and
affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in this
Framework
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), paragraph 47

9.

Paragraph 159 of the NPPF reinforces the position, noting that local planning authorities should “prepare a
Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their full housing needs” which identifies “the need for all
types of housing, including affordable housing”.

10.

Strategic Housing Market Assessments (SHMAs) primarily inform the production of the Local Plan (which
sets out the spatial policy for a local area). Their key objective is to provide the robust and strategic
evidence base required to establish the full OAN for housing in the HMA and provide information on the
appropriate mix of housing and range of tenures needed.
Local planning authorities should have a clear understanding of housing needs in their area.
They should prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment to assess their full housing needs,
working with neighbouring authorities where housing market areas cross administrative boundaries.
The Strategic Housing Market Assessment should identify the scale and mix of housing and the
range of tenures that the local population is likely to need over the plan period which:
»

meets household and population projections, taking account of migration and demographic
change;

»

addresses the need for all types of housing, including affordable housing and the needs of
different groups in the community (such as, but not limited to, families with children, older
people, people with disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their own homes);
and

»

caters for housing demand and the scale of housing supply necessary to meet this demand;
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF), paragraph 159

11.

Paragraph 47 and Paragraph 159 therefore clearly establish that there is direct link between the full OAN
for an area and its affordable housing needs, and that the full OAN includes the affordable housing need.

High Court Judgements
12.

There have been a number of Judicial Reviews of Planning Inspector decisions which help to clarify the role
of assessing affordable housing needs when establishing the OAN. Most notably, the cases of:
»

Satnam Millenium v Warrington BC;

»

Oadby and Wigston v Bloor Homes; and

»

Borough Council of Kings Lynn and West Norfolk v Elm Park Holdings Ltd.
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13.

These Judgements have each provided views on the role of affordable housing needs in the OAN calculation
process. They have all conclude that the identified OAN for affordable housing had not properly informed
the full OAN for market and affordable housing.

14.

In the Satnam Millennium v Warrington BC Judgement, Mr Justice Stewart surmised that:
40. The Claimant submits:
(i) That the assessed need for affordable housing is 477 dpa
(ii) The Defendant/Inspector unlawfully failed to identify this need
(iii) The NPPF requires full affordable housing needs to be identified as part of the OAN so that
the figure can be subject, if appropriate, to the paragraph 14 NPPF constraints.

15.

He then went on to conclude:
43. The question is whether there has been compliance with Policy. I find that there has not been
compliance. The reasons are as follows:
(i) The assessed need for affordable housing was 477 dpa.
(ii) This assessed need was never expressed or included as part of the OAN.
(iii) Under the “Housing Requirements” section of the Report the Inspector does not deal with
affordable housing. Paragraphs 102 – 104 set out above is under a section entitled “Other
Housing Needs”. This is in the context of Policy SN2 which relates to the percentage of housing
developments that should incorporate affordable housing.
(iv) No is there anything in Mr Bell’s statement which suggests that the proper exercise was
undertaken. This exercise is:
(a) having identified the OAN for affordable housing, that should then be considered in the
context of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed market/affordable housing
development; an increase in the total housing figures included in the local plan should be
considered where it could help deliver the required number of affordable homes22;
(b) the Local Plan should then meet the OAN for affordable housing, subject only to the
constraints referred to in NPPF, paragraphs 14 and 47.

16.

In the Oadby and Wigston v Bloor Homes Judgement, Mr Justice Hickinbottom surmised that the Council’s
position was that “The 80-100 dpa range [for OAN] was “clearly” a policy off assessment” (para 29(ii)), but
then went on to agree with the Inspector’s conclusion that “the 80-100 dpa range was policy on, and failed
properly to reflect the affordable housing needs and the needs generated by economic factors (which the
SHMA out at 160 net dpa and 173 dpa respectively)” (para 42(v)). He then went on to conclude:
34. The Council’s case had within it this conundrum: on the basis of the SHMA, the Council was
working to a purportedly policy off housing requirement figure of 80-100 dpa – but the SHMA itself
assessed the housing need taking into account economic growth trends at 173 dpa, and the full
affordable housing need alone at a net 160 dpa. However:
:::
ii) Similarly, the justification provided for keeping the true affordable housing requirements out
of the account is inadequate. First, insofar as the Council relied upon adjacent authorities to
provide affordable accommodation, that is a policy on decision for the same reasons as set out
4
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above. Second, as the SHMA itself properly confirms, the benefit-subsidised private rented
sector is not affordable housing, which has a particular definition (paragraph 6.79: and see
paragraph 9 above). Indeed, insofar as unmet need could be taken up by the private sector, that
is described in the SHMA itself as “a matter for policy intervention and is outside the scope of
this report” (paragraph 6.64). It remains policy intervention even if the private sector market
would accommodate those who would otherwise require affordable housing, without any
positive policy decision by the Council that they should do so: it becomes policy on as soon as the
Council takes a course of not providing sufficient affordable housing to satisfy the FOAN for that
type of housing and allowing the private sector market to take up the shortfall.
17.

In the Borough Council of Kings Lynn and West Norfolk v Elm Park Holdings Ltd Judgement, Mr Justice Dove
stated:
34. In terms of the first element of the assessment in the first of the sub-bullet points in paragraph
159, namely meeting household and population projections taking account of migration and
demographic change, the PPG illustrates that this is a statistical exercise involving a range of
relevant data for which there is no one set methodology, but which will involve elements of
judgment about trends and the interpretation and application of the empirical material available.
These judgments will arise for instance in relation to whether, for example, adjustments for local
demography or household formation rates are required, and the extent and nature of adjustments
for market signals. Judgment will further be involved in taking account of economic projections in
undertaking this exercise.
35. At the second stage described by the second sub-bullet point in paragraph 159, the needs for
types and tenures of housing should be addressed. That includes the assessment of the need for
affordable housing as well as different forms of housing required to meet the needs of all parts of
the community. Again, the PPG provides guidance as to how this stage of the assessment should be
conducted, including in some detail how the gross unmet need for affordable housing should be
calculated. The Framework makes clear these needs should be addressed in determining the FOAN,
but neither the Framework nor the PPG suggest that they have to be met in full when determining
that FOAN. This is no doubt because in practice very often the calculation of unmet affordable
housing need will produce a figure which the planning authority has little or no prospect of
delivering in practice. That is because the vast majority of delivery will occur as a proportion of
open-market schemes and is therefore dependent for its delivery upon market housing being
developed. It is no doubt for this reason that the PPG observes at paragraph as follows:
i. "The total affordable housing need should then be considered in the context of its likely
delivery as a proportion of mixed market and affordable housing developments, given the
probable percentage of affordable housing to be delivered by market housing led developments.
An increase in total housing figures included in the local plan should be considered where it
could help deliver the required number of affordable homes."
36. This consideration of an increase to help deliver the required number of affordable homes, rather
than an instruction that the requirement be met in total, is consistent with the policy in paragraph
159 of the Framework requiring that the SHMA "addresses" these needs in determining the FOAN.
They should have an important influence increasing the derived FOAN since they are significant
factors in providing for housing needs within an area.
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37. Insofar as Hickinbottom J in the case of Oadby and Wigston Borough Council v Secretary of State
[2015] EWHC 1879 might be taken in paragraph 34(ii) of his judgment to be suggesting that in
determining the FOAN, the total need for affordable housing must be met in full by its inclusion in
the FOAN I would respectfully disagree. Such a suggestion is not warranted by the Framework or the
PPG for the reasons which I have just set out. As Hickinbottom J found at paragraph 42 of that
judgment, what the Inspector did in that case was to exercise his planning judgment, firstly, to
conclude that the FOAN was higher than the council's figure and secondly, (again deploying
planning judgment) to arrive pragmatically at a figure for the FOAN in order for it to be used to
assess the five-year housing land supply. The council's figure was regarded by the Inspector in that
case as being short because it failed to properly take account of factors which should have been
included in the FOAN, including considering affordable housing need. Understood in this way,
references to "policy on" and "policy off" become a red herring. The appropriate figure was for the
Inspector's judgment to determine taking account of all the matters involved in finding the FOAN.
38. Thus, when paragraph 47 of the Framework requires the local plan to meet "the full objectively
assessed needs for market and affordable housing," that is the figure determined by the SHMA
required by the paragraph 159 of the Framework for the purpose of identifying the FOAN. That
process, guided by the PPG, seeks to meet household and population projections (taking account of
migration and demographic change), and to address the need for types of housing including
affordable housing. When a planning authority has undertaken or commissioned a SHMA, that will
obviously, be an important piece of evidence, but it is not in and of itself conclusive. It will be
debated and tested at the local plan examination or (as in the present case) in appeals within the
development control process.
18.

There is therefore a consistent view from the High Court that affordable housing need should be included
as a component part of the OAN.

19.

This view accords with the NPPF and is consistent with our view.

The Relationship between the full OAN and Affordable Housing Need
20.

In the Satnam Millenium v Warrington BC case, the affordable housing need identified by the Council was
95% of its stated full OAN; and in the Oadby and Wigston v Bloor Homes case the affordable housing needs
identified were double the full OAN suggested by the Council. In both cases, the Judgements identify that
this cannot be correct and that the Councils must have understated their OAN figure.

21.

It is possible, however, for affordable housing need to be higher than the full OAN. This situation arises
when the number of households needing to move from market housing to affordable housing exceeds the
number of new homes to be provided over a Plan period. In this situation, the number of market homes
vacated would be higher than the number of new market homes needed – so there would be a surplus of
market housing. This would offset against the identified shortfall of affordable housing, so together the
two figures would arithmetically sum to the identified OAN.

22.

Nevertheless, whilst it is theoretically possible for affordable housing needs to be higher than the overall
need for housing in the area (when the number of households needing to move from market housing to
affordable housing exceeds the number of new homes to be provided over a Plan period), the circumstance
where this happens only very rarely arise in the real world. In situations where affordable housing need is
close to, or higher than, the full OAN, it is very likely that at least one of the figures has been calculated
incorrectly.
6
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23.

Whilst the Judges in both of the above cases assumed that it was the full OAN that was too low, another
possibility was that the OAN for affordable housing was too high. It would appear that this possibility was
not suggested by any of the parties involved in either of the cases, so it would not have been considered.
However, it is entirely plausible that the full OAN figures for each area may have been correct and that the
affordable housing needs assessment had exaggerated that part of the need.

24.

As previously noted, there was often a disconnect between overall housing need and affordable housing
need under the now abolished Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS) framework, where the affordable housing
need for a local authority area was close to or higher than the overall housing target. At times this was due
to planning constraints or other policy decisions establishing housing targets that were lower than the
overall level of housing that the area required, with any shortfalls typically made up through strategic
allocations. Nevertheless, there was often a disconnect evident in areas where the housing target reflected
the overall level of housing required.

25.

It was often suggested that the affordable housing needs study figures were ‘aspirational’, but the main
cause of this disconnect was that the modelling frameworks used did not reflect the way in which the
housing market operates in the real world. The numerical calculation process was typically at fault, and
one of the fundamental problems was that the assessment of affordable housing need was not based on
the same assumptions as used when assessing overall housing need. As a consequence, the affordable
housing need was often exaggerated.

Planning Practice Guidance
26.

In March 2014 the Government issued (PPG)1 on the Assessment of Housing and Economic Development
Needs (March 2014). This includes advice on how calculate affordable housing needs at ID 2a-022 to 029.
ID2a-022 summarises the key steps required to calculated affordable housing needs:
How should affordable housing need be calculated?
Plan makers working with relevant colleagues within their local authority (e.g. housing, health and
social care departments) will need to estimate the number of households and projected households
who lack their own housing or live in unsuitable housing and who cannot afford to meet their
housing needs in the market.
This calculation involves adding together the current unmet housing need and the projected future
housing need and then subtracting this from the current supply of affordable housing stock.
Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014), ID 2a-022

27.

The PPG approach largely reflects that in chapter 5 the 2007 CLG SHMA Practice Guidance:
“The first part of this chapter explains how to estimate the number of current and future
households in housing need. It then looks at the available stock and requirements of existing
affordable housing tenants for different sizes of properties. In so doing, the approach outlines how
to develop an evidence base that can inform decisions about a range of policy responses to housing
need, including: setting targets for affordable housing, changing allocations policies and using the
private rented sector.” (page 40, SHMA Practice Guidance Version 22)

1
2

http://planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk/blog/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments/
“Strategic Housing Market Assessments Practice Guidance Version 2”, CLG 2007 (now rescinded)
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The 2007 CLG SHMA Practice Guidance was in turn based on the approach set out in “Local Housing Needs
Assessment: A Guide to Good Practice”, published by the Department for the Environment, Transport and
the Regions (DETR) in 20003. This presented “a basic needs assessment model which all local authorities
should try to follow, so far as is practicable” (pages 21-22):
Table 2a: Outline of basic model

B: BACKLOG OF EXISTING NEED
(times a quota)
plus
N: NEWLY ARISING NEED
minus
S: SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE UNITS
equals
NET SHORTFALL (SURPLUS)
affordable units per year

29.

30.

Given this context, it is evident that the key elements of the PPG approach reflect a long-established
approach for assessing affordable housing need (PPG ID 2a-022 cf. DETR 2000 Table 2a):
»

“This calculation involves adding together the current unmet housing need and the projected future
housing need”  B: BACKLOG OF EXISTING NEED plus N: NEWLY ARISING NEED

»

“and then subtracting this from the current supply of affordable housing stock”
 minus S: SUPPLY OF AFFORDABLE UNITS equals NET SHORTFALL (SURPLUS)

It is therefore perhaps not surprising that some of the disconnect between overall housing need and
affordable housing need under previous guidance may be perpetuated under PPG.

Assessing Affordable Housing Needs
31.

32.

The standard approach to modelling affordable housing needs that was originally set out in the 2000 DETR
Guide to Good Practice and which is reflected by PPG at ID 2a-022 to 029 comprises:
»

A backlog of current unmet need for affordable housing, which includes:
- Established households (who already live in market or affordable housing that is unsuitable for
their needs); together with
- Suppressed households (such as concealed families or homeless households) who need their
own home; plus the

»

Projected future housing need for affordable housing (i.e. newly arising need), which is based on a
proportion of future household growth; less the

»

Supply of affordable housing.

All of the established households counted as part of the current unmet need for affordable housing, and in
moving to affordable housing they will vacate their existing dwelling – so no additional dwellings are
needed and these needs will not add to the overall OAN. Nevertheless, these households moves will
impact on the overall mix of housing needed.
3

“Local Housing Needs Assessment: A Guide to Good Practice”, DETR 2000 (now rescinded)
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33.

By definition, the full OAN will include all projected household growth for the area – so any proportion of
the growth where households need affordable housing will not add to the overall OAN.

34.

The only households that would add to the overall OAN based on household projections would be
suppressed households (such as concealed families or homeless households) that are not captured by the
household projections. The needs of these households must be counted as part of the affordable housing
OAN, and therefore they must also be included within the overall OAN.

35.

Given this context, all households that need affordable housing will already be included within the
household projections that inform the overall OAN (and will therefore not increase the overall OAN);
except for suppressed households counted within the current unmet need for affordable housing.

36.

The Planning Advisory Service Good Plan Making Guide4 clearly identifies that SHMAs must take account of
any unmet need for housing that still exists at the start of the new plan period, which it describes as
‘backlog’. This includes “for example, the needs of the homeless and other households living in
unacceptable accommodation”:
“Having an up-to-date, robust Strategic Housing Market Assessment should re-set the clock, and
therefore carrying forward under-provision from a previous plan period would be ‘double counting’.
Make sure however that the Strategic Housing Market Assessment takes account of ‘backlog’ which
is unmet need for housing that still exists at the start of the new plan period (for example, the needs
of the homeless and other households living in unacceptable accommodation). The Strategic
Housing Market Assessment should show all those in need. It is therefore vitally important to have a
properly done Strategic Housing Market Assessment that has the right scope.” (page 49)

37.

Therefore, the PAS Good Plan Making Guide confirms that the only households included within the
affordable housing OAN that are not included within the household projections that inform the overall OAN
have to be counted separately when establishing the overall OAN. On this basis, all households counted
within the affordable housing OAN must also be counted within the overall OAN: affordable housing
need will not add to the overall OAN.

38.

On this basis, our unequivocal view is that affordable housing need must be a component of the full,
objectively assessed needs for housing. This view is consistent with paragraphs 47 and 159 of the NPPF
and the High Court Judgements identified above.

Planning Advisory Service advice note: OAN and Housing Targets
39.

As an aid to helping calculate OAN figures, the Planning Advisory Service (PAS) has published a technical
advice note: “Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets” (Second edition, July 20155).

40.

This document is very detailed and generally provides a range of helpful information for local authorities
when establishing their OAN figure. However, the PAS technical advice note suggests that the affordable
housing needs figures should not be counted as part of the overall OAN (paragraph 9.7):
“In summary, it seems logically clear that affordable need, as defined and measured in paragraphs
22-29 of the PPG, cannot be a component of the OAN. The OAN does have an affordable component
– which cannot be measured separately but will normally be much smaller than the affordable need
discussed at paragraphs 22-29.”
4
5

http://www.pas.gov.uk/documents/332612/6363137/Pages+from+FINAL+PAS+Good+Plan+Making+-6.pdf
http://www.pas.gov.uk/documents/332612/6549918/OANupdatedadvicenote/f1bfb748-11fc-4d93-834c-a32c0d2c984d
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The note recognises that this conclusion is inconsistent with one of the Judgements that is discussed above,
noting (paragraph 9.8):
“The above conclusion may be contradicted by a High Court judgment issued on 19 February 2015,
which seems to imply the calculated affordable need is a constituent part of the OAN. At present the
implications of that judgment are not clear.”

42.

Given the context that we have already set out in this technical note, we believe that this advice is
fundamentally inconsistent with Paragraph 47 and 159 of the NPPF and all three of the High Court
Judgements identified above. In this regard, the advice is mistaken and needs to be corrected.

43.

However, it is important to consider why the authors of the PAS technical advice note have reached this
conclusion, despite recognising that it was likely to be contradicted by a High Court Judgement.

44.

The PAS technical advice note suggests that there are “two alternative definitions of housing need, need-asaspiration and need-as-demand” (paragraph 3.2) and that the two different definitions will lead to differing
estimates of overall housing need. On this basis, they set out that “affordable need measures aspiration
(what ought to happen), while the OAN measures expectation (what is likely to happen, based on past
experience, provided that planning provides enough land)” (paragraph 9.4).

45.

Appendix A of the advice note considers this issue in more detail. In relation to “need-as-aspiration”
paragraph A3a identifies that:
“‘Need’ may be the housing that should be provided if everyone is to enjoy suitable housing at
acceptable cost, as defined by the standards set out in the PPG (see paragraph 2.12i above)”

46.

Whereas paragraph 2.12i refers to the estimated number of households currently in need:
“meaning those who lack suitable housing and cannot afford such housing in the market sector.
Lack of suitable housing is defined by a long list of criteria, or standards, such as homelessness,
concealed households, property in major disrepair or unfit for habitation, lack of a bathroom or
kitchen, overcrowding, and housing that is too expensive compared to household income.”

47.

The PAS technical advice note concludes at paragraph 2.14:
“One major difference between the two methods is that only the affordable calculation includes a
‘current need’, or backlog, while the overall calculation considers only future need.”

48.

As we have already set out above, some of the current need, or backlog, associated will homelessness and
concealed households will add to the household projections. However, consistent with the PAS Good Plan
Making Guide, it is necessary for these needs to also be counted within the full OAN. Therefore, the
calculation for both affordable housing and overall housing should include an element of ‘backlog’.

49.

The other aspects of housing need set out at paragraph 2.12i – namely where existing housing is unsuitable
due to “property in major disrepair or unfit for habitation, lack of a bathroom or kitchen, overcrowding, and
housing that is too expensive compared to household income” – all relate to established households. As set
out above, all established households counted as part of the current unmet need for affordable housing will
vacate an existing dwelling – so no additional dwellings are needed and these needs will not add to the
overall OAN. Therefore, none of the need identified at paragraph 2.12i will add to the full OAN.
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Considering the calculation of future need, paragraph 2.14 continues:
“As we have seen, in the first method assessed overall need is based primarily on projecting (rolling
forward) past trends in total population and household numbers. On the same logic, one would
expect the second method to project forward the proportion of those future households that were in
the affordable sector. But the second method does not do this. To determine how many households
will need affordable housing it does not refer to past reality, but instead looks to set criteria, or
standards.”

51.

It would not be appropriate to simply “project forward the proportion of those future households that were
in the affordable sector” as not all households who are unable to afford their housing costs will be allocated
a dwelling in the affordable sector. Some will be provided with financial support through housing benefit
that will enable them to afford to rent market housing.

52.

As it is important to count the needs of all “households who cannot afford to access suitable housing in the
market” (PPG ID 2a-024), it is not appropriate to simply perpetuate past trends of those accessing
affordable housing. Nevertheless, the needs should represent “the proportion of newly forming households
unable to buy or rent in the market area” (ID 2a-025, emphasis added). Therefore, the overall number of
newly forming households should be consistent with the household projections which inform the full OAN;
the affordable housing needs assessment is simply concerned with the balance between those who can and
those who cannot afford to access market housing. On this basis, the full OAN will include the needs of all
newly forming households, including those that need affordable housing.

53.

If, as the PAS technical advice note suggests, affordable housing was not part of the overall OAN, it raises
the question: Who needs an affordable home, but does not need a home? It is a tautology to say that any
household that needs an affordable dwelling will need a dwelling – so all households counted within the
affordable housing OAN must also be counted within the overall OAN, and the PAS technical advice note is
incorrect in suggesting that different definitions of housing need apply to the assessment of affordable
housing and overall housing need.

54.

Given that the NPPF clearly identifies that affordable housing need is part of the overall OAN and this has
now been confirmed by three separate High Court Judgements, the Planning Advisory Service needs to
withdraw those sections of the second edition of the “Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets”
technical advice note which clearly contradict this.

Why Are Affordable Needs Figures Frequently So High?
55.

Affordable housing need is a component of the full, objectively assessed needs for housing and there is no
justification for affordable housing need to be considered aspirational. Nevertheless, it is important to
understand why some assessments identify affordable housing need that is close to, or higher than, the full
OAN. The most fundamental explanation for why many assessments identify very high levels of
affordable housing need is confusion between gross need and net need.

56.

In relation to assessing future need, PPG identifies needs should be assessed based on a “gross annual
estimate” (ID 2a-025, emphasis added); however in establishing “the total need for affordable housing”,
PPG identifies that the figure should be based on “the total net need” (ID 2a-029, emphasis added). The
PPG suggests that this should be based on a calculation to “subtract total available [affordable housing]
stock from total gross need” (ID 2a-029) – but not all households included within the total gross need will
be allocated affordable housing, so it is important to consider this when deriving net need.
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57.

From a real-life perspective, any household that needs an affordable dwelling will also need a dwelling;
but equally important, any household that does not need a dwelling will not need an affordable dwelling.
Understanding this very simple concept is central to producing a robust needs assessment.

58.

The basic approach to assessing affordable housing need set out at PPG ID 2a-022 to 029 covers five key
groups of households: two relate to assessing current need (ID 2a-024) and three relate to assessing future
need (ID 2a-025). The table below describes each of these groups and differentiates between their gross
need and net need. It also sets out the impact that each group has on the assessment of affordable
housing need and the full OAN.
Group

Impact on
needs assessment

Description

Current needs of
homeless and
concealed
households

These households should have a dwelling at the start of the
Plan period, but they don’t and they are unable to afford
market housing.

The needs of these households should be
counted as affordable housing need and
also within the full OAN.

Current needs of
existing households

These households have a dwelling at the start of the Plan
period, but it isn’t suitable for their needs (for example, due
to overcrowding) and they are unable to afford market
housing.

The needs of these households should be
counted as affordable housing need, but
as they already occupy a dwelling their
need will not add to the full OAN.

Future needs of
new households
unable to afford:
Newly forming
households

These new households are projected to form based on past
trends, but they are unable to afford market housing. This
will represent the gross need.

The overall number of newly forming
households and household dissolutions
should be consistent with the household
projections on which the full OAN is
based.

The net need offsets those existing households previously
assessed to need affordable housing that are projected to
dissolve (either as existing households combine or following
death of all household members).
Such households no longer need a dwelling, so they should
also be discounted from the affordable housing need. It is
important that this need is discounted regardless of whether
or not the dissolving household previously occupied
affordable housing.

Future needs of
new households
unable to afford:
Migrant
households

These new households are projected to move to the area
based on past trends (in-migrant households), but they are
unable to afford market housing. This will represent the
gross need.
The net need offsets those existing households previously
assessed to need affordable housing that are projected to
move away from the area (out-migrant households).
Such households no longer need a dwelling in the area, so
they should also be discounted from the affordable housing
need. It is important that this need is discounted regardless
of whether or not the out-migrant household previously
occupied affordable housing.

Future needs of
existing households
falling into need

This will ensure that the affordable
housing need is consistent with the full
OAN.
Whilst it is necessary to identify the gross
need, it should only be the net need that
is counted when establishing the need
for additional affordable housing.
The overall number of in-migrant
households and out-migrant households
should be consistent with the household
projections on which the full OAN is
based.
This will ensure that the affordable
housing need is consistent with the full
OAN.
Whilst it is necessary to identify the gross
need, it should only be the net need that
is counted when establishing the need
for additional affordable housing.

These households have a suitable dwelling that they are able
to afford, but their circumstances change such that their
existing dwelling is no longer suitable and they are unable to
afford market housing. This will represent the gross need.

The needs of these households should be
counted as affordable housing need, but
as they already occupy a dwelling their
need will not add to the full OAN.

The net need offsets those existing households previously
assessed to need affordable housing whose circumstances
improve such that they no longer need affordable housing.

Whilst it is necessary to identify the gross
need, it should only be the net need that
is counted when establishing the need
for additional affordable housing.

Such households will continue to occupy a dwelling in the
area, but no longer need affordable housing. It is important
that this affordable housing need is discounted regardless of
whether or not the household occupied affordable housing.
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59.

It is appropriate to recognise that PPG does not explicitly state that the needs of dissolving households and
out-migrant households that have been counted within the gross need for affordable housing should be
discounted from the net need, regardless of whether or not the household ever occupied affordable
housing. Nevertheless, such households will not need housing in the housing market area, so it stands to
reason that they will no longer need affordable housing either – otherwise these households would be
counted within the affordable housing need despite not being counted in the full OAN. Based on the
simple concept above, any household that does not need a dwelling will not need an affordable dwelling –
so these needs must be discounted when establishing the total need for affordable housing, which should
be based on the “total net need” (ID 2a-029).

60.

Similarly, PPG does not explicitly state that the needs of existing households climbing out of need should be
discounted, regardless of whether or not the household ever occupied affordable housing. Nevertheless,
PPG identifies that “care should be taken … to include only those households who cannot afford to access
suitable housing in the market” (ID 2a-024); so it is evident that the needs of households whose
circumstances improve such that they can “afford to access suitable housing in the market” should not be
included in the total need for affordable housing.

61.

Given this context, it is important to recognise that PPG does not provide a framework which either could
or should be applied mechanistically. Indeed, the PPG on housing and economic development needs states
at the outset:
Can local planning authorities use a different methodology?
There is no one methodological approach or use of a particular dataset(s) that will provide a
definitive assessment of development need. But the use of this standard methodology set out in this
guidance is strongly recommended because it will ensure that the assessment findings are
transparently prepared. Local planning authorities may consider departing from the methodology,
but they should explain why their particular local circumstances have led them to adopt a different
approach where this is the case. The assessment should be thorough but proportionate, building
where possible on existing information sources outlined within the guidance.
Planning Practice Guidance (March 2014), ID 2a-005

62.

There are a number of areas where PPG does not provide specific guidance; such as the need to consider
commuting patterns when considering how employment trends are taken into account, and the need to
consider vacancies and second homes when establishing housing need based on household projections. In
this regard, in the Borough Council of Kings Lynn and West Norfolk v Elm Park Holdings Ltd Judgement
Mr Justice Dove stated:
41. The PPG does not provide any specific guidance on this point related to vacancies and second
homes. That is to my mind unsurprising, as it could not begin to address every conceivable point
which might arise in this exercise. However, I have no doubt that the inclusion of vacancies and
second homes is an adjustment based on statistical data of a kind similar to those which are
contemplated in the PPG. The absence of this issue from the PPG does not therefore dissuade me
from the view which I have reached.

63.

Whilst PPG does not provide any specific guidance about the treatment of households that no longer need
housing in the housing market area that have been counted in the gross need for affordable housing, it is
still appropriate to discount their needs from the affordable housing need.
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The following case studies help to illustrate the way in which affordable housing needs assessments can
sometimes exaggerate affordable housing need through not properly differentiating between gross need
and net need.
Case Study 1
Susan is a lone parent working part-time and unable to afford to access market housing. Susan and
her daughter are currently living with her parents but decide that they want a home of their own.
Susan contacts the council housing advice service, and they outline the housing options available.
Scenario A
Under the Choice-Based-Lettings scheme, there is an Affordable Rented home available in the area
that Susan wants to live. Susan places a bid in for that home and is successful.
Scenario B
There is no Affordable Rented housing available in the area that Susan wants to live, but Susan is
given details of a private landlord and successfully applies for housing benefit to cover her rent.
Three years later, Susan meets a new partner and they decide to move in together and buy a home
of their own. Susan’s rented home therefore becomes available for another household.

Analytical framework
Susan is a concealed family that cannot afford to access market housing; she therefore is counted as
a household that needs affordable housing and included in the gross affordable housing need under
both Scenario A and Scenario B.
When Susan moves out of her rented home:
»

Scenario A: an Affordable Rented home is vacated, and this supply is offset against the gross
affordable housing need, so there is no net need for additional affordable housing.

»

Scenario B: no affordable housing is vacated, so there is no supply offset against the gross need
and Susan’s needs are still counted despite no longer needing an affordable home in the area.

Scenario A illustrates a scenario where the PPG approach works.
Scenario B illustrates why it is important to discount the needs of households that no longer need
affordable housing regardless of whether or not they have occupied affordable housing.

Case Study 2
Isaac is a recent graduate who has accepted a job as a trainee accountant. He has recently rented a
1-bedroom flat from a private landlord. Based on his starting salary, he is paying over 40% of his
gross monthly income on rent; but he has been told that his income is too high to qualify for any
housing benefit. Isaac also considers it unlikely that he would be allocated a home by the Council,
and so he does not apply to the housing register.
Isaac progresses from his trainee position to become a fully qualified accountant. His salary doubles
and he is now paying around 20% of his income on rent.
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Analytical framework
Isaac is a newly forming single person household. Based on a traditional affordability assessment,
households would only be considered able to afford market housing where the rent payable is less
than a given percentage of their income. As Isaac was paying more than 40% of his income on his
rent at the time that he formed a new household, it is likely that he would be counted as a need for
affordable housing and included in the gross affordable housing need.
As Isaac’s circumstances improved over time, a higher salary meant that the percentage of his
income spent on rent was much lower. Based on his final salary, he would not be counted as a need
for affordable housing. Nevertheless, as no affordable housing is vacated there is no supply offset
against the gross need identified at the time he formed a new household, and Isaac’s needs are still
counted despite no longer needing an affordable home in the area.
This case study also illustrates why it is important to discount the needs of households whose
circumstances improve such that they no longer need affordable housing, regardless of whether or
not they have occupied affordable housing.

Case Study 3
Karina, Cameron and their three young children are privately renting a 2-bedroom home without
housing benefit support in a relatively expensive local authority area. They are currently spending
around 35% of their gross household income on rent. Whilst they have registered with the local
authority Choice Based Letting scheme, they have not yet been offered a property.
A neighbouring local authority in the same housing market area has cheaper properties to buy or
rent, but Karina and Cameron are unable to save for a deposit because of their high rent. When
Karina’s uncle dies, he bequeaths her a significant inheritance. The family choose to use the money
as a deposit to buy a property in the neighbouring local authority area.

Analytical framework
Karina and her family are an existing household living in overcrowded housing and are unable to
afford suitable market housing; they are therefore is counted as a household that needs affordable
housing and included in the gross affordable housing need.
When the family has the opportunity to buy a home in the neighbouring local authority area, no
affordable housing is vacated so there is no supply to offset against the gross need.
Within the housing market area, Karina’s family represents a household climbing out of need. This
illustrates why it is important to discount the needs of households whose circumstances improve,
regardless of whether or not they have occupied affordable housing.
At the local authority level, Karina’s needs are still counted despite the family no longer living in the
local authority area. Therefore, this also illustrates why it is important to discount the needs of
out-migrant households that are assessed to need affordable housing, regardless of whether or not
they have occupied affordable housing.
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Case Study 4
Kevin, Stuart, Gemma and Lucy are all university students. They have all moved to the area from
other parts of the country. They are renting a 3-bedroom property from a private landlord, with the
former living room providing the fourth bedroom. None of them have any regular income. They are
dependent on parental support with a limited amount of casual part-time work, together with
student loans and overdraft facilities from their bank.
They are all undergraduates on three-year courses, and at the end of each year of study, they move
to a different house in the private rented sector.
Scenario A
At the end of their studies, they all move away from the area; some moving to take up employment
whilst others return to live with their parents.
Scenario B
At the end of their studies, they all secure full-time employment in the area and stay living together.

Analytical framework
There are a number of different approaches in which the needs of this household may be assessed.
If the four students were an existing household living in the area at the start of the Plan period, they
could be counted as a household living in overcrowded housing; and based on their combined
finances, it is likely that they would be counted as a need for affordable housing and included in the
gross affordable housing need. Nevertheless, some assessments exclude the needs of students from
the ‘backlog’ of current need, as these are transitory needs and most student households are not
eligible for housing benefit support or affordable housing.
However, if the four students moved to the area during the Plan period, they could be counted as an
in-migrant household. Again, based on their combined finances it is likely that they would be
assessed as being unable to afford their housing costs and therefore included in the gross affordable
housing need. Even where students are excluded from current need, they can still influence the
affordability assessment applied to both newly forming and in-migrant households.
Some assessments also use “unaffordable moves” in the private rented sector as a trend to establish
the number of existing households falling into need. As the students moved to a different house at
the end of each year of study, some assessments would count their needs at each move – so the
household could be counted as an in-migrant household at the start of the first year, and then as a
household falling into need at the start of the second year and again at the start of the third year.
This approach fundamentally counts the number of moves rather than the number of households,
and therefore the gross need becomes overstated.
At the end of their studies, no affordable housing is vacated in either Scenario A or Scenario B, so
there is no supply offset against any of the gross need that may have been counted:
»

Scenario A: the students’ needs are still counted despite them no longer living in the area;

»

Scenario B: the students’ needs are still counted despite their financial circumstances being
fundamentally different and them now being able to afford to pay market rent.
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65.

From the above case studies, it is evident that the net need should exclude households that no longer need
affordable housing even when they haven’t been allocated an affordable home. This confusion between
gross need and net need is fundamentally why some assessments of affordable housing need produce
figures that appear to be very high and inconsistent with the full OAN.

66.

Nevertheless, there can be other problems evident in the way in which some affordable housing needs
assessments are undertaken. The impact of some of these are summarised in the table below:
Group
Household Growth

Impact on
needs assessment

Description
The household growth projected in the affordable housing
needs assessment can sometimes be based on different
assumptions to the household growth projected for the full
OAN.

If the affordable housing needs
assessment is based on a different
household growth scenario to the OAN,
the two numbers risk being inconsistent.

This was often the case where affordable housing needs
assessments were based on survey data.
Housing Register

Some affordable housing needs assessments count the full
housing register for the area when establishing the backlog
of housing need.
This will inevitably include some concealed households (e.g.
those living at home with their parents) who would like to
form independently.

The needs of newly forming households
are already included within the future
needs, so to count them again within the
current need risks double counting.
Only the needs of concealed families or
homeless households that should have
already formed at the start of the Plan
period should be counted within the
current need.

Existing households
falling into need

A number of affordable housing needs assessments count
the number of households who move from the private
sector to affordable housing as a measure of households
falling in to need.

This is a measure of households who
have had their needs resolved, so it is a
measure of existing households climbing
out of need rather than falling into need.

Existing households
already in need
being counted
again

Some studies, particularly those still reliant on primary data,
will identify households who have moved in the past year
and assess whether or not they could afford an arbitrary
threshold for market housing. These are then considered to
be a trend of existing households falling into need, and the
rate is extrapolated to the future.

This is a measure of the number of
moves that are unaffordable, not the
number of households unable to afford.

However, many of these households could have already
been living in unsuitable housing in their previous home, and
they have simply moved from one private rented dwelling to
another.
Incomes

Some studies use the gross median household income of an
area to assess affordability; but this will include pensioner
households and those already in affordable housing: both
groups will typically have below average income, yet these
households do not represent the new households in an area.

This approach effectively increases the
affordable housing need each time that a
household moves, so each household’s
needs will be counted multiple times.

On this basis, median incomes for an
area are unlikely to provide an
appropriate basis for assessing the
income distribution for new households
forming or moving to the area.

Many new households will be in-migrants who have often
moved to an area specifically because they can afford
market housing. These households will often have higher
incomes than existing median incomes for their area.
Students

Areas with large student populations can complicate both
OAN and also affordable housing needs calculations.
Student households typically have low household incomes
and so can appear to be in need when they cannot access
affordable housing. Overcrowding rates also tend to be
higher in student areas as dwellings are converted beyond
their bedroom capacity.

17

These factors can often lead to too many
households counted as being in need.

Opinion Research Services

|

Modelling Affordable Housing Need: a technical note from Opinion Research Services

December 2015

The Role of the Private Rented Sector
67.

Whilst the key focus of this technical note is the relationship between affordable housing need and the full
OAN, and the confusion between gross need and net need when assessing affordable housing needs, it is
also relevant to consider the role of the private rented sector.

68.

NPPF Annex 2 defines affordable housing as:
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 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.
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.
National Planning Policy Framework, Annex 2

69.

On this basis, it is clear that private rented housing does not meet the definitions of affordable housing
set out in the NPPF and it should not be counted as affordable housing supply. Therefore, turnover in the
private rented sector should never be counted as affordable housing supply.

70.

Nevertheless, the rather more subtle issue is the impact of housing benefit on whether or not households
can afford their housing costs. PPG states that “only those households who cannot afford to access suitable
housing in the market” (ID 2a-024) should be counted when assessing housing need, and households in
receipt of housing benefit will receive financial support that should enable them to rent a property of an
appropriate size in their Broad Rental Market Area. On this basis, households renting privately and in
receipt of housing benefit support can “afford to access suitable housing in the market”.

71.

As many tenants that rent from a private landlord can only afford their housing costs as they receive
housing benefit, without this support they would constitute an additional need for affordable housing. So
whilst private rented housing is not an affordable housing supply, housing benefit support for private
tenants reduces the affordable housing need. Nevertheless, if housing benefit support was no longer
provided (or if there wasn’t sufficient private rented housing available at a price that households could
afford) then this would increase the need for affordable housing.
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72.

This has no impact on the full OAN, but the future level of housing benefit support could impact on the
balance between market and affordable housing need.

73.

In many areas, if all households in receipt of housing benefit that are currently living in the private rented
sector were to move to affordable housing, this would significantly increase the affordable housing need
and a large amount of market housing would be vacated. In this scenario, it is more plausible that the
actual need for affordable housing could be close to, or higher than, the full OAN – the large number of
market homes vacated would offset against the identified shortfall of affordable housing, so together the
two figures would arithmetically sum to the identified OAN. However, this would not necessarily be a
desirable outcome.

74.

ORS consider that it is appropriate as a baseline assumption to model the housing benefit in the private
rented sector as remaining as a constant figure because the households in that sector are not in need. We
would note that the Office for Budget Responsibility in their Economic and Fiscal Outlook March 2014 have
reported that:
The largest driver of the rise in spending on housing benefit has been caseload growth in the private
rented sector. This reflects both a rising share of households living in private rented accommodation
and a rising proportion of those households claiming housing benefit. As a result, the share of
spending accounted for by the private rented sector is forecast to rise from 30 per cent in 2007-08 to
40 per cent by 2018-19.

75.

The OBR long-term projections for spending and revenues (to 2063) forecast housing benefit will remain at
between 1.4 and 1.6 per cent of GDP so it appears to being viewed as a long-term expenditure.

76.

However, it cannot be assumed that this sector will meet growing needs; any additional need for affordable
housing should be properly counted within the assessment. It is also important to understand the possible
impact of removing housing benefit support from households in the private rented sector, and Councils
may want to consider policies that enable households to move from private rented housing with housing
benefit support to affordable housing where the economic viability does not compromise overall housing
delivery.

Conclusions
77.

Based on all of the evidence presented, our unequivocal view is that affordable housing need must be a
component of the full, objectively assessed needs for housing. This view is consistent with paragraphs 47
and 159 of the NPPF and three independent High Court Judgements.

78.

The PAS Good Plan Making Guide confirms that the only households included within the affordable housing
OAN that are not included within the household projections that inform the overall OAN have to be
counted separately when establishing the overall OAN. On this basis, all households counted within the
affordable housing OAN must also be counted within the overall OAN: affordable housing need will not
add to the overall OAN.

79.

The PAS technical advice note “Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets” (Second edition, July 2015)
suggests that affordable housing need should not be counted as part of the overall OAN; but this raises the
question: Who needs an affordable home, but does not need a home? It is a tautology to say that any
household that needs an affordable dwelling will need a dwelling – so all households counted within the
affordable housing OAN must be counted within the overall OAN. The PAS advice note is mistaken.
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80.

Affordable housing need is a component of the full, objectively assessed needs for housing and there is no
justification for affordable housing need to be considered aspirational. Nevertheless, it is important to
understand why some assessments identify affordable housing need that is close to, or higher than, the full
OAN. The most fundamental explanation for why many assessments identify very high levels of
affordable housing need is confusion between gross need and net need.

81.

From a real-life perspective, any household that needs an affordable dwelling will also need a dwelling;
but equally important, any household that does not need a dwelling will not need an affordable dwelling.
Understanding this very simple concept is central to producing a robust needs assessment.

82.

Finally, private rented housing does not meet the definitions of affordable housing set out in the NPPF
and it should not be counted as affordable housing supply. Therefore, turnover in the private rented
sector should never be counted as affordable housing supply. Nevertheless, households renting privately
and in receipt of housing benefit support can “afford to access suitable housing in the market” which
reduces the gross need for affordable housing.

Recommendations
83.

Given that the NPPF clearly identifies that affordable housing need is part of the overall OAN and this has
now been confirmed by three separate High Court Judgements, we would recommend that PPG is updated
to confirm that full, objectively assessed needs for housing should include the need for affordable
housing.

84.

Furthermore, given the confusion between gross need and net need, we would recommend that PPG is
updated to confirm that the total need for affordable housing should be based only on net affordable
housing need which discounts any households counted in the gross need that no longer need affordable
housing, regardless of whether or not they have occupied affordable housing.

85.

Finally, we would recommend that the Planning Advisory Service should withdraw those sections of the
second edition of the “Objectively Assessed Need and Housing Targets” technical advice note which
clearly contradict the NPPF and High Court Judgements. Affordable housing need is a component of the
full, objectively assessed needs for housing.
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Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council - Policy SS1 (Spatial Strategy)

APPENDIX 2.3
- Case Studies:
The Interaction between OAHN and
Local Housing Requirements

1

Case Studies

1.1

Appendix 1 of the 2016 SHMA highlights the following cases and Local Plan
Inspector’s Reports’ as being relevant to understanding the interaction of
OAHN and Affordable Housing Need:

1.2

•

Satnam Millennium Ltd v Warrington Borough Council (Feb 2015)

•

Cornwall Local Plan Preliminary Finds (June 2015)

•

Oadby and Wigston v Bloor Homes (July 2015)

•

Kings Lynn v Elm Park Holdings (July 2015)

We also draw attention to, and comment upon, a much more recent Court of
Appeal Judgment that we consider to be of relevance:
•

Hinckley and Bosworth v Jelson Ltd

Satnam Millennium Ltd v Warrington Borough Council (Feb 2015)

1.3

The challenge to the adoption of the Warrington Local Plan succeeded
resulting in the quashing of the Plan’s housing provision policies, and its main
housing allocation.

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council - Policy SS1 (Spatial Strategy)

1.4

The challenge succeeded on two grounds. First, that the assessment of full,
objectively assessed needs for housing had left out of account the
(substantial) need for affordable housing. This was clearly a very major
oversight. Second, that there had been “substantial non-compliance” with
SEA requirements.

1.5

Paragraph 14 of Appendix 1 states that some have interpreted the judge’s
conclusion to imply that the need for affordable housing (as estimated in
Section 10 of this report) needs to be met in full. However, in our opinion the
Court did not accept the proposition that the statutory framework, together
with policy and guidance, require a local plan to identify the housing needs of
its area and plan for them.

1.6

The judgement refers in paragraph 43 to the reasons for non-compliance with
policy:
(i)

The assessed need for affordable housing was 477 dpa.

(ii)

This assessed need was never expressed or included as part
of the OAN.

1.7

It goes on to say that having identified the OAN for affordable housing, that
should then be considered in the context of its likely delivery as a proportion
of mixed market/affordable housing development; an increase in the total
housing figures included in the local plan should be considered where it could
help deliver the required number of affordable homes. The Local Plan should
then meet the OAN for affordable housing, subject only to the constraints
referred to in NPPF, paragraphs 14 and 47.
JBPA Comments:

1.8

This case emphasised the importance of ensuring that an assessment of full,
objectively assessed needs for housing does not omit up-to-date affordable
housing requirements from consideration. In the case of Hart, this aspect was
considered as part of the 2016 SHMA;

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council - Policy SS1 (Spatial Strategy)

1.9

JBPA believe that the references to consideration of changes to the total
housing figure demonstrates that local authorities need to demonstrate that
they have undertaken such an exercise.
Cornwall Local Plan Preliminary Findings (June 2015):

1.10

JBPA concur with the conclusions within paragraph 17 of Appendix 1 that if a
‘mechanistic uplift’ is not required by the OAHN process, then the decision of
whether to uplift planned provision of housing and, if so, by how much, is a
policy decision for the local authority to make as part of determining local
housing requirements. The OAHN process, and in particular the assessment
of need for affordable housing, provides the evidence on which an authority
can make an informed policy decision as to whether to plan to provide more
homes than implied by the OAHN in order to achieve particular policy
objectives for delivery of affordable housing.

1.11

JBPA consider that it is worthwhile considering the content of the Final
Inspector‘s report:
https://www.cornwall.gov.uk/media/21914730/cornwall-inspectors-report-final-23september.pdf

1.12

The report contains the following conclusions that JBPA consider to be
particularly pertinent:
49. The Council has a very strong commitment to the delivery of
affordable housing using imaginative models and substantial Council
funds. Expected delivery is discussed under Issue 6. A robust figure for
affordable housing delivery has had to be revised downwards during the
Examination, in particular as a result of the changes to the affordable housing
policy to be consistent with the minimum thresholds in the Written Ministerial
Statement following the Court of Appeal judgement of May 2016. There has
always been a very substantial gap between expected delivery and
identified need. The Council now expect to deliver only 58% of the total
need (17,836 units compared with need of 30,900 - L1.CC.10.2A and
L1.CC.10.3)
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50. National guidance requires consideration of an uplift where there is
a gap, but it does not require a mechanistic increase in the overall
housing requirement to achieve all affordable housing needs. The
realism of achieving the intended benefit of additional affordable
housing from any such uplift is relevant, otherwise any increase may
not achieve its purpose

52. The proposed uplift of 1,500 is seen by the Council as consistent
with the range of housing required for the economic strategy. As
already indicated, the uplift of 500 dwellings in response to concealed
families is also best considered as an uplift responding to affordable
housing need since the reasons for those families being concealed may
well be affordability issues and the practical consequence of such an
uplift would be the delivery of additional affordable housing. The 7%
increase applied when converting the OAHN to a housing requirement
would also deliver additional affordable housing and such housing (as
currently defined) would not be available for acquisition as second
homes/holiday homes. Looked at in the round, the 1,500 specifically
identified by the Council as an uplift for affordable housing is
reasonable, albeit modest, given the additional uplift contributed by
other factors, alignment with the economic strategy (see below) and my
previously expressed concern about the unreality of a substantial uplift
above the demographic trend given the relatively isolated nature of the
Cornwall HMA.

JBPA Comment:
1.13

JBPA strongly agree with the Examination Inspector’s finding that a
‘mechanistic uplift’ is not required to the OAHN. In Cornwall’s case, a modest
uplift to the OAHN was supported, which would result in the Council delivering
only 58% of the total housing need. The case also highlighted the importance
of realism when determining the size of any uplift to meet affordable housing
needs. Otherwise any increase may be counter-productive and fail to serve its
purpose;
Oadby and Wigston v Bloor Homes (July 2015)
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1.14

Appendix 1 refers in paragraph 19 to the Judge concluding that the Council’s
planned position (80-100 dwellings) was a ‘policy on’ figure stating that the
assessment of need ‘becomes policy on as soon as the Council takes a
course of not providing sufficient affordable housing to satisfy the FOAN’.

1.15

With regard to this particular case JBPA would flag up the content of
paragraph 35 of this Judgement:
It is important to keep in mind the essential differences between the
distinct activities of development plan-making on the one hand and
development control decision-making on the other, and between the
policies of the NPPF relating respectively to those two activities. We are
concerned here with a development control decision. The inspector was
not conducting an examination of a local plan. He was making a
decision, on appeal, on an application for planning permission for
housing development.

1.16

The findings in this case highlight the importance of SHMA’s demonstrating
that they have sought to address key considerations such as affordable
housing needs. However, it also recognises that such matters are then often
a matter of judgement. It will then be down to the local authority to justify that
the approach it is taken is reasonable.
JBPA Comment:

1.17

This case emphasises the essential differences between planning
applications and appeals, and Local Plan making in the assessment of
housing needs;
Kings Lynn v Elm Park Holdings (July 2015)

1.18

JBPA agree with the following conclusions set out in paragraphs 20 - 23 of
Appendix 1 of the 2016 SHMA:
20. The issue of affordable housing was a key part in the final judgement in
this case which involved the Council’s challenge to an Inspector’s granting
permission for 40 dwellings in a village. In paragraph 35 of the judgement the
Judge stated that the ‘Framework [NPPF] makes clear that these needs
(affordable housing needs) should be addressed in determining the
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FOAN, but neither the Framework nor the PPG suggest that they have to
be met in full when determining the FOAN. This is no doubt because in
practice very often the calculation of unmet affordable housing need will
produce a figure which the planning authority has little or no prospect
of delivering in practice.’

22. This most recent judgement is clear that an assessment of affordable
housing need should be carried out, but that the level of affordable
housing need shown by analysis does not have to be met in full within
the assessment of the OAHN. The relevant part of the NPPF is paragraph
159, which confirms that affordable housing needs should be addressed by a
local planning authority preparing a local plan.

23. …. the most recent decision indicates that the OAHN does not have
to be uplifted to deliver all affordable housing in full, though it is a
consideration in determining OAHN.

1.19

With regard to the issue that neither the Framework nor the PPG suggest that
affordable housing needs have to be met in full when determining that FOAN.
Paragraph 35 of the Judgement goes on state:
…That is because the vast majority of delivery will occur as a proportion
of open-market schemes and is therefore dependent for its delivery
upon market housing being developed. It is no doubt for this reason that
the PPG observes at paragraph ID 2a-208-20140306 as follows:
•

i. "The total affordable housing need should then be considered
in the context of its likely delivery as a proportion of mixed
market and affordable housing developments, given the probable
percentage of affordable housing to be delivered by market
housing led developments. An increase in total housing figures
included in the local plan should be considered where it could
help deliver the required number of affordable homes."

1.20

The following two paragraphs of the judgement are also of relevance:
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36. This consideration of an increase to help deliver the required
number of affordable homes, rather than an instruction that the
requirement be met in total, is consistent with the policy in paragraph
159 of the Framework requiring that the SHMA "addresses" these needs
in determining the FOAN. They should have an important influence
increasing the derived FOAN since they are significant factors in
providing for housing needs within an area.

37. Insofar as Hickinbottom J in the case of Oadby and Wigston
Borough Council v Secretary of State [2015] EWHC 1879 might be taken
in paragraph 34(ii) of his judgment to be suggesting that in determining
the FOAN, the total need for affordable housing must be met in full by
its inclusion in the FOAN I would respectfully disagree. Such a
suggestion is not warranted by the Framework or the PPG for the
reasons which I have just set out. As Hickinbottom J found at paragraph 42
of that judgment, what the Inspector did in that case was to exercise his
planning judgment, firstly, to conclude that the FOAN was higher than the
council's figure and secondly, (again deploying planning judgment) to arrive
pragmatically at a figure for the FOAN in order for it to be used to assess the
five-year housing land supply. The council's figure was regarded by the
Inspector in that case as being short because it failed to properly take
account of factors which should have been included in the FOAN,
including considering affordable housing need. Understood in this way,
references to "policy on" and "policy off" become a red herring. The
appropriate figure was for the Inspector's judgment to determine taking
account of all the matters involved in finding the FOAN.
JBPA Comment:
1.21

This case is very important as highlighted that whilst affordable housing
needs have to be assessed, they do not have to be met in full, and that this is
a consideration in determining the OAHN. In Hart’s case, the 2016 SHMA did
this in concluding that the district’s OAHN is 382 dpa.

1.22

We are also aware of a small number of other further Judgements that are
relevant:
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West Dorset, Weymouth and Portland Joint Local Plan Inspector’s
Report (August 2015)
1.23

This Report stated:
47. Planning Practice Guidance says that household projections should
be adjusted to reflect market signals having regard to factors such as
land and house prices, rents, affordability and rates of development. The
Councils’ Review shows house prices have increased faster than its
comparators since 1996 but that the difference is small. Houses in WD are
more expensive than those in either the South West or England but are
comparable to those for Dorset generally. The small increase in house prices
witnessed in Weymouth and Portland is no worse than those in other parts of
the region or England and is generally applicable to the wider Plan area.

62. I do not accept it is feasible or appropriate to support further land
releases as a means of increasing affordable housing delivery. It would
entail a substantial uplift in housing allocations and put pressure on the
housebuilding industry to sustain excessively high building rates which
the market may be unable to deliver. A large increase in the amount of
market housing would also be likely to reduce the viability of larger
schemes and undermine the numbers of affordable units being
delivered.
JBPA Comment:
1.24

This case emphasises the importance of taking account of the feasibility of
significantly increasing the housing target to deliver a much higher amount of
affordable housing. Would such an increase be viable or deliverable? A Local
Plan has to take a balanced view and consider what local constraints might
exist.
Torbay Local Plan Inspector’s Report (October 2015)

1.25

This Inspector’s Report also echoed the importance that affordable
housing provision requirements need to be realistic:

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council - Policy SS1 (Spatial Strategy)

35. I have considered the question of whether the plan is unsound because it
has not taken into account whether the market housing provision should be
increased to allow a higher amount of affordable housing to be provided in
accordance with paragraph 54 of the NPPF. The updated Exeter and
Torbay Housing Market Assessment 2011 identifies a need for 820
dwellings a year in Torbay, 60% of which would need to be affordable
dwellings. Increasing the market sector housing to get more affordable
housing would be inappropriate in Torbay for several reasons. First,
paragraph 54 of the NPPF suggests that the intention is that the policy
applies to rural areas and most of the proposed housing in Torbay will
be in or immediately adjacent to urban areas. Second, the quantum of
development that would be needed to provide for an appropriate level of
affordable housing would be wholly unrealistic in an environmentally
sensitive area such as Torbay. Third, such a scale of development is not
feasible given the demand side of the Torbay housing market.

36. The question of an adjustment for market signals has also been raised.
Some argue that affordability of housing in Torbay is significantly worse
than the national average and hence there is a need to increase the
supply of housing to approaching 950 additional dwellings per year to
improve affordability. While this may be theoretically correct it ignores
the realities of the limited market for housing in Torbay. In the “boom”
years of 2000/1 - 2007/8 average annual housing completions (545) were
far lower than the suggested figure while in recent years house builders
have informed the Council that on any one large site only about 35 open
market dwellings a year are likely to be sold. Even if that sales rate has
improved in the recent housing market upturn, it is unrealistic to think
that the Torbay market can sustain a build rate of some 950 dwellings a
year.
1.26

This case highlighted the need to take a realistic view regarding what level
housing delivery can actually be achieved and delivered.
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Stroud Local Plan Inspector’s Report (November 2015)
1.27

This drew attention to the fact that other proposals and initiatives to bring
forward affordable housing existed. Consequently, in the case of Hart,
consideration needs to be given to what other ways affordable housing can
occur. It should not be entirely dependent upon developers to deliver new
affordable housing.
47. SDC has revised its estimates of affordable housing [REX/B17; PS2/D17],
identifying a need for 446 affordable units/year based on the PPG [ID-2a]
approach; an earlier approach which suggested adjusted figures of 110
units/year took account of eligibility for affordable housing/housing benefit and
the role of the private rented sector, which is not in line with the PPG and is
no longer advanced. The unadjusted figure is slightly less than the total
annual rate of proposed housing provision, but it is important to note the
committed supply of 723 affordable units and the policy requirement for some
30% of all new housing to be affordable. In addition, SDC has other
proposals and initiatives to bring forward affordable housing through its
own social housing programme, mortgage scheme, small sites review
and rural exception sites, set out in the latest Housing Strategy
[REX/D07]; Registered Providers and other specific schemes would also
contribute to the supply of affordable housing.

48. The need for affordable housing is certainly a policy consideration
that could influence housing targets, particularly in view of affordability
issues, but it is distinct from the overall objective assessment of
housing need, since the methodology and numbers are not compatible.
Although a modest increase in the overall housing requirement could be
considered, to seek to deliver all the affordable housing needed through
the provision of market housing would result in unrealistic and
undeliverable rates of housing development. Housing for the elderly has
been considered separately, in line with the latest guidance in the PPG [ID2a-021], resulting in a specific provision for 950 additional Class C2 care
home bedspaces (2013-2031) [PS/E09c]. Student accommodation is less
relevant in Stroud district, and the SHMAs have fully addressed the mix of
housing needed.
jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council - Policy SS1 (Spatial Strategy)

55. I therefore consider that a housing requirement figure of 11,400 new
homes (2006-2031) represents an objective, realistic and deliverable
housing requirement figure, which meets demographic needs, reflects
housing market signals, and includes a modest uplift to reflect the need
for affordable housing, economic trends, local policy objectives and
other relevant factors.
JBPA Comment:
1.28

It is noteworthy that the Stroud Examination Inspector only recommended a
modest uplift in the housing requirement figure to take account of the need for
affordable housing, economic trends, local policy objectives and other
relevant factors. There was recognition that to seek to deliver all of the
affordable housing needed through the provision of market housing would
result in unrealistic and undeliverable rates of housing development.
Hinckley and Bosworth v Jelson Ltd (Jan 2018)

1.29

This very recent Court of Appeal judgment reinforces the importance of
recognising that affordable housing is a component of OAN, and that seeking
to meet full affordable housing need would be both impractical and
unreasonable.
29. As the inspector said in paragraph 8 of the decision letter, a “main area of
dispute” was “whether affordable housing need should be fully met by the
OAN”. In identifying that dispute, she did not, in my view, misdirect herself in
what she said about the Planning Advisory Service’s technical advice note.
Her assessment of housing needs was not affected by any conflict between
government policy in the NPPF and guidance in the PPG and the guidance in
the technical advice note. She dealt with the issue between the parties in the
following paragraphs – in particular, paragraphs 9, 10 and 13. It is clear from
those paragraphs that she accepted the relevance of the need for affordable
housing to her assessment of housing needs, and exercised her planning
judgment in taking it into account. She did not ignore it, or put it to one side as
a consideration “below the line”. 30. It is also clear that she understood
how the need for affordable housing as a component of the “full,
objectively assessed needs” for housing had been addressed in the
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SHMA, and, in particular, how it had been included in the “OAN Range”
for each local planning authority’s area in the SHMA’s “OAN
Conclusions, 2011-31” in Table 84.
33. The inspector acknowledged, in paragraph 9 of the decision letter, that
because “the vast majority” of affordable housing is delivered as a proportion
of residential development schemes of more than a particular number of
dwellings, “it might be necessary to increase the number of dwellings
required overall in order to maximise the provision of affordable
housing”. She recognized that such a mechanism for the delivery of
affordable housing is “a policy decision and thus appropriately calculated
outside of OAN”. She therefore acknowledged that the top end of the “OAN
Range” for the council’s area in Table 84, the figure of 450, which would
“support the provision of additional affordable housing and a growth in
employment/labour supply”, was “a policy-on figure”.

41. The risk of exaggerating the “full, objectively assessed needs”
by making a calculation of this kind was not lost on the inspector.
As she said (in paragraph 11 of the decision letter), the level of
housing need it implied was “clearly impractical and
unreasonable”. Its “corollary” was “a requirement of 196,825 units
in the HMA as a whole, a considerable, inconsistent and thus
unjustifiable increase on the 75,000 or so dwellings calculated
from household projections to be needed by 2031”.
JBPA Comment:
1.30

Housebuilders brought a challenge to the adequacy of an assessment by an
Inspector of the full objectively assessed need for housing, including
specifically the role of affordable housing need in the calculation. The High
Court rejected the claim, and the appeal to the Court of Appeal was
dismissed, the Court (Lindblom LJ) going to considerable lengths to
emphasise the extent of planning judgment applicable to such assessments.
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JBPA’s Key Findings
1.31

JBPA’s key findings are that:
•

Satnam Millennium Ltd v Warrington Borough Council
emphasised the importance of ensuring that an assessment of
full, objectively assessed needs for housing does not omit up-todate affordable housing from consideration;

•

Cornwall Local Plan’s Examination Inspector identified that a
‘mechanistic uplift’ is not required to the OAHN. Furthermore, a
modest uplift to the OAHN was supported, which would result in
the Council delivering only 58% of the total need;

•

Oadby and Wigston v Bloor Homes emphasises the essential
differences between planning applications and appeals, and
Local Plan making in the assessment of housing needs;

•

Kings Lynn v Elm Park Holdings highlighted that whilst
affordable housing needs have to be assessed, they do not have
to be met in full, and that this is a consideration in determining
OAHN.

•

West Dorset, Weymouth and Portland Joint Local Plan
Inspector’s Report flagged up the importance of taking account
of the feasibility of significantly increasing the housing target to
deliver a much higher amount of affordable housing. Would it be
viable or deliverable?;

•

Torbay Local Plan Inspector’s Report referred to the
unsustainability of delivering a much higher amount of housing
given recent annual housing delivery rates.

•

Stroud Local Plan Inspector’s Report highlighted that market
housing is not the only means of delivering affordable housing,
and that regard should be had to other proposals and initiatives
that would contribute towards its delivery.

•

Hinckley and Bosworth Borough Council v Jelson Ltd’s Court of
Appeal Judgment highlighted the importance of the
consideration of recent demographic data, and recognised that
affordable housing requirements cannot be considered in total
isolation from other key considerations.
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Introduction
This commission

1.1

Hart District Council (HDC) has produced an advanced draft of the Hart Local Plan (HLP v1.0)
and intends to go to public consultation under Regulation 19 in February. In spite of the
criticisms made in previous reports (Appendix 4), the level of housing provision proposed
has been maintained at 388 dpa.

1.2

I have been asked to review the current Hart Local Plan proposals in this context,
addressing two specific issues:
a) The Department for Housing Communities and Local Government is consulting on a
new national methodology for assessing local housing needs, which proposes a base
figure for Hart of 292 dpa. My opinion is sought on the validity of the uplift to 388dpa
by HDC, and on what would be an appropriate number that an Inspector would
consider sound given that there is no current precedent.
b) HDC proposes a supply of housing in the Plan period (2016-2031) of 6346, which is
greater than their calculated need of 6208. However, Policy SS3 proposes to search for
a site for a New Settlement and to prepare a Development Plan Document by the mid
plan period, which could result in some 900 to 1200 additional houses being built. My
opinion and associated justification is sought for grounds to challenge this proposition
during consultation and to seek the removal of Policy SS3 from the final plan.

1.3

This report responds to the housing proposals in the draft HLP, for use during the
consultation process and (if necessary) at the subsequent Local Inquiry. In addition to the
evidence considered in my previous reports I have taken account of the housing proposals
and their justification in HLP v1.0, and in a report to HDC Cabinet on 3 January. I have also
updated the statistical material to incorporate the most recent available data and relevant
guidance.

1.4

Following this introduction, the rest of this report is structured as follows:
a) Section 2 reviews recently proposed changes in national policy for assessing OAN, and
the implications for ‘soundness’ of Local Plans in this light.
b) Section 3 reviews the OAN proposed in the Hart Local Plan in the context of local needs,
affordability, market signals and employment trends.
c) Section 4 summarises my conclusions regarding the appropriate level of OAN and, in
this context, the case for identifying a New Settlement for longer term development.
d) Appendix 1 provides relevant extracts from the Barker and NHPAU reports referenced
in the proposed new national guidance.
e) Appendix 2 places the effects of the proposed new national guidance on Hart in the
context of effects on OAN across the country.
f) Appendix 3 compares conflicting national sources of data on new build completions.
g) Appendices 4 and 5 provide local household projections for Hart for the Local Plan
period and labour market information for the HMA.
h) Appendix 6 summarises the conclusions of my previous reports.
i) Appendix 7 summarises my experience relevant to this report
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OAN in the context of current national policy
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF)

2.1

The top level national policy context for present purposes is the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF) approved by Parliament in 2012. At a lower level Planning Policy
Guidance (PPG) is provided by the Department for Communities and Local Government
(DCLG) on the technical application of NPPF to housing. In essence NPPF requires the Local
Plans within a Housing Market Area1 to make provision for ‘objectively assessed needs’
(OAN) unless this is incompatible with the principles of sustainable development. There is a
duty on individual local authorities within an HMA to co-operate in distributing OAN so as
to achieve this result.

2.2

Proposals for revisions to NPPF were put to consultation 2015, and the Housing White
Paper proposed further changes, but none of these have yet appeared in final form.
However, these changes do not challenge the five ‘guiding principles’ of sustainable
development, as set out in NPPF2:

2.3



living within the planet’s environmental limits;



ensuring a strong, healthy and just society;



achieving a sustainable economy;



promoting good governance; and



using sound science responsibly.

NPPF makes clear that housing market assessments and consequent housing provision in
Local Plans must be read in this context. Because of the mutual dependence of the
economic, social and environmental roles of planning, it states that, ‘to achieve sustainable
development, economic, social and environmental gains should be sought jointly and
simultaneously through the planning system’ which ‘should play an active role in guiding
development to sustainable solutions’3.
Planning Policy Guidance (PPG)

2.4

DCLG (now DHCLG) has issued for consultation proposals for a ‘simplified method’ for
calculating OAN. Subject to consultation this would supersede the current PPG in this
respect. Although ostensibly a lower level ‘technical tweak’, the new proposals introduce a
significant policy change which is likely to impact on the sustainable development aims of
NPPF.

2.5

Rather than the sum of household projections across an interlinked housing market (HMA)
being the starting point for a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), each of over
300 Local Plan Areas in England is to be given its own OAN baseline.4 The new
methodology for calculating OAN comprises three steps:
a) Step 1: Setting the annual increase for 2016-26 in the most recent ONS household
projection as the annual baseline of housing need for each local authority area;
b) Step 2: Adjusting for ‘market signals’ by increasing the baseline figure by 0.25% for each
1.0% increase above 4.0 in the ‘affordability ratio’ (median house price relative to
workplace-based median earnings)5;

1

An HMA is a group of LAs that is functionally interdependent in housing market terms In the case of Hart the
HMA included neighbours Rushmoor and Surrey Heath.
2
NPPF, para 6 and highlighted box (derived from The UK Sustainable Development Strategy)
3
NPPF, para 8
4
DCG consultation 'The right homes in the right places', and Data table, published 14/9/17
5
The threshold ratio of 4 is based upon typical mortgage borrowing limit of 4x income; thus a local ratio of 4
would need no adjustment, while a ratio of 8 would add 25% and a ratio of 12 would add 50%.
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c) Step 3: To ensure the method is deliverable, it is proposed to cap increases at 40%
above the current annual requirement figure for LAs that have adopted their Local Plan
within the last 5 years; and (for less recent adoptions) at 40 % above the higher of their
Local Plan figure and the ONS projected household growth.
Implications of direct use of projections as policy (Step 1)

2.6

Step 1 enshrines the most recent official household projections as the major determinant of
spatial policy. However, these projections are ‘policy neutral’: they take past trends and
project them forward on the assumption that the same policies and processes are in place
in both the past ‘reference’ period and the future ‘projection’ period. Using them as the
determinant of policy has two serious implications, both fundamentally contrary to the idea
of ‘positive planning’ as set out in NPPF (as discussed at 2.1-2.3 above):
a) A large part of local trends in household needs is the result of past local patterns of
population movement, itself a reflection of local housing opportunities (existing as well
as new). Their use for forward planning thus risks circularity.
b) The policy being expressed by such use is that past trends should be continued,
effectively treating them as either desirable or immutable.

2.7

Step 1 ignores the reality that housing markets are typically wider than a single District.
This is particularly unfortunate for transport planning and labour market functioning,
because travel demand (particularly commuting) normally relates to areas at the scale of
HMAs and above.
Market signals and affordability ratios (Step 2)

2.8

Step 2 is justified by the assumption that increasing the housing need figure, and therefore
the level of housing land provision, will increase the amount of housing that is built, and
that this in turn will lead to lower prices and improved affordability. The evidence offered
is the Barker Report (2004) and the projections by the National Housing & Planning Advice
Unit (2008). Both of these sources demonstrate that prices are extremely insensitive to the
volume of new build:
a) The Barker Report (see Appendix 1A) shows that a 70,000 increase in annual output of
housing for sale (a 50% increase at the time) would only ‘price into the market’ 5,000
more households per year, and then only after 10 years at that rate. It also shows that
in the same scenario 17,000 additional social sector homes would be required per year.
b) The NHPAU report illustrates the effect on affordability of a very wide range of outputs
(between 150,000 and 270,000 – see Appendix 1B). All show declining affordability,
with surprisingly little difference between the extremes. The NHPAU report makes no
specific comment on social housing needs, implicitly assuming this will be met through
planning obligations to provide affordable housing.

2.9

In Step 2 the workplace ratio of incomes to house prices is used as the indicator of
‘affordability’ for the purpose of adding housing provision for ‘market signals’. Points
arising:
a) The underlying assumption is that building for sale is the primary means of meeting
housing needs, with private and social renting having only residual roles. However, new
homes only account for about 10% of the annual supply to the private housing market,
with the churn of existing stock accounting for the remaining 90%. This is the reason
for the insensitivity of general price levels to the volume of new build noted by both
Barker and NHPAU. Moreover, were additional output to succeed in lowering prices
generally, builders could be expected to react by reducing their volume of output.
b) The official household projections show that over the next 20 years new households
will overwhelmingly be formed by those currently under 25. This age group is suffering
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from increasingly insecure and inadequate incomes, and will increasingly be unable to
enter the private housing market, even for the lowest priced existing stock. Most new
housing is sold to existing owners rather than first time buyers, so benefits to new
households depend on ‘trickle down’. However, the lack of new market entrants will in
time reduce effective demand throughout the market. Rather than lack of land, this
could become the key factor limiting sales of new market housing.
c) The needs of newly-forming households should play a greater role in guiding new
provision in terms of tenure and price. More importantly, information on local housing
needs should help us understand the role of existing lower-price/rental homes in
meeting these needs, and the role of environment, services and infrastructure
improvements to communities where such new households can afford to live. As noted
above, the Barker Report central scenario suggested a need for 17,000 pa social housing
compared with 5,000 pa being priced into the market by increasing supply.
d) These issues have important implications for both transport planning and the economy.
Higher paid workers can choose from both new and existing homes and commute long
distances, but a large proportion of local workforces have more limited choices, and
depend on lower priced existing homes to buy or rent. In addition, while home
ownership gives security it inhibits flexibility of movement, and increases commuting
distances when jobs change or move, while the opposite is the case for renting.
e) The use of local workplace (rather than residents’) incomes increases the affordability
ratio in dormitory suburbs, which typically have expensive houses and few (and poorly
paid) jobs. The effect is to require more new housing under this heading in such
places. Builders price for the existing market, so unless this additional provision is social
housing, these homes will remain unaffordable to local workers, and the effect will be
to increase commuting in vicious circle. In practice this is what is already happening
around London and other conurbations. This is discussed further in relation to Hart,
where it is a very real danger, in Section 3 below.
Deliverability cap (Step 3)

2.10

The aim of the proposed new system, as a whole, is to reduce the complexity, cost, and lack
of transparency of the housing need calculation. Step 3 seeks to guard against unrealistic
targets by applying a cap to increases in OAN. However, DCLG’s Data Table accompanying
the consultation shows the result of applying the system would be a major upheaval in
housing provision in Local Plans across the whole country. Over 150 out of about 330 local
plan areas would have increases or decreases of over 100 dwellings pa – more than enough
to cause major (though contrasting) concerns from residents, LAs and developers.

2.11

When compared with existing stock (see Appendix 2) the implied increases in housing stock
over 10 years (locally or by agreed displacements) range from zero (Scilly, Barrow) to nearly
50% (Tower Hamlets). These figures seem likely to add further to ‘complexity, cost, and
lack of transparency’ at Inquiries across the whole country, without offering any convincing
rationale or a countervailing benefit. The defensive increase in OAN proposed in the HLP
(discussed in Section 3) is an obvious effect of such chopping and changing (on top of the
instabilities that result from biannual household projections).

2.12

An aspect of the realism of Local Plan housing proposals is how future provision compares
with past performance. A recent complication is that there are now two series of figures
for housing output:
a) DCLG’s Housing Live Table 253 give starts and completions of new homes notified
through Building Regulations. These have been collected by Local Authorities over
several decades and have long been the most commonly used.
b) Since 2001 DCLG Live Tables 120 and 123 also give figures for completions of new
homes (national and District levels), based mainly on rating records. This source also
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provides information on new homes provided by conversions and changes of use, as
well as losses through demolitions.
2.13

These two series are divergent, even where they are apparently measuring the same thing
– new build completions. Appendix 3 shows that over the last 10 years the difference in
new build completions from these two sources at national level is 188,000 homes (almost
the size of Manchester). The net total of conversions, changes of use and clearances yields
another similar total number.

2.14

On discussion with DCLG statisticians it appears these differences may be the result of
Building Regulations being separated from other local functions, and in their view the later
figures are to be preferred, as being more likely to be complete. Clearly these differences
are not trivial, and raise questions about continuity with national policies that have until
recently been based on the earlier set.

2.15

The sources of new homes other than new build also raise local issues discussed in Section
3. For example, around half the net gain by conversion of some 25,000 dwellings in
2015/16, was by conversion of existing offices, mainly to private renting. This is ‘permitted
development’, to which normal space standards do not apply, and this may be a matter of
concern6.
‘Soundness’ in the context of proposed national policy revision

2.16

6

In the case of Hart the increase in housing stock implied by the DCLG figures would be 8%
above the household projection (less than the national average of 12%), while the HDC
proposal would imply an increase of 10%). As discussed above, neither figure seems
defensible in terms of the requirements of NPPF. Given that the Hart Local Plan is likely to
be among the first to be examined under the new arrangements, it would be appropriate
for the fundamental underlying issue of conflict between PPG and NPPF to be addressed.

Guardian 27 March 2017: 'Dog kennel' flats in Barnet will be 40% smaller than Travelodge room’
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OAN – the local context
Hart Local Plan proposals

3.1

Although the revised PPG would set the demographic starting point for OAN in Hart at 292
dpa, the HLP adheres to the previous target provision of at least 388 dpa (6,208 over the
Local Plan period – 2016-2032). In a paper to the HDC Cabinet meeting on 3 Jan 2018 the
main reasons given for this were:
a) to avoid policy confusion if future household projections and/or further future changes
in methodology led to higher needs7;
b) to offer additional flexibility for delayed delivery of sites;
c) to benefit from boosting delivery, including affordability;
d) to utilise the existing supply of sites with planning permission, which have capacity for
more than 3,000 homes (Table 1). Over 1,600 are on large greenfield sites8.

3.2

Existing provision over the Local Plan period was given in the same source (see Table 1
below) as 6,346 new homes (397 dpa). It is important to note that these figures relate to
‘new build completions’ on land provided through the planning system, and exclude net
gains from conversions, changes of use, etc. As discussed above (paras 2.12 – 2.13) this
may be substantial, moreover (as discussed later) it may be particularly relevant to how
well the needs of lower income households are met.
Table 1: Housing land supply Hart DC, 2016-2021

Homes completed between 1st April 2016 to 6th October 2017
Sites with outstanding planning permission at 6th October 2017
Sites within settlement boundaries
Other deliverable sites
Hartland Village (site allocation – see Policy SS1)
Sites in the Odiham and North Warnborough Neighbourhood Plan without
planning permission at 6th October 2017
Small site windfall allowance
Total
3.3

798
3,046
184
504
1,428
111
275
6,346

A further important point is that the housing requirements for both the other Districts in
the HMA would be reduced by the new PPG proposals – Rushmoor by 142 dpa and Surrey
Heath by 30 dpa9. This is relevant to any argument about increasing OAN above the
guidance, as discussed in Section 4 below.
Housing needs and affordability

3.4

The age profile of newly forming households remains of paramount importance to the issue
of affordability. Figure 1 below and Appendices 4 and 5 update previous numbers to reflect
the change in the period covered, from 2014-32 to 2016-32. This makes little quantitative
difference, but ensures consistency with other material relating to the HLP plan period.

7

they note that without the 40% cap on the increase above the figure for Hart would be higher (310 dpa), and
that the national average increase needed to achieve 300,000 dpa would be 13% (330 dpa in Hart)
8
The HDC Cabinet Report states (footnote 21): “Whilst the only site allocation in the Plan is at Hartland Park
(for 1,500 homes), there are over 3,500 homes on deliverable sites including more than 3,000 on sites with
planning permission. Many of these are on large greenfield sites including: North East Hook (548 homes);
Watery Lane, Fleet (300 homes); Moulsham Lane, Yateley (150 homes); Land North of Netherhouse Copse,
Fleet (423 homes); Hawley Park Farm, Hawley (126 homes); Land south of Riseley (83 homes); and greenfield
sites in the Odiham Neighbourhood Plan”
9
op cit HDC Cabinet Report (para 9.10)
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Figure 1: Household stocks and flows by age-group, Hart 2016-2032

3.5

The breakdown of household formation by broad age groups is represented in Figure 1 in
two ways:
a) Stock changes in the number of households by age-group at 2016 and 2032. This is the
conventional representation, but has the disadvantage that the comparison is between
two completely different groups of people. Only some of those who will be under 25 in
2032 were even born by 2016, while many of those over 65 in 2016 will have died or
entered institutions by 2032. The comparison of these disparate groups gives no insight
into the process of household formation.
b) Flows of households forming during the period 2016 to 2032: This analyses the same
projections by following each age group through from 2016 to 2032, giving a truer
understanding of the volume of new young households and the rate of dissolution of
elderly households. It also provides a perspective on change in the underlying
economic and social processes, especially since the financial crisis of 2008.

3.6

The implicit assumption of the HLP is that as long as the net change in the stock of
households is matched by building additional new homes, overall housing needs will be
met. What Figure 1 shows is that the flow of new households has very different
characteristics from the net change in the stock of households. In particular:
a) The annual rate of formation (inflow) of new young households (533 pa) is more than
double the overall net change (204 pa);
b) The housing being relinquished by outflow of elderly (-446 pa) is not necessarily
relevant to the inflow of new young households, either in terms of price or type;
c) The expanding number (stock) of elderly households (+383 pa) implies a need for
downsizing, and for provision for housing supported by care.

3.7

Because of these disparities the provision of new homes in line with OAN does not mean
that the needs it measures will in fact be met. As we have seen the overwhelming majority
of new households forming will be young, and their ability to buy or rent new will be
extremely limited. The underlying economic reality (intensified since the financial crisis of
2008) is that there is a squeeze on disposable incomes of younger workers, both from the
downward pressure on wages of changing conditions of employment (eg zero hours
contracts, automation and the gig economy), increasing indebtedness (unsecured credit
card debt and student loans) and rising living costs that particularly impact on this age
group (eg childcare costs).
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Market signals

3.8

It is wrong to assume that if homes are built and sold in line with the OAN, this will meet
needs identified within the projection process:
a) Those who are able to afford new housing will mainly be those with a house to sell.
Although forming part of the household projection, they are by definition not
themselves in need. They will include higher paid commuters to jobs elsewhere and
retirees with a wide range of alternative locational choices available to them. At the
same time employment growth in local firms would depend on in-commuting from
elsewhere. Even if there was a balance in numbers of new jobs and new homes, both
in- and out-commuting flows would grow, increasing travel demand, congestion and
greenhouse gas emissions.
b) This danger is increased by the particular labour and housing market characteristics of
Hart. As discussed above (2.9(e)), where the local housing market is strongly influenced
by demand from commuters who work elsewhere, local wages may be low relative to
incomes of local residents. Table 2 shows Hart and Surrey Heath have these
characteristics, while Rushmoor is the reverse. Extra provision in these conditions will
tend to fuel more commuting rather than lower house prices.
Table 2: Weekly F/T income by residence and by workplace, HMA Districts, 2017

Hart
Rushmoor
Surrey Heath

Residents
712.30
551.40
707.20

Workers
651.90
638.10
569.80

Residents – workers
60.40
-86.70
137.40

Source: NOMIS (accessed Jan 2018)

c) Unless a large part of the new provision is social rented housing, the new homes would
not meet the needs of the newly-forming households that form the bulk of the flow of
projected need10. While planning obligations may succeed in securing a proportion of
‘affordable housing’ for sale or shared equity in new developments, at 80% of market
prices relatively few new households will be able to take advantage, and similar
comments apply to the proposed ‘Starter Homes’. This is not contested by the SHMA
which forms a key part of the HLP Evidence Base11.
d) Around 90% of housing choices are provided through turnover of the existing stock of
homes (‘churn’), and the cheaper end of the existing stock is where most newly-forming
households will look for accommodation. If their needs are to be a priority, it is to the
existing stock that policy attention should be directed.
e) The Hart Local Plan may well seek developer contributions to affordable and social
housing, as well a local infrastructure and services. However, the pressure to secure
viability means that such contributions are likely to fall short of actual needs and costs,
increasing the call on existing public resources and pre-empting the regeneration and
renewal of the existing lower-priced housing areas that actually meet the OAN.
3.9

In an area like Hart, where there is ready demand for new housing from existing owners
across the region, an increase in OAN to accommodate non-market needs may well
increase housing provision, but not to the benefit of the target groups.
Employment trends

3.10

10
11

The SHMA11 (section 10) projects an unrealistic level of future jobs. The ‘historic trend’
relates to a period in which there was a very active regional policy, even in the relatively

As clearly shown by the Barker Report projections (see Appendix 1)
HLP Evidence Base: Strategic Housing Market Assessment (2016), Wessex Economics Ltd (WEL)
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prosperous South East, funded by Government through Regional Development Agencies.
Only about a quarter of the resources applied by RDAs were transferred to LEPs, and local
authorities were also more active then than they can be now.
3.11

It seems highly unlikely that much better results than 1998-2008 will be achieved in future
with reduced resources for infrastructure, services and training, even before considering
the more challenging national and global context. Figure 2 places the SHMA projections of
employment in a wider context than that provided.
Figure 2: Labour supply and demand in the HRSH HMA 1998-20032

Objectively Assessed Need (OAN)

3.1

Table 3 below summarises the HLP Evidence base9, both for the HMA and Hart.
Table 3: SHMA outputs – adjustments to housing needs in Hart and HMA 2014-2032

HMA
DCLG 2014-based household
projection1
Step 1: WEL2 households
(‘demographic starting point’)2
Step 2: Market signals uplift 3
Step 3: Affordable housing –
concealed households.4
Step 4: Extra for employment
trends5
Step 5: Objectively Assessed
Needs (OAN)6

uplift7

%
Starting
point

2014

Hart
2032

Dpa2

36,644

40,367

207

2014

2032

dpa2

108,682

120,693

691

108,697

122,250

778

+13%

36,603

41,045

254

108,697

125,951

903

+31%

36,603

41,859

108,697

127,412

985

+43%

36,603

na

292
Unalloc
-ated

108,697

128,448

11351254

+64-82%

36,603

42,925

361

108,697

130,297

1200

74%

36,603

43,479

382

Notes/Sources: 1. DCLG (2016), Table 406; 2. Allowances for vacancy (Hart 2.9%, Rushmoor 3.8%, Surrey Heath
3.6%); 3. +15% for market signals and affordable housing, (SHMA paras 9.60-9.76, Table 9.22); 4. A further 79 dpa on to
Step 2 (SHMA para 10.128), 5. SHMA Tables 11.13, 11.14 ; 6. SHMA para 12.31; 7. Cumulative % increase in dpa from
row 1 (DCLG households + vacancy)

3.2

It can be seen that in arriving at a figure for OAN, the employment forecasts are decisive.
All the other components discussed in the SHMA are retrospectively justified as being
consistent with these figures.
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3.3

The search for precision in quantifying the relationship between local labour demand and
supply is in any case misguided: the whole HMA is a small part of a wider, and highly interdependent, labour market in the whole south west quadrant extending from London.
While there is an approximate balance between numbers working and numbers living in the
HMA (135,000 and 145,000 respectively), there are 115,000 commuters (58,000 commute
out of the HMA and 47,000 commute in (SHMA Table 11.1)). For Hart, out of 48,000
resident workers, 26,000 commute out, and out of 40,000 local jobs, 19,000 are filled by incommuters.

3.4

The economy of an area depends on attracting and retaining a skilled and varied workforce.
Education and training help create skills amongst people already here, but we live in a
highly mobile society. Persuading people to stay (and attracting others from elsewhere)
depends on the quality of life offered. ‘Home’ in this respect means more than just a
house: a place’s attractions depend also on environmental quality, social fabric, services
and infrastructure at all scales from neighbourhood to village, town and region. The place
making role of planning is essential to realising the potential of a place to attract an
appropriate workforce.

3.5

Local transport systems are particularly important: people commute to find the best match
for them between the type and quality of job, and the type and quality of home they are
looking for. Reducing travel demands requires much more than simple matching of
numbers of homes and jobs (still less new homes and new jobs). While higher-paid workers
can choose from new as well as existing homes, lower-paid workers depend on the cheaper
end of the existing stock.

3.6

Net commuting (the difference between in- and out-commuting) will be reduced by
matching the number of homes in an area with the number of jobs, but the amount of
traffic – and hence sustainability – depends on gross commuting (the sum of in- and outcommuting). ‘Place-making’ is thus not a simple ‘numbers game’: it is the ability to put
these factors together so that labour markets and quality of life give each other mutual
support. The HRSH HMA is too small and open an area to provide a valid platform for
setting housing requirements that arise at a much larger scale. In this case their top-down
imposition is likely to prevent the Hart Local Plan from fulfilling its place-making functions
in the manner prescribed by NPPF.
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Conclusions: HLP Housing proposals
Objectively Assessed Need

4.1

At 388 dpa the proposed OAN for Hart is 88% higher than would be justified by the current
(2014-based) official projection (207 dpa, including vacancy allowance, Table 3 line 1), and
33% higher than by the proposed DCLG method (292 dpa).
a) Current PPG states that “The household projections produced by DCLG are statistically
robust and are based on nationally consistent assumptions. However, plan makers may
consider sensitivity testing, specific to their local circumstances, based on alternative
assumptions in relation to the underlying demographic projections and household
formation rates”. This gives no licence for the wholesale replacement of official
projections, and remains true even if current PPG is superseded.
b) This report has given strong reasons for considering that the proposed revisions to the
method of assessing housing needs would be fundamentally inconsistent with NPPF (as
existing or proposed). As NPPF is the higher level policy statement it clearly should
have precedence. Hart Local Plan will be one of the first to be considered under the
proposed regime, and this contention should be thoroughly tested at its Public Local
Inquiry.

4.2

In view of Hart’s characteristics, I consider that while a higher OAN than the past trend
might lead to additional housebuilding, it would merely increase the level of commuting
rather than contribute in a significant way to meeting housing needs. The exaggerated
level of OAN proposed by the HLP is perverting the planning processes, putting the cart
before the horse by promoting housing numbers above place-making.

4.3

In the absence of positive plans driven by sustainable development and meeting actual
housing needs at the HMA level, I see no reason to depart from my previous conclusions as
set out in Appendix 6. This would make any increase above ‘trend’ provision (207 dpa) for
Hart conditional on demonstrating that such development would be more sustainable in
terms of NPPF than alternatives within the HMA or region.

4.4

No such work has been undertaken, making it impossible to offer an evidence-based
opinion on any specific figure for OAN above 207 dpa. As noted previously, adoption of the
trend projection as policy merely represents a view that past trends are either desirable or
immutable. No evidence is offered for this either. These consequences flow directly from
the abandonment of the HMA as a relevant spatial concept, and the result is an
irreconcilable conflict between NPPF and PPG.

4.5

In this wider context the arguments put by HDC for a higher OAN seem weak, and
eminently challengeable, for all the reasons given in this report:
a) All three Districts in the HMA have had reductions proposed to their OAN, so there is no
unallocated need to be distributed.
b) Higher levels of OAN would increase the supply pipeline, particularly of greenfield sites.
However, there is already a large amount of land with planning permission, including
several large greenfield sites. Uncertainty about the order and rate of development
would be increased.
c) Such uncertainties make timely provision of services and infrastructure more difficult,
and less economical at a time of resource constraints. This could inhibit new
development and further increase uncertainties in a vicious circle.
d) Diversion of public resources and attention from regeneration of existing urban areas to
a diffuse range of greenfield sites will undermine the housing opportunities most
relevant to newly-forming households. Such households form the vast majority of
those whose needs are represented by OAN.
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e) The effect of more diffuse greenfield development and less urban regeneration is to
make it more difficult to meet local labour demands (especially at lower wage levels)
and increase commuting travel demands.
Policy SS3: New settlement

4.6

The existing supply (6,346 dwellings) would seem adequate for the whole Local Plan period,
even at the higher level of provision volunteered by HDC (388 dpa, 6,208 in total).
Moreover, as noted above, the likelihood of unmet need elsewhere in the HMA has
‘significantly reduced’, because of the reduction in the OAN for both Rushmoor and Surrey
Heath in the new DCLG figures. In spite of this, HLP proposes a ‘New Settlement’ near
Winchfield. In the longer term this is intended to provide up to a further 5,000 homes, with
perhaps 1,200 becoming available by 2032. This is on top of 3,000 homes with planning
permission, mainly on large greenfield sites (Table 1).

4.7

Such a provision, if justified, would require a long lead time. However the justification is
almost entirely absent, and there are several issues which would contraindicate:
a) The case for a new settlement on this size would need to be made on a much wider
geographical scale – HMA if not subregional – and the range of locations that should be
considered would be similar. This has not been attempted.
b) Hart (like Surrey Heath) has a significantly higher level of income by place of residence
This is characteristic of dormitory and retirement settlements, and contrasts with
Rushmoor where the reverse is the case. Builders will target the same markets in these
Districts, leading to increased commuting and traffic generation (see 2.7 and Table 2
above).
c) The choice of Hart is no doubt influenced by the location of a railway station on the
London line. This does not necessarily deliver additional environmental benefits: that
depends on:


the catchment area served;



whether the destinations offered are of interest to potential residents12;



how travellers access the station; and

 whether there is capacity on the line to serve such demand13.
d) As demonstrated by the Barker Report, any general benefit to affordability would
require specific action to provide non-market housing, both in the new settlement and
elsewhere, but no such measures are proposed. Proposals for ’Starter Hand for
‘affordable housing’ delivered through planning obligations do not meet these needs.
e) The relevant policy (SS3) proposes to grant planning permission for the development,
relying on unspecified ‘mechanisms’ to deliver against a complex and demanding set of
criteria, including major provisions for infrastructure and services. The lack of progress
on existing major greenfield allocations does not inspire confidence.
4.8

All the above considerations point to the lack of a valid justification for the New Settlement
proposed in Policy SS3.

12

the presumption is often made that in the South East central London will the dominant commuter destination.
In reality the South East is polycentric, and while central London is the largest employment centre, others may in
in total be more important in particular localities. This dilutes the sustainability benefit of the rail station.
13
RTPI (2015) ‘Building in the Green Belt’ discussed these issues in depth, showing that even in the commuter
belt only about 7% regularly travel to London by train, even if in walking distance of a station, and even if
concentrated around rail stations greenfield development would lead to massively more car travel.
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Appendix 1: Extracts from Barker and NHPAU Reports
A. Barker Report

14

(extract from Chapter 1 – Aims)

1.37 Increasing private housebuilding and reducing the trend in real house prices will lead
to more people being able to afford to buy housing. However, it will remain the case that
some individuals will not be able to afford market housing. Taking this improved market
affordability into account Table 1.1 sets out scenarios for the additional social housing
required to ensure a fairer distribution of housing services. These numbers are explained in
more detail in Chapter 5. Clearly these scenarios are to some extent independent of each
other, though there would be implications for the level of investment required.

B. NHPAU Report

15

(extract from Chapter 4 – housing supply targets)

Figure 3: Projected impact of supply scenarios on housing market affordability

14

HM Treasury (2004), Barker Review Final Report
National Housing and Planning Advice Unit (2007), ‘Developing a target range for the supply of new homes
across England’
15

Alan Wenban-Smith, Urban & Regional Policy
Final Report, 22 March 2018

Page 14

Report to Winchfield Parish Council

Housing needs in 2018 Hart Local Plan

Appendix 2: National planning policies for housing provision
OAN 2016-2026 Local Plan assessments vs revised method, relative to existing stock, Hart compared
with 10 highest and lowest of 328 LP areas
Region

DCLG formula,
2016-26 (dpa)

Local Plan OAN
(dpa)

2011 stock

DCLG need
2016-2026 as %
stock at 2011

Tower Hamlets
Newham
Greenwich
Hackney
Barnet

L
L
L
L
L

4,873
3,840
3,317
3,251
4,126

2,428
2,355
350
1,758
4,126

105,380
103,210
103,190
102,410
139,350

46
37
32
32
30

Redbridge
Barking & Dagenham
Enfield
Lewisham

L
L
L
L

2,981
2,089
3,330
3,181

2,286
1,264
2,048
1,670

101,350
71,080
122,040
117,650

29
29
27
27

Islington

L

2,583

1,150

96,870

27

SE

292

382

36,500

8

Local Authority
TOP 10

Hart
BOTTOM 10

Allerdale
NW
125
134
45,430
3
Blackburn with Darwen
NW
153
365
59,620
3
Redcar & Cleveland
NE
142
132
61,900
2
Burnley
NW
70
166
39,940
2
Hyndburn
NW
60
265
35,980
2
Blackpool
NW
93
325
68,980
1
Copeland
NW
32
230
32,430
1
Richmondshire
YH
14
180
22,800
1
Barrow-in-Furness
NW
0
98
33,020
0
Isles of Scilly
SW
0
8
1,390
0
England
267,011
252,131
22,976,190
12
Source: DCLG consultation 'The right homes in the right places', Sept 2017, Data Table
Note: Local plan numbers are for the 328 local authority areas listed (excluding the plans of National Parks, the
Broads Authority and Development Corporations with plan-making powers).

Appendix 3: Conflicting sources of new build completions
New homes (England, 2007/8-2016/17)
2007/8
Table 120
Table 253
Difference
Table 120
Difference

2008/9

2009/10

2010/11

2011/2
2012/3
2013/4
2014/5
2015/6
2016/7
New build completions
200,300 157,630 124,200 117,700 128,160 118,540 130,340 155,080 163,940 183,570
171,180 141,290 119,910 107,870 118,510 107,980 112,330 124,640 139,670 147,930
29,120
16,340
4,290
9,830
9,650
10,560
18,010
30,440
24,270
35,640
Other net changes – conversions, changes of use, demolitions, Census adjustment (Table 120)
23,230
25,140
20,670
19,690
6,740
6,180
6,270
15,610
25,710
33,780
Overall difference
52,350
41,480
24,960
29,520
16,390
16,740
24,280
46,050
49,980
69,420

Sources: DCLG Live Tables 120, 123 and 253, accessed January 2018
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Total
1,479,460
1,291,310
188,150
183,020
371,170
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Appendix 4: Household projections
Table A4.1: stock of households x age groups, Hart, 2014-2039

Age group stocks 2014-39
2014
516
3,707
7,008
8,316
5,982
5,832
3,832
1,452
36,644

2016
522
3,753
7,094
8,418
6,056
5,904
3,879
1,470
37,096

2032
509
3,021
5,526
7,770
6,154
6,474
6,801
4,110
40,367

Age group stock changes 2016-32
Net
2039 change Nos
525
-7
3,116
-686 2,313
5,701 -1,482
8,016
-545
-550
6,348
172
6,679
643
7,016
2,970 6,134
4,240
2,658
41,641
3,271

%

<25
-20.3
25-34
35-44
45-54
-3.8
55-64
65-74
54.5
75-84
85+
TOTALS
8.9
Notes:
Figures in bold are direct from DCLG sources, in italic are derived from these.
2014 and 2039 age distribution direct from DCLG Table 414.
2016 apply 2014 age distribution to totals from DCLG Table 406.
2032 apply 2039 age distribution to totals from DCLG Table 406

nos pa
-145

-34
383
204

Table A4.2: Flows of households x age groups, Hart, 2016-32

Household stocks 2014-2032

Household changes 2016-32

Dynamic
Increase/
Increase/
Household
Stock of
Stock of
Household
change
decrease
decrease
rep Age in Households Households rep age in
2016(nos pa)
(%)
2016
2016
2032
2032
2032*
<5
509
Under 21
509
533
227
< 15
3,021
22-31
3,021
<25
522
5,526
32-41
5,004
25-34
3,753
7,770
42-51
4,018
35-44
7,094
6,154
53-61
-940
117
7
45-54
8,418
6,474
62-71
-1,944
55-64
6,056
6,801
72-81
745
65-74
5,904
4,110
82+
-1,793
-446
-64
75-84
3,879
[92+]
-3,879
85+
1,470
[102+]
-1,470
Totals
37,096
40,367
3,271
204
8.8%
Notes:
Source: As Table A2.1, cols 2 and 6
*Flows: Each cohort in 2032 (col 3) is compared with the same cohort 16 years earlier/younger (Col 2)

Alan Wenban-Smith, Urban & Regional Policy
Final Report, 22 March 2018

Page 16

Report to Winchfield Parish Council

Housing needs in 2018 Hart Local Plan

Appendix 5: labour supply and demand
Table A5.1: Labour supply and demand, HRSH HMA

Labour
Demand
(NOMIS)

Labour
Demand
(WEL2)

Labour supply
Econ active
(NOMIS)

Self employed
(NOMIS)

Part Time
employment
NOMIS

1998
116,500
1999
2000
152,000
2001
151,000
2002
157,000
2003
155,000
2004
150,000
142,200
18,700
2005
151,000
140,800
16,000
2006
146,000
154,300
16,500
2007
148,000
148,300
15,700
2008
147,000
123,600
149,700
14,000
2009
147,000
133,100
153,800
15,900
35,000
2010
147,000
144,100
16,500
36,000
2011
148,000
146,100
19,000
37,000
2012
156,000
133,300
143,100
19,200
41,000
2013
161,000
137,000
144,600
17,200
43,000
2014
165,000
142,000
149,400
19,400
43,000
2015
172,000
143,200
151,900
24,400
42,000
2015/16
144,400
151,900
2032
161,200
Source: ONS/NOMIS online accessed 23-30 January 2017
Notes: NOMIS labour demand includes all jobs (full- and part-time, M&F) plus self-employed. Labour supply
includes all economically active over 16; 2015/16 figures refer to period Oct 2015-Sept 2016
Table A5.2: Labour supply and demand, by Districts (NOMIS)
Hart total
jobs
45,000
46,000
47,000
46,000
44,000
45,000
46,000
48,000
45,000
41,000
42,000
46,000
47,000
50,000
51,000
53,000

Hart
workforce

2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008
2009
2010
2011
2012
2013
2014
2015
2015/16
Source and Notes: as above
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46,400
46,800
50,600
48,700
51,900
53,000
46,400
47,800
50,800
49,700
48,600
49,800
49,500

Rushmoor
total jobs

54,000
55,000
59,000
57,000
56,000
57,000
52,000
52,000
54,000
51,000
50,000
51,000
52,000
53,000
53,000
57,000

Rushmoor
workforce

51,400
50,500
52,900
51,700
51,900
57,400
53,000
53,900
49,600
47,700
53,600
58,100
57,000

Surrey Heath
total jobs
53,000
50,000
51,000
52,000
50,000
49,000
48,000
48,000
48,000
55,000
55,000
51,000
57,000
58,000
61,000
62,000

Surrey Heath
workforce

44,400
43,500
50,800
47,900
45,900
43,400
44,700
44,400
42,700
47,200
47,200
44,000
45,400
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Appendix 6: previous reports
1.

My first report to Winchfield Parish Council (Nov 2015) examined the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA) by Wessex Economics Ltd (WEL) for the three local authorities comprising
the Housing Market Area (Hart and Rushmoor (Hants) and Surrey Heath (Surrey))16. My
second report (Jan 2017) updated this critique in the light of a revised SHMA, dated November
2016, incorporating the 2014-based household projections, which remain current.
2. The key conclusions of these previous reports were:
a) Housing need based on the 2014-based projection of 691dpa for the combined HMA
was valid. There was no evidence or rationale for proposing ‘objectively assessed need’
(OAN) at 1200 dpa (74% above this);
b) The share of the HMA provision to be taken by Hart Local Plan should be decided under
the ‘Duty to Co-operate’. This should take account of the relative performance of
locations across the HMA in terms of the sustainable development criteria in NPPF. The
starting point for this consideration should be 207 dpa in Hart.
c) New market housing is only directly relevant to the needs of a small proportion of
newly-forming households. Most will depend on the turnover of existing stock in
cheaper areas and private renting. The extreme insensitivity of existing property prices
to the volume of new build means that indirect benefits through ‘trickle down’ are also
severely limited;
d) The level of effective demand in Hart could well be sufficient to support the higher
share of OAN proposed (382 dpa). However, this would attract an increase above past
trends of in-migration, rather than meeting the other needs suggested by the OAN
calculations, in particular local household formation or local labour markets. This would
be reflected in additional out-commuting and inward retirement flows;
e) Meeting the very real needs of newly-forming households depends on the quality of
environment, services and infrastructure in existing cheaper areas, and on the provision
of genuinely affordable alternative forms of new housing (eg social renting).
Exaggerated levels of OAN divert limited resources and attention from such purposes,
and pervert the planning process by promoting housing numbers above place-making.
f) The case for a major new settlement in the Winchfield area cannot be made on the
basis of the local needs of the HMA. Such a proposal could only be justified on a much
wider subregional or regional basis, and after systematic analysis at this scale of
alternatives in terms of the sustainable development criteria of National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).

3. The conclusion of my previous reports was that the proposed OAN was not in conformity with
national Planning Policy Guidance (PPG), and the consequences of its application to the Hart
Local Plan would run directly counter to the sustainable development requirements of the NPPF.

16

Urban & Regional Policy (November 2015), Critique of Hart, Rushmoor & Surrey Heath SHMA
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Appendix 7: Alan Wenban-Smith – experience relevant to this report
1.

I am a Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute, was a member of its Policy and
Research Committee from 2005-2015, and am its current representative on the Board of
the Transport Planning Society.

2.

I have extensive relevant professional experience in spatial planning in local government
from 1967-1996, including leading development planning, housing, transport and economic
development projects at local, city, conurbation and regional levels. I was responsible for
planning and transport policy for Birmingham City Council from 1981 to 1996. I led
conurbation- and region-wide collaboration on planning and transport issues, delivering
national innovations in housing, planning and transport policy.

3.

I have been a witness to several Commons Select Committee Inquiries on housing-related
matters, both as a council officer and since 1996 as a consultant. In the latter capacity I set
up the West Midlands Regional data observatory, was appointed a Special Adviser to the
Commons Select Committee Inquiry into the South East Growth Areas (2003/4); and
advised DfT on integrating transport planning with regional spatial policy (2004).

4.

I have since led many projects touching on housing issues in the South East and elsewhere,
including conducting regional case studies on land for affordable housing for the Housing
Corporation (2008), chairing a Peer Review of London’s land-use transport modelling for TfL
(2008/9), and reviewing Strategic Housing Market Assessments for CPRE in Oxfordshire and
West Midlands (2014 and 2016). I have represented CPRE at several Local Plan Inquiries,
including Cherwell (2014), Horsham (2014) and West Oxfordshire (2016).
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Policy SS2 Hartland Village

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

SS2

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☒

No

☐

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

We consider Policy SS2 to be sound.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

No modifications are suggested to Policy SS2.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

3

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council – Policy SS2

Policy SS2 – Hartland Village
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield Parish
Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham Society and the
Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils and Societies”) in
response to draft Policy SS2 ‘Hartland Village’ of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and
Sites (HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.

2.

We have explained in our representation on Policy SS1 and ED2, how the Parish
Councils and Societies consider that HDC should be exploring all available
opportunities to identify suitable brownfield sites in the District.

3.

In this respect, the Parish Councils and Societies are pleased to note the efforts
made by HDC in pursing the redevelopment of previously developed land at
Hartland Village.
Representation

4.

The Parish Councils and Societies strongly support the identification of Hartland
Village as a strategic site in the Local Plan, and agree with the development
requirements set out in draft Policy SS2. This is a large brownfield site located in a
sustainable location between Fleet and Farnborough, which has significant
potential to accommodate a well-designed new community.

5.

Furthermore, we have highlighted in our representation on Policy SS1 that, given
Hart’s already very healthy land supply, Hartland Village will be capable of meeting
future growth needs beyond the end of the current plan period in 2032.

jb planning associates representations
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Policy SS3 New Settlement
Area of Search

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

SS3

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

Please see paragraphs 88 - 89 of accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

The required modification is set out in paragraph 90 of our accompanying
representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society, have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representaions.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only ne fully
investigated through an oral examination.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
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Policy SS3 – New Settlement at the Murrell Green/Winchfield
Area of Search
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield Parish
Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham Society and the
Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils and Societies”) in
response to draft Policy SS3 ‘New Settlement at the Murrell Green/Winchfield Area
of Search’ of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites (HLPSS) Proposed
Submission Version.
Summary of Representation

2.

In our representation on draft Policy SS1, the Parish Councils and Societies
strongly challenge the need for a new settlement area of search (AoS) to be
identified in the HLPSS in view of the Council’s bulging housing supply pipeline,
which is sufficient to meet longer term needs beyond the end of the Plan period.

3.

Notwithstanding the Parish Councils and Societies’ position that there is no
justification for a new settlement, in this representation we go on to explain how the
AoS has been inappropriately defined with reference to available technical
evidence which demonstrates the highly constrained nature of the AoS. In doing so
we cross refer to our Appendices including:
o

Appendix 4.1 – Minutes of the 27 November 2014 Full Council Meeting

o

Appendix 4.2 – WPC’s Refined Options for Delivering New Homes
Representations;

o

Appendix 4.3 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield

o

Appendix 4.4 – A Site Appraisal prepared by Michelle Bolger Expert
Landscape Consultancy (MBELC); a practice which specialises in preparing
landscape proposals, assessments and evidence for projects at all stages
in the planning system.

jb planning associates representations
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o
4.

Appendix 4.5 – Photographs of Flooding

In this representation, we begin by reviewing the background to the HLPSS and
explain how the idea of a new settlement has persisted throughout the Plan
preparation process, in complete disregard to the changes in circumstance and
alternative options which have come forward during this time. We find that there is
no justification for a new settlement, and the only possible conclusion that can be
reached is that the Council was committed from the outset to include a new
settlement proposal in its Plan. This is completely at odds with the fundamental
principles of the Plan-making process.

5.

Furthermore, we note that the Council’s decision to change its approach at the
Regulation 19 stage and define a broad Area of Search (AoS) for a new settlement
with the detail to be put off to a DPD suggests that there are serious deliverability
issues which have so far not been addressed.

6.

We move on to review the available technical evidence which demonstrates that
the highly constrained nature of the AoS, and the significant environmental and
infrastructure issues that need to be overcome. These are best summarised
through Figures 05 and 06 of Michelle Bolger’s Site Appraisal (Appendix 4.4).
Figure 05 demonstrates that little land exists within the AoS which could be
considered suitable for large scale residential development.

7.

Figure 06 summarises the findings of the Site Appraisal and reveals that the AoS is
significantly constrained, with the vast majority of the AoS to the south of the
M3/railway unsuitable for large scale development. The least constrained part of
the AoS is that located to the north-west of the M3/railway, where the Murrell Green
new settlement is proposed. However, these areas also have significant
constraints, which include the potential for coalescence with Hook and harm to the
countryside character and PRoW network.

8.

We conclude by explaining that the Parish Councils and Societies do not wish to
see the Plan fail as they fully recognise the importance of having an up-to-date plan
in place as soon as possible. In this respect, and having regard to the significant
environmental and infrastructure costs that would result from the development of a
new settlement in the AoS, the Parish Councils and Societies are of the view the
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Local Plan could only be found sound at Examination if Policy SS3 is deleted. It is
simply not needed to make the Plan sound; which is a point acknowledged by the
Council in footnote 7 to the HLPSS.
Background
9.

Before considering the soundness of Policy SS3, we consider it relevant to review
the background to this new settlement proposal. In doing we highlight the alarming
bias that has been shown towards a new settlement proposal in this location
throughout the plan making process.

10.

Up until September 2013, HDC was preparing a Core Strategy to replace the 1996
Local Plan and to cover the period to 2029. The Core Strategy proposed to
manage the District’s housing needs by developing the current settlements broadly
in proportion to their size and, if possible, within their settlement boundaries. This
plan advanced to examination, during which it was withdrawn as a result of the
presiding Inspector expressing fundamental concerns over HDC’s approach to the
Duty to Cooperate (DtC), and the related provision made for new housing
development in Hart.

11.

The Council subsequently began work on a new Local Plan. It did so by instigating
work on a new Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA), with Rushmoor and
Surrey Heath. A revised Local Development Scheme (LDS) was published on 4th
April 2014, which proposed:
•

Regulation 18: Consultation on Strategic Growth Options – July /
August 2014

•

Regulation 18: Consultation on a draft Plan – March 2015

•

Regulation 19: Publication and consultation on Local Plan – October
2015

•

Regulation 22: Submission – Dec 2015 / Jan 2016

•

Adoption – July 2016

jb planning associates representations
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12.

In line with the LDS, a ‘Housing Development Options Paper’ was published for
consultation in August 2014, and set out how much housing growth there should be
up to 2032 and options for where it should take place. The paper identified that
across the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Housing Market Area (HMA),
evidence in the draft SHMA (published in May 2014) had identified a need to
deliver in total 24,413 new homes between 2011 to 2032. Hart’s share was
calculated to be 7,534 dwellings which is an average of 359 dwellings per annum.
When adjusted to take account of Hart’s land supply (as of 14th May 2014), the
residual requirement became 4,018 homes.

13.

The Housing Development Options Paper identified 5 options to achieve this level
of growth:
•

Option 1 – Settlement Focus – Growth takes place within the existing
towns and villages. The consultation paper suggested this could only deliver
up to 875 dwellings, thus would need to be combined with another option.

•

Option 2 – Dispersal Strategy – Growth takes place around the edges of
the main towns and villages. This could deliver up to 4000 dwellings.

•

Option 3 – Focused Growth (Strategic Urban Extensions) – Focus
growth on the edges of one or two existing towns. This could deliver up to
3,500 dwellings, thus would need to be combined with another option.

•

Option 4 – Focused Growth (New Settlement) – A new town or village.
This could deliver 4,000 dwellings or more but as it would take several
years before homes are built, it would need to be combined with another
option. A precise location was not specified, although the consultation paper
did mention that work undertaken for the Core Strategy in 2012 looked at
the possibility of a new settlement at Winchfield. An illustrative diagram
accompanying this option also identified an unspecified location in the
centre of the district as an area of possible housing growth. Although
labelled as being for illustration only, the location of the possible settlement
corresponds with Winchfield.
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•

Option 5 – Focusing development away from the Thames Basin
Heaths SPA Zone of Influence – Pushes growth away from the SPA zone
of influence in response to South East Plan Policy NRM6. This could deliver
1,500 dwellings, thus would need to be combined with another option.

14.

A summary report of responses received to the Housing Development Options
Paper was published on the Council’s website in November 2014. This identified
that 685 responses were received. In relation to question 1 1, relating to the ranking
of development options, there were 550 responses with 202 (37%) ranking option 4
(new settlement) as their preferred approach. Despite the relatively low response
rate and less than two fifths favouring the new settlement option, the Council took
this as ‘public support’ for a new settlement. It has since placed significant weight
on this high level consultation exercise in subsequent decisions made over the
direction of the Local Plan.

15.

After this initial consultation, the following housing growth strategy was presented
and approved by Full Council on 27 November 2014.
Recommended Preferred Housing Distribution Strategy, subject to
testing:
Development (including windfalls) beyond the SPA
5km zone of influence (this comprises the
settlements of Odiham, North Warnborough, South
Warnborough, Greywell, and Long Sutton)

150 – 200 dwellings

Development within existing settlement boundaries
(including windfalls) from those settlements that lie
within the SPA 5km zone of influence.

Approx. 750 dwellings

Development adjoining settlements within the SPA
5km boundary zone of influence

100 – 650 dwellings

Strategic urban extensions (no individual site
identified)

0 - 600 dwellings

New settlement at Winchfield

1,800 - 2,400
dwellings

1

Which read “The five different options for growth are listed below. We would like you to
rank the options in order of preference, 1 being your favourite option, and 5 being your least
favourite option.”
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Total

16.

4,000 dwellings

The minutes of the 27 November 2014 Full Council meeting are included at
Appendix 4.1, and these demonstrate the depth of concern at this early stage over
the approach taken by the Council and apparent bias towards the Winchfield New
Settlement proposal. In view of the level of interest in the meeting, the Council took
the decision to draft written responses to public questions in advance of the
meeting and these are included in Appendix A to the minutes.

17.

In responding to questions concerning the recommended distribution strategy,
Council Officers responded (page CL57):
‘Winchfield is put forward for testing as the landowners / site
promoters have indicated it is available. Winchfield is the only
currently available candidate. There is simply no alternative site that
has been advanced as being available if the new settlement option is
to be tested in the form as envisaged by Option 4. Winchfield may fail
the test and other major sites may well materialize, in which case they
will be tested as well and provide a comparison. But not to test any
site will delay the formation of a plan by many months, which leaves
the district exposed to uncontrolled development without planned
infrastructure - including at Winchfield.’

18.

At a subsequent Cabinet meeting on 8 January 2015, the Council noted the
emergence of a new SHLAA site at Murrell Green (proposing 1,800 units), and
agreed the approach to the testing of sites (which was to include proposed or newly
emerging ‘strategic development opportunities’). It was also resolved that the Chief
Executive should “ensure that the Council engages constructively, actively
and on an ongoing basis, with local parish councils on the testing of the new
settlement and strategic development options” 2.

2

Minutes available via
https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Council_meetings/M_Archive/15%2001%
2008%20Cabinet.pdf
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19.

In February 2015, a revised LDS (the fourth) was published. This replaced the
aforementioned April 2014 version, which had made provision for a second
regulation 18 consultation exercise in March 2015. This new LDS scrapped that
stage, and indicated an intention to proceed straight to Regulation 19 consultation
on a pre-submission version in Autumn 2015.

20.

This course of action taken by the Council generated significant local concern.
Winchfield Action Group (WAG) obtained a ‘Joint Opinion’ from Peter Village QC
and Andrew Tabachnik in April 2015 on the lawfulness of the Council’s approach.
This concluded that, for reasons explained within, the course on which the Council
had set itself was likely to be unlawful. A copy of this ‘Joint Opinion’ is included
within Appendix 4.2.

21.

The Council subsequently reviewed its LDS and resolved in October 2015 to
introduce two further Regulation 18 consultations, including:
•

Consultation on a ‘Refined Housing Options’ Paper to take place in Winter
2015/16

•

Consultation on a Draft Local Plan ‘Preferred Approach’ to take place in
Summer 2016

22.

The Refined Housing Options Consultation commenced in November 2015, but
was stopped early in January 2016 when it became apparent, following feedback
from local residents, that mistakes had been made within one of the key questions
in the Consultation Document. The exercise was repeated between February –
March 2016.

23.

This consultation paper continued to refer to the evidence in the 2014 SHMA
(published in May 2014) which had identified a need to deliver approximately 7,500
new homes between 2011 to 2032 in Hart. By this time, however, the land supply
position meant that the residual requirement to plan by 2032 for had fallen from
approximately 4,000 new homes to 2,500 new homes. Duty to Cooperate (DtC)
discussions around this time, suggested that the Council may have to
accommodate between 1,000 to 3,000 additional dwellings to accommodate the
unmet need of Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Borough Councils. However, since the
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Council felt that these authorities could do more to meet their unmet needs, the
consultation paper (para 27) identified that Hart could continue to plan for its own
needs, but to review the Plan nearer the time that any shortfall in the housing
market area had been confirmed.
24.

The consultation paper proposed 3 approaches to achieve this level of growth:
•

Approach 1: Disperse development to the towns and villages within
5km of the TBHSPA. This could deliver around 2,200 new homes and
could meet Hart’s own needs, but has little potential to contribute
meaningfully to any housing market area unmet need.

•

Approach 2: Strategic ‘Greenfield’ expansion on the edge of one or
more of the main settlements. Focus growth through urban extensions to
Fleet (i.e. Pale Lane – approx. 800 dwellings and Hitches Lane – approx.
450 dwellings, and to the west of Hook (approx. 730 dwellings). This
approach could deliver a significant amount of Hart’s future need (approx.
2000 new homes) and if combined with another option, it could be flexible
enough to contribute towards meeting any housing market area unmet
need.

•

Approach 3: Focus growth on a new settlement at Winchfield. The
paper suggested that this was the only location that was a deliverable
option for a new settlement. It added that it could ultimately be designed to
accommodate 5,000 new homes (of which over 2,000 could be delivered by
2032), although due to the long lead in time it suggested that would need to
be combined with another approach to secure a constant housing land
supply.

25.

WPC responded to the consultation by setting out in detail the reasons why
Winchfield is not a suitable location for a new settlement. The full representations
are included at Appendix 4.2, but to summarise the concerns expressed:
•

The road infrastructure in the Winchfield area reflects the area’s rural character
and has limited capacity for additional traffic. Upgrades to the existing highway
network and/or a new junction on the M3 are likely to be required in addition to

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council – Policy SS3

significant engineering works to facilitate new and/or improved vehicular
crossings of the railway line.
•

Most of the site could reasonably be characterised as attractive rolling
countryside, or open in nature, and significant development in this area has the
potential to cause considerable harm to landscape character.

•

There are a number of significant nature conservation features and
designations either adjacent or in close proximity to the site. These include the
Basingstoke Canal Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), and the Odiham
Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI.

•

Some parts of the site are subject to area based Tree Preservation Orders
(TPOs), particularly to the north of the site, near to Winchfield House.

•

Considerable and numerous areas of the site are subject to the risk of
groundwater flooding.

•

The disparate nature of the site, split, with substantial areas of farmland, as
well as Winchfield Station between the two halves is a significant constraint to
achieving a cohesive, compact and well connected new settlement.

•

Development at the north of the site risks leading to settlement coalescence
with Hartley Wintney.

•

There are a variety of Listed Buildings within and adjacent to the site, including
the Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area; Dogmersfield Park (Historic Park
and Garden); Winchfield House (Grade II*) and its extensive grounds; St
Mary’s Winchfield, a Listed Norman Church (Grade I).

•

Parts of the site contain areas subject to minerals safeguarding for sharp sand
and gravel.

•
26.

Overhead power lines traverse the site.

WPC also raised concern over the lack of evidence to justify the need for new
settlement, noting it was premature and illogical for the Council to be asking
consultees to select their preferred approach for meeting housing needs, when
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serious questions remained over the housing provision target for the plan period.
Crondall Parish Council (CPC) also expressed serious concerns regarding the
process through its representations, noting that the highly constrained nature of the
questionnaire limited local choice and appeared focussed on achieving predetermined outcomes.
27.

Following the Refined Housing Options Consultation, the Council prepared and
published its Regulation 18 draft Local Plan for consultation in April 2017. By this
stage the Council had published an update to its SHMA (2016) which identified the
Council needed to plan for around 8,000 dwellings over the plan period (2011 –
2032). To this an affordable housing uplift of 2,163 was added, leading to an overall
requirement of 10,185. Taking account of existing commitments, the residual
requirement to plan for by 2032 became approximately 4,500 homes. In terms of
meeting this need, the draft Local Plan proposed:

28.

•

1,500 dwellings at Hartland Village (brownfield);

•

320 dwellings at Sun Park (brownfield);

•

100 dwellings at Cross Farm;

•

A further 210 dwellings through brownfield sites in Fleet and Hook;

•

611 dwellings through extensions to smaller settlements;

•

50 dwellings through rural exception sites;

•

1,800 dwellings through a new settlement at Murrell Green.

WPC responded to the consultation with representations which challenged the
uplift in the housing requirement, and pointed out the flaws in the Council’s
approach. With respect to the delivery strategy, WPC explained that a new
settlement option is not a viable and sustainable approach for Hart, and
demonstrated the significant number of options available to Hart to meet its
housing requirement without a new settlement option.

29.

WPC was, however, pleased to note that HDC took account of the significant
number of constraints to development of a new settlement at Winchfield and
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dropped the idea in favour of a less harmful (although still unnecessary) new
settlement at Murrell Green. In this respect, HDC’s detailed site assessment of
Winchfield New Settlement (STR005) dated January 2017 is helpful in vindicating
its decision to move in a different direction. This did not form part of the evidence
base for the Regulation 18 consultation, and had to be obtained from HDC through
a Freedom of Information Request (FOI). This was most concerning to WPC in
view of the above mentioned commitment of the Joint Chief Executive to ensure
that the Council engages constructively with local parish councils on the testing of
the new settlement and strategic development options.
30.

In this regard it is noted that a site assessment for Winchfield New Settlement
(STR005) is now available in the evidence base, but significantly, only the high
level proforma. The detailed site assessment is still not available, and therefore in
the interests of full disclosure we have included a copy at Appendix 4.3 of this
representation.

31.

WPC’s Regulation 18 representations provided an analysis of the detailed
assessment of STR005 and we return to this in subsequent sections of this
representation when we consider the constraints to development across the
proposed new settlement AoS. Of note however, was that Winchfield was scored
as having the potential to cause major negative effects (and if properly assessed,
there would be more). Therefore, whilst in need of further refinement, the
concealed evidence base clearly justifies Winchfield being discounted from further
consideration as a new settlement option.

32.

Given the journey taken through the plan preparation process, it is confounding that
the Council has taken the decision now at this late stage to change its approach
again and define a broad area of search (AoS) for a new settlement covering an
extensive area of land at Murrell Green and Winchfield. Also of note is the change
in emphasis between the Regulation 18 and Regulation 19 Plans over brownfield
opportunities. The Regulation 18 draft Local Plan was clear that the Council’s
preference was to deliver as much of the housing requirement as possible on
previously developed land, with greenfield development presented as a last resort
(see paragraphs 105 to 118 of the Regulation 18 draft Local Plan). Draft Policy
MG2 “Previously Development Land” was also proposed and set out a presumption
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in favour of the effective reuse of PDL. This ‘brownfield’ emphasis does not appear
in the Regulation 19 version, and notably Policy MG2 has been deleted.
33.

Fundamentally, a new settlement is not required for the reasons explained in our
representation on SS1. However, in the unlikely event that a new settlement option
can be fully justified by HDC at Examination, it is illogical for the Council to ignore
the hard evidence (including its own detailed site assessment) against a new
settlement within the AoS.

34.

It is apparent that a political decision to plan for a new settlement at Winchfield was
made at the outset and pre-determined the plan making process (as demonstrated
by the above review), and it has tried and failed to produce the evidence to support
that decision. The proposal within the Regulation 19 plan to defer a final decision
on the precise location of the new settlement to a development plan document
(DPD), suggests that the Council is trying to buy further time to come up with new
evidence to justify previous decisions.

35.

Furthermore, it is noted that paragraph 141 of the Local Plan Proposed Submission
states “Our preferred option for delivering significant additional growth in the
future is a new settlement. This is supported by previous public
consultations on strategic growth options…”. This assertion is strongly
contested. Whilst the new settlement option was ranked first amongst the options
presented by the Council in the Housing Development Options Paper 2014, it was
by no means a firm favourite amongst the limited number of respondents.
Furthermore, the responses to the other questions of this high level consultation
paint a different picture. In response to question 4, 141 respondents considered
there were other options that should be explored, compared to 71 who did not. In
response to Question 2, 322 respondents considered that even the smallest
villages should see new homes, whilst 151 did not favour dispersed growth. The
results of this consultation were therefore far from conclusive.

36.

The Council also seems to be ignoring development management decisions that
have been made during the course of plan preparation. Strategic Urban extensions
to Fleet and Hook were presented as alternative options to a new settlement in
both the 2014 and 2016 Regulation 18 consultations. They have been
subsequently dismissed as options by the Council, and did not appear as
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allocations in the draft Local Plan (2017). That so, planning applications have been
made for strategic urban extensions including proposals for up to 423 dwellings at
land north of Netherhouse Corpse, Fleet (ref: 16/01651/OUT) and up to 700
dwellings at Pale Lane, Fleet (ref: 16/03129/OUT).
37.

Both applications were refused by the Council, although the former was granted on
appeal after the presiding Inspector concluded that extant Local Plan policies
restricting development in the countryside were out of date, and the presumption in
favour of sustainable development (as set out in Paragraph 14 of the NPPF) was
engaged. Given this decision, there is a strong prospect that an appeal on the Pale
Lane decision (dated 29 January 2018) will be made. Should this happen, it is likely
to be decided before the examination of the Local Plan is completed. A further
application for urban extension for up to 700 dwellings at Owens Farm, Hook (ref:
17/02317/OUT) is currently being considered by the Council, and again the
outcome of this application may be known before the examination is complete.

38.

Of further note is the emergence of Hartland village proposal for 1,500 dwellings.
This strategic site appeared in the 2017 draft Local Plan consultation, and was
therefore not presented as an option in the earlier 2014 and 2016 Regulation 18
consultation. As demonstrated by our representation on Policy SS1, it will meet
longer term needs beyond the end of the Plan period.

39.

Despite the above changes in circumstances and alternative options which have
come forward over the course of the Plan preparation process, the idea of a new
settlement persists. Therefore, the only possible conclusion that can be reached is
that the Council was committed from the outset to include a new settlement
proposal in its Plan. This is completely at odds with the fundamental principles of
the Plan-making process, which as set out in the NPPF include ensuring that:
•

a Local Plan is based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence
(Paragraph 158).

•

a wide section of the community should be proactively engaged, so that Local
Plans, as far as possible reflect a collective vision and a set of agreed priorities
for the sustainable development of an area, including those contained in any
neighbourhood plans that have been made (Paragraph 155).
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40.

In persisting with a political decision made at the outset to Plan for a new
settlement, the Council has failed to take account of the up-to-date and relevant
evidence and has prepared a Plan which does not reflect a collective vision for the
area. Notably, it is completely at odds with the ‘made’ Winchfield Neighbourhood
Development Plan, as discussed further later in this representation.

41.

Having established the above, we turn now to examining the inappropriateness of
the New Settlement Area of Search (AoS) identified in the HLPSS. We do so by
exploring in further detail the various environmental and technical issues
associated with the delivery of a large scale residential development in this
location. Reference is made to the Council’s detailed site assessment of the
Winchfield New Settlement Option (STR005) and Murrell Green New Settlement
Option (STR011). We also discuss the findings of a site appraisal (included at
Appendix 4.4) which was prepared by Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape
Consultancy on behalf of the Parish Councils and Societies.
Infrastructure Requirements and Constraints

42.

Any new settlement would inevitably require substantial investment in the essential
supporting infrastructure required to support the new community. The ultimate
scale of the proposed new settlement is unhelpfully unknown as the Council is
proposing to put off such decisions to a Development Plan Document (DPD). That
so, paragraph 147 of the HLPSS suggests that a critical mass of new homes will
need to be accommodated to enable the delivery of large scale infrastructure items,
particularly the secondary school, to be viable. Based on experience elsewhere, it
could be that the new settlement will need to accommodate upwards of 3000
dwellings to justify a 6 form entry (fe) secondary school.

43.

The HLPSS does not attempt the quantify and account for the infrastructure costs
associated with the delivery of the new settlement, as again this is deferred to the
proposed DPD. This is an alarming omission and, noting the length of the time that
the Council has had to prepare the evidence base to support its favoured new
settlement option, suggests that there are serious deliverability issues which have
so far not been addressed.
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44.

A review of the Council’s detailed site assessment for the Winchfield New
Settlement Option (STR005) reveals the following viability and deliverability issues:
•

“There are a range of infrastructure deficiencies within this area that
could be exacerbated by the scale of development envisaged and
these would need to be addressed by any development at this site.
Significant additional wastewater treatment capacity would be
required and at least one (and more likely two) primary schools will be
required on-site, which would require both land and financial
contributions or works to deliver;

•

Development of the site is also likely to require a new secondary
school, although this may not need to be located within the site itself,
but would require substantial financial contributions;

•

Significant on and off-site improvements would be required to the
local road network;

•

There will be a need to address the impact of the development on the
Thames Basin Heaths SPA, through the provision of additional SANGs
capacity. As this would need to be provided on-site, it could reduce
capacity and impact on scheme viability;

•

There are significant flood risks present within STR005 (WEST) and to
a lesser extent within the east of SHL124 and the north of SHL183;

•

There are two narrow railway underbridges (Station Road and Pale
Lane) that pose a significant constraint to access; (In fact, there is a
third narrow underbridge at Taplins Farm Lane)

•

Major overhead power transmission lines traverse the western edge of
STR005 (WEST) and the centre of STR005 (EAST);

•

The disconnected nature of the two parts of the site and the lack of
any unity in the site promotion of the whole of STR005 pose
significant problems in viability terms and may give rise to a range of
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land assembly and other legal and cost issues that could reduce
overall viability.”
45.

The detailed site assessment for the Murrell Green New Settlement Option
(STR011) reveals the following:
•

“There are a range of infrastructure deficiencies within this area that
could be exacerbated by the scale of development envisaged and
these would need to be addressed by any development at this site. In
particular, at least one primary school will be required on-site, which
would require both land and financial contributions or works to
deliver. Over the longer term, a new secondary school could be
required to meet the educational requirements of this development
and others in the Hook/Hartley Wintney area. (Lightwood Strategic
have included a new a secondary school as part of their proposals for
how the site could be developed);

•

Significant off-site improvements would be required to the local road
network, including access to the M3 Motorway;

•

There will be a need to address the impact of the development on the
Thames Basin Heaths SPA, through the provision of additional SANGs
capacity. As this would need to be provided on-site, it could reduce
capacity and impact on scheme viability;

•

There are flood risks present (within the western portion of SHL167 in
particular);

•

There are significant ecological constraints, within the east of the site
in particular, including areas designated as SINCs and trees subject to
TPO within and adjacent to the site and a number of significant
woodland and aquatic habitats that would need to be protected;

•

Development could cause a range of landscape and visual impacts,
particularly within the western parts of the site and the east of
SHL167, which may require significant mitigation works/landscaping,
or require development to be avoided within these areas;
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•

There is a weak and narrow bridge over the railway line (Totters Lane)
that may require upgrading;

•

There are two historic landfill sites within SHL167;

•

Major overhead power transmission lines traverse SHL167 and the
western boundary of SHL169.”

46.

The capacity of the road infrastructure in the Winchfield area is of particular
concern to the Parish Councils and Societies. The existing network reflects the
area’s rural character and has limited capacity for additional traffic. As noted above,
upgrades to the existing highway network and, potentially, a new junction on the
M3 could be required in addition to significant engineering works to facilitate new
and/or improved vehicular crossings of the railway line.

47.

The railway line and also the M3 corridor both present significant barriers to
movement and amenity. A point recognised within the Hart Green Infrastructure
Strategy (2017, pg 24), which states that the “…major arterial routes through the
District (e.g. M3, A30, A287) … sever ecological networks and act as barriers
to accessing open space”.

48.

Furthermore, as noted and illustrated in Michelle Bolger’s Site Appraisal (Appendix
4.4) a significant gap exists in the connectivity of SHLAA sites which form the
Council’s AoS. This gap has resulted from the fact that the owners of land within
the central parts of the AoS south of the M3/railway do not want to sell/develop or
make available their land. This gap represents a significant constraint to
development within the AoS. It splits the AoS in two and could result in an isolated
countryside wedge existing between any settlement. The Site Appraisal explains
that if development were to occur on either side of this wedge, then the impacts
upon areas of vulnerable landscape character are likely to be greater than they
might be if development were confined to a single location.

49.

It is therefore apparent that it will not be possible to achieve a cohesive, and well
connected new settlement of the size envisaged by the Council given the disparate
nature of the AoS, which is divided, with substantial areas of farmland unavailable
for development, and major impermeable barriers including the M3 and railway line.
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50.

Also of note are the two high voltage transmission corridors which cross the AoS in
a north-south direction. These form prominent features within certain parts of the
AoS and also split a number of SHLAA sites (e.g. SHL188, 183, 124), which would
adversely impact upon the connectedness of any future development within those
sites and their residential amenity. Also noted is Watch Point BW1 of the Winchfield
Neighbourhood Development Plan which requires any new development electricity
supply to be buried underground.

51.

Of further note with respect to the extent of the development area with the AoS, is
the inclusion of land on this west side of Winchfield Parish between the railway line
and the M3. This land (i.e. SHL167) is subject to significant constraints. A third of
this site is within a flood zone, and the eastern part is a SINC and Ancient
Woodland covered by blanket TPO. A gas main crosses the site, and the M3 and
the railway line immediately adjacent provide noise and air quality issues, and
constrain accessibility to the rest of the proposed new settlement. Moreover, a
planning application (ref 15/01614/FUL) proposing the construction of a solar farm
across the part of this site outside of the floodplain and SINC was refused by HDC
on 16 November 2015. The reason for refusal was as follows:“By virtue of its visual impact and wider landscape views the proposed
development would have an unacceptable urbanising impact, harmful to the
rural character of the area and to the wider setting of the designated heritage
assets of the listed and locally listed buildings within the zone of theoretical
visibility and the Odiham Conservation Area. The proposed development
would seriously detract from the amenity and consequent recreational value
of the nearby public right of ways, especially public rights of way 501 and
729, by reducing their rural character and detracting from significant views.”

52.

Furthermore, a Phase 1 Contaminated Land report submitted with the planning
application for the solar farm identifies that the site is a former landfill, which based
on the limited information available, could include inert, industrial, commercial and
household wastes. This again presents a clear constraint to development, and
potentially a significant health risk.
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Flood Risks
53.

Amongst the viability and deliverability issues identified above is flood risk, and in
this respect the southern half of the AoS stands out as particularly constrained.
Reference is made to the HDC’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA), which
is a tool designed to ensure flood risk is understood and is addressed in strategic
land use planning. The SFRA identifies ‘Indicative Flood Problem Areas’, which are
at high risk of flooding from surface water and groundwater. These are shown on
Maps contained within Volume 2 of the SFRA.

54.

An extract from the Indicative Flood Problem Areas Maps (Figure 4a) is included
below and demonstrates the extent of the flood problem areas for groundwater
(shown in orange hatching) and surface water (shown in purple) in the AoS. The
flood problem areas have also been mapped in Michelle’s Bolger’s Site Appraisal
(see Figure 04). The SFRA recommends at Paragraph 10.3 that development is
directed away from these areas where possible.
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Figure 1 – extract from SFRA Indicative Flood Problem Areas Maps (Figure 4a)
55.

Photographic evidence of recent flood events within the AoS is provided in
Appendix 4.5.
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Landscape and Visual Impacts
56.

Michelle Bolger’s Site Appraisal (Appendix 4.4) provides a detailed analysis of the
landscape character of the AoS. It explains that the landscape of the AoS plays an
important role in:
•

Providing separation between and supporting the distinctive dispersed
settlement pattern within Winchfield.

•

Providing an attractive countryside and wooded context to a number of key
routes, including:
o the PRoW network;
o characteristic rural lanes (e.g. Bagwell Lane and Pale Lane);

•

Providing an attractive countryside setting for a number of heritage assets
which contributes to the significance and an appreciation of that
significance.

57.

The Site Appraisal discusses the findings of the Council’s Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessment (LVIA) which is summarised in its detailed site assessments of
the new settlement options. The LVIA for STR005 considered that the western half
of STR005 could be characterised as “attractive rolling countryside” and “the
potential for new development within this area to negatively impact on
landscape character is considered to be significant”. The LVIA considered that
the eastern half was “less attractive than the western part” but “its lack of
current development and open nature means that significant development in
this area has the potential to cause considerable harm to landscape
character”. This potential for harm to the local landscape character is also
reflected in the pattern of low – low/medium capacity south of the M3/railway, as
identified in the Hart Landscape Capacity Study (2016) and illustrated on Figure 02
of the Site Appraisal.

58.

The Site Appraisal goes on to explain that development within the AoS, particularly
south of the M3/railway, would significantly harm its rural character including
patchwork of open fields and woodland blocks. These are recognised in the Hart
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District Landscape Assessment (1997) as one of the most distinguishing features
of the Winchfield landscape character area. Within the woodland network across
the AoS is a high occurrence of ancient woodland. The Site Appraisal highlights
that development within the AoS would lead to the further fragmentation of the
woodland network, potentially harming the ecological values associated with
ancient woodlands and disrupting the wildlife corridors running between
woodlands.
Settlement Coalescence
59.

Michelle Bolger’s Site Appraisal (Appendix 4.4) notes that a particularly distinctive
feature of the local landscape character, as identified in both County and District
level assessments is the unusual dispersed settlement pattern of Winchfield.
Development within the AoS (and specifically SHL183) has the potential to result in
physical and/or visual coalescence between the existing residential areas around
Winchfield Station, Winchfield Hurst and Winchfield Court. This would erode the
existing settlement pattern which is a locally-distinctive feature of Winchfield.

60.

There is also potential for visual coalescence with settlements outside of the AoS.
Including between development in SHL124 and St Mary’s Park (in Hartley
Wintney); between development in SHL183 and the Edenbrook Village
development (west of Hitches Lane, Fleet) and potentially Elvetham Chase (Pale
Lane Farm), albeit the latter was recently refused planning permission as outlined
earlier in this representation.

61.

There is also a risk of coalescence between development undertaken in the
elevated north-western parts of the AoS and Hook. This issue is identified within
the detailed site assessment for STR011 (Page 17): “avoiding development
within SHL126 and SHL169 (or at the very least setting any development
within SHL169 well back, to the east of the wooded area) would help to
reduce the perception of, and actual, settlement coalescence”. This would
need to be considered in any potential development layout (i.e. avoiding the most
elevated contours) and the implementation of advanced structural planting if
development were to occur in the north-western parts of the AoS.
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Heritage Impacts
62.

Michelle Bolger’s Site Appraisal (Appendix 4.4) explains that a valuable and
distinctive characteristic of the AoS, which contributes in particular to a strong
sense of place in Winchfield, is the prevalence of heritage assets. These are
mapped in figures 03 to 05 which accompany the appraisal.

63.

The AoS is surrounded on three sides by Conservation Areas and contains
numerous listed buildings, many of which are within dispersed farms and therefore
have a strong association with the countryside (i.e. a rural setting). Also within the
context of the AoS are two Registered Parks and Gardens.

64.

The Site Appraisal notes that of particular heritage value is the Grade I listed St
Mary’s Church, the oldest building in Hart, which is acknowledged in the Council’s
detailed site assessment for STR005, currently enjoy a “very rural and sparsely
developed setting”. The Appraisal highlights that development within the AoS
(and in relation to St Mary’s Church in particular, within the southern parts of
SHL183) may harm the heritage significance of these assets through the
urbanisation of their countryside settings.

65.

The appraisal also explains how changes to the countryside character of the
Basingstoke Canal could harm the significance of the heritage assets within the
conservation area, and the attractiveness of the canal as a recreational resource.
Ecology

66.

There are a number of significant nature conservation features and designations
either within or in close proximity to the AoS. These include numerous designated
Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC) and parts of the Odiham
Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI. The AoS also abuts the Basingstoke
Canal SSSI along parts of its southern boundary. The entire AoS falls within the
Thames Basins Heath Special Protection Area (SPA) 5km Zone of Influence.

67.

These constraints have been mapped in Figures 03 to 05 of Michelle Bolger’s Site
Appraisal (Appendix 4.4) and the report explains that the development within the
south-western parts of the AoS has the potential to directly impact upon the SSSIs.
Sites such as SHL168 are nearly entirely comprised of land designated as SSSI,
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whilst others (SHL185, 182 and 133) adjoin the SSSI. Development within the SSSI
and its context would be inappropriate from an ecological perspective. Indirect
impacts would also likely result from the increased population and subsequent
recreational demands placed upon the Odiham Common SSSI and the
Basingstoke Canal SSSI.
68.

With respect to the SPA, it is noted that as site protected under The Conservation
of Habitats and Species Regulations 2017 the Council will need to be satisfy that,
there being no alternative solutions, the plan or project must be carried out for
imperative reasons of overriding public interest where there are predicted adverse
impacts on the SPA (Regulation 64). The Habitats Regulation Assessment (HRA)
which accompanies the HLPSS does not consider the likely significant effects of
the new settlement proposal on the integrity of the SPA, nor the extent to which this
can be mitigated. This assessment is deferred to when the new settlement DPD is
prepared. As it stands, it is questionable whether the Council could demonstrate
that there is ‘overriding public interest’ and ‘no alternative solutions’ to a new
settlement proposal given the lack of demonstrable need (as discussed further in
our representation on draft Policy SS1).
Loss of a recreation resource

69.

The countryside which comprises the AoS and wider area serves a valuable green
infrastructure function, particularly for residents of nearby settlements. Figure 01 of
Michelle Bolger Site Appraisal (Appendix 4.4) shows that the AoS forms part of a
wider tract of countryside which is encircled by settlements. It is ‘bookended’ by the
larger settlements of Fleet and Hook to the east and west respectively, with
smaller, historic villages such as Dogmersfield and Odiham to the south and
Hartley Wintney to the north.

70.

The Site Appraisal notes that the value of this countryside area and proximity to the
surrounding more populated areas, is a point which is acknowledged within the
Hampshire County Integrated Landscape Assessment (2012). The Appraisal adds
that at present, the surrounding settlements have had little impact upon the
availability of, and sense of being within, an extensive area of attractive rural
countryside. A new settlement within the AoS would fragment this area of
countryside - particularly if it were located to the south of the M3/railway - and
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impact upon the rural qualities of the wider area. It would harm a valuable green
infrastructure asset.
Loss of agricultural land
71.

The majority of the AoS is agricultural land. The national data-set relating to
agricultural land classification reveals that large parts of the AoS is grade 3 land,
some of which will include ‘best and most versatile’ land (i.e. 3a). Paragraph 112 of
the NPPF states:
“Local planning authorities should take into account the economic and other
benefits of the best and most versatile agricultural land. Where significant
development of agricultural land is demonstrated to be necessary, local
planning authorities should seek to use areas of poorer quality land in
preference to that of a higher quality.”

72.

The national data set is of course of a very low resolution, and therefore the full
extent of grade 3a land will not be known until a site specific investigation is carried
out. There is no evidence available to suggest that such an investigation has been
completed to date, and therefore it is unclear whether a new settlement could be
accommodated within the AoS without a substantial loss of best and most versatile
agricultural land.

73.

In this regard, it is noted that an outline planning application for a urban extension
to Fleet at Pale Lane Farm (ref: 16/03129/OUT) was recently refused by the
Council for several reasons, one of which concerned the unnecessary loss of
approximately 32 hectares of best and most versatile agricultural land. The
Officer’s report explains that “given the Council’s current housing land supply
situation it is considered that the potential loss of a substantial area of the
best and most versatile land in the district is unnecessary and unjustified
and would not constitute sustainable development”.

74.

Having explored the Council’s land supply position in our representation on draft
Policy SS1 and found that the Council can demonstrate a housing supply pipeline
which is sufficient to meet longer term needs beyond the end of the Plan period,
the Parish Councils and Societies contend that the same conclusion should be
reached with respect to the new settlement proposal. The loss of best and most
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versatile agricultural land in the AoS is unnecessary and unjustified and would not
constitute sustainable development.
Conflict with the Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan
75.

One of the most important documents to consider when determining the capacity of
Winchfield Parish to accommodate new development is the Winchfield
Neighbourhood Development Plan (NDP). Following an independent examination
and referendum, the Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan prepared by
WPC was made by HDC on 30 March 2017.

76.

It therefore now constitutes part of the statutory development plan for the Parish of
Winchfield in Hart District, and it represents the most comprehensive and informed
assessment of the Parish to date. Based on a thorough appraisal of the character,
function and quality of the Parish and its constraints, a set of objectives and
policies were developed to deliver the Plan’s vision “to plan a future for
Winchfield of sympathetic and sustainable development, achieving managed
growth with incremental supporting infrastructure that maintains the
essential characteristics of this Domesday listed village”.

77.

Any development proposal should respect the existing scale of the village (Policies
A1 and A3); be in keeping with the rural environment (Policy A4); preserve the rural
look and feel of the village (Policies B1, B2 and B4); retain and where possible
enhance local habitats; and protect, conserve and enhance heritage assets (Policy
D1).

78.

A new settlement option would inevitably conflict with all of these development plan
policies, and would lead to irreversible change of vast scale that would be
completely at odds with the community’s vision for the Parish as established
through its made Neighbourhood Plan. This achieved a 61% turnout with an
exceptionally high 96.4% ‘yes’ vote in support of the Neighbourhood Plan. As set
out in Paragraph 183 of the NPPF “Neighbourhood Plans give communities
direct power to develop a shared vision for the neighbourhood and deliver
the sustainable development they need”.

79.

Whilst we appreciate that the ambition of the NP should be aligned with the
strategic needs and priorities of the wider local area, in this case the Winchfield
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Neighbourhood Plan precedes the Local Plan. In such circumstances the national
Planning Practice Guidance advises that “the local planning authority should
work with the qualifying body to produce complementary neighbourhood and
Local Plans. It is important to minimise any conflicts between policies in the
neighbourhood plan and those in the emerging Local Plan, including housing
supply policies” 3.
80.

Furthermore paragraph 155 of the NPPF states that “Local Plans [should], as far
as possible reflect a collective vision and a set of agreed priorities for the
sustainable development of an area, including those contained in any
neighbourhood plans that have been made” [emphasis added].

81.

As explained in our representation on draft Policy SS1, the Council can
demonstrate a housing supply pipeline, which is sufficient to meet longer term
needs beyond the end of the Plan period. There is simply no justification for a new
settlement, and it is therefore fully within HDC’s control to respect the local
community in Winchfield’s vision for the Parish as set out in the made
Neighbourhood Plan, and ensure it meets the Government’s requirement for
“complementary” Local and Neighbourhood Plans.
Conclusion

82.

In this representation, we have highlighted how the idea of a new settlement has
persisted throughout the Plan preparation process, in complete disregard to the
changes in circumstance and alternative options which have come forward during
this time. There is no justification for a new settlement, and the only possible
conclusion that can be reached is that the Council was committed from the outset
to include a new settlement proposal in its Plan. This is completely at odds with the
fundamental principles of the Plan-making process. We also wish to reiterate here
a point made in our Representation on Policy SS1, which is that it is important to
recognise that Hart is not a Green Belt Authority and, therefore, it is not required to
seek to meet long-term needs beyond the Plan period.

83.

Furthermore, the Council’s decision to change its approach at the Regulation 19
stage and define a broad Area of Search (AoS) for a new settlement with the detail

3

Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20160211
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to be put off to a DPD suggests that there are serious deliverability issues which
have so far not been addressed.
84.

The review of available technical evidence provided in this representation
demonstrates the highly constrained nature of the AoS, and the significant
environmental and infrastructure issues that need to be overcome. These are best
summarised through Figures 05 and 06 of Michelle Bolger’s Site Appraisal
(Appendix 4.4). Figure 05 demonstrates that little land exists within the AoS which
could be considered suitable for large scale residential development.

85.

Figure 06 summarises the findings of the Site Appraisal and reveals that the AoS is
significantly constrained, with the vast majority of the AoS to the south of the
M3/railway unsuitable for large scale development. The least constrained part of
the AoS is that located to the north-west of the M3/railway, where the Murrell Green
new settlement is proposed. However, these areas also have significant
constraints, which include the potential for coalescence with Hook and harm to the
countryside character and PRoW network.

86.

The Parish Councils and Societies do not wish to see the Plan fail as they fully
recognise the importance of having an up-to-date plan in place as soon as
possible. In this respect, and having regard to the significant environmental and
infrastructure costs that would result from the development of a new settlement in
the AoS, the Parish Councils and Societies are of the view the Local Plan could
only be found sound at Examination if Policy SS3 is deleted. It is simply not needed
to make the Plan sound; which is a point acknowledged by the Council in footnote
7 to the HLPSS.

87.

Lastly, notwithstanding, the Parish Councils and Societies position that Policy SS3
should be deleted, we question the presumptive wording of the draft policy which
states “permission will be granted for the development of a new settlement to be
identified from the area of search”. There is a distinct lack of evidence available to
demonstrate that a new settlement is deliverable within the AoS.
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Tests of Soundness
88.

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF provides 4 bullet points against which every Local Plan
submitted for examination must be examined, and comply with, in order to be
considered “sound”.

89.

In view of the above considerations, we believe that the Local Plan is not sound,
because it has not been ‘positively prepared’, nor is it ‘justified’, ‘effective’ or
‘consistent with national policy’, as it is not founded upon the most up to date
demographic evidence of housing need, and seeks to make provision for a new
settlement to be delivered in a future Plan, despite the absence of detailed
evidence justifying its actual need or suitability. Consequently, it does not represent
the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the reasonable
alternatives.
Proposed Modifications

90.

As demonstrated above, there is no need for Policy SS3 and it should be deleted.
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Appendix 4.1 Minutes of 27th
November 2014
Full Council

COUNCIL
Date and Time:

Thursday, 27 November 2014 at 7.00 pm

Place:

Council Chamber, Civic Offices, Fleet

Present:

COUNCILLORS 
Billings - (Chairman)
Crisp
Crookes
Forster P
Forster S
Gorys
Harward
Ive
Kennett
Kinnell
Leeson
Lewis (7,10 pm)

Ambler
Axam
Bailey
Bennison
Blewett
Burchfield
Butler (7.40 pm)
Clarke
Cockarill
Collett
Crampton

Makepeace-Browne
Morris
Neighbour
Oliver
Parker
Radley JE
Radley JR
Southern
Wheale
Woods

Officers Present:
Daryl Phillips
Gill Chapman
Alison Cottrell
Andrew Tiffin
Daniel Hawes
Amy Summers
46

Joint Chief Executive
Committee Services
Committee Services
Elections Manager
Planning Policy Manager
Communications Officer

MINUTES OF PREVIOUS MEETING
The Minutes of the meeting held on 30 October 2014 were confirmed and signed as
a correct record.

47

APOLOGIES FOR ABSENCE
No apologies for absence were received. Councillors Butler and Lewis had notified
that they would be late for the meeting and apologised in advance.

48

DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST
No declarations were made.

CL.35

49

NEW LEISURE CENTRE DESIGN
Mark Gowdridge of GT Architects gave a presentation on the design of the proposed
new leisure centre.
Members were particularly interested in the design and how the structure blended in,
and queried the greenness of the site and operations. The Chairman thanked Mr
Gowdridge for this early indication of how the new leisure centre would look.
Councillor Lewis entered the meeting during this item.

50

COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE 12  QUESTIONS BY THE PUBLIC
Questions from the public are set out in Appendix A attached to these Minutes.
Councillor Butler entered the meeting during this item.

51

COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE 14  QUESTIONS BY MEMBERS
No questions received.

52

CHAIRMANS ANNOUNCEMENTS
The Chairman had attended the following events on behalf of the Council.
7 November
9 November
9 November
11 November
11 November

Hawley Place School to view Poppies
Remembrance Day Ceremony at Christ Church, Church Crookham
Remembrance Day Service and Parade at All Saints Parish Church,
Fleet
Remembrance Day One Minute Silence  Gurkha Square, Fleet
Hartley Wintney Townswomens Guild talk at Victoria Hall, Hartley
Wintney

The Vice Chairman had attended the following events on behalf of the Council:
6 November
9 November
9 November
11 November
13 November
53

HCC Annual Schools Sports Awards Evening, Winchester
Remembrance Day Ceremony at Christ Church, Church Crookham
Remembrance Day Service and Parade at All Saints Parish Church,
Fleet
Remembrance Day One Minute Silence  Gurkha Square, Fleet
Basingstoke Charity Lunch at the Basingstoke College of Technology

CABINET MEMBERS ANNOUNCEMENTS
The Leader of the Council, Councillor Crookes, announced:
LGA support to new Chief Executive arrangements.
Mr Howard Davis and Ms Heather Willis from the LGA are supporting us in finalising
the Chief Executive arrangements. They have interviewed members of staff, some
councillors and some of our partners and their report will be considered by Staffing
Committee on Monday 8th December.
CL.36

Inspire Business awards
Hart District Council sponsors the Inspire Business Awards each year.
In 2014 there were more entries to the Inspire Business Awards than ever before
from Hart based businesses. The business awards were promoted through Hart for
Business e-bulletin, press releases, social media and encouragement / support from
the Economic Development Officer. The awards dinner this year took place in Hart
district at Highfield Park.
In 2014 there were 32 entries from Hart based businesses across the 12 categories.
Of these, 12 were shortlisted and invited to the awards. The following Hart based
businesses won awards this year:
New Business of the Year - The Typeface Group of Winchfield. The company
was founded in April 2013 and works with small and medium-sized businesses
on their social media, PR and communications, and also company design and
branding. Led by three female directors, all balancing busy families lives with
their work, managing director Polly Buckland said the team were over the
moon to win the award.
Sustainable Business of the Year - Tylney Hall Hotel of Rotherwick, near
Hook. The hotel has been working on its sustainability the past four years,
increasing its recycling rate from 20% to 60%, fitting energy-efficient lighting
and forming a sustainability committee.
Marketing Campaign of the Year - Accountancy firm Jupp Castle of Hartley
Wintney. Jupp Castle was triumphant in the award after embarking on a
complete rebrand last year, which has boosted turnover by 35%.
International Business of the Year and Innovation Excellence  Blackbushe
based sonar technology firm Sonardyne. Founded in 1971, Sonardyne employs
more than 200 at Blackbushe and 75 worldwide, producing sonar equipment
to aide underwater communication and navigation.
Entrepreneur of the Year - Tempcovers Alan Inskip of Fleet. After winning
Business of the Year at last years awards, chief executive Alan Inskip said
winning this year was the icing on top. TempCover provides short-term
motor vehicle insurance coverage of between a day and 28 days. It was
brought to market in April 2006 and now turns over around £16m a year.
Congratulations to all businesses who entered and especially those who were
shortlisted or won awards.
Hampshire Partnership, special meeting on Safeguarding Children
Mr Phillips and I attended this special meeting of the Partnership where the County
Council and partners and partners discussed the arrangements for safeguarding
children. I have passed the papers to Councillor Crampton and asked her to review
them with Mrs Hughes when she returns from vacation to ensure that this Council is
playing its part.
Town and Country Planning Association Annual Conference. 25th
November
Mr Daniel Hawes, Planning Policy Manager, and I attended this important meeting.
Important to Hart in the context of our Local Plan Making and todays Council
meeting. The agenda and presentations will in due course be posted on the TCPA
website at: http://www.tcpa.org.uk/
CL.37

The TCPA is the main sponsor of the Garden Cities initiative which is applicable not
only to very large settlements like the new Ebsfleet but smaller new garden
communities.
The Cabinet Member for Planning, Councillor Parker, reported:
On Tuesday 25th November along with the Leader of Council I attended a meeting
at Rushmoor Council offices with both Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Borough
Councils and industry representatives to start an Employment Land Review. The
purpose is to evaluate the land required for business purposes, and where it is
appropriate to release land for other purposes such as residential uses to assess the
potential of such land. This was a first meeting and there is a long way to go, but it is
apparent that there is some scope to realise of the order of 200 homes by the reuse
of commercial property no longer fit for business use.
On 11th November along with Parish Councillors Shawn Dickens and Phillip Todd I
attended the launch of the Westward Ho! Rural exception site extension in
Eversley. This is a key win for the Eversley community providing nine new homes for
local people with a demonstrable link with the village. This is a key achievement for
HARAH  the Hampshire Alliance for Rural Affordable Housing which across
Hampshire has provided several hundred homes for rural families including several
sites in Hart.
The Cabinet Member for Community Wellbeing, Councillor Crampton had no
announcements.
The Cabinet Member for Regulatory Services, Councillor Collett, reported:
On Monday 24th November I attended a Community Safety event organised by the
District Councils' Network of the Local Government Association. The event was
entitled "Community Safety - An Effective Future for Districts and Police and Crime
Commissioners".
We were addressed by Matthew Ellis, the PCC for Staffordshire, and Paddy Tipping,
the PCC for Nottinghamshire, who both told us about what they had been able to
achieve.
During the event it was clear that the main message for district councils was to
engage positively with their Police and Crime Panel (PCP) in order to hold their PCC
to account and through him/her the police. It also became clear that, compared with
some, we are fortunate in Hampshire to have a well-run and effective PCP.
The Cabinet Member for Environment, Councillor Oliver had no announcements.
The Cabinet Member for Housing, Councillor Neighbour, announced that last
month the housing service introduced a new housing allocations policy for the
district, aided by the business support team. He thanked the housing and business
support teams for their hard work which was brought in on time and within budget.
He added that a new Housing Strategy would be considered at Cabinet next week.

CL.38

The Cabinet Member for Corporate Services, Councillor Radley JE, had no
announcements.
54

CHIEF EXECUTIVES REPORT
The Joint Chief Executive reported that we are working with East Hants District
Council to deliver a GIS mapping system which will be going live imminently. This
will also be available for public use.

55

MINUTES OF COMMITTEES
Meeting
Overview and Scrutiny Committee

Date
21 October

No questions asked.
4 November

Licensing Committee
Minute No 12 - Shared Licensing Service
The Portfolio Holder, Councillor Collett, gave his support and
asked for a further recommendation - that a review should take
place after 12 months.
Members were in agreement that the service should be reviewed
12 months from when the arrangement commences, and the
resolution was amended.
Resolved
1
That the implementation of a shared licensing service with
Basingstoke & Deane Borough Council be agreed.
2

That the Head of Regulatory Services be delegated to
deliver the detailed implementation plan for
shared licensing service on behalf of Hart in consultation
with the Portfolio Holder for Regulatory Services and the
Chair of the Licensing Committee, subject to verification of
the figures shown in Appendix 3.

3

That a review of the service should take place 12 months
from the commencement of the new arrangements.

Cabinet

6 November

Councillor Crookes confirmed that Councillor Collett had
seconded his proposed amendment to delete in Winchfield, but
that amendment had been defeated, albeit that Councillors
Collett and Crampton had supported the amendment.

CL.39

Planning Committee

12 November

Minute No 44 - Changes to Planning Committee Matters as
recommended by the Planning Committee Working Party
Councillor Morris asked if Councillor Cockarill had any concerns
that reducing the threshold down to 50 dwellings was
unworkable. Councillor Cockarill agreed that concerns had been
expressed and suggested an amendment to the resolution that
the Planning Committee Working Party be asked to review that
process over the next 12 months, and report back.
Resolved
1
That the amendments to the Terms of Reference to
Planning (Major Sites) Sub-Committee be adopted.
2

That the Planning Working Party review the effectiveness
of the lowering of the threshold for larger developments
to 50 dwellings for Planning (Major Sites) Committee.

14/01152/MAJOR  Land at Knight Close, Crookham Village,
Fleet, Hampshire
The recommendation from Planning Committee to grant planning
permission was deemed to be ACCEPTED.
14/01918/FUL  April Wood, Odiham Road, Winchfield, Hook,
RG27 8BU
The recommendation from Planning Committee to grant planning
permission was deemed to be ACCEPTED.
56

REVIEW OF POLLING DISTRICTS AND POLLING PLACES
Council received the findings of the recently completed polling place review and
were asked to agree a new structure of polling districts and polling places to come
into effect at the elections held on or after 7 May 2015.
RESOLVED
1

That the pattern of polling districts and polling places in Appendix A be
adopted.

2

That the transfer of properties on Iveley Road into the same County Division
as Pondtail at the next boundary review be recommended to the Local
Government Boundary Commission (LGBCE)

3

That the Returning Officer be authorised in an emergency to set the polling
place of a polling district to include all of the adjacent polling districts for a
single election.
CL.40

57

HART LOCAL PLAN: PREFERRED STRATEGY FOR HOUSING
GROWTH
Council considered a recommendation concerning a potential preferred housing
distribution, subject to testing, for the purposes of preparing a local plan.
There was an depth debate on the issues, particularly the testing of a new settlement
in Winchfield. Issues discussed included:
Brownfield sites and the conversion of offices etc
The lack of sites available for major development
Testing of Winchfield
Testing of any other developable sites that may come through
The advantages of major development, eg for infrastructure and education
The impact of neighbouring authorities not meeting their requirements
Percentages of development over the district
The constraints
The vulnerability of the Council to ad-hoc development in the absence of a
local plan
Councillor Crampton tabled an amendment to delete the words in Winchfield
from the table in Appendix 1. After discussion a recorded vote was requested.
Councillors voting FOR the amendment: Crampton, Crookes, Gorys, Kennett,
Kinnell, Southern
Councillors voting AGAINST the amendment: Ambler, Axam, Bailey, Bennison,
Billings, Blewett, Burchfield, Butler, Clarke, Cockarill, Collett, Crisp, Forster P,
Forster S, Harward, Ive, Leeson, Lewis, Makepeace-Browne, Morris, Neighbour,
Oliver, Parker, Radley JE, Radley JR, Wheale, Woods
The amendment was deemed to be LOST
Councillor Blewett moved an amendment to insert the words for example before
Winchfield. There was no seconder for this amendment.
Councillor Crookes tabled an amendment to delete point 1 of the recommendation
and replace it with the following:
This Council to have a 15 year plan using the options in Appendix 1 to give a
decreased total of 1800 fewer dwellings, thus enabling the exclusion of a new
settlement at this time, giving the Council time to assess the viability of any new
settlement in the future.
After a vote this amendment was LOST.
Councillor James Radley tabled the motion that the debate should be closed and a
vote taken on the substantive motion. After a vote this motion was upheld.
A recorded vote was requested for the substantive resolution.
CL.41

Councillors voting FOR the resolution: Ambler, Axam, Bailey, Bennison, Billings,
Blewett, Burchfield, Butler, Clarke, Cockarill, Collett, Crisp, Forster P, Forster S,
Gorys, Harward, Ive, Kennett, Leeson, Lewis, Makepeace-Browne, Morris,
Neighbour, Oliver, Parker, Radley JE, Radley JR, Wheale, Woods
Councillors voting AGAINST the resolution: Crampton, Crookes, Kinnell,
Southern
RESOLVED
1

That the strategy as set out in Appendix 1(as below) is the Councils
preferred housing distribution, subject to testing.
Recommended Preferred Housing Distribution Strategy, subject to
testing:
Development (including windfalls) beyond the SPA
5km zone of influence (this comprises the
settlements of Odiham, North Warnborough, South
Warnborough, Greywell, and Long Sutton)

150  200 dwellings

Development within existing settlement boundaries
(including windfalls) from those settlements that lie
within the SPA 5km zone of influence.

Approx. 750 dwellings

Development adjoining settlements within the SPA
5km boundary zone of influence

100  650 dwellings

Strategic urban extensions (no individual site
identified)
New settlement at Winchfield

0 - 600 dwellings

1,800 - 2,400 dwellings
4,000 dwellings

2

That the Local Plan should seek to identify a supply of specific, developable
sites for the first 10 years of the Local Plan following its adoption.

The meeting closed at 11.30pm
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Appendix A
COUNCIL PROCEDURE RULE 12
QUESTIONS BY THE PUBLIC
QUESTIONS AND PREPARED RESPONSES CIRCULATED AT THE
MEETING
The Council received a large number of questions from the public. We have sought to
group responses where we feel it adds context and the questions overlap.
In view of the timescale allowed for Public Question time it has been decided to draft a
written response in advance of the meeting. Copies of the questions and answers will be
given to all Councillors, the public who attend the meeting, and will be published on our web
site.
We hope that this will make best use of the meetings time and ask that these responses be
taken as read. This is to help Questioners prepare for any supplementary questions that
they may have. The Chairman will then ask Questioners, in the order in which they were
received, if they have a supplementary question. The Portfolio Holder will then give a
response. Any supplementary question must arise directly out of the original question and
reply.
Overall Context
An independent inspector whose role is to assess whether the plan has been prepared in
accordance with the Duty to Cooperate, legal and procedural requirements, and whether it
is sound will examine the final Local Plan. A local planning authority should submit a plan for
examination that it considers is sound  that it is:
Positively prepared  the plan should be prepared based on a strategy which 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 plan should be 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; and
Consistent with national policy  the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.
One of the key objectives of the National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is to boost
significantly the supply of housing. This requires local planning authorities to use their
evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full, objectively assessed needs for
market and affordable housing in the housing market area, as far as is consistent with the
policies set out in the NPPF, including identifying key sites which are critical to the delivery
of the housing strategy over the plan period. The NPPF recognises that the supply of new
homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger scale development, such
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as new settlements or extensions to existing villages and towns that follow the principles of
Garden Cities.
The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
David Turver (Question  Process a)-e))
a)
Background: I would like to understand the process that was adopted to select
Wessex Economics to conduct the SHMA. Their website (http://www.wessexeconomics.co.uk/about/ ) indicates that they have extensive experience in the property
sector, but the principals background is with DTZ a leading provider of services to investors
and developers. I am concerned that such a company will be biased towards development
and not sympathetic to the needs of local people or the environment.
Question: What process was followed to select Wessex Economics and what process was
followed to determine that Wessex did not have inappropriate relationships with or financial
interests in any housing developers?
Response:
Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath jointly commissioned the SHMA via a full
tendering process. Officers from all three authorities identified seven companies with
SHMA expertise. They were all invited to tender for the project, one of the
requirements being that the study needed to be prepared in accordance with
Government guidance. Wessex Economics submitted the best tender in terms of
addressing the requirements of the brief.
The Council does not believe that the consultant is biased towards development.
Firstly, the consultant has a strong history of working for the public sector as well as
the private sector. Two thirds of the consultant’s clients – both now at Wessex
Economics and previously at DTZ – have always been public sector clients, including
local government, central government and development agencies. The fact that the
consultant works for the private sector as well as the public sector is an advantage
for public sector clients since he knows how the private sector thinks and operates.
In terms of expertise for this particular appointment the consultant has undertaken
SHMAs for:
all six local authorities in Berkshire;
the six South Hampshire authorities;
the five central Hampshire authorities and New Forest;
all the authorities in Kent and Medway;
all the authorities in Northumberland;
all the East Sussex authorities;
the four authorities in the West of England (Greater Bristol); and
previous studies for Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath.
His pedigree is considered unimpeachable.
Second, regardless of past experience with other clients, the SHMA study had to be
prepared to a robust methodology in line with Government guidance. The current
SHMA study has been scrutinised not just by Hart, but also by Rushmoor and Surrey
Heath. The assessment is that this is a sound and professional SHMA.
Where data needs to be interpreted, then the Council is satisfied that rational,
justifiable conclusions have been reached, without any bias towards development.
For example, one of the drivers for higher housing need figures is employment
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forecasts. In line with precedent and experience, the consultant has highlighted that
guidance indicates that historic trends and/or employment forecasts should be
considered and has come to a considered judgement on the weight that should be
attached to each, while ensuring that the Council can demonstrate that it is
complying with the NPPF which states that local authorities need to plan positively for
economic growth.
The SHMA has recently been independently validated (See attached letter of
confirmation). The Cambridge Centre for Housing and Planning Research
(CCHPR) is a research Centre within the Department of Land Economy,
University of Cambridge. It was established in 1990 (originally as the Property
Research Unit) with the objective of undertaking policy-oriented research on all
issues affecting housing and land use and has an international reputation as a
leading academic research institution in the fields of housing and planning.
It has over twenty years experience with a proven track record of providing the
evidence and analysis to influence and support better policy and practice. Its
specialisms include:
• Social housing and low cost home ownership
• Section 106 and affordable housing development
• Understanding local housing markets
• The role of home ownership and private renting
• Policy analysis backed by unrivalled social housing statistics
Its findings have been accepted as authoritative verification by Planning
Inspectors.
b)
Background: In the appendix (A1.2), the process for stakeholder engagement is set
out. The only people consulted were from local authorities or from developers and housing
associations or their representatives. If the main people consulted are the salivating
developers, it cannot be a surprise that their input errs towards the need to build more.
Question: How can the SHMA be a truly Objective Assessment of Housing Need if the
main consultees have a vested interest in the outcome?
Response:
As a piece of evidence, rather than policy, it is not necessary to consult on the SHMA
because in itself it will be tested independently for soundness by an Inspector
appointed by the Secretary of State at the Local Plan examination. Indeed, it is there
that developers who inevitably will seek to demonstrate that it does not deliver
enough housing will challenge it.
That said, Hart, Rushmoor, and Surrey Heath did conduct a targeted consultation on
the draft SHMA, with those types of stakeholders likely to have expertise on SHMAs
and an interest in the findings of the Hart/Rushmoor/Surrey Heath SHMA, potentially
with a view to raising challenges to the SHMA. Relevant officers and Councillors
have read the reports, had dialogue with the consultants, and are satisfied with the
approach taken.
c)
Background: The SHMA is still in draft form on the Hart website.
Question: Why is such a fundamental document as the Strategic Options for Housing
Growth is being based on a flawed, unchallenged, draft document?
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Response:
The draft SHMA is being finalised in light of this targeted consultation. It is known
from the consultants that the Objectively Assessed Housing Needs (OAHN) figures
will not change in the final version, so it forms the correct basis for taking the plan
forward in terms of planning for housing. Furthermore, independent verification of the
SHMA has been sought and the findings suggest that in itself it is robust.
d)
Background: Section 1.6 of the SHMA says For a local plan to be considered sound in
terms of overall housing provision, it first needs to have identified the full, objectively assessed need
for housing in the housing market area. Local authorities then need to meet these needs in full and
demonstrate how they will be met, or provide robust evidence that they cannot be
delivered.
Question: What evidence is the council producing to demonstrate the objectively assessed
housing need is not deliverable?
Response:
The existence of SHLAA sites for more than the OAHN is of itself prima facie
evidence of deliverability. In order to demonstrate non-deliverability of SHLAA sites it
would be necessary to prove to the satisfaction of an Inspector at Examination in
Public that the sites would be unsustainable in NPPF terms. Each SHLAA site is
judged on its merits in planning terms i.e. Is it suitable (can it be developed / is
development viable)? Does it present any constraints (typically include flood risk,
landscape and environmental considerations)? Is it sustainable (can key
infrastructure be provided, is it located close to services)? The evaluation can be
deemed to be ‘fair’ – any sites that could not be delivered will be eliminated, and the
Council will demonstrate this where it proves to be the case.
e)
Background: The starting point for the SHMA is the CLG forward population
projections. These essentially project forward past trends.
Question: Notwithstanding this is the preferred approach in the NPPG, what evidence is
there that basing the future need of an area on past population growth is the best or most
desirable approach and has the council considered working with other councils to challenge
the government mandated approach in the courts?
Response:
In terms of anticipating housing needs going forward one has to start somewhere,
and the CLG ‘household projections’ data series, whilst not 100% perfect, is
generally recognised as the best available starting-point. The CLG Household
Projections are derived from population forecasts supplied by the Office for National
Statistics. Household Projections are quite sophisticated and seek to measure and
calibrate inter alia the effects of immigration and changes in household headship.
A valid OAHN projection will (as at 2013/14) combine the 2008- and 2011-based
Household Projections to come up with a credible OAHN for the area in question.
Leading academic institutions and planning consultancies that are active in the field
use such an approach. It is not known whether any Council, or group of Councils,
has sought to challenge the government’s ‘mandated approach’.
David Turver (Question Content a)  m)
There are a large number of tautologies and flawed assumptions in the SHMA which I would
like to draw out and thus challenge the overall conclusion.
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a)
Background: Surrey Heath and Rushmoor are both more highly developed than
Hart.
Question: What is the rationale for grouping largely rural Hart with such heavily built up
areas? Would it not be more appropriate to group Hart with more rural districts to the
west and south?
Response:
Government Guidance indicates that SHMAs should be prepared for functional
housing market areas. Wessex Economics undertook studies for Hart, Rushmoor
and Surrey Heath to identify the relevant housing market area within which the
authority is located. The functional ties in terms of migration and travel to work
patterns tie Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath more strongly together than the
linkages with any other local authorities. (see Section 2 and Appendix B of the
Consultation Draft SHMA)
There is no advantage in seeking to disengage from the current
Hart/Rushmoor/Surrey Heath housing market area. Firstly, the links are too strong
and there is only a weak link with Basingstoke and almost no link with East
Hampshire. East Hampshire has much stronger links with Winchester and this has
been accepted through its Local Plan process. Secondly, both East
Hampshire/Winchester and Basingstoke have much higher objectively assessed
housing needs and housing targets. Therefore, even if a stronger link with either of
these two adjoining housing market areas could be established, it would almost
inevitably mean that Hart’s housing target would increase. Furthermore, it would not
preclude Surrey Heath and Rushmoor from still pursuing objections to any Hart Local
Plan over the need for the Hart Local Plan to accommodate unmet adjoining housing
market needs.
In conclusion, Hart/Rushmoor/Surrey Heath are collectively satisfied that the
emerging SHMA is a robust piece of work in line with Government guidance. There
is always scope to debate a piece of work like the SHMA, the data used, the
assumptions made etc. Some will challenge whether the housing market area has
been correctly identified, some will argue that the OAHN is too high, and some will
argue it is too low (indeed there are consultation responses to that effect). Ultimately
is for a Planning Inspector to decide if the evidence is robust when the plan is
examined.
b)
Background: The report uses as it starting point for the OAHN the official
government projections for the number of households in the Housing Market Area (HMA)
that includes Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath which states that the total number of new
homes required per annum is 790. The report then states that the ONS usually understates
these requirements so it makes an arbitrary adjustment upwards to 925 homes per annum.
However, the government website (https://www.gov.uk/household-projections-notes-anddefinitions-for-data-analysts ) states that The current methodology in England reflects work
to improve the household projections outputs and methods to better meet user needs.
Question: What is the justification for a small economics consultancy to challenge the
official government figures when the government itself asserts that it has improved its
methods and outputs, especially when the assumption leads to an additional 135 dwellings
per annum being required across the whole HMA over a 20 year period, a total of 2,700
dwellings?
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Response:
As explained in the report, (para 7.25) National Planning Policy Guidance requires
that those preparing reports assessing OAHN consider whether the ONS projections
require adjustment to reflect factors affecting local demography and household
formation rates which are not captured in past trends. This is endorsed by
professional bodies such as LGA and RTPI. Wessex Economics has to adhere to the
Guidance issued by Government.
The Consultation Draft SHMA is transparent in what adjustments Wessex Economics
have made and why. The adjustments made are not arbitrary. Indeed they have
been carefully considered and debated. It is worth noting that 2012-based
Household Projections are likely to be issued soon by CLG which will provide
household projections through to 2037. If these are issued before an Inspection of
the Hart Local Plan the implications of these projections for the assessment of OAHN
will need to be considered.
c)
Background: The summary in section 3 notes that the level of household growth in
Hart at 10% over the past 10 years has been higher than the regional and national averages.
This growth in households can only have been accommodated by new building (e.g. Elvetham
Heath in Fleet and St Marys Park in Hartley Wintney).
Question: Why is it that we need to base our future housing need on past rates of
development that were above the regional and national average, this can only lead to the
conclusion that over time, more building will lead to even more building which is absurd and
cannot be sustainable?
Response:
There are fundamentally three components to household growth; the natural change
in the population (births minus deaths); net migration; and the propensity to form
households. Clearly an absence of new housebuilding could constrain net inmigration; and a significant volume of new housebuilding will make it more possible
to accommodate an increase in net-migration. Both past constraints on housing
supply and past provision of new housing supply are factors that play a part in
migration patterns. This will have an influence on the population and household
projections at local authority level.
It is important to emphasise the OAHN is for the Housing Market Area as a whole
and not for individual authorities. Figure 7.5 shows levels of housing completions
across the Housing Market Area as a whole. For this element of the analysis it is not
particularly relevant to the analysis which authority these dwellings are built in.
d)
Background: Section 7 of the report deals with migration into and out of the Surrey
Heath, Rushmoor and Hart Housing Market Area (HMA). Figure 7.5 draws a correlation
between migration and housing completions. In essence, if you build more houses more
people will come to the area. This is perhaps an obvious point. For Hart in particular, they
use the years of 2005-2010 as the years that are most representative of the trend of
migration (years in which significant building in Elvetham Heath and other places was taking
place). More recent trends in Figure 7.4 shows a slowdown of migration and indeed a net
outward migration from Hart during 2009-2011 and a net outward migration from the
whole of the HMA in 2011-12. In essence they are saying in para 7.35 that we must assume
levels of house-building during the credit boom (itself hardly sustainable) to support the
population growth of that time in order to predict future population growth for which we
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will then need to build even more houses. This is an absurd tautology which leads to a gross
distortion of underlying need.
Question: Why are we basing future need on the years with the highest inward migration
that happened during an unsustainable credit boom, and not the most recent years with
lower migration which will lead to a more economically and environmentally sustainable
solution?
Response:
The conclusion on net migration and housebuilding as set out in the box following
Figure 7.5 sets out our assessment of whether reduced levels of housing supply has
had an effect on migration patterns. As stated previously, National Planning Policy
Guidance requires Wessex Economics to assess whether there are factors affecting
local demography and household formation rates which are not captured in past
trends that we should take account of in assessing OAHN.
The reduced rates of housebuilding 2007-12 is a relevant factor that Wessex
Economics is required to consider. The Government has set out in Guidance how
‘housing need’ is to be determined. Failure to pay attention to Government Guidance
will lead to any Local Plan being found unsound. Under such circumstances local
authorities are likely to find that they will be subject to speculative applications for
residential development that are very likely to be approved on appeal if the local
authority refuses planning permission.
Paragraph 7.36 explains the judgement Wessex Economics have come to in the light
of the evidence. Successive Governments and professional planning bodies (eg
RTPI) have been of the view that at least since 2000 the number of homes being built
in England has been less than that required to adequately house the existing and
anticipated population of the country.
e)
Background: Figure 7.7 shows that the trend in household size as measured by the
census is slightly upward for the period from 2001 to 2011. However, all of the forward
projections reverse this trend and predict a further fall in average household size without
any justification. Wessex have taken some mid-point of the CLG projections.
Question: Why cant we base our projected household size on the most recent Census
data rather than data that is 30 years old and thus reduce our OAHN?
The available evidence shows that there has been an element of suppressed
household formation in recent years. It would be unsafe to assume that recent
patterns of household formation will continue into the future. Government is very
likely to take the view that some of this recent change in household formation is not
the expression of the personal preferences of single people or couples, but are a
reflection of housing shortage and affordability issues.
f)
Background: Para 7.63 assumes as its base level a higher rate of future job growth
(700 p.a.) in the future than was achieved (650 p.a.) during the exceptional, unsustainable
boom years of 1998-2008 when our rate of building was already above regional and national
averages. Paras 7.68 and 7.69 then further exaggerate the future level of job growth by
suggesting it could rise to 1,560 jobs per annum, more than double the Scenario 1 estimate
which is based on employment growth that occurred during the largest, unsustainable credit
boom in history. The final jobs growth based estimate used is then a mid-point between the
already over-estimated base assumption and the wildly exaggerated high end projection.
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Question: Why arent we using employment projections based on more sustainable
economic and environmental assumptions which probably ought to be lower than those
achieved between 1998-2008?
Response:
The National Planning Policy Framework requires local authorities to plan positively
for economic development. Local Plan policies that merely assume that the authority
should plan simply for historic rates of job growth are unlikely to be found sound,
particularly when forecasts of future job growth produced by Forecasting Houses
indicate significant future job growth.
It is important to realise that anticipated job growth is deemed to be largely
independent of the number of houses. Job growth reflects the demand of employers
for labour; and we have two sources of insight into what those requirements may be
in future; historic trends in employment growth and employment forecasts prepared
by forecasting houses. Thus there is no presumption that building homes is the
source of job growth in the HMA area.
Rather job growth is associated with the anticipated growth in demand for labour of
local employers. National Planning Policy Guidance requires an assessment of
whether the local labour force is sufficiently large to meet these demands. In
answering this question allowance has to be made for the ageing of the workforce
which means that the number of people available for work per ‘000 population is
falling over time. The upward adjustment reflects the requirement set out on page 10
of National Planning Policy Guidance that consideration is given to the whether the
growth in population is sufficient to meet the anticipated growth in labour demand.
Planning Policy Guidance requires those undertaking SHMAs to ‘make an
assessment on the basis of past trends and/or economic forecasts as appropriate..’.
This is the approach adopted by Wessex Economics. The Consultation Draft SHMA
explains in detail the different scenarios for employment growth examined, and
Wessex Economics reasons for adopting Scenario 2 as the basis for forward
planning.
g)
Background: Para 7.81 sets out six ways in which jobs can increase without
increasing the need for additional housing. Para 7.83 says the modelling has taken account of
only one of those factors. This again has the impact of increasing the housing stock required
in the OAHN.
Question: Why cant we take account of all six ways in which jobs can increase without
building more housing?
Response:
It is possible to make reasonable assumptions for changes in activity rates, and this
is easily incorporated into the demographic modelling. Were one to start modelling
all sorts of options with assumptions regarding the full range of variables that
influence the relationship between jobs and resident workforce, it would produce
great complexity and obscure the choices that policy makers have to face.
h)
Background: Figure 8.9 suggests Hart needs to build around 260 affordable homes
per annum if the backlog is to be cleared in five years as part of the overall 370 homes per
annum required.
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Question: Please explain how building a Barratts estate new town in Winchfield will
address this affordable requirement?
Response:
The affordable housing requirement has been subject to review in response to
consultation responses and has been revised. The figures for affordable rented
housing are now for 72 affordable homes for rent pa in Hart over the 20 year plan
period compared to the OAHN figure of 370 homes pa in Hart. As with large
development there would be a requirement to provide affordable housing in the
region of 40% of the total development.
i)
Background: The demographics of the district are changing. According to the
SHMA, by 2031, there will be an additional 10,000 people over 60 (including more than
6,850 over 75) expected to be living in the district and an extra 3,620 people who will be
suffering from dementia or have some sort of mobility problem. Section 9 of the SHMA
suggests that future housing stock should be built to broadly reflect the existing stock.
Evidence from developers such as Churchill and McCarthy and Stone suggests
(http://www.mccarthyandstone.co.uk/documents/research%20and%20policy/oorh%20full%20
report%20may%202011.pdf ) that remote estate locations are not good places to house the
elderly and infirm.
ii)
Question: What evidence base is there to suggest that the needs of the future
population will be met by past housing stock? What evidence has the council collected to
determine the best types of accommodation and the best places to build those types of
housing to meet the needs of the elderly and infirm?
Response:
The SHMA does not embed a housing mix for all time and will be reviewed as time
goes on. The development industry is reflecting the demographic changes identified
by developments such as the McCarthy and Stone and Churchill developments going
ahead in Fleet.
j)
Background: Para 7.119 states the following These market signals point to the need to
identify and address the demographic and economic need for housing; they do not themselves
provide a quantifiable need for housing (and indeed there is no recognised methodology for this).
Question: If there is no recognised methodology for providing a quantifiable need for
housing, why are we following an approach that is artificially inflating the housing need for
the area that will inevitably lead to the destruction of the most attractive parts of the
district?
Response:
Para 7.119 is saying that no further uplift to the objectively assessed housing need
figure is needed once market signals are taken into account. The comment about
there being no recognised methodology relates solely to the question of how to factor
in market signals, not the SHMA methodology as a whole.
k)
Background: The Localism Act requires local authorities to maintain a list of assets
of community value which have been nominated by the local community.
Question: Where can the Hart register of assets of community value be found, and can I
nominate the Winchfield area as an asset of community value?
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Response:
The Hart register of Assets of community value can be found at:
http://www.hart.gov.uk/conservation-listed-buildings
Nominations for assets of community value can be made by parish councils or
groups with a connection with the community. Individuals cannot nominate
community assets.
The legislation for assets of community value is aimed at individual assets rather
than whole areas, i.e. buildings or amenities that play a vital role in local life such as
community centres, libraries, swimming pools, village shops, markets or pubs. The
purpose being that should that asset come up for sale, the local community has an
opportunity to bid for it. Residential dwellings are exempt from being placed on the
register unless they are ancillary to a main use (e.g. landlord accommodation above
a pub).
The Council will carefully consider any applications to register an asset of community
value against the legislation, but it is difficult to see how an entire area could qualify.
l)
Question: Can the council please commence activity to protect the Winchfield area
as Green Belt on the following grounds:
·
·
·
·

To check the unrestricted sprawl of built-up areas.
To safeguard the surrounding countryside from further encroachment.
To prevent neighbouring towns from merging into one another.
To preserve the special character of historic towns.

Response:
The Council does not want to see settlements coalesce, and it will use the local plan
to ensure this does not happen. With regards Green Belt, the NPPF is clear that new
Green Belt should only be established in exceptional circumstances, for example
when planning for larger scale development such as new settlements or major urban
extensions (para 82). So if we were to consider creating new Green Belt, it would
have to be in that context. But justifying a new Green Belt would by no means be
straightforward given the additional criteria in the NPPF at para 82:
If proposing a new Green Belt, local planning authorities should:
demonstrate why normal planning and development management policies
would not be adequate;
set out whether any major changes in circumstances have made the adoption
of this exceptional measure necessary;
show what the consequences of the proposal would be for sustainable
development;
demonstrate the necessity for the Green Belt and its consistency with Local
Plans for adjoining areas; and
show how the Green Belt would meet the other objectives of the Framework.
In the event that a new settlement at Winchfield proceeds, the Council will consider
whether a Green Belt around it will be appropriate.
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m) Background: The information on the environmentally sensitive areas of Hart can be
found here:
http://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents
/Planning_policy/SA%20Scoping%20Appendix%203%20Baseline%20Information.pdf (p20).
As can be seen from the map, the proposed development is within the Zone of Influence of
the Thames Valley Heath SPA; contains numerous Sites of Interest to Nature Conservation
(SINCs) and is so close to the SSSI sites at Odiham Common and Basingstoke Canal that it
must be damaging to those sites.
Question: Why is the council intent on pursuing a preferred strategy that will in all
likelihood fall foul of legislation to protect our environment?
Response:
The Council is very concerned about impacts on the environment, and is not looking
to submit a plan that falls foul of environment legislation. The testing process will
explore the deliverability of the strategy, including the new settlement option, looking
at a number of factors including environmental impacts and mitigation. The plan will
be subject to a Strategic Environmental Assessment, and to a Habitats Regulations
Assessment process, both designed to protect the environment as enshrined in
European law. Natural England as a statutory consultee will be consulted on the
plan, along with a host of other organisations with an interest in ecology and
biodiversity.
Indeed, with regard to the Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Area (SPA) we
are the only local authority challenging Natural England’s assumption that the
SANGs and access management mitigation strategy will work regardless of housing
growth levels. So we are being far more pro-active than other local authorities
affected by the Thames Basin Heaths SPA to ensure that the plan does not fall foul
of environmental legislation.
Housing Options Paper
Guy Bewsher (Question 1, 2, 3 and 4)
1.
Even after the Council had weighted the responses, the Consultation Process resulted
in only 22% of respondents voting in favour of a New Town in Winchfield.
a.

With such a low vote in favour of the New Town option how does the Council
justify ignoring the wishes of the other 78% of the population? And:

b.

I note from the response from South Warnborough Parish Council that naming
Winchfield in the Consultation document materially affected their response. Had
Daryl Phillips taken the advice of the Parish Council Chairman on the 6th August and
not named Winchfield, or also named the 203 hectares available at Lodge Farm, does
the Council accept that the vote favouring Option 4 might have been even lower?

2.
Given that Hart requires over 360 houses per year to be built, and Harts favoured
contractor states it can only deliver 250 a year, how and where will the shortfall be
delivered?
3.
Can the Council assure residents that all owners of land on the edges of all the larger
settlements of Fleet, Yateley, Blackwater and Hook, (including the MOD), have been
contacted, and been given a proper opportunity to promote their land for housing
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development in the future - such that a proper and transparent sequential assessment can be
undertaken to properly illustrate and understand the implications of new development of
this scale on the infrastructure, services, facilities and natural environment of each option
site.
4.
Can the Council confirm that the consultation questionnaires used by Hart Council
for residents to give their opinions were independently audited to ensure neutrality in the
way the information was presented?
Caroline Hoffman (Question 1 and 2)
1
Why is it that when the housing Options went out for public consultation, the
questionnaire was not site-specific in its Option 4 section? No mention was made of
Winchfield being considered.
2
Why is the Council now being asked to 'test' the site-specific new settlement of
Winchfield, especially when a large site like Lodge Farm has recently been offered for
consideration?
Tristram Cary (Question 1)
The Preferred Options Paper J (para 5.9) states that Winchfield is the only area in Hart
where a sustainable New Town could be realistically delivered. We assume that a statement
of such fundamental importance to the future of the whole district has not been made
without a detailed comparative analysis of all the feasible sites where a new settlement could
be built. What sites have been evaluated? What objective evaluation criteria (including their
weightings) were used to compare these sites? Who developed the evaluation criteria and
weightings? How were the evaluation criteria and weightings tested and approved to ensure
that they served the best interests of Hart and its inhabitants?
Henry Chandler (Question 1)
1
Given the current status in the Local Planning Process do the committee have any
comment as to why Barratts have chosen now to submit such a comprehensive proposal
against one option and why they or any other developers/land owners have not been actively
encouraged to present equivalents for other Options to allow stakeholders to have a richer
understanding of the deliver-ability and suitability of the Options?
Sue Hewlett-Smith
Can Hart explain how and why they made the decision to nominate the Winchfield New
Town option as the only viable option to their planning requirements with such haste and
secrecy and how it got to the stage of a full colour brochure being produced before anyone
knew anything. Obviously Barrett has one priority which is to make money for its
shareholders. Has Hart been in discussions with Barrett and why were the other options
discarded with such haste and lack of transparency?
How does Hart think that 5,000 new homes will fit into 500 acres with schools, shops, open
spaces etc when a new area in Basingstoke with only 3,900 houses is being built on 2,000
acres?
If this goes ahead what provisions will Hart be making to ensure that life can continue for
the people of Winchfield during the 20 years of the build?
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Hamish Elvidge
As local residents we constantly hear the question 'Why is Hart not building houses on
more brownfield and empty office sites?'
Could you please answer the following questions:
1.
How many identified 'brownfield' and 'empty office' sites are there in Hart and where
are they located?
2.
How many houses do you consider could be built on these sites?
3.
What stage (in planning terms) have these sites reached?
Ian Coster (Question 2)
2.
Lodge Farm, south of Hook, put in a proposal in October to Hart. This apparently
was 'too late' to be considered by the Council.
Could the Council please tell us:
the date it received this proposal,
whether or not the Council had a published closing date for sites to be put forward,
how many houses this proposal could accommodate,
and whether or not it is going to be considered?
David Salisbury
How can it be justifiable for the Council to select a specific site for development of a new
town of 10,000 plus residents after only a cursory and general public consultation on
strategy without any specifics, no serious consideration of alternatives and no consultation
whatsoever on the choice of site?
Barrie England (Question 1 and 5)
1
What sites other than Winchfield have been considered for a new settlement and
what are the reasons for rejecting them?
Response:
The other option that has come forward for a new settlement is at Lodge Farm, near
North Warnborough. This site was submitted on 10th October 2014. It is not a
directly comparable proposal, being less than half the size of the Winchfield proposal
and with obvious sustainability weaknesses compared to the Winchfield option, key
ones being the lack of a railway station, and a flood plain through the heart of the
site. That said, no options have been rejected at this stage and the Lodge Farm
proposal will be looked at more closely as part of a process of evaluating alternative
strategies and sites.
5
Who are the landowners offering land for development in Winchfield, and where do
they live?
Response:
Submissions to the SHLAA usually include information on land owners, which can be
viewed on request at the Council offices.
Sue Beagley (Question 2)
Will the Council carry out the same testing at SHL110 (Lodge Farm) during the testing
period as this is a later addition of land availability suitable for a new settlement option. Or
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does any arrangement they have with, or preference for Barratts only include Greenfield
sites in Winchfield?
Matthew Evans
1
Can the Council provide evidence of the depth of work carried out to consider
other potential solutions to the housing question for Hart. It is clear it is important
for a Local Plan to be agreed and submitted to ensure Hart retains control over
further development, as we should know what is best for our area. My concern is
that this potential new town is an easy option as fits only the requirement to build
houses. While what is best for the district as a whole has been ignored. We have
numerous towns that are seeing shop closures and are under utilised and yet a new
town will quicken their decline and lead to a more inefficient district. Brown field and
council land and old office buildings can now be considered and would surely be a
better use of existing infrastructure. The potential to encourage this development
while pooling contributions for section 106 and allowing a clear vision for the
distribution of additional infrastructure to appropriate areas should at least receive a
fair examination too. Please can you explain steps taken to consider this approach?
2

Can you clarify that all other options are also being considered and will be worked
through in the same detail as the potential new town? It has been stated that all
options are still currently open for consideration.

3

Why is it that the Council is being dictated to by a developers plan when there has
been little or no support for this plan in the previous draft plan and after the recent
questionnaire in which only 1% of the Hart population ticked the new town box?

Andrew Renshaw (Question 3)
Can we be given details of the new settlement at Cambourne, Cambridgeshire, which Cllr
Radley illustrated at Cabinet as an example of the sort of new settlement that he thought
Hart could achieve at Winchfield? For instance, what is the area of land involved there, the
timescale of development, and the proximity of the nearest railway station?
Response:
The Housing Options Consultation paper made clear at the outset that is likely that a
combination of growth options will need to be considered if the District is to meet its
housing needs. The scale of development currently proposed is now far greater than
that envisaged in the withdrawn Core Strategy. The evidence is that Council cannot
meet its housing needs by focusing new development solely within existing
settlements or on brownfield land alone – there is insufficient land identified in the
Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA). The SHLAA is publicized
at http://www.hart.gov.uk/Evidence-base (the SHLAA is a register of land that site
owners or promoters confirm is available for development). The Council will
therefore need to follow a distribution approach involving all distribution options –
including the identification of a large element of greenfield development.
http://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Council_meetings/K_Novem
ber/14%2011%20C%20Council%20Local%20Plan%20housing%20Strategy%20and
%20maps.pdf.
The Options Paper Consultation was non-site specific albeit it specifically highlighted
that the start point would be land that had been identified by landowners as being
available for development (SHLAA). With respect to Option 4 in the Options Paper
CL.56

reference was made to the past history and combination of sites offered by
landowners in Winchfield. The availability of this land is well known to both District
Councillors and local parish councils, and has been published for some time on
Hart’s web site.
The Consultation asked everyone in Hart to consider a range of distribution options,
to indicate which they would prefer - or suggest any other ideas that they might have.
It included a renewed call for all landowners to put forward any new sites for
consideration, so that the best options could be identified. This was publicized in the
press, on the Council’s web site, and also in Hart News - the latter having been
delivered to every household in Hart. All organisations and individuals on the Local
Plan mailing list were notified.
The questionnaire leaflet that was used in association with the Option Paper
Consultation was prepared and reviewed by a group of Officers, Councillors, and
representatives of the Parish Councils.
The Options Paper was not a call for a vote or referendum. The Council has also not
weighted any responses albeit there were some clear preferences expressed across
the district, which Councillors may take into account.
The Council is only allowed to mention sites that are available (to be considered
available and developable, sites should be in a suitable location for housing
development and there should be a reasonable prospect that the site is available and
could be viably developed at the point envisaged). There are a number of vacant and
underused “brownfield” sites identified in the SHMA. The SHMA identifies their
capacity and the assessment is that taking into account “windfalls” these sites could
deliver around 750 dwellings through the Local Plan (Option 1). Unfortunately, only
land identified in the SHMA can be counted and therefore whilst it may be
aspirational for other vacant or underused sites to be brought forward for
development, they cannot be relied upon or counted at this stage.
Winchfield is put forward for testing as the landowners/site promoters have indicated
it is available. Winchfield is the only currently available candidate. There is simply no
alternative site that has been advanced as being available if the new settlement
option is to be tested in the form as envisaged by Option 4. Winchfield may fail the
test and other major sites may well materialize, in which case they will be tested as
well and provide a comparison. But not to test any site will delay the formation of a
plan by many months, which leaves the district exposed to uncontrolled development
without planned infrastructure - including at Winchfield.
Meanwhile Barrett’s have put together a vision document, to suggest how these sites
might make a feasible settlement. They have done so as a response to the Options
Paper consultation to ensure that the option of a new settlement is given
consideration. There has however, been no decision made and there is no proposal
or planning application. It is important to first test to see if this option is feasible and
deliverable.
The Council did not receive the Lodge Farm submission until 10 October 2014. It
therefore could not have influenced the initial consultation process. Lodge Farm has
a suggested yield of 1,700 houses (the site promoter submission paper work
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suggests only 1,500). This is some way below the threshold for a new settlement.
Despite its size in area, it is suspected that this is an optimistic figure considering the
constraint of the flood plain but this still needs to be assessed properly against all
constraints, as all SHLAA sites are in an ongoing process.
An example of a well laid out development is Cambourne. It is a new settlement in
Cambridgeshire. It has been built in distinct stages, the first started as far back as
1998 (having received planning permission in 1996). The most recent development
stage at Upper Cambourne is perhaps more relevant, started in 2008 and targeted
for completion in 2016. The Cambourne development will deliver a total of 4,250 new
homes.
In regards to hectarage, Wikipedia reliably informs us that the entire combined site at
Cambourne is 400 ha, though this land is also used for industrial estates and a golf
course. The land given over for residential use is some 133ha.
The nearest mainline railway station is located at St Neots and then Cambridge itself,
some 11 miles away.
Risks and unmet Housing Need
Tristram Carey (Question 2)
In the Hart Local Plan: Housing Development Options Consultation dated July 2014 (Paper
C), Appendix I Option 4 (Risks) (page 58), the last Risk states that "proposing a large longterm strategic development may encourage one or more neighbouring local authorities to
seek help in meeting their own housing requirements under the 'duty to cooperate' ".
However this risk, with its serious consequences for the whole of Hart, was omitted from
the paper on which residents were asked to vote. In that paper the only con against Option
4 was that "it could take several years before homes are built, so would need to be
combined with another option". Discussing the options with residents over the last two
months I think it is clear that many people who voted for Option 4 would not have done so
if they had been made aware of the high probability that a New Town would result in a
demand for Hart to help meet the housing requirements of other districts in the SHMA
area, thus seriously jeopardising Hart's rural nature. In its questionnaire summary why did
the council omit the serious risk of attracting extra housing demand in favour of the 'nonrisk' that Option 4 would need to be combined with other Options? Who decided to omit
the risk and how was the decision reviewed and ratified?
Henry Chandler (Question 2)
As the representation of the Hart community and its stakeholders, what assessment has the
council undertaken and considered necessary to allow a comprehensive Local Plan that
meets local originated needs in development as a priority rather then what appears to be an
solely externally driven agenda.
Philip Todd
Will the New Settlement option provide a good match for the local housing needs that
have been identified in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment or will it merely boost
growth whilst doing little to protect other communities from speculative planning proposals
to build the very high proportions of both smaller and affordable homes that the SHMA
identifies as being needed?
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Andrew Ewbank
If a large scale new settlement somewhere in Hart (not necessarily in Winchfield) went
ahead, the 'duty to co-operate' with neighbouring local authorities would come into play. A
new settlement plus another housing option could provide a surplus of housing within the 15
year time constraint. This would mean that excess housing from Surrey Heath and
Rushmoor could be transferred to Hart.
Can you say whether or not you see this extra housing coming from 'across Hart's borders'
as a likely outcome, and if it is likely what sort or numbers do you envisage Hart having to
accept from nearby authorities?
Response:
The risk is that by failing to put in place a Local Plan will result in developers
continuing to determine where growth takes place within Hart and not the local
community – this was the recent message from Bandon Lewis. It is currently
resulting in ad hoc planning without any link to the co-ordinated provision of
infrastructure. It means that the Council cannot protect what is important to it or
deliver improvements to local communities.
It is paramount that the Local Plan is prepared based on a strategy that seeks to
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities (an overriding NPPF obligation).
Whilst the extent of any shortfall is still to be quantified and will not be known until our
neighbours are further advanced in their own planning, both Rushmoor and Surrey
Heath have identified a shortfall in meeting housing needs (1,700 and 1,400 homes
respectively). This goes to the heart of the Plan and the Duty to Cooperate. It lay
behind the reason why Hart’s previous Plan was rejected. Developers are already
questioning Hart’s 5-year land supply position on the grounds that it fails to
accommodate the overall shortfall across the housing market area.
Taking SHLAA capacity into account Hart could accommodate a significant amount
of the housing market area shortfall. The Government’s Senior Inspector has recently
advised that the shortfall cannot simply be ignored. To pass the test of soundness at
an examination an Inspector would be expecting to see how the Council has
complied with the Duty to Cooperate and in particular, what flexibility is built into the
Local Plan to accommodate the unmet housing market area need. The Council
therefore must first meet its own immediate needs (4,000 homes), but it must also be
prepared to plan for what could amount to a further 3,000 dwellings (i.e. 7,000
dwellings in total). Not testing the Winchfield option will not change that position.
Any new settlement will have to be planned so that the SHMA needs are addressed.
This means that the housing mix and tenures must track the requirements generated
by the housing needs, including demographic changes such as an ageing population.
Compulsory Purchase
Mr Andrew Renshaw (Question 1)
First is the question I asked at Cabinet that did not receive the courtesy of a reply:
Daryl Phillips explained to attendees at the briefing for parishes on the housing strategy
consultation on August 6 that if Hart had to go down the road of compulsory purchase, this
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would cause problems with the Inspector, so can he explain that again, and tell us the delays
that would be encountered?
Response:
We have no plans for compulsory purchase.
Testing
Andrew Renshaw (Question 2, and 4)
Can we be given an estimate of the cost of testing a new settlement at Winchfield and the
timescale; and have the risks of this course of action been assessed?
Response:
At this stage it is not possible to give a precise estimate of the cost of “testing” the
new settlement option. It is likely to be handled outside the Council for which a
specification and a form of tendering exercise will first be required. This is a
conventional approach and attracts no greater risk that the assessment of other
options.
Will Cllr Parker now admit that the information about Winchfield Station that he gave in an
interview to BBC Radio Surrey on the morning after the Cabinet meeting was incorrect? It
has short platforms: that is, it is not full size, as he stated. Can he further explain how the
car parking can be easily extended, as he suggested. Since parking is now at capacity, will he
assist in finding a solution in the near future in order to overcome the current problems
encountered by rail passengers?
Charles Jamieson
As you will be fully aware ,the pressure on Winchfield station in recent years is such that
parking facilities after commuter times are virtually non existent and the influx of say 3000
new users of trains particularly at peak commuter times would overload
the system. This overpressure on services ,including roads, trains, health and education
would be disastrous and detrimentally affect Winchfield and all the surrounding villages.
What plans do Hart Council and the proposed developers have to satisfactorily address
these issues ?
Barrie England (Question 2 and 3)
2
What consultations have been held with South West Trains and Network Rail about
the ability of the rail services to cope with the increased passenger numbers which a
new settlement at Winchfield would generate?
3

What consultations have been held with the Highways Agency about the likely impact
of such a settlement on increased traffic joining the M3 at junctions 4a and 5?

Response:
We can debate what constitutes a full length platform but we can agree that the one
at Winchfield is sufficient for 8 car trains. However this is not an impediment to
development and neither is car-parking capacity. The key issue is to look forward to
what benefits and infrastructure new development would bring. The Council will work
with Network Rail and the train operating companies. Given sufficient critical mass
there would be no reason why sufficient funds could not be generated through the
development to extend the current platforms and, as recently shown at both Fleet
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and Farnborough, it is clearly possible integrate increased parking into any new
development.
Rail capacity overall is a recognised issue but that would be an issue wherever
development takes place in Hart. It is also not an issue that is unique to Hart and is
certainly not a reason to reject the testing of a new settlement at Winchfield. Network
Rail has published and maintains Route Utilisation Strategies (RUSs), which
establish the most efficient ways to use and, where appropriate, increase network
capacity to deal with forecast changes in demand. The London and South East RUS
2011 represents the latest such thinking for routes into and around the capital,
together with other parts of South East England. A number of options are under
consideration to increase capacity and reduce overcrowding on the
Basingstoke/Guildford to London termini. These will be developed through further
RUS’s.
Hart will be happy to work with Cllr. Renshaw to improve station parking at
Winchfield. The Council will continue working with all infrastructure providers, such
as Network Rail, the Highways Agency, Hampshire County Council, Thames Water,
NHS (England) etc. as well as other infrastructure providers and relevant agencies as
part of the testing process. A full transport assessment will be carried out to establish
the impacts on the transport network and what improvements could be made to the
network to mitigate those impact at all relevant stages in the preparation of the Local
Plan.
Consumer Protection Regulations
Andrew Renshaw (Question 5)
Under Consumer Protection Regulations (CPRs) anyone selling a house, whether as an
individual or through an estate agent, within a certain radius of the planned 5,000 houses,
taking in Odiham, east Hook, Hartley Wintney and west Fleet, will have to disclose the
Barratt scheme in the sales particulars. Every estate agent will have to inform any potential
purchaser of any property about the scheme, even before they view, in case the material fact
about the new town would influence their decision to view. Contravention will lead to
action by Trading Standards.
What effect will the Barratt scheme have on house prices?
Response:
The Consumer Protection Regulations have no relevance as to the testing of
possible growth options. It would also be quite wrong to speculate about house
prices and indeed, it is not the purpose of the planning system to protect the interests
of one person against the interests of another. In any event, to seek to imply that the
testing of a new settlement option at Winchfield gives rise to an issue associated with
the Consumer Protection Regulations (CPR) is misplaced. Firstly, for the purpose of
the planning assessment it is an irrelevant consideration. Secondly, it is a private
matter for the vendors and purchasers of property and finally, it would be quite wrong
for anyone unfamiliar with the details of the property market to either speculate or to
make assumptions on possible implications on private interests.
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Barratts Vision document
Andrew Renshaw (Question 6)
Why, out of 685 responses received to the consultation, was just one, by Barratt Homes,
distributed by Hart to all councillors?
Response:
Barratt Home’s Vision document was published on the web at the same time as all
the other representations. It was afforded no special place or privileges. The
Chairman of Winchfield Parish Council requested and saw an early copy. Barratt’s
had however supplied a number of copies that they asked to be made available to
Councillors. No other site promoter sought to do the same.
The Role of Councillors
Rambir Heyre
With regard to planning decisions, can you tell me how local democracy operates and how
the wishes of the community are taken into consideration? What is the evidence that
Councillors represent the views of their electorate?
Response:
Under constitutional law, councillors represent the interests of their electors
according to their judgment, and are in turn judged on their actions at the next
election. They are not delegates.
Councillors have a number of roles. Overall, they have a duty to act in the interests of
the Council as a whole and all the communities served by it. In terms of planning
decisions, as decision makers Councillors are charged with making decisions on
individual applications. These decisions are made according to the planning scheme
and other relevant local policies. Councillors’ individual opinions about a proposed
development are only relevant in that they may impact on their interpretation of the
legislation. Councillors must base their decisions on the legislative framework.
Members of the community may lobby councillors about individual planning
applications. These community members often expect their elected representative to
act according to their wishes at all stages of the application process.
Councilllors may be in a position to ensure that the decision makers are aware of
their constituents’ views. However, their statutory obligations as members of the
Council sometimes mean that they cannot act on these views.
Saved Local Plan policies
Christine Strudwick
Will the Council please explain why the saved policies from Hart District Local Plan are not
being adhered to?
When the original Hart District Local Plan was rejected in August 2013 the council saved
many policies, we must assume this was because the studies which had produced the work
proved the importance of taking these forward to influence future development. Many of the
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Rural and Conservation policies apply specifically to the need to carefully control
development in areas of Particular Landscape Character, Winchfield is specified as such.
The countryside is described as being an asset which the plan intends to conserve and protect for
its own sake, where any development in the open countryside should not have a significant
detrimental effect on the character and setting of the countryside by virtue of its siting, size and
prominence in the landscape, that it should be in keeping with their surrounding buildings and
countryside and not adversely affect the amenities of existing residents or activities
The importance of paths and conservation areas, the benefit  to the entire district  of
rural amenities is laid out in great detail, the need to protect rural settings and views and
keep villages defined in their own landscape; Development which would lead to the coalescence
or damage the separate identity of neighbouring settlements will not be permitted.
Winchfield is an important local gap and should listed as such. The proposed development
will join Winchfield to the boundaries of Hartley Wintney. The green lung created by the
farms, fields, copses and small enclaves of houses which comprise Winchfield, so valued and
well-used as a local amenity, will be destroyed. Winchfield will no longer have a separate
identity, it will no longer exist, it will be yet another rural community annihilated by
development.
Response:
This is a new Local Plan. The "old" Local Plan dates from 2001 and having regard to
Government advice it is now out of date. In particular it is silent of how the District
should meet future housing needs. This new Local Plan will replace the "old" Plan.
One key issue it must address is one of the key Government objectives which is to
boost significantly the supply of housing. The Government suggests that the supply
of new homes can sometimes be best achieved through planning for larger scale
development, such as new settlements or extensions to existing villages and towns
that follow the principles of Garden Cities. In view of the level of growth required in
Hart, the Council is seeking to test that potential opportunity.
Environmental Impact
Ian Coster (Question One)
1.
Anyone who has walked Winchfield's footpaths and canal path know that much of
the diverse fauna and flora in its woodlands, fields and wet areas would be likely to be
severely adversely affected by a new settlement of the size proposed. Vast areas of habitat
would simply disappear.
If this proposal is to be 'tested', can you detail the sort of environmental impact surveys
would be undertaken to log the species in the area and assess the impact a large settlement
would be likely to have on them? What agencies would undertake this sort of work?
Response:
At this stage a strategic approach is required and the testing will take the form of a
sustainability appraisal. A sustainability appraisal is a systematic process that must
be carried out during the preparation of a 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 relevant environmental,
economic and social objectives.
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This process is an opportunity to consider ways by which the plan can contribute to
improvements in environmental, social and economic conditions, as well as a means
of identifying and mitigating any potential adverse effects that the plan might
otherwise have. By doing so, it can help make sure that the proposals in the plan are
the most appropriate given the reasonable alternatives. It can be used to test the
evidence underpinning the plan and help to demonstrate how the tests of soundness
have been met. Sustainability appraisal should be applied as an iterative process
informing the development of the Local Plan.
Section 19 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires a local
planning authority to carry out a sustainability appraisal of each of the proposals in a
Local Plan during its preparation. More generally, section 39 of the Act requires that
the authority preparing a Local Plan must do so “with the objective of contributing to
the achievement of sustainable development”.
Sustainability appraisals incorporate the requirements of the Environmental
Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004 (commonly referred to as
the ‘Strategic Environmental Assessment Regulations’), which implement the
requirements of the European Directive 2001/42/EC (the ‘Strategic Environmental
Assessment Directive’) on the assessment of the effects of certain plans and
programmes on the environment. Sustainability appraisal ensures that potential
environmental effects are given full consideration alongside social and economic
issues.
In assessing sustainability appraisals the Council works with national bodies, such as
Natural England.
Letter to RT Hon Brandon Lewis
Sue Beagley
1
With reference to a letter from Councillor Stephen Parker to The RT Hon Brandon
Lewis MP dated 3rd November 2014 thanking him for arranging a planning inspector advisory
visit on 20th Oct. The letter was available on the Council website but subsequently removed.
Would the Councillor please explain the reference to skip consultations and thus
shortening the program by some months
Response:
The letter to Brandon Lewis remains on our web site and can be found on its original
page http://www.hart.gov.uk/Emerging-planning-policy-guidance. The Senior
Planning Inspector advised the Council that there is no legal requirement to consult
on a draft Local Plan prior to publication of a pre-submission draft Plan.
Landscape Character Assessment 1997
Sue Beagley (Question 3)
When was the last Landscape Character Assessment of Winchfield made? This is referred to
in documents to aid SA Assessment. You refer to a document link on Hart website Scott
Wilson 1997 but the link does not work. However if written in 1997 the document is
nearly 20 years old and could be out of date especially with regard to a development of this
scale
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Response:
Landscape character does not readily change and essentially is static over time. Hart
has not significantly changed over the past few years. The 1997 Character
assessment is essentially just as valid today as it was 20 years ago.
Process
David Turver
f)
Background: Most of the consultation feedback from developers was against Option
4. The only developer in favour was Barratts and they produced an expensive glossy
brochure as part of their submission.
Question: Please set out all of the contact between the council (meaning council officers
and councillors) and Barratts in the period from one month before the SHMA was
commissioned and 31 October 2014, and all of the contact between the council (meaning
council officers and councillors) and all other significant developers for the same period.
Response:
We have no record of any formal meetings with developers during this period. In any
event the SHMA was conducted by contractors who were requested to perform their
work on housing needs independent of land supply. Officers will have had contact
with SHLAA site owners etc. in order to clarify issues on those sites. It is also
possible that planning officers may have encountered employees of development
companies in the course of their usual professional activities.
Andrew Renshaw (Question 8)
What are the chances of Hart district maintaining its place next month in the Halifax ratings
as the best place to live in Britain?
Response
Chances are good, but the more interesting question in the light of the current issues
is what are the chances in several years time. To that I would answer excellent, as
we have a district council and community intent on ensuring that any development
wherever it is located will play its part in keeping Hart a superb place to live.
Barrie England (Question 4)
Which councillors, if any, live in Winchfield?
Response:
I am not aware of any currently living in Winchfield. The members representing the
ward are Councillors Crampton, Kinnell and Southern.
Damian Moran
At the meeting on 6th Nov, Councillor Parker stated that the assessment of use of land at
Lodge Farm, North Warnborough had not been completed because we have not had time;
this was after Councillor Parker had to ask the meeting what the acronym SHLAA stood
for. Have the council now had time to complete the assessment to consider the option of
using land at Lodge Farm and if not already done what is the timescale for doing so? The
council website shows Lodge Farm under SHLAA 100, which if numbered in sequence would
indicate that this SHLAA was initially logged some years ago, is this the same SHLAA that
Councillor Parker has stated they have not had time to review yet?
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Response:
The Lodge Farm submission was received on 10th October 2014 – the final day of the
consultation exercise. The reference numbers are not a guide to the sequence in
which sites were submitted. It was one of many new sites submitted, all of which are
being written up into a new SHLAA for publication in December 2014.
Over the winter and spring alternative strategies and sites, include the Lodge Farm
site, will be appraised in terms of their sustainability against numerous criteria. That
exercise is part of the testing exercise and will inform the Council’s final decision on
its strategy.
Mike Garwood
Could the Council please confirm whether the company they have advising them on the
new plan are also advising any of the major developers involved and inform us to the size of
payment that would be made by the developers to the Council if a new settlement was
agreed.
Response:
The company advising Hart on the new plan (Adams Hendry Consulting) are not
advising any of the major developers involved. The Council will not receive any
payments from the developer by agreeing to test the option of a new settlement.
Kirsty Cary
One of the 'Risks' to Option 4 (new settlement) detailed in the Housing Development
Options Consultation, Paper C, Appendix 1 (July 2014) was:
Proposing a large long-term strategic development may encourage one or more
neighbouring local authorities to seek help in meeting their own housing requirements under
the 'duty to co-operate'
It is well known that the densely populated Districts of Surrey Heath and Rushmoor cannot
cope with their housing demands. If Hart went ahead with a large new settlement, these
two Districts would without doubt 'seek help from Hart' and unload large numbers of their
housing onto our district. Hart would be in no position to refuse these extra houses.
1
What is the quantity of housing numbers you envisage would be likely to come from
our two neighbouring Districts if a large settlement were to be built in Hart?
Response:
Any requirement to take overflow housing from neighbours is unrelated to the size of
a potential settlement in Winchfield. Hart has more than enough identified SHLAA
sites than are required to accommodate Hart’s objectively assessed needs therefore,
if Hart’s neighbours cannot meet their respective needs, it is expected that Hart
should seek to accommodate it.
Hart’s position however, is that both Rushmoor and Surrey Heath must make every
effort to meet their identified needs, regardless of whether the Council goes for a new
settlement or not. Hart will thoroughly test any claims made by those authorities that
they cannot meet their own needs. Any discussion of numbers at this stage is
premature since work is ongoing to ensure that those areas meet their needs as far
as possible.
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2
Is the CIL money Hart would receive for each extra house that came to Hart via this
route enough to compensate for the permanent and cumulative effects this would have on
Hart's housing numbers?
Response:
The Council does not yet have CIL in place. It is seeking to develop a CIL charge
that it as high as possible within the rules of CIL charging, to maximise infrastructure
benefits. There will still be a role for Section 106 on larger developments where
infrastructure is needed on site. The testing process will explore what infrastructure
is needed and how it can be funded.
The most eco-friendly way of building new houses is to build on brownfield sites.
The public perception is that Hart does very little to ensure as many brownfield sites as
possible are developed into housing. As an example, there are large numbers of empty
office blocks in Fleet and Hook that could be pulled down or converted into housing
apartments. Can you please tell me:
3
What is the number of brownfield sites in Hart under consideration for development
for housing at the present time?
4

Where are these sites and how many houses they are likely to account for?

Response:
The Council will endeavour to maximise the contribution from brownfield land.
Unfortunately there are not enough such sites and it is not always the case that the
owners of empty offices, for example, wish to sell their sites, or convert them to
housing.
The SHLAA includes all the available brownfield sites, which can be viewed at:
http://www.hart.gov.uk/Evidence-base
Information on potential supply from brownfield sites was included in the Housing
Options Paper (pages 39-41), which estimated that 580-875 homes could be
delivered on previously developed sites. This will be updated and refined in light of
new information as the plan is prepared.
Tristram Cary
An unbiased Local Development Plan needs be developed as a result of a proper evaluation
of all available development options.
1
Can the Council confirm that they have contacted all owners of land (including the
MoD) on the edges of the larger settlements of Fleet, Yateley, Blackwater and Hook, and
that these landowners have been given a proper opportunity to promote their land for
housing development. Have all the resulting potential sites been objectively assessed in terms
of their impact on infrastructure, services, facilities and the natural environmental in order to
arrive at a prioritised list of available options?
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Response:
The consultation exercise between August and November included a call for sites for
the SHLAA. This resulted in a large number of new sites coming forward. SHLAAs
are used across the country for identifying available land. Site promoters are well
aware of this process, and are very active in promoting sites that might have a
chance of being allocated for development in the plan. The SHLAA has been going
for several years and sites are being promoted around all the main settlements and
many villages, and in other areas. The Council does liaise with the MOD and is kept
aware of any land that is made available for sale or development. Indeed, the Council
was actively engaged with the MoD in the sale of Minley Manor and is currently
engaged with the Home Office on the sale of Bramshill House.
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SUPPLEMENTARY QUESTIONS
David Turver
Mr Turver refuted some of the responses given and the evidence and assumptions behind
the responses. Mr Turver was invited to a meeting at the Council offices with the Portfolio
Holder, Joint Chief Executive and any other relevant officers, to go through any further
questions and points he wished to make.
Tristram Cary
1
Were there objective valuation criteria for the Council to decide on a new site, to be
applied to other sites if they were to be brought forward
Councillor Parker responded:
I am more than happy to evaluate any sites that are brought forward. They will come before
Cabinet and be discussed. If more sites come forward we will measure those as well and
take them on their merits.
2
What was the point of the consultation if you have a new development whose whole
capacity is not required, this creates risk that there are neighbouring districts who will want
us to take on their capacity.
Councillor Parker responded:
The capacity as far as taking overflow from other districts is generated by the SHLA. We all
know that government in years to come will place a requirement on us to find housing. The
reason for a lesser amount than the entire sites capabilities is that a builder cannot build at
that rate, and when it starts to happen the rate of build out will be limited by number of
marketing suites that they have.
3
We need to ask land owners to bring forward land for development. If we could
start with a clean sheet of paper and say this is the best thing for Hart then land owners
would come forward as they would not be vilified for putting their land forward.
Councillor Parker responded:
That would be good, but every area has constraints. There are at leaset two areas that I
know of that are appropriate  but one is in trust and wont be released by its trustees, and
the other is on the fringes of the downs. My experience is that landowners are not
backwards in coming forwards in relation to increasing the value of their land.
Henry Chandler
I am not against development, but keen on ensuring we establish a solution that meets the
quantity of needs, that match the needs of the people in Hart. On page 24  Hart has more
than enough SHLA sites . Could I ask what level of coverage has been identified as
percentage and what that percentage is without option 4?
Response from Councillor Parker
Im sorry I do have the figures to hand - a response will be provided in writing.
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Andrew Renshaw
1
Are you aware than site is about 100 acres short. Have the developers tried to get
others to put land forward as he has with me.
Councillor Parker responded:
That is a matter for them to negotiate with whoever they see fit and to find land to build on
 not for me to police it. Part of the test is that if the land is not available it will fail.
2

Are you aware that the police are interested in terms of blackmail or bribery.

Councillor Parker responded:
I have a rule - the police dont interfere in my business and I dont interfere in theirs.
3
The developer glossy brochure - I only got a copy as a councillor gave it to me. As
a result of getting it I asked for other copies for people of Winchfield who may have had an
interest in it. At what point would Hart have given me a copy?
Councillor Parker responded:
It has been published on the web and is available to Mr. Renshaw as much as anyone else.
Ranbir Heyre
I am interested in how local democracy operates in relation to planning. Are you suggesting
that a councillor may stand on a particular mandates and when elected do what he or she
pleases.
Councillor Parker responded:
Members do tend to listen to their constituents and present what their members wish, but
are under no obligation to do so. They take their chances when they stand for re-election.
Sue Hewlett-Smith
No further questions.
Andrew Ewbank
No further questions.
Hamish Elvidge
1
You indicate that Lodge Farm may be alternative site. There already seems to be an
assumption against this site. Are you recommending a balanced approach? Why is Lodge
Farm not being presented for testing as it would provide 40% of the strategy and alleviate
other sites.
Councillor Parker responded:
We first saw Lodge Farm 6 weeks ago. It will be going into the mix with other sites and will
be measured against them. This does not stop us testing Winchfield. As we move towards
full site allocation we will have more information. If someone comes forward with a site to
build 5000 houses we would move forward on testing that too.
2

Why is Lodge Farm not in the strategy for testing?
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Councillor Parker responded:
The capacity of the Winchfield site is between 4,000  5,000 dwellings, and we are talking
about the lesser amount in this plan period. I would be happy to give an assurance that this
will be tested alongside Winchfield.
Christine Strudwick
1
Which of the saved policies from the HDC local plan will be incorporated in the new
local plan and which of the local conservation policies will be retained.
Councillor Parker responded:
We have not yet determined the detail that comes later in the process. We will make sure
we have adequate protection to ensure local conservation will be protected.
2
Will you give us an outline feeling as to whether conservation policies will be upheld,
many or any of those policies.
Councillor Parker responded:
It will be a brand new plan  I would be astonished if those policies or similar do not appear
in the new plan. The policies will be updated for the new plan  a new set of policies to
seek to protect those areas.
Ian Coster
No questions.
David Salisbury
1
Could the portfolio holder tell us what steps will be taken to ensure a new
settlement will be determined by the local community and not developers.
Councillor Parker responded:
This council will determine what allocated sites are going forward. The sooner we get a
local plan in place the better. We are in difficulties without a local plan  otherwise we are
under threat from developers picking sites and applying for permission.
Mike Garwood
I did ask whether the Council and the company advising them had any relationship with any
of the developers. On their website it shows they do. What payment does the Council
receive?
Councillor Parker responded:
The people advising us are not advising any of the developers in this area. They have their
own professional ethics that say they will not give themselves a conflict of interest. It is
quite possible that some other part of the company may be advising some other part of the
developers. Chinese walls exist. On the other matter  in terms of payments  a developer
will pay a fee for a planning application, and in due course a Section 106 contribution  for
specific infrastructure  for example we may well ask them to pay for the extension of the
platform. This money may pass through our bank account but we dont keep the money.
Kirsty Cary
On the consultation we filled out a form  at the end of each option was a con. This could
take several years  why did you not put this as a con  proposing a large site, neighbouring
areas could dump their housing on us.
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Councillor Parker responded:
We could have and they still might. That is what makes us vulnerable and not whether we
have allocated any particular site. If they do so, we will be challenging their own local plans.
.
Matthew Evans
In the discussion about how much land is available for building  has the council considered
S 106 for provisions of facilities?
Councillor Parker responded:
How many developments can contribute to a large S106  going forward it is only relevant
to large developments that require their own infrastructure. This applies a tariff to every
house that is built and that will provide infrastructure all over the place. We will be testing
the whole of the proposal on the last page of the report. We will always try to maximise
S106 money. We have to produce a list of infrastructure developments we would like to
put in place. We are conscious we need to maximise S106 agreements and CIL returns.
Philip Todd
Would you agree that in relieving development pressures on other sites and going for the
new settlement option appears to be additional to, rather than instead of, other
developments.
Councillor Parker responded:
I understand some may have taken that view  we have to provide a lot of housing over the
next few years and cannot put it all in one place. Im not sure I would want to if I could.
Sue Beagley
1
You have said that you will look at Lodge Farm more  will your resolution be
amended to say  a new settlement at Winchfield and Lodge Farm.
Councillor Parker responded:
No, Lodge Farm is too small to provide the infrastructure we need. We need highway
improvements and a new school and Lodge Farm wont give us that for1800 houses. The
reason why Winchfield is being considered is that is the size that justifies the building of a
secondary school and the highways we need.
2

If you are skipping the consultation  why did you go through the farce of a survey?

Councillor Parker responded:
The reason for consultation is that we wanted to know the answers. As far as consultation
we are skipping, it is very close to the last one and, in accordance with the advice of a Senior
Planning Inspector, would be a waste of time and money.
3

Why do you say that the character assessment from that long ago is still valid?

Councillor Parker responded:
We think it is. If you have any particular issues you are welcome to bring them to the
officers to look at.
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Appendix 4.2 Housing Options
Representations

Hart District Local Plan 2011-2032

Refined Options for Delivering New Homes
Draft Vision & Strategic Priorities
Consultation closes 4pm Friday 18 March 2016

Response Form

This new consultation replaces the earlier consultation which started in November 2015 and
was stopped on 14 January 2016 because it became apparent, following feedback from local
residents, that not all the settlements that were anticipated to be included within one of the
key questions had been correctly captured.

Document Reference: HDLP/RHO/VSP/V2.3

If you have read the new consultation material and would like to re-submit your original
response please visit www.hart.gov.uk/confirmation-of-local-plan-response or email
planningpolicy@hart.gov.uk.

*Indicates a required field.

Name:*
You must give us your name otherwise it will invalidate your response to this
consultation.

Winchfield Parish Council

Postcode:*
You must give us your full postcode. Invalid postcodes will invalidate your response
to this consultation.

If you would like to be sent a copy of the results of this consultation and to
hear about future local plan consultations please enter your email address
below:
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Consultation questions regarding the Refined
Options for Delivering New Homes
You need not answer every question or make comments
but you must answer Questions 4 and 5 and you must
complete those two questions in full by ranking all
preferences otherwise it will invalidate your response.
Q1. Do you have any comments on how to meet the needs of specialist groups
such as affordable and Starter Homes, Custom or self-build homes, specialist
homes for older people, and sites for the Travelling Community?
This submission by Winchfield Parish Council has been prepared under the
Council’s guidance and direction by JB Planning Associates Ltd.
Specialist Homes for Older People
The National Planning Policy Framework expects local authorities to “deliver a wide
choice of high quality homes, widen opportunities for home ownership and
create sustainable and inclusive, mixed communities” (Paragraph 50, NPPF).
Specifically, local authorities are asked to:




“plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic trends,
market trends and the needs of different groups in the community (such as,
but not limited to, families with children, older people, people with
disabilities, service families and people wishing to build their own homes);
identify the size, type, tenure and range of housing that is required in
particular locations, reflecting local demand”.

When planning to meet local demand, it is clear that a key issue that the Local Plan
should address is the District’s ageing population, as acknowledged by Key Issue 2 in the
Council’s Draft Vision and Strategic Priorities document. Census data reveals that
between 2001 and 2011, the older population (65+) in Hart increased by 41% (4,400), and
further analysis carried out in the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA, 2014)
suggest that there has been a particularly significant increase in the number of people of
advanced old age (85+).
With these trends forecast to continue, a significant proportion of the new homes to be
provided in Hart over the plan period will need to be suitable for the needs of older people.
The estimated requirement for specialist housing is set out in the following table taken
from the Council’s SHMA:-
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The total for Hart over the period 2012-30 is 1,390 units, and if this is extended back to
2011 and out to 2032 at the 80 dpa (dwellings per annum) rate to cover the full extent of
the plan period, then the requirement becomes 1,630 units. When the requirement for
registered care housing is added then the total becomes 2,570 additional units over the
plan period.
In terms of addressing the needs of the elderly within Hart, it is fundamental that housing
is provided in the right locations. In this regard, Housing LIN1 has developed a toolkit
‘Planning Ahead for Specialist Housing for Elderly People’ (2012) which identifies that the
success of schemes for specialist housing is largely dependent on site location. Relative
to retirement housing and Extra Care schemes, good sites tend to be:





Well-located and prominent – the most popular schemes are located in busy areas
with good access.
Within a catchment area with a specific need for this form of accommodation and
able to support the proposed tenures.
Usually between 0.5 to 1.5 acres (0.2 to 0.6 hectares).
Close to an established town centre and public transport, usually meaning the
development of brownfield sites.
Sufficiently close to shops, amenities and facilities (such as a GP surgery and
hairdressers) with ideally a level and safe route of access.

Given the importance of accessibility to existing services and facilities to older people,
particularly those who are less mobile, coupled with a strong desire to remain in their
existing communities where they have social ties, it would clearly be inappropriate to meet
the needs of the elderly through a new settlement option. Any contribution in terms of
actual housing supply from a new settlement would be likely to take a considerable period
of time, and it would be even longer until the full range of shops, amenities and services
are provided to support the needs of the elderly.
Therefore, if the Local Plan is to meet the significant housing demand of Hart’s ageing
population, then the housing strategy clearly needs to focus on providing the right types of
dwelling to meet the specific needs of the elderly and in the most sustainable existing
settlements in the District. When considering how to meet the needs of the elderly, the
Council should consider opportunities presented by schemes such as Cheyne Capital’s
The Housing Learning and Improvement Network (LIN), is the leading 'knowledge hub' for a
growing network of housing, health and social care professionals in England involved in planning,
commissioning, designing, funding, building and managing housing with care for older people.
http://www.housinglin.org.uk/
1
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decision to invest £850m in social housing over the next three years in a bid to tackle
Britain’s housing crisis. Cheyne Capital has already reached agreements with Luton
Borough Council that will see 480 affordable homes developed, and it is reportedly keen
to establish partnerships with other Councils and invest in homes for the elderly2.
A direct consequence of such an approach is that, through providing enough homes for
the elderly, this will help release larger and under-occupied properties back onto the
market and effect a movement throughout the housing market. The SHMA (figure 10.8)
identifies that the proportion of older person householders who are home owners is
particularly high in Hart (86%). Many will continue to occupy family sized dwellings, which
they have retained because they wish to remain living in the property and area for as long
as they can. If the future needs of these residents is met by a range of specialist housing
provided for through the Local Plan, then this would inevitably help free up family sized
dwellings and reduce the associated need for new family sized homes to be provided.
With respect to meeting the significant need for elderly accommodation over the plan
period, Winchfield Parish Council also wish to raise concern over the Hart District
Council’s lack of effective means of measuring how many specialist units for the elderly
have been built or permitted since the start of the plan period. To plan properly for the
needs of specialist groups over the plan period, the District Council should be doing more
to keep track of how many specialist units have been built or permitted, and this
information should be published through its Annual Monitoring Report (AMR).
Starter Homes
At the opposite end of the age spectrum, the housing needs of Hart’s younger residents,
particularly first time buyers is a further critical issue for the plan to address. As identified
on page 12 of the consultation paper, house prices in Hart have increased significantly in
the last five years and around 40% of newly forming households have incomes lower that
that needed to buy or rent. To address this issue the Government has recently introduced
a ‘Starter Homes exception site policy’, which helps to meet the housing needs of young
first time buyers by allowing Starter Homes to be offered to them at below their open
market value.
The National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG) explains that “The exception site
policy enables applications for development for Starter Homes on under-used or
unviable industrial and commercial land that has not been currently identified for
housing. It also encourages local planning authorities not to seek section 106
affordable housing and tariff-style contributions that would otherwise apply. Local
planning authorities should work in a positive and proactive way with landowners
and developers to secure a supply of land suitable for Starter Homes exception
sites to deliver housing for young first time buyers in their area.”3
Furthermore “Starter Homes exception sites are expected to be on land that has
been in commercial or industrial use, and which has not currently been identified
for residential development. Suitable sites are likely to be under-used or no longer
viable for commercial or industrial purposes, but with remediation and
infrastructure costs that are not too great so as to render Starter Homes financially
unviable.”4

2

The Sunday Times (6 March 2016) “Hedge fund moves into Luton council houses”
NPPG Reference ID: 55-001-20150318
4 NPPG Reference ID: 55-007-20150318
3
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The NPPG is therefore clear that Hart should be looking to brownfield land when planning
for the needs of its younger population. In doing so, it should be looking to sites which are
not currently identified for housing, possibly due to viability issues. Furthermore, the
recently published consultation document on proposed changes to national planning
policy5 identifies that the Government want to ensure that unviable or underused
commercial and employment land is released under the exception site policy by making it
clear, through amending paragraph 22 of the NPPF, that such should be released unless
there is significant and compelling evidence to justify why such land should be retained for
employment uses. In addition, the Government is also proposing to widen the scope of the
current exception site policy to incorporate other forms of unviable or underused
brownfield land, such as land previously in use for retail, leisure and non-residential uses
(such as former health and education sites). To provide greater certainty that planning
permission will be granted for starter homes on exemption sites, the Government also
proposes to make clear that applications can only be rejected if there are overriding
design, infrastructure and local environment considerations that cannot be mitigated.
Lastly, in an announcement on 4 January 2015, Prime Minister David Cameron said a
£1.2 billion fund to build 30,000 affordable starter homes and 30,000 homes for market
sale on underused brownfield land over the next five years would be created.
In this context, whilst Appendix 1 of the consultation paper identifies an indicative housing
capacity of 453 dwellings across the brownfield Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA) sites considered by the Council to be suitable for development,
considerably more dwellings could be accommodated on brownfield land that has either
been discounted in the SHLAA or more likely, yet to be identified. Further consideration to
the capacity of brownfield land in the District to accommodate development is given later
in our representations, in response to Question 5, with reference to a report prepared for
the Council by Stonegate Homes.
In this regard we note that the consultation document includes a ‘Call for Brownfield Sites’
and thus further opportunities may present themselves. However, it is a significant
oversight of the Council not to promote, or even refer to, the opportunities presented by
the Government’s Starter Homes exception site policy in the Call for Sites form. To
demonstrate compliance with national policy, the Council should clearly be doing more to
encourage brownfield development through working in a positive and proactive way with
landowners and developers to identify opportunities to develop under-used and unviable
brownfield land for Starter Homes.
We understand that the Council is also in the process of identifying ‘zones of brownfield
opportunity’ on sites or areas where B1 office uses are experiencing high levels of, or long
term, vacancy rates. In doing so, the Council should, to comply with current and emerging
guidance on Starter Homes, be extending this search to include all commercial and
employment land, and also land previously in use for retail, leisure and non-residential
uses, that is under-used or no longer viable for such purposes.
Again, with respect to monitoring the progress of delivering starter homes of the plan
period, Winchfield Parish Council also wish to raise concern over the lack of existing
measures in place. We request that the Council is more proactive in keeping track of how
many specialist units have been built or permitted, and that is publishes this information
through its Annual Monitoring Report (AMR)

5

DCLG (December 2015) “Consultation on proposed changes to national planning policy”
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Custom and Self-build
As mentioned above Paragraph 159 of the NPPF identifies that a Strategic Housing
Market Assessment (SHMA) should address the need for all types of housing and the
needs of different groups in the community “including people wishing to build their
own homes.” To meet this requirement national policy requires local authorities to
maintain a register of self-builders so that they can measure interest and as a means of
matching builders to brownfield sites that might become available.6
Again clearly the emphasis of national policy is on delivery on brownfield land. We note
from the consultation document that the Council has created a self-build register and is
inviting individuals or groups to register their interest.
Travelling Communities
The ‘National Planning Policy for Traveller Sites’ (August 2015) requires Local Planning
Authorities to make their own assessment of need when planning for Gypsy and Traveller
sites, and to prepare and maintain an up-to-date understanding of accommodation needs.
Local Planning Authorities (LPAs) are expected to cooperate with travellers, their
representative bodies, and local support groups; other local authorities and relevant
interest groups. Once the evidence base has been established and when identifying a
supply of specific sites, LPAs are required to relate the number of pitches or plots to the
circumstances of the specific size and location of a site and the surrounding population’s
size and density.
The ‘National Planning Policy for Traveller Sites’ makes clear that a key Government aim
in respect of planning for Traveller Sites is “to enable provision of suitable
accommodation from which travellers can access education, health, welfare and
employment infrastructure”. Therefore, clearly the Council should be looking towards
the most sustainable settlements in the district when seeking to meet the accommodation
needs of Hart’s Travelling Communities.
A further consideration to this matter is existing provision, and in this regard we note from
the Council’s ‘Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment’ (2013) that Hart already
accommodates over half of Hampshire’s Local Authority pitches. The ‘National Planning
Policy for Traveller Sites’ identifies that a further Government aim in respect of traveller
sites is that LPAs develop fair and effective strategies to meet need through the
identification of land for sites. Given that the District already accommodates a significant
proportion of Hampshire’s pitches we consider that the onus should be on other
authorities within the County to meet the needs of travelling communities.

DCLG Press Release (17 Sept 2013) “More government support for self-build surge”
https://www.gov.uk/government/news/don-foster-more-government-support-for-self-build-surge
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Q2. Where are the sites within Hart District that you think may be appropriate
for:
a) Affordable and Starter Homes?
As identified in our response to Question 1, to accord with national policy the Council
should be working in a positive and pro-active way to secure a supply of under-used or
unviable brownfield sites for the development of Starter Homes.

b) Custom and Self Build?
As identified in our response to Question 1, to accord with national policy the Council
should be maintaining a register of self-builders so that they can measure interest and as
a means of matching builders to brownfield sites that might become available.
The Council should also encourage self-builders to consider suitable infill sites, including
spare land and garden plots within existing settlements, and thus optimise their potential
to accommodate development.

c) Homes for older people?
As identified in our response to Question 1, if the Local Plan is to meet the significant
housing demand of Hart’s ageing population then the housing strategy clearly needs to
focus on providing the right types of dwelling to meet the specific needs of the elderly and
in the most sustainable existing settlements in the District, where facilities and local
transportation is already in place to service their needs.

d) Travelling communities?
As identified in our response to Question 1, to accord with national policy, any need for
Hart to accommodate further pitches during the plan period should be challenged given
that the District already accommodates more than its fair share. Should Hart need to
accommodate further pitches during the Plan Period, then the housing strategy clearly
needs to focus on providing pitches in the most sustainable existing settlements in the
District.

Q3. Do you agree with the current Settlement Hierarchy? (Please tick)
The Council has an existing Settlement Hierarchy (2010) which is:
Tier 1

Main Urban Area

Fleet, including Church Crookham and Elvetham
Heath

Tier 2

Primary Local
Service Centres

Blackwater & Hawley, Hook, Yateley

Tier 3

Secondary Local
Service Centres

Hartley Wintney, Odiham & North
Warnborough
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Tier 4

Main Villages

RAF Odiham, Crondall, Crookham Village,
Dogmersfield, Ewshot, Eversley, Long Sutton,
Rotherwick, South Warnborough

Tier 5

All remaining villages and hamlets

Yes
No



If not, how should it be changed?
As an initial remark, we note that the Council’s proposed ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ is based
on analysis undertaken in 2010 of the population and facilities and services available
within Hart’s settlements. We question whether this is the most appropriate evidence base
to use given its age, and we suggest that the Council undertakes a review of the previous
assessment to ensure that the ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ reflects the latest position with
respect to the sustainability of each settlement.
In terms of utilising the ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ as a method of dispersal we consider it a
flawed approach for the Council to only be considering growth in the higher order
settlements. Such an approach does not reflect the response to the last consultation on
the ‘Housing Development Options Paper’ (2014), in which 322 respondents answered
“yes” in response to the question of whether even the smallest villages should see new
homes, and 151 said “no”. This clearly demonstrates that there is local support for
development to be dispersed across all settlements.
Furthermore, national planning policy and guidance is clear that the provision of a limited
number of new dwellings within rural villages will enhance the sustainability of such
settlements by providing additional demand for local services and facilities. This is
acknowledged in paragraph 55 of the NPPF, which states that “to promote sustainable
development in rural areas, housing should be located where it will enhance or
maintain the vitality of rural communities”. The NPPG adds that “all settlements can
play a role in delivering sustainable development in rural areas – and so blanket
policies restricting housing development in some settlements and preventing other
settlements from expanding should be avoided unless their use can be supported
by robust evidence.”7
National policy is therefore clear that a proportionate level of development can bring new
life to established societies within villages and can help sustain existing services and
potentially generate custom for new facilities. Given the critical decisions that need to be
made in Hart over the distribution of housing growth, the Council should be doing all that it
can to ensure that the ‘Settlement Hierarchy’ and associated development strategy
reflects local support and that the vitality of all of Hart’s settlements is enhanced or
maintained over the plan period.
7

Reference ID: 50-001-20140306
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In this context, the Council will be aware that Winchfield Parish Council is in the process of
preparing a ‘Neighbourhood Plan’. Draft version 6.2 (November 2015) sets out, in Section
4, the housing need for Winchfield Parish and how the existing community considers that
this need should be met in a sustainable way over the plan period. The objectively
assessed housing need for Winchfield Parish has been identified as 76 houses over the
period 2015 to 2032, of which 26 have already been granted planning permission. The
remaining 50 are expected to be delivered evenly over the plan period through a
combination of new unobtrusive developments on brownfield sites and a number of
sensitive developments (of up to seven houses) on existing residential land.

Our priority will be to deliver new homes on brownfield land (land that has
previously been developed). However we do not think there will be enough
brownfield land available to meet our needs. Any development that cannot be
built on ‘brownfield land’ will have to be delivered elsewhere. This will
essentially be on ‘greenfield’ sites outside our towns and villages. The possible
‘greenfield’ approaches are set out in Questions 4 and 5.
Q4. Of the three possible approaches that could deliver new homes in Hart,
which one should we prioritise to deliver the majority of our housing needs?
You must complete this question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it
will invalidate your response.
Please note that this question only seeks your views on what should be our primary
approach to delivering Hart’s housing needs. It does not mean it would be our only
approach. We will need to ensure that we deliver a constant supply of new homes
throughout the Local Plan period. Some elements of lesser preferred approaches
may need to be included in the plan.
Please rank your choice in order of preference (1 = most preferred to 3 = least
preferred)
Option

Rank

Approach 1:
Disperse development throughout the towns and villages in the
following parishes: Blackwater & Hawley, Crondall, Church Crookham,
Crookham Village, Dogmersfield, Elvetham Heath, Eversley, Ewshot,
Fleet, Hartley Wintney, Heckfield, Hook, Rotherwick and Yateley.

Approach 2:
10
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Strategic Urban Extensions at main settlements (West of Hook, Pale
Lane Farm adjacent to Elvetham Heath and land west of Fleet)

Approach 3:
A new settlement at Winchfield

2

3

Please provide any further comments on this below
Fundamentally, it is premature for the Council to be asking consultees to identify their
preferred approach for meeting its housing need, when serious questions remain over the
housing provision target for the plan period.
Before considering the numbers, it is notable that there has yet to be any public
consultation on the scale of Hart’s ‘Objectively Assessed Housing Need’ (OAN). The
figures presented in the Consultation Document at page 14 are presented without
opportunity to pass comment. The previous Regulation 18 consultation on the ‘Housing
Development Options Paper’ (2014) took a similar approach and consulted only on
matters relating to housing distribution. The lack of consultation on the extent of need that
should be met within the District is a matter that has previously been raised with the
Council by Winchfield Action Group (WAG). WAG obtained a ‘Joint Opinion’ from Peter
Village QC and Andrew Tabachnik in April 2015 on the lawfulness of the Council’s
intended course of action (at that time) to scrap a second Regulation 18 consultation
exercise and go directly to the final Regulation 19 Pre-Submission Local Plan consultation
removing the public’s opportunity to be consulted on options for the scale and location of
new development (a copy is included as Appendix 1).
Paragraph 24.1 of the ‘Joint Opinion’ identified that there has been “no consultation on
the extent of need that should be met within the District. Indeed, there is no
evidence that to date there has been any consideration by the Council of the
“reasonable alternative[s]” of providing less than the OAN, on environmental
grounds. In our view, it is elementary, and consistent with the 2004 and 2012
Regulations and the NPPF, that such an issue must be properly assessed in the
SA/SEA and thereafter the subject of proper consultation (at a time when responses
are capable of influencing the contents of the emerging plan).”
Although we note that the Council has now reinstated a second Regulation 18
consultation, it has continued along its course of confining the consultation to matters of
where housing should go, rather than how much housing should actually be
accommodated in Hart. In this regard there continues to be a lack of open discussion and
consultation on the “reasonable alternative[s] of providing less than the OAN, on
environmental grounds” i.e. a ‘policy on’ approach. We are therefore very concerned
that the current consultation will prematurely narrow down the issues that should be
considered fully in the Draft Plan (Regulation 18) consultation which is expected to take
place in mid-2016.
In this regard, we understand that the ‘We Heart Hart’ campaign has suggested to the
Council that an environmental study is carried out to consider the value of Hart’s
environment as a means to building an argument for not meeting the full OAN. The
Council’s response provided by hand on 7 October 2015 suggests that “a number of
studies already planned or completed will inform judgements about Hart’s capacity
11
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for development, including the site assessments that are currently underway. Once
all the evidence is in the Council will need to make a decision on whether it should
meet housing needs in full, or whether there is a case for reducing that figure”.
It is a serious flaw that the scope of the present consultation does not allow for this
emerging evidence to be considered through consultation before critical decisions are
made about the approach to distributing housing growth over the plan period. Indeed the
narrow scope of the previous Regulation 18 consultation was a further issue raised in the
‘Joint Opinion’ at Paragraph 24.2.
“There has been no regulation 18 consultation at all on issues such as employment,
retail, transport, infrastructure (or, indeed, anything other than housing
distribution). It is inconceivable that a coherent and sound local plan could emerge
without addressing most (at least) of these issues, to which the “duty to cooperate” is likely to apply as well. Indeed, there is a clear link between these topics
and housing provision / distribution. We note also that the current evidence base
on these matters is, in many instances, significantly out of date. Regulation 18 of
the 2012 Regulations plainly requires consultation on the “subject” of a proposed
local plan. Thus, the Council presently appears to be in a hopeless position if it
maintains its current course. Either it will proceed with a plan that does not
address fundamental matters (thereby exposing itself on the “soundness” issue),
or it will incorporate matters which have indisputably not been the topic of any
regulation 18 consultation.”
With regard to the above, there is little evidence to suggest that the Council has, when
preparing its options for delivering new homes, consulted with Hampshire County Council
(HCC) in relation to its statutory duties including education provision; highways; local
flooding; minerals and waste planning; adult and children’s care services; public health
and well-being.
Turning to the housing numbers, we note that the SHMA is currently being revised and we
had understood that an update was due to be published in early 2016. Therefore, it
seemed both premature and illogical for the Council to be undertaking public consultation
in respect of ‘Housing Options’ for the District between November 2015 and January 2016
without knowing what its precise OAN figure was going to be, and even more illogical to
be running a “refreshed” consultation between February and March 2016 when that figure
has still not been published. We note that this issue was debated at the Local Plan
Steering Group meeting on 26 January 2016, and the minutes identify that “the view was
taken that the refreshed SHMA should only be taken into account once it had been
firmed up and agreed by the respective councils and therefore it should be used to
inform the draft plan later in summer 2016. If the scale of housing need was shown
to be reduced, this would only affect how much greenfield land must be released
rather than whether more brownfield land was available. It was not a reason in itself
therefore to delay the current consultation.8”
We strongly disagree with this view. The main purpose of the current consultation is to
identify a preferred approach or combination of approaches to be taken forward in the
draft plan. In the case of the Winchfield New Settlement Option, the consultation paper is
clear in the table on Page 43 that this is not a viable approach on its own to meet Hart’s
housing needs, and it would therefore need to be combined with another approach. The
8

Local Plan Steering Group (26 January 2016) Draft Minutes
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whole issue of whether a new settlement option is needed therefore comes down to an
accurate OAN figure identified through the SHMA, and the capacity of the other
approaches being considered by the Council to meet this figure. It seems counterproductive for the Council to be moving forward and preparing a draft plan for Summer
2016, based on the results of a consultation applying an OAN from an out-of-date SHMA.
Furthermore, we note that Rushmoor Borough Council has recently published a revised
Local Development Scheme (January 2016) which identifies that the publication of the
SHMA is now not expected until June 2016, which is around the time Hart District Council
intend to publish its draft plan for consultation. In revising its LDS Rushmoor Borough
Council explain that “because the SHMA and ELR [Employment Land Review] are key
evidence-base studies in preparing the Local Plan, it is imperative that Rushmoor,
Hart and Surrey Heath jointly update these studies to ensure that the data and
evidence underpinning the Local Plan is as up to date as possible. This is very
important, as this evidence and its interpretation within the Local Plan will be
subject to scrutiny by an inspector at the Local Plan Examination. Not updating the
evidence base would increase the likelihood of the Local Plan being found
‘unsound’.
The net effect is that there will be a one-year delay in the adoption of the Local Plan,
which is now planned for December 2017. This takes into account the time required
to revise the joint evidence base documents, allow for local elections, and avoid the
consultation period falling over the summer break.”
We strongly urge Hart District Council to follow suit and avoid any further public
consultation on the direction of future growth in the District until its OAN is up-to-date and
robust.
With respect to the housing requirement figure, WAG and We Heart Hart recently
commissioned the following report – ‘A Critique of Wessex Economics Strategic Housing
Market Assessment for Hart, Rushmoor & Surrey Heath, December 2014’ and this was
handed to the Council’s Joint CEO on 13 November 2015 (a copy is included as Appendix
2). This report was produced by Urban & Regional Policy and contained the following
important conclusions with respect to the existing SHMA:
 There are serious deficiencies in the adjustments made to the SHMA in arriving at
an OAN of 1,180 dwellings per annum (dpa) for the housing market area;
 The 2011-based Department of Communities and Local Government (DCLG)
household projections have since been superseded by the 2012-based set of
projections, which point to a significantly lower level of need;
 The economic growth forecasts used in the scenario testing are overly-optimistic;
 The level of affordable housing needed to be provided across the HMA is likely to
be undeliverable;
 Housing provision on the scale of 1,180 dpa cannot be delivered by the market;
 The implications of the above are that Hart’s OAN should be adjusted from 370 to
268 dpa (i.e. a reduction from 7,770 to 5,628 dwellings for the plan period).
The conclusions reached by Urban & Regional Policy therefore raise serious doubt over
the Council’s decision to proceed with considering its housing distribution options on the
13

Document Reference: HDLP/RHO/VSP/V2.3

basis of a flawed SHMA. To deliver a sound plan it is essential that the Council’s OAN is
robust, particularly when such important decisions about the location of future growth in
Hart hinge on this figure. Based on Urban & Regional Policy’s conclusions it would appear
that the inevitable outcome of the approach being taken by the Council will be an over
provision of housing land in the District at huge environmental, social and economic costs.
A further relevant consideration is that there is also a significant level of uncertainty over
whether Hart District Council will need to accommodate any unmet housing requirement
provision from other local authorities within the ‘Housing Market Area’ (HMA)as part of the
duty to cooperate. Rushmoor Borough Council have recently published a “preferred
option” Local Plan which identifies a shortfall of 1,600 homes, however this figure is being
contested by Hart District Council who have objected to the plan. We support this
objection and agree that Rushmoor should be trying considerably harder to identify
additional housing capacity through seeking out new sites; increasing assumed
development densities; and identifying where there is scope to convert surplus
employment sites and retail floorspace to housing. Indeed analysis carried out by We
Heart Hart suggests that Rushmoor could meet all of its need by increasing housing
density from 27 to 38dph on its main development site (Wellesley) and we understand that
this analysis has already been shared with the Council.
Meanwhile, Surrey Heath’s plans for dealing with its housing need are still unknown. We
note from paragraph 25 of the consultation paper that initial work suggests that Surrey
Heath could be up to 1,800 homes short, although they are undertaking further
assessment work and have stated that they will try to meet their own needs. We also note
that one option open to Surrey Heath to meet its development needs is a review of its
Green Belt boundaries, and we encourage Hart District Council via the Duty to Cooperate
to ensure that this option is fully explored and tested. The Council should also ensure that
Surrey Heath optimise the opportunities presented by the proposed changes to national
planning policy which concern a more flexible Green Belt Policy to allow redevelopment of
brownfield sites in the Green Belt for starter homes9.
In view of the above considerations it is clearly too early for the Hart Local Plan to draw
conclusions about the level of unmet need that it is to accommodate for Rushmoor and
Surrey Heath, a point acknowledged in paragraph 26 of the consultation paper.
Furthermore, with the SHMA currently being revised, and in view of the conclusions
reached by Urban & Regional Policy, it is also anticipated that the overall housing
requirement of Rushmoor and Surrey Heath will also fall, and with it the requirement for
Hart to meet the unmet need of its neighbouring authorities within the HMA. Given that the
whole issue of Rushmoor and Surrey Heath’s unmet need is fundamental to the
consideration of a new settlement option, this again underlines the fact that it is premature
and illogical of the Council to be asking consultees to identify their preferred approach at
this stage for meeting its housing need.
Beyond the above considerations with respect to the housing provision target, there are a
host of reasons why we are strongly opposed to Option 3 (Focus growth on a new
settlement at Winchfield).
Winchfield is not a suitable location for a new settlement
The Council has given brief regard in the consultation document to the disadvantages
associated with focusing growth on a new settlement at Winchfield. In terms of locational
9

DCLG (December 2015) “Consultation of proposed changes to national planning policy”
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criteria, the paper acknowledges that there is the potential for increased car use to access
services and employment in other areas; potential landscape and biodiversity impacts
(albeit in non-designated countryside); very limited existing utility and infrastructure
provision; and it would have significant effects on the character and appearance of the
area.
Whilst agreeing with the Council on the above, we consider that the extent of constraints
associated with a new settlement at Winchfield is actually far more extensive. Notably, the
significant potential for coalescence with Hartley Wintney, Hook and potentially Fleet has
been completely ignored, which demonstrates a notable lack of consistency in the
Council’s assessment process of potential locations for a new settlement. This is
discussed further below.
The extent of constraints associated with a new settlement at Winchfield is demonstrated
in part by the ‘High Level Site Assessment’ and ‘Sustainability Appraisal’ of the SHLAA
housing sites carried out by Adams Hendry Consulting. Based on our review of this work
we have identified the following constraints with respect to STR005 (Winchfield):












“The road infrastructure in the Winchfield area reflects the area’s rural
character and has limited capacity for additional traffic. Therefore a key
infrastructure issue for developing any significant level of housing at
Winchfield is how the road infrastructure can be upgraded to meet the
projected levels of demand and how traffic to/from the new development
would access the M3 Motorway.”
“There are a number of significant nature conservation features and
designations either adjacent or in close proximity to the site. … These
include the Basingstoke Canal Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI),
which forms the southern boundary of much of the site and the Odiham
Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI, which is adjacent or very close
to the western boundary of the site.”
“Some parts of the site are subject to area based Tree Preservation Orders
(TPOs), particularly to the north of the site, near to Winchfield House”.
“The Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan Policies Map indicates that parts
of the site contain areas subject to minerals safeguarding for sharp sand and
gravel… The extent to which this might constrain development will need to
be assessed, including through engagement with Hampshire County
Council.”
“The two halves of the site differ in landscape terms with the western half
being characterised by the mosaic pattern of generally medium-sized fields
interspersed by numerous wooded copses and heavily wooded field
boundaries... Most of this part of the site could reasonably be characterised
as attractive rolling countryside... The potential for new development within
this area to negatively impact on landscape character is considered to be
significant.”
“The eastern half of the site is much more open, except for the southern
portion near to the Basingstoke Canal… The countryside in this area is less
attractive than the western part of the site, although its lack of current
development and open nature means that significant development in this
area has the potential to cause considerable harm to landscape character.”
“It is possible that the site contains some ʻbest and most versatileʼ (BMV)
agricultural land, but this would need to be confirmed through a survey.”
15
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“There are a variety of Listed Buildings within and adjacent to the site… The
most significant heritage features impacting on the site are as follows:o The Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area… there is considered to be
a risk that development towards the south of the site will negatively
impact on the setting of the Canal;
o Dogmersfield Park (Historic Park and Garden)
o Winchfield House (Grade II*) and its extensive grounds
o St Mary’s Winchfield if a Listed Norman Church (Grade I)… it is
considered that development close to the southeast boundary could
have a negative impact on the currently very rural and sparsely
developed setting of the church.”
“Significant parts of the site are subject to the risk of groundwater flooding
at the surface”.
“The nature of the site, split, with substantial areas of farmland, as well as
Winchfield Station between the two halves is considered to significantly
influence how a new settlement could be planned. It would be challenging to
plan a compact nuclear settlement on this site and the shape of the site
lends itself more to a linear or ʻlinked polycentricʼ approach.”
“Development at the north of the site risks leading to settlement coalescence
with Hartley Wintney”.
“Overhead power lines traverse the site and may represent a constraint”.
“The extent to which environmental noise from the motorway and railway
impacts on the site should be ascertained”.

Whilst demonstrating the extent of constraints associated with the new settlement option
at Winchfield, we do not consider that the significance of a number of them has been
adequately reflected in the Adams Hendry Assessment. For example, the Basingstoke
Canal:





has not only the local designation of a Conservation Area (including a surrounding
corridor) but also the prime national designation of SSSI. The supporting text to Hart
District Local Plan saved Policy CON2 recognises that ‘...Local Planning
Authorities are required by law to protect these nationally designated sites
from adverse effects of development’ (and those effects can be either direct or
indirect). Paragraph 118 of the NPPF states that ‘...proposed development on
land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest likely to have an
adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest (either individually or in
combination with other developments) should not normally be permitted’;
is important enough for the Council to have given it its own discrete planning policies
i.e. saved Policies CON10 and RUR32 which seek to protect the Canal from
development which would adversely affect the landscape, architectural or ecological
character, setting or enjoyment of the canal or which would result in the loss of
important views in the vicinity;
would be negatively impacted by a new settlement with significant and demonstrable
harm on its setting (landscape and visual), and greatly increased footfall with
consequent wildlife disturbance.

It is also the case that the west of Winchfield Parish, just north of the Canal, abuts another
SSSI (Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw) where the same constrictions as
16
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above would be in evidence. Figure 13 of the Consultation Document demonstrates how
the proposed STR005 (Winchfield) development would adjoin both SSSIs. As testing
continues, the Council should be giving much greater prominence to these two SSSIs, the
impact that a new settlement would have upon them and the constraints their existence
presents to the development proposals.
Whilst further assessment work will be required to test these constraints (and, as
mentioned above, this should have been undertaken and made available for comment as
part of the current consultation) it is apparent that limited regard has been given by the
Council to the significant number of constraints identified. We note that the other locations
considered by the Council for a new settlement (STR004 (Murrell Green) and STR006
(Lodge Farm)) have both been discounted from further assessment by the Council
following the Adams Hendry Assessment.
In the case of STR006 (Lodge Farm) the extent of the flood zone covering the site was
identified as a major constraint undermining the suitability of the site, yet in the case of
STR004 (Murrell Green) we note that no major constraints were identified. Indeed the
constraints for STR004 (Murrell Green) have been summarised in the assessment as
follows:“Accessibility to services is one of the key issues, with relatively poor access to a
number of facilities particularly primary education and healthcare facilities. In
certain locations, particularly along the A30, the site is not well screened and it is
likely that there will be visual impact from the development. Although not identified
as a Strategic Local Gap the existing rural use of the site provides a buffer between
the settlements of Hook and Hartley Wintney, which will be lost if the site is
developed. The site is within the 5km Thames Basin Heath SPA zone. There are
three Site of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINCs) within the site and one
further SINC adjoining its western boundary. Minor constraints on the site are the
uncertainty regarding the agricultural value of some of the land and the timescale
for the sites availability.”
In view of the limited number of constraints identified for the Murrell Green new settlement
option it is clearly questionable as to why this had been discounted from further
assessment. One of the main reasons for the Council doing so would appear to be the
potential for coalescence between Hook and Hartley Wintney, yet this demonstrates a
notable lack of consistency in the assessment process since the potential for coalescence
with Hartley Wintney was also identified as a constraint for STR005 (Winchfield).
Furthermore, the Council’s decision to discount STR004 (Murrell Green) from further
assessment becomes even less clear when considering the fact that the majority of this
strategic site has now been included in the Area of Search for the Winchfield new
settlement option in the current consultation (with only SHL4 missing).
When balancing the disadvantages of Winchfield as a location for a new settlement
against its advantages it appears that the Council has given significant weight to the
presence of a railway station on the mainline to London Waterloo. It is suggested on page
41 of the Consultation Document that because of this “a new settlement can be
specifically designed and laid out to reduce dependency on travel by car by
maximising the opportunity for alternative means of travel such as both walking
and cycling.”
We are not aware of any detailed transport analysis that has been undertaken at this
stage that has assessed the implications of a new settlement at Winchfield on the rail
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network. Indeed, we understand that South West Trains has identified that the main line
services are already operating at capacity, and it has suggested to the Council, in the high
level infrastructure assessments that have been done, that the railway station is relocated
to Murrell Green and expanded10. This clearly undermines the Council’s argument that the
presence of the existing railway station at Winchfield is a significant advantage.
Further to this, we consider that Council should take note of the findings of a recent report
from the Royal Town Planning Institute (RTPI) 11 which challenges the assumption that
building in the Green Belt around railway stations would see the majority of new residents
using the train to get to jobs in London. The RTPI examined commuting data for five
medium-sized towns within the existing Metropolitan Green Belt, towns which are centred
around railway stations and have direct connections to central London. It found that in
these five towns, only 7.4% of commuters actually travel to inner London by train on a
regular basis, despite living within easy walking or cycling distance of a station. The
majority of commuters (72%) instead travel by private vehicle, mostly driving to jobs within
their hometown and to other places not in London. The study therefore suggests that new
town developments next to railway stations are not sustainable and actually add to traffic
congestion because only a small proportion of the population use the station to get to
work.
A new settlement at Winchfield is not a viable approach for meeting Hart’s need
A major issue with the new settlement option which has been recognised in the
consultation paper is that it will require significant and complex investment in infrastructure
to support new development.
We note from the ‘Infrastructure Planning Evidence’ presented to the Local Plan Steering
Group on 23rd June 2015 that initial dialogue between the Council and infrastructure
providers has identified that the following could be required to support a new settlement at
Winchfield:








New primary and secondary schools (anticipated costs are £80 to £100 million). It
is suggested that these will be required irrespective of the final development
strategy but we note that the Council has yet to produce any evidence to
demonstrate a new secondary school is actually required, and the County Council
has not undertaken any pupil place planning beyond 2019;
Upgrades to the existing highway network and/or a new junction on the M3 (to be
determined on completion of a Transport Assessment and costed thereafter);
Significant engineering works to facilitate new and/or improved vehicular crossings
of the railway line (which are yet to be costed);
Redevelopment of Winchfield Station (at a potential cost in excess of £8 million) or,
as suggested by South West Trains, a relocated and expanded station to the west
(north of the M3) at Murrell Green (which has yet to be costed);
Upgrades to the foul water network and treatment works (which has yet to be
costed);
Potential grounding of overheard powerlines (which has yet to be costed);

Local Plan Steering Group (23rd June 2015) “Infrastructure Planning Evidence”
RTPI (2013) “Building in the green belt? A report into commuting patterns in the Metropolitan green
belt”
10
11
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Existing pedestrian infrastructure within Winchfield would need to be upgraded as
well as further work on the provision of cycle routes and public transport provision
from Winchfield (which has yet to be costed).

The list of infrastructure projects required to support the new settlement in this location is
clearly extensive and the costs will be substantial. Developer contributions are highly
unlikely to meet these costs and with Hart’s published ‘Infrastructure Delivery Schedule’
(October 2014) identifying that a funding gap of approximately £78 million already exists
for new infrastructure in the District, it is alarmingly unclear how it will be met.
This raises serious questions over the deliverability of the new settlement option within the
plan period, which is a key test of soundness for the Local Plan. The ‘Illustrative Potential
Delivery Rates’ on page 31 of the Consultation Document suggest that the Council expect
the new settlement to be delivering housing by 2023/5, yet as it stands, there is a serious
lack of evidence that the funding can be secured to provide the essential infrastructure
necessary for any housing to be delivered by the Winchfield new settlement option within
the plan period. Furthermore, in the absence of detailed testing, there is no evidence to
demonstrate that vital infrastructure that could be fundamental to the delivery of the new
settlement, such as the new junction onto the M3 and new vehicular crossings of the
railway line, can actually be delivered. Indeed, we understand that it is Highway England’s
policy to resist new junctions on the strategic road network. If there is not a deliverable
supply of developable new housing land over the plan period, with suitable infrastructure
provision, the Local Plan will be contrary to the NPPF (paragraphs 47 and 173).
In the meantime housing pressures will be building up in settlements across the District
exacerbating already critical 5 year land supply requirements. This will leave the District’s
population dependent upon the delivery of a new settlement, which may never materialise,
or at best happen over a very long period of time. The Plan would therefore be ineffective
and will therefore not meet the soundness criteria of the NPPF (paragraph 182).
These risks have been appropriately recognised by other local planning authorities in the
preparation of their Local Plan, including Chelmsford City Council (CCC) which has
recently considered and discounted a new settlement option in its ‘Issues and Options
Consultation’ document (November 2015). In doing so, CCC identify that:“6.39 In order for a new settlement to successfully function as a place, it would
need to be large enough to be self supporting in terms of services and facilities. For
example it would need to have its own completely new transport links, roads,
shops, schools, healthcare etc. This means that to support such a level of
infrastructure to achieve sustainability, a new settlement needs to realistically
contain over 5,000 new homes and is likely in the longer term to contain 10,000 new
homes…
6.40 For all new locations the deliverability of sites needs to be considered. This
is particularly important for very large proposals as sites can only be built-out at a
certain rate. Sites in excess of 3,000 new homes would be difficult to deliver in the
Plan period. The Council is required to ensure that it maintains a five-year rolling
supply of housing measured against the housing requirement. New large
settlements have very long lead-in times and require substantial infrastructure
which could significantly impact on this.”

19

Document Reference: HDLP/RHO/VSP/V2.3

CCC go on to consider two options for a new settlement, the first of which is discounted
because of the delays associated with the prior extraction of minerals, and the second
discounted because of the sensitivity of the landscape (a ‘Landscape Conservation Area’)
and the potential need for a new junction onto the A12 which raises issues with
deliverability.
The above extract also raises an interesting point about the size of settlement required to
achieve a sustainable development, with a minimum of 5,000 homes needed to deliver
and support essential community infrastructure. Hart District Council also appear to have
recognised this as a target figure as they suggest in the Consultation Document that the
new settlement option could ultimately be designed to accommodate up to 5000 new
homes. Again, we are not aware of any testing that has been undertaken by the Council to
support this assumption that a sustainable new settlement could be delivered at
Winchfield. Furthermore, based on a high level review that we have undertaken of the
SHLAA sites identified in Figure 13 of the Consultation Document we have doubts that
sustainable settlement of 5,000 homes could be delivered in the Area of Search identified.
The table below summarises information obtained from the Council’s SHLAA (November
2015). We have taken the site area and capacity figures identified in the SHLAA, and also
set out the constraints identified for each of the SHLAA sites. We have also added to the
latter where we consider that there are further constraints which the Council should be
considering.
SHLAA
number

Site name

Total size
in ha

83

Shapley
Heath

1.02

Number of
units
identified
in SHLAA
10

84

Land at
Winchfield
Lodge
&
Ringwood
RG27 8BT
Winchfield
House

3.8

60

66.91

500-1500

124

Developable
size in ha (if
specified)

20

Constraints

SINC and adjacent to
SINCs. Medium potential
for groundwater flooding.
Listed buildings nearby.
Potential for disturbance
due to proximity to M3.
Potential accessibility
issues across M3.
Adjacent to SINC. Medium
potential for groundwater
flooding. Listed buildings
nearby. Potential
accessibility issues across
M3.
Group TPO covering large
part of site. Public footpath.
Overhead power lines.
Medium potential for
groundwater flooding.
Adjacent to a Conservation
Area. SSSI and SINCs
nearby. Listed buildings
nearby. Potential for high
grade agricultural land.
Potential for disturbance
from M3 and railway.
Potential accessibility
issues across M3 and
railway. Coalescence with
Hartley Wintney.
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126 (Hook)

Murrell
Green #2

16

450

133

Swans
Farm

54.5

13.2

396

135

Shapley
Ranch
RG27
8HY

3.06

1.84

55

136 (Hook)

Trimmers
Farm
RG27
8HX

36.84

22.1

663

167
(Winchfield
& Hook)

Beggars
Corner

42.9

168

Baileys
Farm.
RG29
1JW

8.7

169 (Hook)

Totters
Farm
RG27
8HX

19.2

345

182

Part of
Potbridge
Farm
RG29
1JW

20.5

600

772

2.6

46

21

Medium potential for
surface and groundwater
flooding. Listed buildings
nearby. SINCs nearby.
Potential for high grade
agricultural land. Public
footpath. Extends
development north of A30.
Coalescence with Murrell
Green.
Flood zone. SINCs onsite
and nearby. Part of site is
SSSI. Adjacent to
Basingstoke Canal and
Conservation Area.
Ancient woodland. Blanket
TPO adjoins site. Two
public footpaths. Listed
(grade 2) buildings on site
and in vicinity. Historic Park
and Garden nearby.
Conservation Area and
listed buildings nearby.
Ancient woodland and
SINCs nearby. Blanket
TPO adjoins site.
Coalescence with Phoenix
Green.
Conservation Area and
listed buildings nearby.
SSSI and SINCs nearby.
Ancient Woodland and
blanket TPOs in vicinity.
Public Footpath.
Coalescence with Murrell
Green.
Flood zone. Public
footpath. SINC. Ancient
woodland. Blanket TPO.
Potential for disturbance
from M3 and railway.
Potential accessibility
issues across M3 and
railway. Contaminated
land.
Flood Zone. SSSI. Listed
buildings onsite and in
vicinity. SINCs and Ancient
Woodland nearby. Public
Footpath.
Listed building adjacent.
SINCs and Ancient
Woodland nearby. Public
footpath. Coalescence with
Murrell Green.
Flood Zone. High potential
for groundwater flooding.
Listed buildings and
Historic Park and Gardens
nearby. SSSI adjacent.
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183

Hurst
Farm

139 of
which
52ha
potentially
to be used
as SANG

87

150

184

Winchfield
Park

32.7

850

185

Winchfield
Court
Farm

23

450

186

Shapley
Lake &
surrounds

14

350

187

Bridge
Farm #1.
RG29
1JW

28

600

188

Bridge
Farm #2

9

200

22

SINCs nearby. Public
footpath. Adjacent to SSSI.
Potential for high grade
agricultural land.
Flood Zone. High potential
for groundwater flooding.
Listed building onsite and
others nearby.
Conservation Area and
Historic Park and Garden
nearby. SSSI adjacent.
SINCs onsite and adjacent.
TPOs. Potential for high
grade agricultural land.
Overhead powerlines. Two
Public Footpaths.
Medium potential for
surface water flooding.
Listed buildings nearby.
Conservation Area
adjacent. SINC onsite and
adjacent. Potential for high
grade agricultural land.
Public footpath.
Coalescence with Phoenix
Green.
Flood zone. High potential
for groundwater flooding.
Listed buildings nearby.
SSSI adjacent. SINCs
nearby. Potential for high
grade agricultural land.
TPO. Overhead
powerlines. Public
Footpath.
Medium/high potential for
groundwater flooding.
Listed buildings nearby.
SINCs nearby. Potential for
high grade agricultural
land. Public Footpath.
Coalescence with Phoenix
Green.
Medium potential for
groundwater flooding.
Listed buildings nearby.
SSSI nearby. SINCs onsite
and nearby. Potential for
high grade agricultural
land. Potential for
disturbance from M3.
High potential for
groundwater flooding. SSSI
adjacent. SINCs nearby.
Potential for high grade
agricultural land. Overhead
powerlines. Public footpath.
Potential for disturbance
from M3.
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Total

6,497 –
7,497

519.15

In view of the extent of constraints identified for a number of the SHLAA sites, we question
whether the number of units identified in the SHLAA is a fair and reasonable reflection of
the actual capacity of the respective sites. We are not aware of any evidence to
demonstrate how the Council has calculated the capacity of each of the SHLAA sites to
accommodate housing, and whether this has taken account of site constraints but also the
need to provide a significant level of infrastructure to support a new town (including
schools, shops, health care facilities, car parking, sewage works, sports and leisure
facilities etc).
Also, since the SHLAA sites are all located within the 5km ‘zone of influence’ of the
Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (TBHSPA), Policy NRM6 retained from the
South East Plan requires measures to be taken to ensure the integrity of the SPA is
protected, including the provision of ‘Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace’ (SANGs).
Policy NRM6 sets a general standard of SANG provision (8 ha of SANG per 1,000
population) but also indicates that for large developments bespoke solutions that provide a
combination of benefits, including SANG, biodiversity enhancement, green infrastructure
and, potentially, new recreational activities will be required.
The only apparent reference in the SHLAA to the provision of SANG for the new
settlement is a suggestion that 52ha could be provided at site SHL183. This is clearly
insufficient since, in providing for a new settlement of 5,000 homes, which would equate to
approximately 12,000 people (working on the basis of an average of 2.4 persons per
household), a minimum of 96 hectares of SANG would be required. Furthermore, for
larger sites, such as that proposed, the policy requirement is that biodiversity
enhancement, green infrastructure and recreational facilities should also be considered, in
liaison with Natural England. In the context of the total gross hectareage of 519.15
identified in the table above, it is evident that SANG provision would consume a significant
percentage (~20%) of that total. The other aspect is where the SANG(s) should be placed.
We consider that they should be on sites that avoid car journeys to other SANGs and
locations alongside SSSI(s), as would be the case with SHL183. Such locations should
be avoided since dog walking and other activities taking place would cause disturbance to
wildlife. We therefore consider that the quantity of SANG land required, and its placing,
would act as a significant constraint as to how many homes could be accommodated - in
addition to the other constraints already identified.
Furthermore, if the constraints on the SHLAA sites were to be considered in more detail
than the Council appear to have done through their SHLAA assessment, then questions
should have been raised about the suitability of a number of them for housing. Take
SHL167 for example, which is identified as having capacity to accommodate 772
dwellings. The SHLAA identifies that a third of this 42.9ha site is within a flood zone, and
the eastern part is a SINC and Ancient Woodland covered by blanket TPO. The SHLAA
should also have mentioned the potential for disturbance from the M3 and the railway line
immediately adjacent, which also create potential accessibility issues to the rest of the
proposed new settlement. Moreover, a planning application (ref 15/01614/FUL) proposing
the construction of a solar farm across the part of this SHLAA site outside of the floodplain
and SINC was recently refused by Council on 16 November 2015. The reason for refusal
was as follows:-
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“By virtue of its visual impact and wider landscape views the proposed
development would have an unacceptable urbanising impact, harmful to the rural
character of the area and to the wider setting of the designated heritage assets of
the listed and locally listed buildings within the zone of theoretical visibility and the
Odiham Conservation Area. The proposed development would seriously detract
from the amenity and consequent recreational value of the nearby public right of
ways, especially public rights of way 501 and 729, by reducing their rural character
and detracting from significant views. Therefore, the proposal is contrary to the
National Planning Policy Framework, National Planning Practice Guidance,
Sections 66(1) and 72(1) of the of the Planning (Listed Building and Conservation
Areas) Act 1990 and saved policies GEN1, GEN3, GEN10, RUR2, RUR3, CON12,
CON13 and CON23 in the adopted Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 19962006”
In view of the Council’s recent detailed consideration of the constrained nature of this site
and its capacity to accommodate development, it is surprising that more consideration has
not been given in the SHLAA to the constraints mentioned in the above reason for refusal.
Furthermore, a Phase 1 Contaminated Land report submitted with the planning application
for the solar farm identifies that the site is a former landfill, which based on the limited
information available, could include inert, industrial, commercial and household wastes.
This again presents a clear constraint to development, and potentially a significant health
risk, which the Council should be considering before identifying suitable sites. The limited
regard given by the Council to the constraints facing development of SHL167 suggests
that the other SHLAA sites would have also have only been loosely examined, which
again calls into question that a sustainable settlement of 5,000 could actually be
accommodated in the ‘Area of Search’ identified.
Also, the constraints relating to flooding that are a recurring theme in the SHLAA
assessments were amply illustrated by the extensive floods that occurred on January 3
2016 when all roads into and out of the 'new settlement’ area were badly flooded. This is
becoming an increasingly common occurrence, and therefore a significant issue for the
Council to consider given the number of SHLAA sites identified as being at risk of
groundwater flooding.
In view of the disparate nature of the SHLAA sites, as shown on Figure 13, it is also highly
doubtful that it will be possible for the developable parts of each SHLAA site to combine to
form a cohesive, compact and well connected nuclear settlement. Furthermore, we
understand that the SHLAA sites are in at least 9 different ownerships. Again, we are not
aware of any evidence to demonstrate that the Council has established that the various
landowners are working together on bringing forward a new settlement. In view of the
fragmented nature of land ownership and the number of parties involved, there would
appear to be significant potential for legal complications that could affect the deliverability
of the new settlement. Also, the existence of a significant area of unavailable land in the
centre of the proposed ‘Area of Search’ will also create serious issues for achieving
connectivity between the eastern and western parts of the new settlement. There are no
public rights of way that could facilitate such movement, and therefore long and
convoluted routes would need to be found around this area, which would not represent
sustainable design.

Q5. If we need to combine approaches, which combinations do you prefer?
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Please rank your choice in order of preference (1 = most preferred to 4 = least
preferred).
You must complete this question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.

Rank

Approach 4

Combine Approaches 1 and 2
 Disperse development throughout the
towns and villages
and
 Strategic Urban Extensions at main
settlements

1

Approach 5

Combine Approaches 2 and 3
 Strategic Urban Extensions at main
settlements
and
 A new settlement at Winchfield

4

Approach 6

Combine Approaches 3 and 1
 A new settlement at Winchfield
and
 Disperse development throughout the
towns and villages

3

Approach 7

Combine all three approaches
 Disperse development throughout the
towns and villages
and
 Strategic Urban Extensions at main
settlements
and
 A new settlement at Winchfield

2

Please provide any further comments on this below
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When such fundamental questions remain over the extent of housing need for the plan
period we again consider it premature and illogical to be asked to consider a preferred
combination of approaches at this stage.
That so, we believe that if the Council is to consider combining approaches then its clear
focus should be on developing a combined approach which delivers on the growing
Government agenda for local planning authorities to prioritise brownfield sites.
The Consultation Document makes various references to the Council prioritising
brownfield development. Before considering the efforts made by the Council, it is worth
briefly reviewing government initiatives and national planning policy requirements with
respect to brownfield land.
Initiative/Policy
Brownfield site
register

Brownfield Opportunity
The Housing and Planning Bill sets out the Government’s
intention to require local planning authorities to publish and
maintain up-to-date registers of brownfield sites suitable for
housing. "Automatic" permission will be granted to housing
schemes on sites allocated on new brownfield registers, subject
to certain criteria to be set out in a Local Development Order
(LDO).

Permitted
Development Rights

Planning regulations have been amended to make it easier to
change the use of an existing building from commercial, retail
and agricultural use to residential use.

Starter Homes
Exception Sites
Policy

The exception site policy enables applications for development
for Starter Homes on under-used or unviable industrial and
commercial land that has not been currently identified for
housing. It also encourages local planning authorities not to
seek section 106 affordable housing and tariff-style contributions
that would otherwise apply. Local planning authorities should
work in a positive and proactive way with landowners and
developers to secure a supply of land suitable for Starter Homes
exception sites to deliver housing for young first time buyers in
their area.
Furthermore, changes are proposed to the NPPF12 to make clear
that unviable or underused commercial and employment land
should be released unless there is significant and compelling
evidence to justify why such land should be retained for
employment uses. Alongside the Government is also proposing
to widen the scope of the current exception site policy to
incorporate other forms of unviable or underused brownfield
land, such as land previously in use for retail, leisure and nonresidential uses (such as former health and education sites).
Also, to provide greater certainty that planning permission will be
granted for starter homes on exemption sites, the Government is
proposing to make clear that applications can only be rejected if
there are overriding design, infrastructure and local environment
considerations that cannot be mitigated.

12

DCLG (December 2015) “Consultation on proposed changes to national planning policy”
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Self Build Register

Local Authorities are required to maintain a register of selfbuilders so that they can measure interest and as a means of
matching builders to brownfield sites that become available.

Starter Homes Fund

In an announcement on 4 January 2015, Prime Minister David
Cameron said a £1.2 billion fund to build 30,000 affordable
starter homes and 30,000 homes for market sale on underused
brownfield land over the next five years would be created.

The Council identify in paragraph 54 of the Consultation Document that they can say with
some certainty that at least 450 homes will be built on brownfield sites over the plan
period with a further 116 potential new homes already counted as “deliverables”. It then
suggests that in practice there will be much high delivery (perhaps up to 1,800 new
homes) but it cannot be reasonably quantified with any certainty for the time being
because additional sites are not being promoted by developers or landowners so that
there is no way of demonstrating that the sites are both deliverable or developable.
The approach for encouraging brownfield development in advance of the adoption of the
new Local Plan was considered by Cabinet on 3 September 2015. We note from the
Cabinet report that the Council has considered the opportunities presented by the
brownfield site register and associated use of LDO’s, but has taken the view that the
‘Conservation of Habitats and Species Regulations’ 2010 mean that an LDO cannot grant
planning permission for development within the Special Protection Area 5km ‘zone of
influence’ (covering most of the urban area across the District).
However, since then we understand that the Council has been successful in securing a
grant of £10,000 from the Government to pilot a ‘brownfield site register’, which is
encouraging news as the Council will have the opportunity to shape and develop the
legislation introducing this policy to suit local circumstance. We also note that under the
pilot project timetable, the Council will need to publish its pilot brownfield register locally by
the end of June 2016, and we consider this to be a further reason why consultation on a
draft local plan should be delayed until this vital piece of evidence is available.
We are also encouraged that the Council is being proactive in identifying ‘Zones of
Brownfield Opportunity’ on sites or areas where B1 offices are experiencing high levels of,
or long term, vacancy rates. This includes land where planning permission has previously
been granted for commercial development but where the market shows little appetite in
bringing such development forward. Once identified, planning applications for residential
development in these zones will be seen as being compliant with extant Local Plan Policy
URB7, concerning the protection of employment sites.
We note that the Council is also acting in a positive manner through conducting a further
‘Call for Brownfield Sites’, and also reports to be actively engaging with local commercial
agents to encourage them to inform their clients that residential conversion or
redevelopment is a realistic option. Paragraph 5.2 of Appendix I to the 3 September 2015
Cabinet Report confirms that “In this regard the Council can reasonably increase
potential Local Plan delivery from brownfield sites to over 1,800 dwellings which at
this stage can be readily quantified”. The Parish Council wish to highlight that
Winchfield is actively supporting the HDC request for Zones of Brownfield Opportunity and
note that 3 brownfield sites in the Parish, totalling some 30 units, have been submitted.
The Council has also considered the opportunities presented by the Government’s
temporary measures introduced in May 2013 to allow the conversion of offices to
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residential. The Cabinet report identifies that over 360 units now have approval yet few
have been delivered on the ground, and attributes this to the uncertainty created by
impending deadline of 30 May 2016 for the residential use to be completed. The report
suggests that for the majority of approvals there is no time for them to be implemented
and completed.
In this context, both the Cabinet report and the Consultation Document suggest that the
future rates of conversion are uncertain and difficult to predict. The Cabinet report
identifies how the conversion of commercial premises has been seen as an unnecessary
risk, whilst one of the biggest impediments in Hart to the take up of office conversions is
the suitability of buildings themselves, with many not designed to be converted or in the
wrong place to meet the needs of the market.
When making these assumptions, we are concerned that the Council has largely ignored
the findings of a report prepared for it by Stonegate Homes on the ‘Viability of office to
residential conversions to meet Hart DC Housing Supply’ (2015) which was also
appended to the 3 September 2015 Cabinet Report. This report, which was produced by a
developer which the Council acknowledge has an in-depth knowledge of the potential for
office to residential conversions, clearly demonstrates that there is significant development
potential for brownfield sites within the District. The case studies presented by Stonegate
demonstrate that two under-utilised business parks in the district (Ancell’s Business Park
and Bartley Way Business Park) have the potential to deliver up to 570 residential units,
whilst there are numerous other vacant offices and brownfield sites in the area that are
capable of contributing significantly to the district’s housing needs. Stonegate also argue
that the infrastructure is already in place to serve the offices and the sites are generally
located within sustainable locations.
Through assessing the evidence contained in the Council’s SHMA, Stonegate has also
reached similar conclusions to our own (as described in our response to question 1) over
the need to focus on meeting the requirements of first time buyers and Hart’s ageing
population. Stonegate’s view is that office conversions are perfectly suited to address the
housing shortage for these groups. In this regard, the Council should also be fulfilling its
obligations to work in a positive and proactive way with landowners and developers to
secure a supply of brownfield land suitable for Starter Homes exception sites.
Stonegate also point to how the Government has also introduced new permitted
development rights for the conversion of warehouses to residential, adding further
opportunities for new homes to be delivered through conversions. Furthermore, since the
Stonegate report was produced, the Government has announced that the temporary
permitted development rights for office to residential conversions will now be made
permanent. The right is also to be expanded to also include B1(c) (light industrial use) and
allow the demolition of buildings for new build residential units. In a further change, those
who have already secured prior approval for residential use under the existing permitted
development rights will now have three years within which to complete the change of use.
In view of the above considerations, the potential for brownfield sites to contribute to
meeting Hart’s housing need is clearly much greater than the 450 new homes that the
Council expect to be delivered on brownfield land over the plan period. Stonegate, a
specialist developer on residential conversions, has identified that there is significant
development potential within the District, whilst commercial agents have reportedly
already quantified a supply of brownfield sites with the potential to deliver at least 1,800
homes over the plan period. We note that the Council is encouraging these sites to be put
forward for inclusion in the Local Plan through its ‘Call for Brownfield Sites’, and is also
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pursuing an initiative to identify ‘Zones of Brownfield Opportunity’ to give developers more
comfort that the principle of residential redevelopment is supported.
In this regard, we question why consideration has not been given in Appendix 1 of the
Consultation Document to the indicative capacity of the ‘Zones of Brownfield Opportunity’
that have already been identified by the Council. The ‘Zones of Brownfield Opportunity –
Call for Sites’ consultation material includes a map of 11 identified sites. Only 3 of these
sites feature in Appendix 1 and therefore factor in to the Council’s emerging strategy for
meeting its housing target over the plan period. Those not included in Appendix 1, but
accepted as ‘Opportunity Areas’, include parts of Ancell’s Business Park which, as
identified in the Stonegate report mentioned above, have the potential to deliver a
significant number of new homes. A further ‘Opportunity Area’ identified is Hartland Park,
Pyestock, where we understand planning permission exists for an industrial/commercial
use but according to HDC the market has shown little appetite in bringing this forward13.
This 49 hectare, former Ministry of Deference site, would again have the potential to
deliver a significant number of homes on brownfield land. On the assumption that it may
be possible to develop between 50 - 75% of this site at an average of 30 dwellings per
hectare, it has the potential to deliver between 750 and 1,100 new homes in a sustainable
location on the edge of Fleet. Whilst we appreciate the former uses of the site may have
an impact on the viability of bringing forward residential development, we note from a
project update provided on the commercial developer’s dedicated website14, that the site
has already been cleared, thus significantly increasingly the deliverability of housing on
the site. A further ‘Opportunity Area’ worth mentioning is the Vertu Site which we
understand has recently been put forward for consideration in the Council’s SHLAA for
circa 65-70 units.
The Council has also failed to recognise in the Consultation Document the opportunities
presented by the recently announced changes to permitted development rights, which
have ended potential uncertainty for developers caused by the deadline of 30 May 2016
for the residential conversions to be completed. Furthermore, the forthcoming changes will
also allow for the demolition and redevelopment of sites which will address concerns
raised by the Council over the suitability of the existing stock of buildings for conversion.
Whilst we understand that the Council may need to do further work to assess the
implications of these changes and also deliver on its responsibilities to positively plan for
greater brownfield development, it is apparent that the scope for residential dwellings to
be delivered on brownfield land is significantly higher than 450 new homes. This again
highlights how it is premature for the Council to be asking consultees to identify their
preferred approach or approaches for developing greenfield land, whilst there remains
uncertainty over the extent of housing required but also the capacity of brownfield
development to meet that need. The emerging evidence discussed above points to the
housing requirement decreasing whilst the identified capacity for brownfield sites to meet
that need will only increase if the Council fulfils its commitments to plan positively. The
gap remaining, if any, clearly needs to be met by a sustainable greenfield approach that
can see housing delivered across the plan period, in a manner that meets the needs of all
of Hart’s existing communities through fairly distributing growth and maintaining the vitality
and viability of services and facilities in existing settlements.

13

Cabinet Report (3 September 2015) ‘Approach for Encouraging Brownfield Development in Advance of
Adoption of a New Hart District Local Plan’ para 5.5
14
http://www.hartlandpark.co.uk/pdfs/hartland-park-newletter-edition6.pdf

29

Document Reference: HDLP/RHO/VSP/V2.3

Q6. The New Homes Sites Booklet shows, by Parish, sites that are available for
the development of new homes.
Do you have any comments on any of these sites?
For parishes where there is a choice of two or more shortlisted sites (in red and listed
on the tables on each map), please rank the sites in order of preference (1 = most
preferred, then 2, 3, 4 etc. to least preferred). Please add any comments to support
your ranking.
You may also comment on any ‘rejected sites’ (in blue and listed on the tables on
each map).
You may complete the ranking for as many parishes as you like. Particular regard will
be paid to how close you live to the sites being ranked. Please read the New Homes
Site Booklet for more detail.
Please note that Question 6 and the New Homes Sites booklet relate only to ‘nonstrategic’ sites. Very large ‘strategic’ site options covered under Approaches 2 and 3
(Strategic Urban Extensions and New Settlement) are not included in this ranking
exercise. If you wish to make comments on those sites please do so under Questions
4 and 5 of the response form.
We have no specific comments to make on the shortlisted sites, however as set out in our
response to Question 3, the NPPF is clear that a proportionate level of development can
bring new life to established societies within villages and can help sustain existing services
and potentially generate custom for new facilities. The Council should be doing all that it can
to ensure that the vitality of all of Hart’s settlements is enhanced or maintained over the plan
period. Winchfield Parish Council is in the process of preparing a Neighbourhood
Development Plan which will set out how the existing community considers that the need for
76 new dwellings in the Parish should be met in a sustainable way over the plan period. This
demonstrates how Winchfield is positively and proactively planning to take its fair share of
development and assist the Council in meeting its objectively assessed housing need.

Blackwater & Hawley
You need not answer this question or make comments but if you seek to answer it
you must complete the question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.
Site
Please rank
(1=most preferred, 2=least
preferred)
100
Sun Park, Guillemont Park North (216)
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153

Brook House (60)

Comments

Bramshill – no shortlisted sites
Comments

Church Crookham
Site
90

Stillers Farm (shared with Ewshot parish) (106)

Comments

Note: to comment on the strategic urban extension options at Pale Lane and West of
Fleet please see questions 4 and 5.

Crondall
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You need not answer this question or make comments but if you seek to answer it
you must complete the question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.
Site
Please rank
(1=most preferred, 2=least
preferred)
73
Land west of Crondall (184)
74

Land north west of Crondall (66)

Comments

Crookham Village
Site
116

Cross Farm (150)

Comments

Note: to comment on the strategic urban extension options at Pale Lane and West of
Fleet please see questions 4 and 5.

Dogmersfield
Site
COM001 Land at Dogmersfield (141)
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Comments

Elvetham Heath
Site
104

Land at Elvetham Heath (40)

Comments

Note: to comment on the strategic urban extension options at Pale Lane and West of
Fleet please see questions 4 and 5.

Eversley
You need not answer this question or make comments but if you seek to answer it
you must complete the question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.
Site
Please rank
(1=most preferred,
9=least preferred)
23
Land west of Marsh Lane (134)
26

Land north of Reading Road (41)

103

Land adjoining Crosby Gardens (11)

112a

CEMEX site A (105)

112b

CEMEX site B (19)

122

Land west of the Fielders (41)
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246

Area B land at Eversley Cross (20)

247

Land north of Hollybush Lane (38)

273

Land between Eversley Road and Firgrove
Road (88)

Comments

Ewshot
You need not answer this question or make comments but if you seek to answer it
you must complete the question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.
Site
Please rank
(1=most preferred, 3=least
preferred)
90
Stillers Farm (shared with Church
Crookham parish) (106)
COM005 Land south of Church Crookham (158)
COM006 Land east of Redfields Lane (89)
Comments

Fleet
You need not answer this question or make comments but if you seek to answer it
you must complete the question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.
Site
Please rank
(1=most preferred, 4=least
preferred)
320
Town Centre, zone 2 (26)
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322

Town Centre, zone 4 (17)

338

Land at Great Bramshot Farm (10)

357

Land at Sankey Lane (20)

Comments

Note: to comment on the strategic urban extension options at Pale Lane and West of
Fleet please see questions 4 and 5.

Greywell – no shortlisted or rejected sites
Comments

Hartley Wintney
You need not answer this question or make comments but if you seek to answer it
you must complete the question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.
Site
Please rank
(1=most preferred, 3=least
preferred)
19a
Land at Grange Farm A (150)
19b

Land at Grange Farm B (40)

COM002 Land adjacent to Causeway Green and
Farm (100)
Comments
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Heckfield
Site
92

Land south of Riseley (69)

Comments

Hook
You need not answer this question or make comments but if you seek to answer it
you must complete the question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.
Site

Please rank
(1=most preferred,
3=least preferred)

9

Land at Owen’s Farm (43)

130

West of Varndell Road
(44)

COM003

Hook Garden Centre,
Reading Road (117)

Comments

Note: to comment on the strategic urban extension option at West Hook please see
questions 4 and 5.
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Long Sutton
You need not answer this question or make comments but if you seek to answer it
you must complete the question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.
Site
Please rank
(1=most preferred, 4=least
preferred)
30
Land at Hyde Road (17)
31

Land east of Copse Lane (42)

62

Granary Fields(10)

291

Land south of Chaffers Close (46)

Comments

Mattingley – no shortlisted sites
Comments

Odiham
You need not answer this question or make comments but if you seek to answer it
you must complete the question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.
Site
Please rank
(1=most preferred, 3=least
preferred)
79
Land south of Hamilton House (80)
327

Land to the south of Crownfields (west)
(10)
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COM004 Land to the north of Deptford Lane (174)
Comments

Rotherwick
You need not answer this question or make comments but if you seek to answer it
you must complete the question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.
Site
Please rank
(1=most preferred, 3=least
preferred)
87
Land north west of Rotherwick Village (38)
115

Land at Green Lane (24)

290

Land at Rosemary Cottage (8)

Comments
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South Warnborough
You need not answer this question or make comments but if you seek to answer it
you must complete the question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.
Site
Please rank
(1=most preferred, 3=least
preferred)
33
Plough Meadow (23)
71

Land adjacent to Nash Meadows / Ridley’s
Piece (40)

172

Granary Court (16)

Comments

Winchfield – no shortlisted non-strategic sites
Comments

Note: To comment on the Winchfield New Settlement option please see questions 4
and 5

Yateley
You need not answer this question or make comments but if you seek to answer it
you must complete the question in full by ranking all preferences otherwise it will
invalidate your response.
Site
Please rank
(1=most preferred, 2=least
preferred)
11
Land at Moulsham Lane (180)
20

Land at Reading Road (24)
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Comments

Q7 Do you have any other comments on the refined
housing options paper?

Please find below a summary of our main observations that we have set out in response
to the other questions in the consultation paper:Lack of evidence to justify need for a new settlement










It is premature for the Council to be asking consultees to identify their preferred
approach for meeting its housing need, when serious questions remain over the
housing provision target for the plan period.
There has yet to be any public consultation on the scale of Hart’s ‘Objectively
Assessed Housing Need’ (OAN), or other issues related to housing distribution,
such as employment, retail, transport, and infrastructure. It is a serious flaw that
the scope of the present consultation does not allow for evidence on these matters
to be considered through consultation before critical decisions are made about the
approach to distributing housing growth over the plan period.
The SHMA is currently being revised and it therefore seems premature and
illogical for the Council to now be seeking to undertake public consultation in
respect to housing options when it does not yet know what its precise OAN figure
is going to be.
The conclusions reached by Urban & Regional Policy with respect to the findings
of the existing SHMA raise serious doubt over the Council’s decision to proceed
with considering its housing distribution options on the basis of a flawed SHMA. To
deliver a sound plan it is essential that the Council’s OAN is robust, particularly
when such important decisions about the location of future growth in Hart hinge on
this figure.
There is also a significant level of uncertainty over the level of unmet housing need
from Rushmoor and Surrey Heath needing to be considered as part of the Duty to
Cooperate. Given that the whole issue of Rushmoor and Surrey Heath’s unmet
need is fundamental to the consideration of a new settlement option, this again
underlines the fact that it is premature and illogical of the Council to be asking
consultees to identify their preferred approach at this stage for meeting housing
need.

Winchfield is not a suitable location for a new settlement


A significant number of constraints have already been identified by the Council’s
consultants in the limited testing that has been undertaken to date. Whilst further
assessment work will be required (and, as mentioned above, this should have
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been undertaken and made available for comment as part of the current
consultation) it is apparent that limited regard has been given by the Council to the
significant number of constraints identified.
The Council appear to have given significant and disproportionate weight to the
presence of a railway station at Winchfield, yet there is no evidence to
demonstrate that there is spare capacity at this station, and South West Trains has
suggested that the railway station may need to be relocated away from Winchfield
and expanded.
In view of the extent of constraints identified for the SHLAA sites, proposed to form
the new settlement, we question whether the number of units identified in the
SHLAA is a fair and reasonable reflection of the actual capacity of the respective
sites. We are not aware of any evidence to demonstrate how the Council has
calculated the capacity of each of the SHLAA sites to accommodate housing, and
whether this has taken account of site constraints but also the need to provide a
significant level of infrastructure to support a new town (including SANGs, schools,
shops, health care facilities, car parking, sewage works, sports and leisure facilities
etc).
Also, in view of the disparate nature of the SHLAA sites in multiple ownerships that
need to be brought together to form the new settlement, it is also highly doubtful
that it will be possible for the developable parts of each SHLAA site to combine to
form a cohesive, compact and well connected nuclear settlement, introducing
major concerns over deliverability.

A new settlement option is not a viable approach









The list of infrastructure projects required to support the new settlement option is
clearly extensive and the costs will be substantial.
There is a serious lack of evidence that the funding can be secured to provide the
essential infrastructure necessary for any housing to be delivered by the new
settlement option within the plan period.
In the absence of detailed testing, there is no evidence to demonstrate that vital
infrastructure that could be fundamental to the delivery of the new settlement, such
as the new junction onto the M3 and new vehicular crossings of the railway line,
can actually be delivered.
If there is not a deliverable supply of developable new housing land over the plan
period, with suitable infrastructure provision, the Local Plan will be contrary to the
NPPF (paragraphs 47 and 173).
In the meantime, housing pressures will be building up in settlements across the
District exacerbating already critical 5 year land supply requirements. This will
leave the District’s population dependent upon the delivery of a new settlement,
which may never materialise, or at best happen over a very long period of time.
The Plan would therefore be ineffective and will therefore not meet the soundness
criteria of the NPPF (paragraph 182).

Alternatives - Brownfield Opportunities


To demonstrate compliance with national policy, the Council should be prioritising
brownfield development through working in a positive and proactive way with
landowners and developers to identify opportunities to develop under-used and
unviable brownfield land through initiatives including the ‘Brownfield Site Register’,
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‘Starter Homes Exception Sites Policy’, ‘Self-Build Register’, and ‘Starter Homes
fund’.
The Council has largely ignored the findings of a report prepared for it by
Stonegate Homes on the ‘Viability of office to residential conversions to meet Hart
DC Housing Supply’ (2015) which demonstrates that there is significant
development potential for brownfield sites within the District.
Further opportunities are also presented by the recently announced changes to
permitted development rights, which have ended potential uncertainty for
developers caused by the deadline of 30 May 2016 for the residential conversions
of office buildings to be completed.
Further investigation of brownfield opportunities is clearly required; it is apparent
from the ‘Zones of Brownfield Opportunity’ that have already been identified by the
Council that significantly more capacity for residential development on brownfield
sites exists than that currently set out in Appendix 1 of the Consultation Document.
Again, it is premature for the Council to be asking consultees to identify their
preferred approach or approaches for developing greenfield land, whilst there
remains uncertainty over the capacity of brownfield development to meet that
need.

Alternatives – Disperse Development and Strategic Urban Extensions








The Council’s ‘Economic Development Strategy’ (2015) identifies that the Council
must direct its resources to urban regeneration, and that its strong natural
environment is a key reason why businesses locate in Hart. The new settlement
option would pull investment away from Hart’s existing settlements and have a
significant impact on Hart’s natural environment.
Focusing growth in and adjacent to Hart’s main settlements would, on the other
hand, boost investment in infrastructure and regeneration in the locations where it
is needed most.
National planning policy and guidance is also clear that the provision of a limited
number of new dwellings within rural villages will enhance the sustainability of such
settlements by providing additional demand for local services and facilities.
Hart has a sizable ageing population, and given the importance of accessibility to
existing services and facilities to older people, particularly those who are less
mobile, coupled with a strong desire to remain in their existing communities where
they have social ties, it would clearly be inappropriate to meet the needs of the
elderly through a new settlement option.
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Consultation questions regarding the Draft Vision
and Strategic Priorities for Hart
The following questions relate to a document called ‘Draft Vision and Strategic
Priorities for Hart’ which is available alongside the ‘Refined Options for Delivering
New Homes’ and the ‘New Homes Sites Booklet’

Q1. We have identified a set of Key Issues for the Local Plan in Table 1 on page
5. Do you agree with them? (Please tick)
Yes
No



Do you have any comments on the key issues?
The list of issues for the Local Plan to address has failed to recognise the parlous state of
infrastructure in Hart’s existing main settlements, including Fleet, Blackwater & Hawley,
Hook and Yateley. Hart’s ‘Economic Development Strategy’ (EDS) (August 2015) opens
by acknowledging that the District has not invested heavily in regeneration or economic
development to date. The EDS goes on to identify, on page 21, a number of weaknesses
for the District, which include:





“Some of Hart’s office stock is not fit for purpose, with a lack of smaller
flexible units in particular”.
“The cultural offering is not reaching its full potential and there is a desire to
ensure that town and village centres retain their vitality and distinctiveness.”
“The retail market in Fleet and smaller centres struggles to compete with
neighbouring districts for high-end comparison goods and shopping
experience”.
“Hart’s heavy reliance on car based commuting and lack of public transport
use is not a sustainable option for a District that prides itself on its high
quality of life.”

In is also worth noting that, in the discussion of the District’s strengths on the same page,
the EDS identifies that the “strong natural environment and ecologically important
sites” are reasons why businesses locate in Hart.
‘Strategic Objective Three’ of the EDS therefore identifies:“Hart’s sense of place is important. While preserving the District’s distinctive
identity, its thriving businesses need space to grow and connections need to
improve. Hart’s natural assets make it an attractive place to be but the Council
wants its centres to thrive and become destinations of choice for visitors.”
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The EDS was discussed at the Council’s Cabinet Meeting on 3 September 2015, and an
action identified in paragraph 6.2 of the committee report was that the Council’s “focus
should be on strategic matters that include urban regeneration. The future of the
Hart Centre and the refurbishment/environmental enhancement of the Hook and
Blackwater shopping parades are good examples of strategic regeneration
opportunities where the Council must direct its resources.”
In this context, it is vital that the emerging Local Plan recognises and seeks to address the
key issue of urban regeneration, and associated infrastructure provision, in Hart’s existing
centres. Furthermore, this is fundamental to the consideration of the preferred approach to
delivering new homes, since the new settlement option would only serve to pull
investment away from Hart’s existing settlements and thus accelerate their decline. It
would also have a significant impact on the natural environment, which the Council’s EDS
recognises has been a key draw for businesses locating in the District.
The alternative approaches of dispersing development and/or strategic urban extensions
to Hart’s main settlements would, on the other hand, boost investment in infrastructure
and regeneration in the locations where it is needed most. Where properly planned, it has
been recognised in Government sponsored research15, that urban extensions can provide
a number of opportunities, including:





Providing specific improvements to the setting of an existing urban area;
Providing for improved public transport within the existing urban area, or between
two existing towns, by increasing viability of services;
Utilise spare capacity that may exist in terms of services and increase the demand
for services and shops, thus increasing their long term viability;
Augment existing facilities and services in adjacent neighbourhood where there
are deficiencies in provision; and
Meeting affordable housing needs where it is needed.

Growth strategies in other areas, such as the Milton Keynes-South Midlands Sub Region,
have therefore been based on sustainable extensions to existing settlements, including
Bedford, Luton and Dunstable, in order to support urban regeneration and sustainable
patterns of travel.
In view of the above considerations, we consider that the significant weight should be
given to focusing growth in and adjacent to Hart’s existing settlements (Options 1 and 2) if
the Council is to deliver on its economic objectives.
A further key issue which the Local Plan should identify and address is the need to
optimise the opportunities presented by brownfield land within the District to meeting
Hart’s housing need. In our response to Question 5, we have discussed the numerous
government initiatives and national planning policy requirements with respect to prioritising
brownfield development. To ensure that the Local Plan is consistent with national policy,
this should be reflected as a key issue for the Plan to address.

Q2. We have drafted a vision setting out how the district might look by 2032
on page 6. To what extent do you agree with it? (Please tick)

15

DETR (1998) “Planning for Sustainable Development: Towards Better Practice”
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Agree
Slightly Agree 
Slightly Disagree
Disagree

Do you have any comments on the Vision?
The Council’s proposed Vision for the new Hart Local Plan is set out below.
Draft Hart Vision 2032
“In 2032 Hart will have remained an attractive, largely rural, area with thriving towns and
villages (5, 8) and a variety of landscapes (7). Hart’s residents will be enjoying an
excellent quality of life in a high quality environment. (5, 6, 10)
Hart will have played its role in meeting the development needs of its housing market and
functional economic area. This includes meeting the need for affordable housing,
accommodation for the elderly, and other forms of specialist housing (1, 2, 3).
In meeting development needs, effective use will have been made of appropriate
previously- developed land so that greenfield development will have been limited to that
identified as needed in the Local Plan. New developments will have been built to a high
level of environmental and design standards, respecting local character and
distinctiveness and providing measures to adapt to and mitigate the impacts of climate
change. The coalescence of settlements will have been avoided (4, 7, 10, 11).
The district’s social, physical and green infrastructure will have been enhanced to support
the changing population. New schools will have been built so that local demand at both
primary and secondary level is catered for. The quality and value of community and
leisure facilities will also be maintained and enhanced. In particular a new leisure centre at
Fleet in a country park setting, coupled with an improved leisure centre at Frogmore will
provide an outstanding leisure offer. (5, 8, 9)
The best of Hart’s natural, built and heritage assets will have been protected, and where
possible enhanced. These assets include the Thames Basin Heaths and other protected
habitats, the chalk downland in the south west of Hart, riverine environments, Historic
Parks and Gardens, Conservation Areas, Listed Buildings and Scheduled Ancient
Monuments. These features help define the distinctive character of Hart. (6, 7)”.
We agree with the majority of the draft Vision but were alarmed that it does not address
key issue 6 identified in table 1 – “The need to deliver development where possible,
which respects the separate character and identity of Hart’s settlements and
landscape”.
The Vision that was prepared for the withdrawn Core Strategy (2012) made a much more
positive pitch towards retaining the role of the District as a green, rural hinterland for North
East Hampshire and the Blackwater Valley. To address this point we consider that the
vision should be amended to state that “…the coalescence of settlements will have
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been avoided, and the separate character and identity of Hart’s settlements and
green, rural landscapes retained and respected.”
Whilst there is this aspect of the Vision that we consider should be worded more positively
to address the Key Issues within the Plan, we strongly question whether the new
settlement proposal at Winchfield would be at all compatible with the Council’s proposed
Vision. It would not protect and enhance Hart’s best natural assets, but would, instead, be
very harmful to them.
The ‘High Level Site Assessment’ discussed in our response to Question 4 describes how
there are a number of significant nature conservation features and designations either
adjacent or in close proximity to the site, including Sites of Special Scientific Interest
(SSSIs). Within the site area itself, there are a number of SINC designated areas, mostly
comprising areas of woodland, some of which are Ancient Woodland. Other notable
habitats identified include Dogmersfield Lake and Tundry Pond adjacent to Odiham
Common and sections of the River Hart. It also acknowledges the nearby presence of the
Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Area (SPA). Clearly, therefore, there are a
number of important environmental designations in the Winchfield area which mean that
the option of developing a new settlement would be incompatible with the draft vision
given the level of environmental harm that would occur.
We also question whether a new settlement option would be compatible with the Vision’s
aim of ensuring that the district’s social, physical and green infrastructure will have been
enhanced to support the changing population. Should a new settlement go ahead, it will
obviously be the focus point of a very high amount of housing provision, both in the Plan
period itself, and beyond. As a result of this, there would be a significant danger that the
lower amounts of housing provision across the rest of the District would be inadequate to
fund and support the much needed facilities and services needed within towns and
villages.

Q3. We have identified some draft Strategic Priorities for the Local Plan in
Table 2 on page 7 & 8. Do you agree with them? (Please tick)
Yes
No



Do you have any comments on the strategic priorities?
Below are the Council’s proposed Strategic Priorities for the new Local Plan (shown in
italics) and our specific comments in relation to them. Our proposed amendments to these
Strategic priorities are shown in bold:
Draft Strategic Priorities
1) To deliver all the objectively assessed housing need for Hart in planned locations
across the District between 2011 and 2032.
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2) To continue to work with Rushmoor and Surrey Heath on meeting the objectively
assessed housing need for the Housing Market Area as a whole, for example through
the provision of SANG that can facilitate housing in those areas. In order to comply with
statutory requirements, when it is clear what (if any) the level of unmet need is across
the housing market area, we will seek to help to meet this in a way that fits into our
strategy.
-

We have already referred in our response to question 4 to the fact that at the
moment, Hart is currently awaiting the completion of a new SHMA which will identify
an up to date Objectively Assessed Need figure (OAN) for housing. It does,
therefore, seem somewhat strange that the Council is committing itself to delivering
a housing figure when it does not know what it is, nor does it yet know how much
unmet need it might be required to deliver on behalf of Rushmoor and / or Surrey
Heath.

-

We suggest that Strategic Priorities 1 and 2 are combined and subjected to the
following revised wording:
To work with Rushmoor and Surrey Heath to ensure that both the objectively
assessed housing need for Hart and the wider Housing Market Area are
delivered over the plan period, without causing harm to key environmental
assets such as the Thames Basin Heath SPA and avoiding coalescence of
settlements and loss of character and identity.

-

We also propose that a new Strategic Priority is added here to reflect the
importance that the Council will give to maximising the use of brownfield sites:
To support development opportunities on previously developed land in order
to maximise the delivery of new homes on brownfield sites. The Council will
maintain and update “Zones of Brownfield Opportunity” to assist with this,
and will also actively proactively promote other opportunities to develop
brownfield sites including permitted development rights, the Starter Homes
Exception Sites Policy and the Self Build Register.

3) To provide new homes of a mix of sizes and tenures to meet the current and future
needs of Hart’s residents, including a viable mix of affordable housing, and new homes
to meet the needs of an ageing population.
-

We consider that a new settlement would fail to achieve this particular Priority. The
reason being that it would inevitably constrain housing supply in many other
settlements within the borough as it would be the primary focus point for new
residential development. As a consequence, less additional housing provision in
existing settlements will result in a failure to provide affordable housing and new
homes to meet the needs of the ageing population in the locations where it is most
needed.

-

We are also concerned that a new settlement option would fail to deliver the types
and sizes of homes most needed in the District. To meet housing needs, the SHMA
calls for 60 to 70% of the new build in the housing market area to be 1 and 2 bed
properties. There is a risk that a new settlement will over deliver on larger properties
as developers seek to attract those wanting to move to Hart at the expense of those
already living in the District.
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-

We suggest that Strategic Priority 3 is amended as follows:
To provide new homes of a mix of sizes and tenures to meet the current and
future needs of Hart’s residents, including a viable mix of affordable housing
spread across the District, and new homes to meet the needs of an ageing
population in the most sustainable existing settlements in the District. To
ensure that these needs are met, the Council will actively monitor the delivery
of new homes by size and tenure.

4) To support economic growth and the vitality and viability of Hart’s settlements by:



-

Providing for local shopping need in town, district and local centres to serve the
needs of existing and future residents; and
Protecting and providing a range of size and types of employment land and
buildings, including those supporting the rural economy, to meet future needs and
to contribute to economic growth in Hart and the wider area.
We consider that a new settlement would fail to achieve this particular Priority. The
reason being that it would inevitably constrain housing supply in many other
settlements within the District as it would be the primary focus point for new
residential development. Therefore, it would not create the additional demand
required to support economic growth and maintain the vitality and viability of
shopping and employment opportunities in Hart’s existing settlements. As identified
in the discussion above of the key issues for the Local Plan, the regeneration of
Hart’s existing settlements is the focus of Hart’s ‘Economic Development Strategy’.

5) To ensure that transport, social and physical infrastructure required to support new
development is delivered in a timely and coordinated manner. Through partnership
working with the education authority (Hampshire County Council) to plan for the
provision of sufficient primary and secondary school places, including new schools
where required.
-

We consider that a new settlement would fail to achieve this particular Priority. The
reason being that it would inevitably constrain housing supply in many other
settlements within the District as it would be the primary focus point for new
residential development. Consequently, it would not help the Council to bridge its
infrastructure deficit as a strategy focused on a new settlement would result in a
failure to obtain sufficient funding from development to pay for and deliver
necessary infrastructure (e.g. schools, highway improvements, community halls
etc.) across the rest of the District.

6) To conserve and enhance the distinctive built and historic environment in Hart including
the protection of heritage assets and their settings, and the protection of the character
and identity of settlements, including through protection from coalescence.
-

We consider that a new settlement at Winchfield would fail to achieve this particular
Priority. Winchfield is a unique heritage village; mentioned in the Domesday Book
and containing areas of archaeological interest; a variety of listed buildings,
including a Listed Norman Church; the Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area and
SSSI and adjacent to Dogrmersfield Historic Park and Gardens. The character and
identify of this historic settlement would clearly be significantly harmed, and its
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coalescence with nearby settlements including Hartley Wintney would be
unavoidable.
7) To protect and enhance:





-

-

The natural environment including landscape character;
Water quality, water supply, and groundwater and minimise the probability and
impacts of flooding in the District, including through directing development away
from areas most at risk and ensuring appropriate mitigation measures such as
Sustainable Drainage Systems are included within the design of new
developments; and,
Biodiversity in Hart including ensuring appropriate mitigation is in place to avoid
any adverse impact of new development upon the Thames Basin Heaths Special
Protection Area.
We consider that a new settlement would fail to achieve this particular Priority, since
it would cause significant harm to the natural environment due to its adverse impact
on the numerous important environmental assets in Winchfield and its surroundings
including the Thames Basin Heath SPA, Ancient Woodland, Basingstoke Canal
Conservation Area and SSSI, Odiham Common and Bagwell Green and Shaw
SSSI, and numerous SINC designated sites and area based TPOs. It would also
cause significant harm to landscape character and in particular the attractive rolling
countryside, and heritage features. Significant parts of the proposed new settlement
site are also subject to the risk of groundwater flooding at the surface, and thus the
Council would be failing to direct development away from areas most at risk.
It is also worth noting that a new settlement would significantly alter the level of
artificial lighting in this part of the District. There is currently very little street lighting
within Winchfield and the surrounding area, which is a highly notable quality given
the proximity and extent of ecologically sensitive sites.

8) To promote healthy and sustainable local communities through protecting and
enhancing community, sport, recreation and leisure facilities, and the delivery of a
multi-functional green infrastructure network across the District.
-

-

We consider that a new settlement would fail to achieve this particular Priority. It
would inevitably constrain housing supply in many other settlements within the
district as it would be the primary focus point for new residential development. As a
consequence, less additional housing provision in existing settlements will result in
lower developer contributions and fewer opportunities to address social and green
infrastructure deficiencies via planning gain.
Also, as detailed further in our response to question 4, there is no evidence to
demonstrate that sufficient provision of ‘Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace’
(SANGs) could be accommodated within the proposed new settlement, along with
the other biodiversity enhancements, green infrastructure and new recreational
activities required to meet the requirements of saved Policy.

9) To maximise opportunities for sustainable transport infrastructure alongside new
development, including facilities for walking, cycling and public transport, and the
delivery of measures to minimise, or accommodate the impact of new development on
the existing network.
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-

We consider that a new settlement would fail to achieve this particular Priority. It
would inevitably constrain housing supply in many other settlements within the
district as it would be the primary focus point for new residential development. As a
consequence, less additional housing provision in existing settlements will result in
less developer contributions and less opportunities to address transport
infrastructure deficiencies via planning gain.

10) To ensure new development is well –designed creating safe, inclusive environments
and taking account of character, local distinctiveness and sustainable design
principles.
-

-

We consider that a new settlement would fail to achieve this particular Priority. In
view of the disparate nature of the ‘Area of Search for a Potential New Settlement at
Winchfield’ (as identified in Figure 13 of the Consultation Document) it is doubtful
that a cohesive, distinct, viable and well connected new settlement can be delivered
given the physical barriers presented by the motorway, railway and the sizable area
of land not available for development in the centre of the proposed Area of Search.
The area of unavailable land in the centre would also create serious issues for
achieving connectivity between the eastern and western parts of the new
settlement. There are no public rights of way that could facilitate such movement,
and therefore long and convoluted routes would need to be found around this area,
which would not represent sustainable design.

11) To provide measures for adapting to the impacts of climate change and reduce the
contribution of new and existing development to the causes of climate change
including more efficient use of energy and natural resources and increased use of
renewable low carbon energy infrastructure.
-

We consider that a new settlement would fail to achieve this particular Priority.
Winchfield forms a vital ‘green lung’ at the centre of the District, separating the
urban area of Fleet and the Blackwater Valley conurbation to the east, and the
settlements of Hook and Basingstoke to the west. The loss of such a sizeable area
of natural landscape, and associated carbon sinks, is likely to impede the capacity
of the District to manage and adapt to the impacts of climate change.

Please send this response to:
Planning Policy
Hart District Council
Harlington Way
Fleet
Hampshire
GU51 4AE
Or email it to: planningpolicy@hart.gov.uk
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Appendix 1

WINCHFIELD ACTION GROUP

_______________________
JOINT OPINION
_______________________

Introduction and Summary
1

We are instructed by JB Planning Associates Ltd on behalf of the Winchfield Action
Group (“WAG”), who are opposed to the concept of a possible new settlement at
Winchfield. Although still at a very early stage in terms of consultation and testing of
the evidence base, a new settlement at Winchfield is currently a “preferred” option of
the relevant local planning authority, Hart District Council, in respect of its emerging
Local Plan.

2

Winchfield is a rural settlement located to the south of Hartley Wintney and in a gap
between Hook and Fleet. The settlement is fragmented due to the M3 motorway and
the South Western Mainline Basingstoke to Waterloo railway. Winchfield does not
have a defined settlement boundary, comprises 246 dwellings, and has a population of
664. Winchfield has very few services and facilities, and those that do exist include a
church, a community hall and two pubs. There is no mains sewage or gas supply.
The principal facility that Winchfield benefits from is a railway station, although we
understand there are substantial concerns as to the capacity of the same.

We

understand that Winchfield also possesses a number of heritage assets, which is
unsurprising given it is a Domesday village, and that its locally distinctive character

1

and surrounding landscape are highly valued both by residents and by the many who
come to the area for amenity and recreational purposes.

3

Of particular concern to those instructing us, the Council has very recently purported
to effect a “volte face” whereby a second regulation 18 consultation exercise, long
promised in the Council’s LDS (including during the course of the first regulation 18
consultation), has been scrapped, the intention now being to proceed, after “testing”,
straight to a regulation 19 exercise in the autumn of 2015 on the draft submission
version of the Local Plan. We are asked to advise WAG whether the Council’s
streamlined process, omitting the previously advertised second regulation 18
consultation exercise, would be lawful, and if not whether the issue can be pursued by
way of an application for a judicial review in advance of the adoption of the Local
Plan and the 6 week challenge period identified in a113 of the Planning and
Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 (“the 2004 Act”).

4

In summary, for the reasons explained in more detail below, the course on which the
Council has currently set itself is likely to be unlawful (and these are points which can
be taken both during the examination itself, as well as by way of an application for
judicial review issued prior to submission of the draft Plan) in that:

4.1

Failure to afford the opportunity for a further regulation 18 consultation
exercise is likely to be unlawful because:

a. The exercise was very general and high level (for reasons developed at
paragraph 22 below). Once (following “testing”) there is “flesh on the

2

bone” as to what the various Options actually mean in practice (and what
the environmental benefits and costs of each will be), it is only then that
real decisions can be made regarding housing distribution. In our view, a
failure to afford an opportunity for regulation 18 consultation at that stage
would be a clear breach of (a) Regulation 18 of the 2012 Regulations, (b)
Regulation 13 of the 2004 Regulations, and (c) paragraph 155 of the NPPF
(which “must” be taken into account by the Council, per section 19 of the
2004 Act).

b. Unless the Council re-instates a further regulation 18 consultation exercise
at the appropriate time, it will (a) be acting contrary to the legitimate
expectation of those who either did or did not submit consultation
responses in the August – October 2014 exercise, that they would have a
further opportunity to make representations once the “specifics” of the
plan were better developed, and will (b) constitute a breach of section
19(1) of the 2004 Act that “local development documents must be
prepared in accordance with the local development scheme”, which cannot
in our view permit what is effectively a retrospective amendment that
would prejudice consultees.

c. There was no consultation on the extent of housing need that should be
met within the District. Indeed, there is no evidence that to date there has
been any consideration by the Council of the “reasonable alternative[s]” of
providing less than the OAN, on environmental grounds.

3

d. There has been no regulation 18 consultation at all on issues such as
employment, retail, transport, infrastructure (or, indeed, anything other
than housing distribution). It is inconceivable that a coherent and sound
local plan could emerge without addressing most (at least) of these issues.
Thus, the Council presently appears to be in a hopeless position if it
maintains its current course. Either it will proceed with a plan that does
not address fundamental matters (thereby exposing itself on the
“soundness” issue), or it will incorporate matters which have indisputably
not been the topic of any regulation 18 consultation.

e. The regulation 18 exercise was conducted at a time when the “duty to cooperate” discussions with Rushmoor and Surrey Heath were at a very early
stage. So long as the Council pursues such discussions in the robust and
inquisitive manner which is expected of it, it is presently unclear what
additional (or reduced) proposals will emerge in terms of the District’s
proposed housing provision.

In the event that the general position

materially changed between August 2014 and the outcome of “duty to cooperate” discussions, it would be most surprising if the Council opted not
to engage in public consultation on the same. In particular, the criticisms
of the Council’s first regulation 18 consultation exercise as misleadingly
incomplete will be re-inforced if the preference for Option 4 leads to
increased housing requirements in consequence of the outcome of “duty to
co-operate” discussions.

4

4.2

As noted above, there is no evidence to date that the Council has considered
the “reasonable alternative” of not providing the full OAN within its area, and
setting a lower “policy on” requirement, because the environmental cost is
simply too high.

When this reasonable alternative has been properly

considered and tested by the Council, it too should form the basis of the
further regulation 18 consultation.

4.3

A judicial review raising points of procedural illegality which is issued prior
to submission of the draft Local Plan for examination will not fall foul of the
ouster provisions in s113 of the 2004 Act: see The Manydown Company
Limited v Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council [2012] EWHC 977 and
IM Properties Development Limited v Lichfield District Council [2014]
EWHC 2440. Unless the Council addresses the matters set out in this Joint
Opinion, the points in question can be pursued either by way of an application
for judicial review (issued prior to submission, and within the 6 week period
following the decision which is the subject matter of the challenge), or during
the examination.

Factual background
5

Before considering the legality of the course on which the Council has recently set
itself, it is important to consider the factual background against which the current
issues arise.

5

6

The Council had an earlier attempt to adopt a Local Plan. But in 2013, this was
rejected on grounds of a failure to comply with the duty to co-operate, as well as the
quality of the supporting evidence base regarding housing requirements. WAG is
concerned to assist the Council to ensure that the same fate does not befall the new
emerging Local Plan, although there are different potential failings which are the
specific subject of this Joint Opinion.

7

In May 2014 a draft updated SHMA was provided to the Council. (This has now been
finalised, in December 2014, in what we understand are materially similar terms.)
The SHMA covered three local authorities, Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath, which
were assessed as comprising a single HMA. (In due course, those instructing us will
need to consider and make representations as appropriate on whether the
characterisation of the three districts as a single HMA is capable of justification.) The
SHMA assessed an OAN (objectively assessed need) for 24,414 new homes in the
period 2011-32, with Hart’s share being 7,534 (359pa). The Council’s position is
that, by way of existing commitments, it can accommodate about 3,500 of these new
homes, leaving a balance on the full OAN for Hart of 4,000.

8

In August - October 2014, the Council conducted a regulation 18 consultation
exercise on a “Housing Development Options Consultation Paper”. Five Options
were put forward, being (1) Settlement Focus (between 580 and 875), (2) Dispersal
Strategy (up to 4,000 units), (3) Focused Growth (Strategic Urban Extensions) (up to
3,500 new homes), (4) Focused Growth (New Settlement) (at least 4,000 new homes),
and (5) Focusing development away from the Thames Basin Heaths SPA Zone of
Influence.

Specific sites were not put forward for any of these 5 Options.

6

In

particular, Option 4 was a consultation merely on the principle of a new settlement. It
was not a consultation on Winchfield as the only such permutation under Option 4.
The questions posed in the consultation exercise invited respondents to rank the
various Options, to state whether Hart’s smallest villages and hamlets should see
some new housing, to identify where any Option 4 new settlement should be located,
and to state whether there were any other possible housing development options and
for any other comments.

9

The consultation exercise ran between August and October 2014.

The Council

prepared a paper summarising consultation responses. It showed a measure of support
for each of the Options from the 550 or so respondents, although there was a
preponderance in favour of Options 1 and 4. In response to the question as to where a
new settlement might go, the paper indicates, at pages 22-27, a long list of identified
locations / areas, of which Winchfield was but one.

10

The confusion as regards “Option 4” is evident from the lack of a consultation
response of Hartley Wintney Parish Council.

In a 4/11/14 letter, that body has

complained to the Council that it chose not to respond to the consultation given its
“high level strategic” nature, and the fact that Winchfield was not specifically
identified as the option being consulted on. The letter noted that it was anticipated
that the opportunity to make representations would be taken in the 2nd regulation 18
process then set out in the LDS, once specific proposals had emerged. The foregoing
is also reflected in minutes of the Parish Council’s 3 November 2014 meeting with
which we have been provided.

7

11

At its meeting on 27/11/14, the Council resolved that its “preferred housing
distribution, subject to testing” envisaged c750 dwelling on brownfield sites, 100-650
dwellings on sites adjoining settlement boundaries, 0-600 dwellings on “strategic
urban extensions (no individual site identified)” and 1,800 – 2,400 dwellings at a
“new settlement at Winchfield”. Amendments to remove the specific identification of
Winchfield were voted down. The “preferred housing distribution” adopted thus
envisages contributions from each of Options 1 – 4 from the Housing Development
Options Consultation Paper, although the most significant single contribution is from
Winchfield.

12

The report to the 27/11/14 meeting contended (paragraph 1.3) that Winchfield was
“the only area that has sufficient land identified and promoted for development that
would create the critical mass needed to support a sustainable new settlement”. The
27/11/14 report also noted, at paragraph 3.4, that the 4,000 dwelling “balance” takes
no account of the potential for accommodating a share of the assessed OAN of
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath. It noted that both authorities had requested Hart to
accept a proportion of their needs (1,700 and 1,400 respectively), but the result of any
detailed “duty to co-operate” discussions were not presently known. On any view,
this issue introduces a very considerable uncertainty as to the emerging contents of the
draft Local Plan.

13

At a subsequent Council meeting on 8/1/15, the Council noted the emergence of a
new SHLAA site at Murrell Green (proposing 1,800 units), and agreed the approach
to the testing of sites (which was to include proposed or newly emerging “strategic
development opportunities”). It was also resolved that the Chief Executive should

8

“ensure that the Council engages constructively, actively and on an ongoing basis,
with local parish councils on the testing of the new settlement and strategic
development options”.

14

On 16/2/15, an updated LDS (the fourth) was published. The version replaced (which
dated from April 2014) had made provision for a second regulation 18 consultation
exercise in March 2015. The new LDS scraps that step, and indicates a present
intention to proceed straight to regulation 19 consultation on a pre-submission version
in the autumn of 2015. It can be noted that, quite apart from potential legal flaws
considered below, there is a clear tension between the resolution of the Council on
8/1/15 cited above, and the amendment to the LDS to remove such a step.

15

It appears to be the case that removing the proposed second regulation 18 consultation
was an idea that emerged from the Council’s meeting with a PINS Inspector who was
advising informally on the emerging Local Plan. A note of the relevant meeting,
which has been supplied by the Council in response to a FOIA request, records (p3)
the Inspector’s advice as being: “Keep consultation to a minimum in accordance with
Regs. Don’t need a draft plan consultation, but make sure the SA work is done
properly, with options tested.

If substantial changes are needed, then need to

reconsult rather than proceed straight to submission”. As the note is apparently in
draft, it is presently unclear if the Inspector agrees that this fully and accurately
reflects his advice.

9

Legal and policy context
16

There are a number of relevant statutory requirements set out in sections 19 and 20 of
the 2004 Act, including:

16.1

That “local development documents must be prepared in accordance with the
local development scheme”: section 19(1).

16.2

That in preparing the document, the local planning authority “must have
regard to” inter alia “national policies and advice contained in guidance issued
by the Secretary of State”: section 19(2)(a). This would include the NPPF and
PPG.

16.3

A sustainability appraisal must be conducted and reported on: section 19(5).

16.4

The purpose of the examination is to assess, inter alia, whether the submitted
draft plan (a) has complied with the requirements of the Town and Country
Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 [SI 2012/767] (“the
2012 Regulations”) and of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes Regulations 2004 [SI 2004/1633] (“the 2004 Regulations”), and
(b) whether it is “sound”: section 20.

17

The 2012 Regulations. Regulation 18 of the 2012 Regulations provides that a local
planning authority “must” (a) notify various persons including affected residents “of
the subject of a local plan which the local planning authority propose to prepare”, (b)
invite representations “about what a local plan with that subject ought to contain”, and
10

(c) “must take into account” any such representations when preparing the local plan.
Regulation 18 does not preclude more than one round of public consultation, and it is
very common for local planning authorities to engage in two or more such exercises.
Although additional consultation exercises introduce a further step into the process,
they are capable of reducing time overall if thereby obviating the need for, or merit in,
procedural objections as to inadequate consultation.

They also create public

confidence in the process and its outcomes.

18

Regulation 19 of the 2012 Regulations provides for the provision of an opportunity to
make representations on the proposed submission version of the plan.

Such

representations are then, in the usual course, considered during the examination of the
submitted version of the plan.

19

The 2004 Regulations. In a case such as the present, regulation 12(2) requires the
preparation of an “environmental report” to “identify, describe and evaluate the likely
significant effects on the environment of (a) implementing the plan or programme,
and (b) reasonable alternatives taking into account the objectives and geographical
scope of the plan or programme”. Regulation 13 requires “effective consultation” on
the environmental report and draft plan together. There is a live issue as to whether
the 2004 Regulations have accurately and fully transposed, at least by themselves, the
provisions of Article 6(2) of the SEA Directive requiring “an early and effective
opportunity within appropriate time frames to express their opinion on the draft plan
or programme and the accompanying environmental report before the adoption of the
plan or programme or its submission to the legislative procedure”.

11

20

The NPPF and PPG. There are numerous provisions within these documents which
are relevant to the plan-making process and the assessment of soundness. For present
purposes, these include the following provisions within the NPPF:

20.1

Paragraph 47 of the NPPF requires local planning authorities to use their
evidence base to meet the full objectively assessed housing needs of their
district “as far as is consistent with the policies set out in this Framework”.
Similarly, paragraph 14 of the NPPF provides that for plan-making the full
OAN should be met unless the adverse impacts of doing so “substantially and
demonstrably” outweigh the benefits, or specific policies in the NPPF indicate
that development should be restricted. Thus, while it is necessary to assess by
way of starting point what the OAN is within a District, there is a second stage
of the process whereby the extent to which the OAN can be met in a manner
“consistent with the policies” of the NPPF requires to be assessed. This new
two-stage exercise, potentially resulting in a “policy on” figure which is below
the OAN was confirmed by the Court of Appeal in City and District of St
Albans v Hunston Properties Limited [2013] EWCA Civ 1610 and Solihull
Metropolitan Borough Council v Gallagher Estates Ltd [2014] EWCA Civ
1610.

20.2

Paragraph 155 of the NPPF requires “early and meaningful engagement and
collaboration” in respect of the preparation of local plans.

20.3

The elements of “soundness” are described at paragraph 182 of the NPPF.
They include that the plan should be positively prepared (ie, meeting the OAN

12

together with unmet requirements of neighbouring authorities, when this is
reasonable), justified (ie, “the plan should be the most appropriate strategy,
when considered against the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate
evidence”), effective, and consistent with national policy.

Analysis
21

In our view, it is likely that progressing the emerging local plan straight to a
regulation 19 exercise in the autumn of 2015 pursuant to the most recent version of
the LDS, and without a further regulation 18 consultation exercise, will render the
process unlawful, and thereby susceptible to an appropriately timed judicial review, or
to challenge during the examination process. Our reasons are as follows.

22

First, we are struck by the generalised, high level nature of the August 2014
consultation exercise. This is a point that goes well beyond the fact that Winchfield
was not specifically identified as the sole candidate for Option 4 purposes.

In

addition, no specific site was identified for any of the other Options, in particular
Option 3. The Council is currently engaged on what will (presumably) be rigorous
testing, duly informed by the instruction of external experts as appropriate, of the key
sites / opportunities under Options 1 – 4, pursuant to the mandate contained in the
8/1/15 resolutions. It is self-evident that the whole landscape of the issue of housing
distribution will look completely different once this testing process has been carried
out. It cannot be predicted what sites or Options will be essentially ruled out (whether
as undeliverable, or because of the environmental harm the specific proposal would
cause), or what realistic sites or strategies will emerge as coherent and sustainable
proposals. For example, we understand there are representations that the realistic
13

capacity of brownfield sites is not the 750 assumed by the Council’s preferred
strategy, but something nearer to 3,500. If this were correct (or even if it were only
partially correct) that would itself significantly change the extent to which other
Options were required to be called upon. Further, if coherent SUE proposals emerge
(ie, if the sites at Murrell Green and/or Lodge Farm and/or any other comparable
proposal are assessed as realistic candidates for development), it is plain that the need
for an Option 4 may well evaporate. The same approach applies in respect of the
numerous alternative candidate locations for an Option 4 new settlement set out in the
Summary of the Consultation Responses paper (or, indeed, any subsequent proposals).
In short, once (following “testing”) there is “flesh on the bone” as to what the various
Options actually mean in practice (and what the environmental benefits and costs of
each will be), it is only then that real decisions can be made regarding housing
distribution.

In our view, a failure to afford an opportunity for regulation 18

consultation at that stage would be a clear breach of (a) Regulation 18 of the 2012
Regulations, (b) Regulation 13 of the 2004 Regulations, and (c) paragraph 155 of the
NPPF (which “must” be taken into account by the Council, per section 19 of the 2004
Act). As regards the draft note of Inspector Holland’s (see paragraph 15 above), we
do not agree that the brief advice recorded fully explains the circumstances in which a
further regulation 18 consultation exercise will be required, but it suffices for present
purposes to observe that it is here self-evident that, once “flesh is on the bones”
following detailed analysis, the planning landscape will be substantially different from
that which was the subject of the Autumn 2014 consultation exercise.

23

Second, it is striking to note that the LDS was altered after the August 2014
consultation exercise. It is clear that this has led to concerns by residents that a

14

misleading impression was given to them given (a) the generalised scope of the
consultation exercise, and (b) the important background consideration that, at the
relevant time, residents were being promised (per the April 2014 version of the LDS
then extant) a further opportunity to make representations. This is the complaint
advanced by Hartley Wintney Parish Council, and it would appear to be a complaint
of substance.

Moreover, in our view, unless the Council re-instates a further

regulation 18 consultation exercise at the appropriate time, it will (a) be acting
contrary to the legitimate expectation of those who either did or did not submit
consultation responses in the August – October 2014 exercise, that they would have a
further opportunity to make representations once the “specifics” of the plan were
better developed, and will (b) constitute a breach of section 19(1) of the 2004 Act that
“local development documents must be prepared in accordance with the local
development scheme”. As to the latter point, it would make a nonsense of section
19(1) if a council could (with what amounts to retrospective effect) alter an LDS, to
the manifest prejudice of consultees. Here, having held a consultation exercise at a
time when it was being represented that a further opportunity would later be afforded,
it is contrary to the purpose of section 19(1) for the Council to change that, after the
first consultation exercise is concluded. We strongly doubt that Inspector Holland
was aware of the full picture explained above at the time of his 20/10/14 meeting with
the Council.

24

Third, we note that the August - October 2014 exercise consulted only on matters
relating to housing distribution. This results in two compelling and free-standing
objections to the Council’s current proposal of scrapping a second regulation 18
consultation exercise, namely:

15

24.1

There was no consultation on the extent of need that should be met within the
District.

Indeed, there is no evidence that to date there has been any

consideration by the Council of the “reasonable alternative[s]” of providing
less than the OAN, on environmental grounds. In our view, it is elementary,
and consistent with the 2004 and 2012 Regulations and the NPPF, that such an
issue must be properly assessed in the SA/SEA and thereafter the subject of
proper consultation (at a time when responses are capable of influencing the
contents of the emerging plan).

24.2

There has been no regulation 18 consultation at all on issues such as
employment, retail, transport, infrastructure (or, indeed, anything other than
housing distribution). It is inconceivable that a coherent and sound local plan
could emerge without addressing most (at least) of these issues, to which the
“duty to co-operate” is likely to apply as well. Indeed, there is a clear link
between these topics and housing provision / distribution. We note also that
the current evidence base on these matters is, in many instances, significantly
out of date.

Regulation 18 of the 2012 Regulations plainly requires

consultation on the “subject” of a proposed local plan. Thus, the Council
presently appears to be in a hopeless position if it maintains its current course.
Either it will proceed with a plan that does not address fundamental matters
(thereby exposing itself on the “soundness” issue), or it will incorporate
matters which have indisputably not been the topic of any regulation 18
consultation.

16
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Fourth, we note also that the regulation 18 exercise was conducted at a time when the
“duty to co-operate” discussions with Rushmoor and Surrey Heath are at a very early
stage. So long as the Council pursues such discussions in the robust and inquisitive
manner which is expected of it, it is presently unclear what additional (or reduced)
proposals will emerge in terms of the District’s proposed housing provision. In the
event that the general position materially changed between August 2014 and the
outcome of “duty to co-operate” discussions, it would be most surprising if the
Council opted not to engage in public consultation on the same. In particular, the
criticisms of the Council’s first regulation 18 consultation exercise as misleadingly
incomplete will be re-inforced if the preference for Option 4 leads to increased
housing requirements in consequence of the outcome of “duty to co-operate”
discussions.

26

Finally, we address the issue as to when the contentions explored above can be
pursued.

Clearly, the points can be taken during the examination process as

objections to the soundness and/or lawfulness of the emerging plan.

27

In addition, so long as a judicial review is issued prior to submission of the document
for examination, it will not be barred by the ouster provisions in s113 of the 2004 Act:
see The Manydown Company Limited v Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council
[2012] EWHC 977 and IM Properties Development Limited v Lichfield District
Council [2014] EWHC 2440.

28

It is to be hoped that the Council will re-consider their recent “volte face” on a second
regulation 18 consultation exercise once the outcome of further testing is available. A

17

refusal to do so at that time would comprise the decision that is susceptible to a
judicial review.

PETER VILLAGE QC
ANDREW TABACHNIK

14 April 2015
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Executive Summary
1. The critique focuses in two main areas – (a) conformity of the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA) with the processes laid down in Planning Policy Guidance (PPG), and (b)
compliance of the resulting ‘objectively assessed need’ (OAN) with the requirements of the
National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF).
2. The 2011-based DCLG household projection is for an increase of 775 dpa for the 3-District
Housing Market Area (HMA) and 356 (Hart). The SHMA proposes a series of 6 adjustments to
arrive at an OAN of 1180 dpa (an increase of 52%). There are serious deficiencies in the way this
has been done, which means it does not conform with PPG:


A series of three adjustments to the DCLG projection (to extend its timescale to the
whole plan period; to adjust migration estimates; and to adjust household formation
rates) would increase HMA housing needs from 775 dpa to 925 dpa. These are
redundant because the 2011-based household projection has been superseded by a
2012-based version. For the same three factors this produces a reduction in needs (from
775 to 763 dpa for the HMA, and from 356 to 241 dpa for Hart);



An adjustment for economic growth takes as its lower bound the 700 pa jobs growth in
the period 1998-2008, a period of very strong growth. The argument for a higher growth
rate than this rests on ‘splitting the difference’ with an even higher figure – which the
SHMA agrees to be excessive. The 1998-2008 growth would be a very good result, which
might justify increasing housing provision up to 921 dpa for the HMA (up to 340 for
Hart). This would be slightly higher than average completions 2001-13 (HMA 885, Hart
314);



While no further increases have been proposed in the SHMA for ‘affordable housing’ or
‘market signals’, the evidence put forward under these headings raises further issues.
The SHMA suggests a need of 355 dpa for social housing. At the HMA level this would
require a quota of 38% of total provision – somewhat higher than the 30% considered
realistic by the SHMA. While forming part of the OAN these needs will not give rise to
effective demand for additions to the housing stock unless an alternative (and so far
unidentified) delivery mechanism is created. The Hart quota is lower at 21%, so this is a
lesser problem there.

Implications of this critique for OAN

HMA Housing
needs dpa1

Hart Housing
needs dpa1

Starting point: DCLG 2012-based projection (2011-31)

763

241

Adjustment for historic economic growth
Affordable/social rented housing need (20 year backlog clearance)
Effective demand for housing
Quota for social rented need as % of total

921
355
566
38%

340
72
268
21%

Notes:
1. Dpa: dwellings per annum for additional households projected (with no allowance for vacancy or second homes)

3. The evidence above demonstrates a gap between ‘need’ (OAN) and effective demand (need
backed by resources). The clear ‘market signal’ is that housing provision on the scale of the
SHMA (1180 dpa) cannot be delivered by the market, and even at the reduced level of 921 dpa
there would be difficulties for which no solution is offered. This puts serious difficulties in the
way of Local Plans achieving sustainable development as required by NPPF:


A dynamic analysis of household formation shows that new households are mainly
formed by younger age groups. They do not generally have the resources to buy or rent
new housing, but rely on churn of cheaper stock for their housing choices;
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Builders respond to effective demand, not need per se. The effect of allocating large
amounts of land to meet OAN will be to provide builders with a wide choice of locations
rather than to increase overall housing output;



Builders’ preferences are for greenfield sites offering lower risks and higher profit
margins, especially if targeted on wealthier market segments such as commuters to
London, better-off retirees, and those ‘trading up’;



The additional housing provided in response to such demands is largely irrelevant to
supplying the local labour market. It also tends to add disproportionately to demands on
infrastructure and services, particularly transport;



A large surplus of land above effective demand diverts resources (mainly public) from
renewal of infrastructure and services in existing settlements, compromising the housing
choices available to new households, and their contribution to the local labour market;



Provision of land in response to an over-stated OAN will not help met the needs of new
households, and may not even lead to provision of more housing. By undermining the
role of existing settlements, it will reduce choice for employers and for new households,
and increase travel demand and car-dependency.

4. The rationale for using national projections as the basis for local assessments of housing need
depends upon the SHMA process adding up to credible national total. In practice adjustments
are being permitted which render the process invalid, and undermine the purposes of NPPF.
Meeting housing needs that the market will not meet also requires action at national level. A
large-scale programme of social housing is implied if the ‘need’ figures are to be acted upon,
though this is national not a local issue.

Author qualifications and experience
This submission has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Action Group and We Heart Hart by Alan
Wenban-Smith. He is a Member of the Royal Town Planning Institute, and for the last 10 years a
member of its Policy and Research Committee, and its representative on the board of the Transport
Planning Society.
He has extensive relevant professional experience in spatial planning in local government, including
leading development planning, housing, transport and economic development projects at local, city,
conurbation and regional levels. In his last local authority role he was responsible for planning and
transport policy for Birmingham City Council, and also chaired conurbation- and region-wide
collaboration on planning and transport issues. In these capacities he led a number of joint projects,
some later adopted at national level: the first big city Unitary Development Plan, the first regional
Strategic Planning Guidance (later rolled out nationally as Regional Planning Guidance), the first
conurbation-wide transport investment programme (rolled out nationally as Local Transport Plans),
and the first Regional Transport Strategy (later incorporated into Regional Spatial Strategies).
As a consultant since 1996 (trading as Urban & Regional Policy) he has led several projects touching
on housing issues in the South East and elsewhere, including advising CPRE on housing in SERPLAN
(author of its 1999 report on ‘Plan, monitor and manage’); acting as a Special Adviser to the
Commons Select Committee Inquiry into the South East Growth Areas (2003/4); advising DfT on
integrating transport planning with regional spatial policy (2004); conducting regional case studies on
land for affordable housing for the Housing Corporation (2008), chairing a Peer Review of London’s
land-use transport modelling for TfL (2008/9); and reviewing the Oxfordshire Strategic Housing
Market Assessment for CPRE (2014).
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Introduction
This commission

1.1

Wessex Economics (WE) was commissioned by a consortium of the local authorities to carry
out a Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) for the three local authority Districts
constituting the Housing Market Area (Hart and Rushmoor (Hants) and Surrey Heath
(Surrey)). I have been commissioned by CPRE to critically examine the basis of the SHMA,
because of the major implications for housing land across all districts. The SHMA (dated
December 2014) is being used by a number of District Councils to update Local Plans that
are in the course of preparation, of which Hart is the first.
National policy context

1.2

The National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) makes clear that purpose of the planning
system is to further the economic, social and environmental dimensions of ‘sustainable
development’ (paras 6 and 7). It stresses (para 8) that because of their mutual
dependence, ‘to achieve sustainable development, economic, social and environmental
gains should be sought jointly and simultaneously through the planning system’ which
‘should play an active role in guiding development to sustainable solutions’.

1.3

The role of the local planning process in respect of housing is set out in NPPF (paras 47-55).
In summary the relevant policies are:
a) Local Plans are required to make provision for ‘full, objectively assessed needs for
market and affordable housing in the housing market’ [usually abbreviated to OAN];
b) Identify and annually update a supply of ‘specific deliverable sites’ sufficient for 5years’ worth of housing at the required annual rate, and a supply of specific,
deliverable locations for years 6-10 and (where possible) years 11-15;
c) Set out an ‘implementation strategy for the delivery of land for the full range of
housing’, and ‘a housing trajectory for the plan period’ illustrating the expected rate
of delivery.

1.4

Planning Policy Guidance (PPG) sets out the framework for estimating the OAN in a
Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA). Unlike NPPF, PPG does not have the status
of national policy, and changes from time to time by administrative decision1.

1.5

The remainder of this report is in three sections:
a) Section 2 considers in more depth the key points of national policy and guidance on
provision for housing in Local Plans;
b) Section 3 critically examines the extent to which the WE SHMA complies with PPG,
and suggests a figure for OAN which could be compliant;
c) Section 4 considers the high probability that effective demand will be significantly
lower and different in character from OAN at either level, and considers the
implications for the NPPF principle of sustainable development.

2

National policy and guidance for estimating local housing needs
From national projections to local needs

2.1

National policy requires the SHMA to be carried out within the framework set by NPPF and
current PPG. In this Section we consider the technical underpinning of the projections,
particularly whether the adjustments proposed to official household projections are

1

PPGs are a web-based resource maintained by DCLG. The Guidance quoted in this report is ‘Methodology:
assessing housing need’ www.planningguidance.planningportal.gov.uk (revised 6 March 2014)
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‘reasonable…consistent with the principles of sustainable development and could be
expected to improve affordability’, as required by the PPG.
2.2

The household projections by DCLG that provide the baseline for adjustments are based on
subnational population projections (SNPPs) for local authorities by the Office for National
Statistics (ONS). The ONS and DCLG projections are ‘policy neutral’; they take past trends
and project them forward on the assumption that the same policies and processes are in
place in both the past ‘reference’ period and the future ‘projection’ period. They do not
estimate the impact of policies yet to take effect.

2.3

When considering adjustments we need to be aware of what assumptions and trends are
already incorporated, so these are summarised below.
ONS subnational population projections (SNPPs)

2.4

SNPPs are produced every 2 years, based on mid-year estimates of population by local
authority area (MYEs), and going forward incorporate trends in fertility, mortality and
migration over the previous 5 years. These local estimates are added up and adjusted pro
rata (‘controlled’) to the estimated totals at national level. Crucial points for the present
purpose are:
a) The current SNPP are 2012-based and go forward 25 years to 2037. The population
of England is projected to grow by 7% by 2022;
b) The migration trends used in MYEs and SNPPs are based on international travel
statistics, Higher Education student statistics and NHS registrations over the
reference period (2007-2012);
c) The smaller the area, the more significant local migration becomes as a proportion
of population change. NHS and Higher Education statistics are used to study local
migration, but it is recognised as the most difficult component of change to
estimate;
d) The 2011 Census provided an opportunity to check MYEs of population against its
counts, showing significant differences in many areas including the present case.
These unattributed population changes (UPCs) have been the subject of a study by
ONS2. This concluded that because (unlike the 2011-based series) the 2012-based
SNPPs are fresh forecasts, with reference period MYEs adjusted for the 2011 Census,
they should not be adjusted for UPCs;
e) Provision of housing is a particularly important driver of local migration, meaning
there is a danger of circularity. A projection of households based on past population
trends will be influenced by housing provision during the reference period.
DCLG local household projections

2.5

2

DCLG’s current subnational household projection takes the corresponding population
projection (2012-based SNPP) as its base and applies local ‘headship rates’ to each 10-year
age cohort. Trends in headship rates for each age, sex and marital status group are
projected forward from 1991, 2001 and 2011 Censuses and Labour Force Survey data, and
applied to the SNPP projected local population. Key points are:
a) The headship rates in the household projections rely on much longer-term trends
than the corresponding population projection (20 years compared with 5 years);
b) The 2011 Census marked a significant turning point in household formation: the
long-term decline in average household size appeared to have ended, at least
temporarily. The projection thus takes account of the reduction in new household
formation following the global economic events of 2007/8 (as shown by the 2011
Census), mitigated by the 20 year reference period it uses.

ONS (2014) Report on Unattributable Population Change
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Guidance on the use of projections

2.6

The starting point specified by PPG is the latest official household projections produced by
DCLG. PPG implies a cautious approach to adjustments: ‘The household projections
produced by DCLG are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent
assumptions. However, plan makers may consider sensitivity testing, specific to their local
circumstances, based on alternative assumptions in relation to the underlying demographic
projections and household formation rates. Account should also be taken of the most
recent demographic evidence including the latest Office of National Statistics population
estimates.’

2.7

PPG identifies a number of headings under which adjustments may be considered, to
reflect:
a) Sensitivity testing against alternative assumptions about underlying demographics,
with any local changes needing to be clearly explained and justified;
b) Employment trends for the housing market area, with implications for crossboundary migration and commuting considered under the duty to cooperate;
c) Projections may be adjusted to reflect a range of ‘market signals’, including land
prices, house prices, rents, affordability, past over- or under-delivery against plans,
and overcrowding.

2.8

PPG states that market signals indicating worsening affordability trends will require upward
revision relative to the official projection (and the larger the problem, the larger the
adjustment). However, plan makers should ‘set this adjustment at a level that is
reasonable’. Plan makers ‘should not attempt to estimate the precise impact of an increase
in housing supply’, but rather should ‘increase planned supply by an amount that, on
reasonable assumptions and consistent with the principles of sustainable development
could be expected to improve affordability, and monitor the response of the market over the
plan period’.

3

SHMA adjustments to DCLG projections

3.1

This Section critically examines how the SHMA has applied the PPG. The SHMA has
followed a 7-step process to get from the 2011-based DCLG household projections it uses
to the ‘objectively assessed need’ across the housing market area. The adjustments
proposed are as follows:
1. Extension from 2011-21 to 2011-31 to match Local Plans periods;
2. Adjustment of migration to take account of UPCs;
3. Adjustment assuming household formation rate will return halfway towards to pre2008 trends;
4. Adjustment for chosen economic scenario (almost double the 1998-2008 jobs growth);
5. The affordable housing requirement;
6. Consideration of market signals; and
7. ‘Bringing it all together’.
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Figure 1: SHMA adjustments to DCLG projections (HMA and Hart District, 2011-31)

Steps in the adjustment

HMA
Housing
needs dpa1

Hart
Housing
needs dpa1

775

356

790
850
925
1180
1180 (355)
1180

330
310
340
370
370 (72)
370

1180

370

Starting point: DCLG 2011-based projection (2011-21)
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.

Extension to 2031(WE 7.25, Fig 7.3)
Adjustment for migration UPCs (WE 7.38-48, Fig 7.6)
Adjustment for headship rate increase (WE 7.49-59, Fig 7.8)
Adjustment for ‘central scenario’ economic growth (WE 7.79)
Affordable housing (housing for rent within 1180 – Fig 7.10)
Market signals: accommodated within 1180 target (WE 7.115)

7. Overall housing needs projection (2011-31)

Notes:
1. Dpa: dwellings per annum for additional households projected (with no allowance for vacancy or second homes)
Adjustments to the DCLG household projections

3.2

The first point to note is that the 2011-based projections used by WE as its starting point
has been superseded by the 2012-based series. This series takes into account adjustments
to past MYEs of population within the reference period of an up-dated (2012-based) SNPP,
and a revised projection of headship rates. The relevant comparisons are given in Figure 2.

Figure 2: 2011 and 2012 DCLG household projections compared

Population increase 2011-31 (persons)
2011-based SNPP 1
2012-based SNPP 2
Additional housing needs (dpa) 3
2011-based DCLG
2012-based DCLG
Implied change in average household size 4, 5
SNPP pop/DCLG hh (2011-based)
SNPP pop/DCLG hh (2012-based)

HMA

Hart

29,674
22,100

16,157
7,900

775
763

356
241

2.56 to 2.55
2.51 to 2.44

2.56 to 2.53
2.51 to 2.46

Notes:
1. 2011 SNPP + 20x annual projected increase 2011-21
2. 2012 SNPP + 19x annual projected increase 2012-31
3. Average increase in numbers of households pa over projection period
4. SNPP population (all ages) divided by DCLG projected households
5. 2011-based ahs projection is to 2021; 2012-based to 2031

3.3

In broad terms the 2012 SNPP implies a lower population increase than the 2011 version
(very much lower in the case of Hart). However, this is counter-acted by the increase in the
household formation rate in the 2012-based DCLG projection (reflected in the greater
reduction in average household size). The net effect is a small reduction in the HMA
housing need figure (from 775 to 763 dpa), and a larger reduction in the figure for Hart
(from 356 to 241 dpa).

3.4

The scale of the changes between the two years’ projections raises significant issues about
the robustness of the procedure, which is returned to later (para 4.17). For the present
purpose my comments will focus on the effect on the SHMA projection of OAN. There are
two principal points:
a) The SHMA has a lengthy discussion of migration (WE 7.30-48 refers), seeking to
‘correct’ the 2011-based SNPP for unattributed population changes (UPCs) and for
revisions to MYEs affecting the projection reference period (see 2.4(d) above). The
2012-based SNPPs are fully up-dated taking on board data not available when the
SHMA was produced, so these adjustment are no longer necessary;
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b) Similarly, the DCLG household projection incorporates higher rates of new
household formation than the 2011-based series, rendering the discussion in WE
7.49-59 superfluous.
3.5

As noted earlier (2.6 above) PPG states that ‘The household projections produced by DCLG
are statistically robust and are based on nationally consistent assumptions’, and any
adjustments must be fully justified. These two no longer are, and the increases set out
against Steps 1, 2 and 3 in Figure 1 are no longer valid. To comply with PPG any adjustment
for the remaining factors (economic growth, affordable housing and market signals) must
start from a need of 763 dpa for the HMA (241 dpa for Hart).
Adjustments for economic growth

3.6

The SHMA considers three economic scenarios, each leading through a set of assumptions
about economic activity rates, commuting, and part-time or double-working to a linked
need for housing the resulting workforce:
a) The ‘historic trend’ established over the strong growth period 1998-2008. Jobs
growth for the HMA averaged 700, requiring 925 dpa if continued;
b) An Experian projection for more than double this number (1,560 jobs pa), but of
which no further details are given. This would require 1,390 dpa;
c) A ‘Central Scenario’ which splits the difference (1,130 jobs pa), which would require
1,180 dpa.

3.7

While the assumptions linking households and employment are reasonable, the same
cannot be said of the economic scenarios themselves. The ‘Central’ scenario is chosen by
WE without any apparent justification other than its centrality. There are several reasons
for regarding this as unsafe:
a) The ‘historic trend’ is already optimistic, given that since 2008 employment in the
area fell and has only barely recovered. This much recovery was heavily dependent
on Surrey Heath, while the other districts in the HMA continued to lose jobs (WE Figs
4.4, 7.9).
b) There seems to have been pressure from business consultees to adopt the Experian
projection (WE Appendix A, paras 18-22). This follows an established pattern
elsewhere: those with an interest (both businesses and institutions) favour
optimistic views of future growth, as this both flatters their power and provides a
platform for seeking funding (usually public funding) to bring the projections about.
WE rightly rejected this projection, but do not seem to have recognised that this also
compromises the case for their ‘Central’ scenario.
c) The ‘historic trend’ relates to a period in which there was a very active regional
policy, even in the relatively prosperous South East, funded by Government through
Regional Development Agencies. Only about a quarter of the resources applied by
RDAs have been transferred to LEPs, and local authorities were also more active
then than they can be now. It seems highly unlikely that much better results than
1998-2008 will be achieved in future with reduced resources for infrastructure,
services and training, even before considering the more challenging national and
global context.
d) A large proportion of overall employment is population-related services, both public
and private. The public components include major employers such as the NHS,
education and local government. These are all subject to significant job losses, set in
train in 2011/2, since increasing in pace, and likely to continue for some more years,
as a matter of Government policy.
e) The 20-year ‘reference period’ for the household projections includes the 1998-2008
period of strong growth, so its effects on headship rates are already factored in.
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All these factors suggest that the ‘historic trend’ is at the upper, not the lower, limit of
probability. The associated increase in housing needs depends on the detail of the model
linking working age population to housing, but we should note that the effect of lower
population and household size in the 2012-based SNPP will pull in opposite directions. As a
first approximation, the increase between Steps 3 and 4 in Figure 1 (255 dpa) should be
reduced pro rata with the difference in jobs growth between the two scenarios (700 vs
1130 pa) to 158 dpa. This would produce a future housing need of 921 dpa for the HMA
(763 + 158), and Hart’s share (on the same basis as the SHMA, Figure 7.8) would be around
340 dpa3. This is slightly higher than the average completions 2001-13 (HMA 885, Hart
314), and thus consistent with the view that this is a positive, but not unrealistic long-term
projection.
Adjustments for provision of affordable housing

3.9

The final heading for adjustment is whether additional housing provision is required to
ensure an adequate supply of affordable housing. The SHMA is conflicted about what is
meant here by ‘affordable housing’: its need figures relate to ‘subsidised rental housing’
(primarily local authority and Housing Association stock), but the delivery mechanism is
through a quota on private housing development. Though it is stated that 400 dpa has
been delivered ‘in recent years’ (WE 8.13) this is not developed, nor figures given for past
performance. ‘Intermediate’ housing such as is often sought through Section 106 Planning
Obligations (eg shared equity, starter homes and cross-subsidised units) is explicitly
excluded (WE 8.19). However, no alternative delivery programme for ‘subsidised rental’
housing is suggested ‘since it is uncertain and the assessment is designed to inform how
much new affordable housing might be required’ (WE 8.20).

3.10

The SHMA makes no additional provision under the ‘affordable housing’ heading, because
its ‘central case’ economic projection is so high that the projected need for ‘affordable
housing’ (HMA 355 dpa, Hart 72 dpa – WE Fig 7.10) could be expected to be provided by
way of planning obligations at 30% of total housing permitted. Implicit in this is that a
significant proportion of planning obligations would need to take the form of cash
payments to social housing providers. At the lower level of provision suggested here (921
dpa) the quota would need to rise to 38% over the HMA (though only 21% in Hart).
However, there are other factors to take into account:
a) ‘Affordable housing’ is defined for planning obligation purposes as up to 80% of
market price or rent. It is clear from the SHMA analysis of local incomes, prices and
rents that the 80% level would not in fact be affordable to many of the newlyforming households that are the target of such provision (WE Fig 4.9, 6.9-11);
b) The government has for some time been encouraging negotiated reductions in
affordable housing requirements in new developments (in order to increase output).
Although a recent Court judgement has suggested the ending of the exemption of
small developments from affordable housing quotas, which might lead to an
increase in such provision, this is being appealed by DCLG;
c) The recently published Housing and Planning Bill would require local authorities and
Housing Associations to sell off their better stock – and the general ‘Right to buy’
continues. This may help meet some of the private housing demand, but would
increase the need for subsidised rental housing, making a credible delivery
mechanism even more crucial.

3.11

The absence of effective demand does not of course remove the demographic need for
such housing. However, to the extent that past housing provision (like pas economic

3

The translation of a job growth figure into a corresponding housing need number is not an exact science –
there are too many variables in between (such as unemployment, ‘double jobbing’, economic activity rates, and
This is true at the HMA level and much more so at the level of individual Districts.
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growth) has been a factor in the trends towards higher headship rates (and lower average
household sizes), these needs are already captured in the projections. It does emphasise
the difference between ‘need’ in these terms, and ‘effective demand’ – that is, need backed
with sufficient money to allow its realisation. PPG as presently formulated treats these two
different concepts as the same.
3.12

Starting with the OAN of 921 dpa arrived at above for ‘historic growth’ (3.8), effective
demand would be 566 dpa (921-355) for the HMA, and 268 dpa (340-72) for Hart. The
resulting affordable housing quotas would be 38% for the HMA and 21% for Hart. While
the need for genuinely affordable housing is captured in the housing need projections
already reviewed (355 dpa), the absence of a delivery programme has already been noted.
Adding to the OAN in the hope that this will increase affordable housing output (as is
sometimes done) is logically incoherent: if the additional houses could be sold they would
either meet the needs themselves or draw in additional migration.
Market signals

3.13

As for affordable housing the SHMA concludes that the need for more housing to respond
to market signals indicating shortage is already covered by its OAN of 1180 dpa. With the
lower need discussed above there would be less market pressure on prices arising from lack
of new homes; in any case, house prices are very insensitive to new build for reasons
discussed later (para 4.1). New housing is a small part of the overall market (around 10% of
the annual supply), so the number of extra houses needed to lower prices and increase
affordability by that means is correspondingly very large, and there is no credible
commercial motivation to do so.

3.14

The experience of the years since 2008 is that even ‘volume’ builders would rather build
fewer houses at a higher margin than risk lower prices. The evidence of the SHMA itself
gives the clearest possible market signal that the OAN cannot be delivered by market
housing.
‘Bringing it all together’

3.15

We have seen that following the procedures laid out in PPG leads to an estimated OAN
much higher than effective demand. In Section 4 we conclude that the effects of making
such provision in the Local Plan are destructive of the achievement of the sustainable
development objectives of NPPF. We have already noted that NPPF takes precedence over
PPG; it should also be noted that Planning Inspectors are obliged to consider NPPF as a
whole4. The implications of this conclusion are considered further in the next Section.

4

Implications of a high OAN for compliance with NPPF
How housing needs arise and are met

4.1

4

The process of estimating housing needs set out in PPG and followed by the SHMA has
been in use by DCLG and its predecessors for at least 40 years. In essence it compares the
projected net increase in households with the supply of new housing, on the premise that
for needs to be met these two numbers ought to be in balance. In the long run, and at the
scale of the wider housing market (the greater South East in this case) that may be true, but
the implicit assumption that new houses met the needs of new households is not true. This
has important, but often neglected, implications for the provision of land through the
planning system:
a) New households are mostly young and can seldom afford to buy or rent new, but
depend rather on ‘churn’, and particularly on churn in cheaper areas.

Hickinbottom, J in Gallagher Homes vs Solihull MBC, [2014] EWHC 1283 (Admin)
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b) Housing is unlike most other products on the market, not only because 90% of the
market is second-hand, but also because of the expectation that its value will
increase.
c) The SHMA process is about meeting newly-arising housing needs, but builders’
practice (reasonably enough) is to sell to people with money to pay –
overwhelmingly those already housed, with a house to sell, and not therefore in
housing need.
d) The attraction to builders of increasing allocations of land is the freedom this gives
them to develop the most advantageous sites for these markets. More land has
been accompanied by declining output of houses, while house prices have resumed
their former rise.
e) Making more finance available both directly (eg ‘Help to Buy’) and indirectly (eg
Quantitative Easing) fuels further rises in prices and encourages sub-prime lending.
f) The divergence between net growth in housing needs (as expressed by official
projections based on past trends in household formation) and effective demand for
new houses (demand backed by funds, including from public and private landlords)
has exacerbated these tendencies.
4.2

The net change approach, outlined above, effectively compares ‘snapshots’ of need at start
and end dates, and examines the net changes between them. This does not illuminate the
dynamics of household formation, any more than snapshots of a river at two dates tells us
anything about the flow of water. Figure 3 below examines the flow of age groups through
household formation so as to display the dynamic processes.

Figure 3: Household formation and aging – HMA 2011-21 (DCLG 2011-based series)

4.3

This analysis uses the 2011-based series because an age-group breakdown has not been
published for the 2012-based series. However, though the detailed figures might be slightly
different, the pattern will be much the same:
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a) The major source of increased needs is amongst younger households – those under
35 in 2011 increase by over 120% (19,000) as they become the under-45s of 2021;
b) The over 65s of 2011 decrease by nearly a third and nearly 9,000 as they become the
over 75s of 2021;
c) The numbers of the in-between group – 35-65 in 2011, 45-75 in 2021 are more
stable.
4.4

Thus when speaking of ‘new households’ we need to be aware that this is overwhelmingly
the youngest age group. This is the age group that has suffered most from shifts in the
distribution of income mover the last decade.
Effects on the location of new houses and demands for services and infrastructure

4.5

Brownfield land is a flow of sites arising from urban change processes which are not
necessarily predictable in detail and in advance. It follows that a large increase in
immediately identifiable land must mostly be greenfield, not brownfield sites. .

4.6

Unsurprisingly builders will choose the easiest and most profitable sites from those offered
by the planning system – generally greenfield sites. The consequences include:
a) A more dispersed pattern of new development, likely to lead to more personal travel
and increased car-dependency; and
b) Additional service and infrastructure costs once local capacity thresholds are
exceeded.

4.7

While planning obligations may make contributions to some such costs, there are many
other calls (not least affordable housing). Developers have been seeking (and getting)
reductions on viability grounds, and can look forward to such levies being discontinued
altogether. The further effects of this include diversion of limited public resources and
attention from renewal of infrastructure and services within existing settlements.

4.8

This has crucial housing, social and economic impacts. As noted previously, 90% of the
housing market is churn, so the continuing attractiveness of existing stock is the dominant
factor in the quantity and quality of housing choice in the HMA as a whole. The
environment, services and infrastructure of existing communities need renewal and
reinvestment to maintain their attractions, or they will suffer selective out-migration,
leading to further deterioration. This is particularly crucial for newly forming households
who depend overwhelmingly on existing entry-level homes.
Housing market segments served by excess provision of land

4.9

The limiting factor determining housing output is not land but finance. Rising prices limit
access to owner-occupation, and ensure that new housing will tend to be bought by people
who are already housed: such as those trading up; commuters to better-paid jobs
elsewhere; and those retiring to the country from urban areas. Already nearly half HMA
residents commute to other areas, mostly to London (WE 2.41). Only a small proportion of
the groups most likely to buy new houses are relevant to meeting the labour needs of the
local economy, and the more new housing moves up-market, the smaller this proportion
will be.

4.10

Far from helping new households, setting OAN at a level that is not supported by effective
demand is particularly destructive of the housing opportunities available to newer, younger
and less well-off households. Meanwhile, the housing that does get built in such
circumstances is least likely to be conducive to ‘sustainable development’ as defined in
NPPF.
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Wider implications of the scale of the SHMA projections

4.11

The DCLG 2012-based household projection gives a net increase in housing needs for
England of 215,000 pa over the period 2011-31. Figure 4 puts this into the perspective of
housebuilding since 1947. It can be seen that for 50 years (the late 1950s to 2008) private
sector building has (apart from brief periods in the mid-60s and mid-80s) been in the range
125-150,000 pa. Since 2008 private completions have been around 90,000 pa. There are
good reasons for believing that this is symptomatic of lower effective demand, as it has
persisted in spite of low interest rates and measures to support mortgage lending.

4.12

The periods of highest overall housing output were between1950 and 1980, and depended
upon very active programmes of social housing, mainly by local authorities (far from
‘crowding out’ private housing these went hand-in-hand). Large scale clearance
programmes took place until the 1980s, reducing the overall housing gain; but these came
to a close and since 2000 there has been a net gain from conversions and subdivisions of up
to 20,000 pa over remaining clearance.

4.13

It is clear a realistic response to OAN, at whatever level is estimated, will require substantial
programmes of subsidised housing. Planning obligations are under pressure, very little
direct public housing provision is proposed, and Housing Associations and local authorities
are to be required to dispose of their best quality stock.

Figure 4: Housing provision (England, 1947-2014 and projected needs 2011-31

4.14

I have reviewed many SHMAs since the current PPG came into force (March 2014), and
nearly all have proposed substantial increases over the DCLG household projections current
at the time of their preparation, and the increase of over 50% in the present case is typical.
The Oxfordshire SHMA proposed a 270% increase and Inspectors have obliged District Local
Plans at subsequent PLIs to make provision accordingly.

4.15

There is clearly something seriously amiss if housing provision in Local Plans add up to
much more than a national projection described as ‘statistically robust and [are] based on
nationally consistent assumptions’. As has been pointed out in this Section a significant
over-supply is not a ‘bonus’: it will not necessarily increase housing numbers; it is
incompatible with the central NPPF commitment to sustainable development; and there
are serious financial, social, economic and environmental costs.
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A Freedom of Information request to DCLG seeking the cumulative effect of these
‘adjustments’ has been refused on the ground that the DCLG does not collect the figures.
Given the stress placed by PPG upon national projections, and the importance of this
information to the local response this borders upon irresponsibility.
How robust is projected OAN?

4.17

We have seen how major changes in the OAN have arisen from changes in the projection
base in a single year. Although the 2011 Census was a key factor in this case, it is not the
only reason for variability. European and global economic prospects remain as volatile as
ever, and will continue to influence effective demand for housing, whatever happens at
national level.

4.18

Allocation of land for housing is essentially a one-way process; once included in a
development plan, there is no going back – only under-provision can be corrected later, by
making further allocations if the projection turned out to be too low. If there was overprovision, either because the projection was too high, or because land came forward more
quickly than expected, no corrective action is possible. As well as being more difficult to
correct, the risks associated with over-provision of housing land are very much more
serious than for under-provision, as summarised in Figure 5 below.
Figure 5: Summary of risks of over- and under-provision of housing land

Risks of over-allocation
 increased vacancy, concentrated in most
marginal existing stock
 accelerating decay and dereliction in the
poorest neighbourhoods
 removing decent entry point housing in all
tenures by concentrating deprivation and low
demand
 unnecessary greenfield development, leading
to increased travel demands and loss of
countryside
 inability to take corrective action
4.19

5

Risks of under-allocation
 reduction of land banks and less certainty about
long-term pattern of development
 higher land prices and increased pressure on
marginal sites
 possibility of ‘town cramming’
 upward pressure on the price of new housing,
especially in areas of high demand and high
restraint
 corrective action is possible

While the projections cover a 20 year period, their effect is immediate. The housing land
delivery mechanism set out in NPPF requires a 5-year supply at the rate implied by meeting
‘full, objectively assessed needs’. Increasing the annual rate means that Districts may be in
the position of not meeting this criterion, and therefore faced with the choice of either:
a) Accelerating adoption of Local Plans which include such provision (the government’s
aim); or
b) Losing appeals against refusal of planning permissions for housing.
Compliance with NPPF

4.20

The overriding directive of NPPF is the promotion of sustainable development. As noted
earlier (para Error! Reference source not found.2) the mutual dependence of economic,
ocial and environmental gains requires that they are sought jointly and simultaneously
through the planning system. In Section 3 of this report, the SHMA was shown not to be
compliant with PPG. In this Section it has been shown that an unrealistic OAN, lacking a
credible mechanism for delivery of its social housing component, means that the SHMA
pre-empts the ability of Local Plans in the HMA to meet this central NPPF requirement as
well.

5

A Wenban-Smith (2002) ‘A better future for development plans: making ‘plan, monitor and manage’ work’,
Planning Theory and Practice Volume 3 No1, pp 33-51
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Appendix 4.3 Winchfield
Detailed Site
Assessment

Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd

Summary description
of the site

Site Reference
Parish
Site size (hectares)

SHLAA sites included
Site Name
Site Address

STR005 (EAST):
SHL124: Land at Winchfield
SHL183: Winchfield Meadow, Station Road

SHL124, 133, 168, 182, 183, 185, 187, 188
Winchfield (Potential New Settlement)
STR005 (WEST):
SHL133: Swan’s Farm
SHL168: Bailey’s Farm, Odiham Road
SHL182: Potbridge Farm, Bagwell Lane
SHL185: Winchfield Court Farm, Odiham Road
SHL187: Bridge Farm 1, Odiham Road
SHL188: Bridge Farm 2, Potbridge Road

Confidential Draft 1.1 – Jan 2017

1

The SHLAA sites that make up this extensive strategic site consist of greenfield land south of the M3 and for the most part lie south
of the railway line, although the area covered by SHL124 lies to the north of the railway line. The great majority of the land is
agricultural, although there are several blocks of woodland included within the strategic site area. In addition to the site being
severed by the railway line, it is also split into two, with approximately 59% of the site being in the eastern area and the other 41%
forming the western area. Between these two parts is an area of agricultural land that is not being promoted for inclusion within the
potential strategic site.

STR005 (EAST): 205.91 ha (59%)
SHL124: 66.91 ha
SHL183: 139 ha

STR005
WINCHFIELD
Total combined size: 349.21 ha
STR005 (WEST): 143.3 ha (41%)
SHL133: 54.5 ha
SHL168: 8.3 ha
SHL182: 20.5 ha
SHL185: 23 ha
SHL187: 28 ha
SHL188: 9 ha

TABLE 1 – BASIC DETAILS AND PLANNING STATUS

DETAILED SITE ASSESSMENT PROFORMA

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield

Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd

Planning Status

Confidential Draft 1.1 – Jan 2017

2

SHL182: A request for a formal screening opinion under Regulation 5 of the Town and Country Planning (Environmental Impact

SHL124: No relevant planning history directly associated with this site has been found, although a large development adjacent to
the north of SHL124 at St Marys Park was granted consent on 24/06/2013. The approved development plans comprise of 158
dwellings and associated open space, access roads, electricity sub-station, pumping station, car parking and landscaping works;
alterations to St Mary's Park Phase 1 western access road; and laying out of SANG mitigation land & cricket and football pitches
with car parking.

Fig 1: SHLAA sites included in STR005

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield

SHL183: No relevant planning history has been found directly relating to this site, however it has been noted that a planning
application adjacent to the southeast corner of SHL183 comprising of the demolition of existing structures and erection of 18
dwellings comprising 9 two bedroom houses, 7 three bedroom houses and 2 four bedroom houses with associated access, parking
and landscaping was refused on 20/06/2014. 14/00707/MAJOR.

Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd
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The SHLAA sites included within STR005 have separate site promoters; STR005 (EAST) is understood to be promoted jointly by
Barratt Homes and Gallagher, with Barton Wilmore currently acting as agents. Most of the land within STR005 (WEST) was
previously believed to form part of the Winchfield Landowners Consortium site promotion (See Figure 1 below). However, neither
this group (nor Lightwood Strategic which now has in interest in much of STR011) appear to be actively promoting the land in this
area and our understanding is that the landowner for SHL168, SHL187, SHL188 and SHL133 is promoting the sites independently.
It is not known whether SHL182 or SHL185 are being actively promoted at this time.

TABLE 2 - LANDOWNER / SITE PROMOTER INFORMATION

Summary
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Assessment) Regulations 2011 for the development of a Solar PV installation on land adjacent to Bagwell Lane was submitted
09/11/2012. It was determined EIA would not be required for such a development. 12/02358/EIAE.

Hart District Council
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Information to inform this site assessment has been drawn from the Winchfield Garden Community Vision document1 as well as
from the original SHLAA submission forms and various other published and unpublished material supplied by Hart District Council
including the Winchfield Concept Document produced by the Winchfield Consortium during 2015. The promoters of land to the east
of Winchfield train station are involved in on-going discussions with infrastructure providers and officers from Hart District Council
regarding their proposals; as such, the information that underpins this assessment may be superseded over time.

Figure 1: Site promotion situation as it was set out in the Winchfield Concept Document (unpublished) produced by the Winchfield Consortium in
mid 2015

Hart District Council
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Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd

Layout / Masterplan
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Figure 2: An indicative development layout for STR005 (EAST) being promoted by Barratt/Gallagher (August 2016 – DRAFT subject to change)
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It is understood that all parts of this strategic site are available, and access to all parts of STR005 has been allowed as part of this
site assessment. However, only SHL124 and SHL183 are understood to be included within the current promotional activities of
major developers/housebuilders (See Figure 2 above). SHL133, SHL187 and SHL188 are believed to be in the same landownership
and are being promoted independently. SHL168, SHL182 and SHL185 (in addition to SHL187 and SHL188) were previously being
promoted by the grouping called ‘The Winchfield Consortium’ (See Figure 1 above). However, more recently, it appears that of the
land previously promoted by the Winchfield Consortium, only that to the north of the Motorway is now being included within the
promotional activities of Lightwood Strategic.

Site availability

Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd

Schools
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The Infrastructure Planning Evidence (June 2015)3 document states that a strategic development at Winchfield would be likely to

There is a projected (2018) surplus of 24% for Infant/Primary schools in the Hook/Odiham/Hartley Wintney area (including the
planned 1FE expansions of Greenfields Junior School and Oakwood Infant School2). This surplus will not in itself be sufficient to
provide school places for development at STR005. For secondary schools the projected (2018) surplus capacity across the District
is 9%. The capacity of existing secondary schools to meet the demand from new development will depend on the amount and
location of new housing.

The nearest primary level schools are Greenfields Junior School and Oakwood Infant School in Hartley Wintney. To the east, the
site is close to Dogmersfield Church of England Primary School. The nearest secondary school is Calthorpe Park School.

TABLE 3 – INFRASTRUCTURE ASSESSMENT

The area being promoted has varied over time and there is no clear up-to-date site promoter estimate for the entire site that is
covered by this assessment. For land east of the train station (promoted by Barratt Homes and Gallagher Estates), it is estimated
that up to 3,000 new homes could be delivered.

Heritage - There are several buildings of historic interest within and adjacent to the site, including St Mary’s Church, which is a
Grade I Listed Building and Winchfield House, which is a Grade II Listed Building. Barratt Homes commissioned an initial heritage
assessment (undertaken by Barton Willmore). This assessment identified all the heritage assets within the catchment of the Barratt
Homes sites. This promoter stated that the site layout would not affect the setting of these buildings, although it was acknowledged
that further assessments would be required.

Thames Basins Heath SPA Zone of Influence and other nature constraints - All the submitted SHLAA sites that make up the
Winchfield strategic site (STR005) are located within the 5km SPA Zone of Influence; this has been recognised by the site
promoters. To overcome this constraint, various areas of land within the site have been proposed to be used as SANG mitigation
land, in addition to further land being identified for open green space and biodiversity areas. It has also been acknowledged that the
overall site contains ecologically sensitive habitat including Ancient Woodland, SINCs and numerous watercourses and ponds. The
promoters have indicated that appropriate buffers will respect the sensitive nature of these areas. The use of SuDS to promote the
green footprint of the site has also been proposed.
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There are no planned expansions of health facilities in the Winchfield / Hartley Wintney area, but it is likely that any significant level
of development in the centre of the District will require additional provision. This could be required as on-site provision within any
new settlement. The recent Barton Willmore indicative layout includes two local centres which may be suitable to accommodate a

The nearest doctor’s surgeries are Hartley Wintney Surgery, Fleet Medical Centre, and Branksomewood Practice, and the nearest
dental surgeries currently accepting patients are Quaintways Cottage Dental Surgery, Heath Dental Practice, and Fleet Dental
Centre.

With regards to Hartley Wintney, for the period 2014-2032, it is predicted that there will be either a surplus of convenience retail floor
space in the area, or as little as 4m2 of additional floor space may be needed, depending on the population projection. Over this
period between 96 and 168m2 (gross) additional comparison floor space may also be needed. Development options in Hartley
Wintney appear to be limited, as development of the centre is constrained by the conservation area, listed buildings located along
the High Street, and surrounding residential uses. The future focus for the area is therefore likely to be small scale intensification
and extensions. One potential long-term development option could be the Monachus Lane car park.

Fleet is currently experiencing a modest deficit of retail (convenience and comparison) floor space. By 2032, it is estimated that
between 2,426 and 3,166m2 (gross) additional convenience floorspace and between 3,625 and 4,829m2 (gross) additional
comparison floorspace will be required. There are sites in the town with potential for new retail development.

West of the site, Hook is functioning well as a local service centre but has a limited offer of convenience and comparison units. The
most recent evidence found that there is no pressing need to increase convenience and comparison floor space. By 2032 it is
estimated that between 746 and 1596m2 (gross) additional convenience floor space will be required. There is predicted to be a
surplus of comparison floor space until 20325. The main site suitable for retail development in Hook is the Grand Parade site, and
other opportunities may exist along London Road. There may also be longer term edge of centre development opportunities6.

STR005, if comprehensively developed, could sustain a range of local services and facilities. The WGC Vision Document, for
instance, proposed a mixed-use centre with facilities including a main food store and smaller retail units. It also proposed additional
neighbourhood centres within residential areas with shops / convenience food stores. The latest indicative layout prepared by
Barton Willmore (Figure 2) identifies two local centres within the development. The largest is adjacent to Winchfield Station with a
smaller centre shown to the west of Winchfield Hurst.

The Winchfield Garden Community (WGC) Vision Document (October 2014)4 (promoted by Barratt Homes / Barton Willmore)
proposed three 2 FE primary schools on STR005, with each school eventually accommodating 450 pupils each. It also suggested
one 6 FE secondary school occupying at least 10 hectares north of the rail station, with good pedestrian, rail and cycle access to
Hartley Wintney and Hook. The latest information from Barton Willmore (Figure 2 above) represents an alternative approach, with a
secondary school being indicated on land between Vale Farm and the existing built-up area of Winchfield.

have the capacity to accommodate new primary schools, and potentially a new secondary school. However, any secondary school
site would need space from the outset to grow to an eventual 12 FE school.

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield
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The WGC Vision Document and WCG Planning and Technical Response8 state that a new junction at the M3 to serve the
development was discounted because of considerations of sustainability, capacity, environmental impacts and potential land-take.
In terms of capacity, it was argued that although there are some capacity constraints at Junction 5 of the M3 and its approaches at
busy times, capacity at the junction could be improved to reduce congestion and delay and improve junction operation. As such the
WGC documents indicate that access to the M3 at Junction 5 could be sufficiently improved to form the primary access to the
strategic road network. The WGC Vision Document indicates that walking and cycling infrastructure would be delivered beyond the
Winchfield site, linking the site with surrounding areas including Hartley Wintney and Hook.

Hart District Council commissioned WSP to provide a high-level access assessment of the potential strategic sites within the
District.7 In relation to STR005, WSP suggested that improvements that may be necessary for highway safety reasons and to
increase the capacity of the surrounding road network. Details are set out in Table 7 below. With respect to motorway access,
WSP’s view (ahead of any traffic modelling) was that the arguments made by the site promoters for STR005 against the provision of
a new motorway junction were reasonable, and a new junction between 4A and 5 would not be required.

An initial assessment of potential strategic site impacts by Hampshire County Council (HCC) indicated that further detailed
investigation into the impact of development of this strategic site on the immediate road network (including the junctions onto the
A30, A287, and A323, the A roads themselves, and the wider road network including the M3 Junction 5) would be necessary. HCC
has stated that there would be limited scope to improve the B3016 without some environmental impact, for example on the SSSI
through which it passes to the south of Winchfield. The HCC assessment also indicates that existing pedestrian infrastructure within
Winchfield would need to be upgraded, and further consideration needs to be given to the provision of cycle routes and public
transport provision from Winchfield.

The site is within the catchment for the Hitches Lane SANG. The Hart Infrastructure Delivery Schedule highlights two strategic
projects, for which development could help to address the deficit. These are the replacement Hart Leisure Centre at Hitches Lane
(which is due to open on 1 April 2017) and the Hitches Lane Country Park (SANG) improvements, which is adjacent to the site. A
new settlement would be expected to provide significant new SANGs, which would have the effect of freeing-up capacity at Hitches
Lane, as well as other new sports and recreation facilities, as appropriate and in line with Hart’s open space, sport and recreation
study and playing pitch strategy. Assuming the standard TBH SPA formula were used, each 1,000 new homes delivered at
Winchfield would require approximately 20 hectares of new SANGs.

The WGC Vision DocumentError! Bookmark not defined. states that all the required SANG for the site will be provided within the
development area envelope.

There is significant potential for the delivery of additional strategic SANG capacity to serve the centre of Hart district along with any
future development within this site. This could also benefit residents in Hook and Hartley Wintney. There is also sufficient land to
provide open space on the site for other types of green infrastructure such as playing fields.

new medical centre / surgery.

Hart District Council
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Utilities
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The WGC Vision Document states that existing dwellings within the development area currently discharge to the sewer network in
the north-west area of Fleet, by way of pumping arrangements. Although Thames Water is improving this receiving network, there is
no spare capacity to receive any increase in flows. Furthermore, Fleet Sewage Treatment Works (STW), which receives these
flows, has no spare capacity for any increase. As such, the WGC Vision Document presents two possible options for the foul
drainage of the development. The first option involves on-site foul pumping stations with a new pumping main connected directly to
the Fleet STW together with upgrading of the works. The second involves the provision of a new sewage treatment works located
within the eastern area of the development area, with an outfall to the River Hart. The STW would be incrementally increased in size

As of March 2015, South East Water (SEW) has confirmed that it will be able to satisfy forecast demand for drinking water in Hart. It
is likely that a significant amount of new main-laying will need to be provided to deliver water to development areas in Hart. The
WGC Vision Document (October 2014) indicates that an existing water main crosses the southern part of the site area, which will
need to be retained and incorporated into the layout of future proposals.

Railway station related infrastructure proposed for the site in the WGC Vision Document includes improved rail crossing for
pedestrians and cyclists, car park expansion, improved station facilities, increased and improved cycle storage, bus interchange
facilities and improved forecourt layout.

The WCG Planning and Technical Response8 indicates that initial transport appraisals have confirmed that there are capacity issues
on the railway connection between Winchfield and London Waterloo-Basingstoke, but states that Network Rail and the Train
Operating Company (South West Trains) have recently announced that additional services will be delivered from 2017 from
Basingstoke and Woking into London Waterloo, which will reduce capacity constraints on the wider rail line. It also states that
longer-term capacity enhancements are also being considered between South West Trains and the Government.

The Infrastructure Planning Evidence (June 2015) document states that significant railway engineering works would be needed to
accommodate the Winchfield strategic development, and it is likely that the cost of these works would be significant. To
accommodate the development at Winchfield, the railway station in the area may need to be redeveloped or relocated. The
Infrastructure Planning Evidence does not consider railways to present a significant infrastructure issue, subject to ongoing dialogue
with service providers.

Hartley Wintney Parish Council’s Community Transport Bus service (no. 1 and 2) serves Hartley Wintney, Fleet, Yateley, Winchfield
Station and Hook. The WGC Vision Document states that this community bus service will be built on and enhanced to provide
‘demand responsive and flexible’ public transport.

In terms of existing and planned infrastructure, the Hart Transport Assessment Mitigation Corridor Study Report9 proposes
improvements to the B3349 Reading Road/Griffin Way (Hook) to A287 south of M3 Junction 5. The measures include an additional
lane on the B3349 and A287 approach plus widening of the roundabout circulatory carriageway to 3 lanes throughout. This will
improve access from the site to the M3 and Hook. The Report also proposes improvements to the A323 / B3013/A30 corridor from
Fleet to Hartley Wintney. These works include the replacement of the roundabout in the centre of Hartley Wintney with a signalised
junction. There are no other specific projects identified in the HCC transport statement project schedule.

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield
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Weather conditions at
time of visit

Date of visit

SITE VISIT DETAILS

STR005 (WEST) - 5th October 2015
STR005 (EAST) – 12th October 2015
5th October – dry and sunny
12th October – dry but overcast

Time

All day

Initials of those
visiting
Did visit involve
access onto the site?

Yes– all component SHLAA
sites were visited

PH / RB
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The southern and eastern areas of SHL124 have some potential for surface water flooding, and groundwater flooding at basement
level. SHL133 has significant flood risks, concentrated in the west. Groundwater flooding below ground to the north of SHL133 may
still be an issue to be considered. SHL168 has significant flood risks throughout, including a large area within Flood Zones 2 and 3b.
SHL182, 183 and 185 each have areas located within Flood Zones 2 and 3. SHL133, 168, 182, 183, and 185 all have areas with
potential for reservoir flooding. On-site watercourses on this strategic site may also be a flood risk to be considered further when
planning development proposals. Proposals on this strategic site should consider avoiding those areas most at risk, or apply
suitable mitigation – which is likely to include appropriate flood management infrastructure – to adequately address the risk.

Most of the site is within Flood Zone 1. There are however, flood risks from different sources within each of the sites that comprise
this strategic site, with varying significance.

The Infrastructure Planning Evidence (June 2015) document states that electricity supply is not anticipated to pose a significant
infrastructure issue for a Winchfield strategic development, but that there are large existing overhead power lines which may need to
be undergrounded if the site is to be developed optimally. The cost of achieving this is likely to be significant, and this will be a
contributing factor to in determining the viability of future development on this site. The WGC Vision Document indicates that the
feasibility and cost of undergrounding all or part of the electricity pylon routes will be investigated.

In summary, TW consider that upgrades to the treatment and distribution network will be required ahead of any development of the
site: a process that can take between 1.5 and 3 years. If the site is taken forward for allocation within the Local Plan, TW expects
LPAs to require developers to (a) engage with them to explore how wastewater treatment infrastructure upgrades can be delivered;
and (b) provide a detailed drainage strategy informing what distribution infrastructure is required, and where, when and how it will be
delivered. The Council, together with other local authorities in the HMA, has also commissioned a Water Cycle Study, which will look
into the potential effects of strategic development on the water environment.

In August 2015, Thames Water suggested that flows could be transferred to both Fleet and Hartley Wintney STWs, although both
treatment works would require upgrades.10

TABLE 4 – SITE SURVEY (PLANNING ASSESSMENT)

Flood Management
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to suit the development programme, with Thames Water suggesting that there may be a possibility of it funding the later upsizing of
the works.

Hart District Council
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STR005 (WEST): The area to the north of Odiham Road is low-lying at the west, but rises steeply towards the north and east, with
the northern parts of SHL187 being significantly elevated relative to surrounding areas to the west and south. South of the Odiham
road, the land rises gently up towards the centre of SHL185 where there is a topographical dome. The south of SHL185 is low-lying
and flat. The land within SHL182 slopes down relatively gently towards the south and east. SHL133 rises up towards the centre of
the site and then declines both to the east and the west. The western areas of SHL133 are broadly flat.

Topography
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STR005 (WEST): The area north of the Odiham Road includes several significant stands of woodland including Bottom Copse,
Gravelly Copse and, further north, Oldman’s Copse, adjacent to the motorway, each of which are designated as SINCs. The west of
this area is dominated by the major overhead power transmission lines, but further west is the attractive Bailey’s Farm cluster with a
wetland and wooded area beyond to the west which is part of the Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI.

Significant features

Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd

No unusual ground conditions were observed, with most the ground being agricultural and grassed fields or woodland. Some of the
areas within the north of SHL183 and the south of SHL185 were observed to be wet and occasionally water-logged at the time of
visiting.

Ground conditions

STR005 (EAST): The areas north of the railway line are broadly flat in the west and rise towards the centre and east of SHL124,
before declining once again to the eastern fringes of the site where it meets Taplin’s Farm Lane. The topography of SHL183
includes a ridgeline at the west of this area between Vale Farm and Station Road, with land declining towards Station Road. The
southern part of the site is elevated in the south west and south east, with land declining towards the centre west where there is a
small valley feature. East of Taplin’s Farm Lane, the land is broadly flat with only a very gentle decline towards the east which meets
the River Hart.

The entire site is greenfield, with only very small areas of previously used land where there are dwellings within the farm building
clusters and where there appear to be several non-agricultural business units at the south of SHL124.

STR005 (EAST): This area of the site is also almost entirely comprised of agricultural land with a mixture of arable and pasture
observed throughout, and with the western parts of SHL124 and the south east of SHL183 being used as horse paddocks. There
are significant areas of woodland at the western fringes of SHL124 and within the south west of SHL183. There is a cluster of
agricultural buildings at Vale Farm on SHL183 and at the southern edge of SHL124. Major overhead power transmission lines
traverse north to south across the centre of the area, crossing over both SHL183 and SHL124.

STR005 (WEST): The western areas are predominately agricultural with arable fields being most commonly observed to the north of
the Odiham Road and south of Bagwell Lane. The central western areas were observed to be a mixture of arable and pasture land.
There are clusters of agricultural buildings (including farm houses) on SHL168, at the northeast of SHL185 and towards the centre
of SHL133. There are significant areas of woodland within the parcel to the north of the Odiham Road and at the west of SHL133.
Major overhead power transmission lines traverse the western fringes of this area, crossing over SHL188, the western tip of
SHL185 and the west of SHL133. There is an actively used fishing lake within the south west of SHL185.
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GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE SITE
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There was no obvious evidence of contamination anywhere on the site. However, we did not closely inspect the farm building
complexes or the business units in the south of SHL124. Any areas of potential contamination would need to be assessed if the site
is taken forward for development.

SHL183 broadly divides into three distinct areas. To the north of Station Road and west of Taplin’s Farm Lane, the land is very open
and undulating with the ridge feature crowned by the overhead power transmission lines and steel pylons being the key dominant
feature. Due to the site topography and the tree screening, Vale Farm is not a dominant feature until one is closer to the farm
cluster. East of Taplin’s Farm Lane the land is also largely open, but is flatter than land to the west. Due to the topography, the
elevated railway line to the north and the woodland to the south, the area feels more enclosed than land to the west. South of
Station Road and west of The Hurst, the land is rather undulating with the small valley feature being significant. Views of Winchfield
Hurst dominate the eastern part of this area, whereas to the west (of Round Copse) views of St Mary’s Church tower (Grade I
Listed) are an important feature. South of Round Copse, the fields are well enclosed by trees and are flatter then the areas further
north.

STR005 (EAST): The small area north of the motorway includes a portion of Mabs Copse at the west, with the view of the new
housing development at Dilly Lane being a dominant feature of this part of SHL124. South of the motorway, the west of SHL124
includes a large wooded area which extends south from the Winchfield House Estate. Much of the centre of SHL124 is dominated
by the elevated M3 motorway at its northern boundary. Further east, the major overhead power transmission lines traverse the site
from north to south. At the south east of SHL124 is an extensive area of shrubby grassland with scattered trees that makes a
distinctive feature between Taplin’s Farm Lane and the railway line.

SHL133 is largely open in the centre and east, with much of the site dominated by the Swan’s Farm cluster. Further west, beyond
the wooded areas (Bagwell Shaw / Dogmersfield Plat and Lousey Moor) the farmland is much more enclosed and is dominated by
the major overhead power transmission lines that traverse diagonally through this area.

Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd

Surrounding land
uses
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STR005 (WEST): To the north of this area is the motorway and railway with agricultural land and woodland (SHL167) in between.
To the west is the large wooded area of Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI. To the east is agricultural land and
woodland that separates the eastern and western parts of STR005. To the south is the Basingstoke Canal with the historic parkland
of Dogmersfield Park and King John’s Hunting Lodge beyond to the south.

SITE SURROUNDINGS AND ACCESS

Evidence of
contaminated land

Confidential Draft 1.1 – Jan 2017

Between the Odiham Road and Bagwell Lane the land is more open and the topographical dome feature is dominant, as are the
overhead power transmission lines at the far west of the site. The fishing lake at the south of SHL185 and wet grassland areas
extending south east into SHL182, framed by Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI beyond the site to the south,
make for a distinctive landscape in this area. The north of SHL185 includes the extensive cluster of buildings at Court Farm.
However, due to the site’s topography, the farm cluster sits within the depression and does not dominate the site.

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield
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Description and
condition of site’s
boundary features
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STR005 (EAST): The northern parcel of SHL124 is well screened to the west which includes a portion of Mabs Copse. The northern
boundary is marked by a hedgerow, although this would not be substantial enough to screen any development within the site. The
main body of SHL124 is bounded by the motorway to the north. The motorway is elevated above the west of the site, whilst further
east as the site rises, the motorway enters a cutting and the northern boundary is largely open to the countryside to the north of the
motorway. The eastern boundary of SHL124 is marked by hedgerows of varying size and density, but mostly being relatively low.
These existing boundaries would be unlikely to offer effective screening of development within the east of the site. The south of
SH124 (and indeed the north of SHL183) abuts the railway line which is elevated, particularly to the east of Taplin’s Farm Lane.
Therefore, except in relation to views from passing trains, there is effective screening at this boundary. The west of SHL124 (south
of the motorway) is well screened by woodland extending to the Odiham Road.

Most of SHL133 has substantial screening from adjacent woodland (Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw to the west
and Lousey Moor to the southwest), whilst the long southern boundary follows the Basingstoke Canal and is therefore screened by
the trees lining the canal on both sides. To the northeast, the boundary is formed by a substantial hedgerow which also provides
some effective screening in summer months at least. This means that the only largely open and unscreened section of boundary is
the northern boundary. However, as this is opposite Bagwell Shaw, views into the site are again limited to those short distance
views from the public highway (Bagwell Lane).

The central part of STR005 (WEST) is also well enclosed by trees, especially to the west and south, where Odiham Common and
Bagwell Green and Shaw and the broad wooded boundaries of the adjacent section of Bagwell Lane provide effective screening.
Conversely, the north-eastern boundary of SHL182 is entirely open and only marked by a wide grass verge between the two
ploughed fields. There is clear and extensive intervisibilty between SHL182 and the agricultural land to the east, as far the
residential properties on the eastern side of Bagwell Lane.

STR005 (WEST): To the north of Odiham Road, the site is extensively enclosed by woodland and wooded boundaries. The
exceptions are the northern boundary section of SHL188 which is open to the adjacent M3 motorway and the southern boundary
with the Odiham Road which is marked by a managed hedgerow. However, irrespective of the boundary screening, the rising
topography within the site provides clear views of the site from the south (SHL185) and the north (from SHL167).

To the west of SHL183 is the agricultural land and woodland that separates the eastern and western parts of STR005. To the south
west of the site is Bagwell Lane with several larger dwellings and St Mary’s Church. To the south, beyond the canal is the open
historic parkland of Dogmersfield Park. To the southeast is the small settlement of Winchfield Hurst and further east is the
agricultural land that forms the River Hart valley.

STR005 (EAST): To the west of SHL124 is the wooded estate of Winchfield House and, south of the M3 an area of low-density
large dwellings set into the woodland. To the north of SHL124 is a single agricultural field, beyond which is the new Dilly Lane
housing development, currently under construction. This marks the southern edge of Hartley Wintney. To the east of SHL124 is the
largely undeveloped Hart river valley, albeit with a cluster of motor trade businesses on the eastern side of Taplin’s Farm Lane. The
western edge of STR009 (Pale Lane Farm) is close to the east of SHL124.

Hart District Council
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South of the Odiham Road, development within the north of SHL185 has the potential to impact on Withy Bed Copse (also a SINC
and subject to an area-based TPO). Development within the centre of SHL185 and within SHL182 and the northern parts of SHL133
would be likely to be highly visible to the east and north due to the elevation of the land and the lack of any effective screening.

STR005 (WEST): North of the Odiham Road, development within SHL168 could have detrimental impacts on the Odiham Common
with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI, which is south of the site and indeed extends well into the site itself. Within SHL188 and the
western edge of SHL187, the open boundaries to the north mean that development would be potentially highly visible from the
elevated land north of the motorway (SHL167), as well as from the motorway itself and the public right of way (PROW) that follows
the motorway between Totters Lane and Old Potbridge Road. Development of this part of the site could also be visible at longer
distances, to the south and west. However, such potential visual impacts need to be considered in the context of the existing
overhead power transmission lines and steel pylons that dominate views towards SHL188 and the west of SHL187. Further east,
any development within SHL187 may adversely impact on the Tossell Wood SINC which is immediately to the east of the site.

At the eastern side of SHL183, the site boundary comes up to the rear gardens of the properties on the western side of The Hurst.
Therefore, any development in the areas of SHL183 in close proximity to the boundary may be impacted by overlooking from the
rear of those properties.

There is a pet crematorium very close to the eastern boundary of SHL187, on the north side of the Odiham Road and this could
potentially impact on any development within the far southeast of that site.

The key potential impacts relate to the noise and air quality issues caused by the surrounding transport networks. Whilst the extent
and degree of impacts would need to be appropriately assessed, we observed that the M3 motorway significantly impacted, in terms
of noise, on the northern parts of SHL188 and SHL187 and on the north of SHL124, particularly to the west of Taplin’s Farm Lane.
East of Taplin’s Farm Lane, the elevation of the site and the motorway cutting appeared to reduce the level of noise to some
degree. Some intermittent noise impact was also observed from the railway line which is elevated above the south of SHL124 and
the north of SHL183.

The western boundary of SHL183, north of Station Road, abuts onto wooded areas and is well screened from views to the west or
south, although development in this area would be highly visible from Station Road itself. Further south the western boundary is
marked by various rear garden boundary treatments and by the low hedge marking the boundary with St Mary’s church yard. East
of the church, Round Copse and Hellet’s Copse provide significant levels of screening to the southern parts of SHL183. From
Hellet’s Copse, the southern boundary follows the Basingstoke Canal as far as Barley Mow Bridge. Again, the substantial wooded
boundaries of the canal tow path provide an effective level of screening to the southwestern parts of the site. The eastern
boundaries of the site to the north of Barley Mow Bridge are less well screened and tend to be comprised of various hedgerows with
some trees. This means that within the southeast of SHL183, there are generally clear views towards Winchfield Hurst. To the east
of Taplin’s Farm Lane, the site boundary becomes more wooded again with more effective screening provided to the south. The
boundary that follows Pale Lane north towards the railway is marked by a relatively low hedgerow with occasional trees. Therefore,
any development within the far east of SHL183, will be visible to the east, although not beyond the woodland strip that is found
between Pale Lane and the River Hart.
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STR005 (EAST): The parcel of SHL124 to the north of the motorway is accessed at the east by a branch of Taplin’s Farm Lane (a
PROW) and at the west by a private track that links Station Road in the south (via an underbridge under the motorway) and
Winchfield House to the west. The larger southern parcel of SHL124 currently benefits from several access points from Station
Road at the south and from a field gate at the southeast corner onto Taplin’s Farm Lane.

STR005 (WEST): The sites to the north of the Odiham Road are accessed from that road. This is also the case for Winchfield Court
Farm (SHL185). There is a PROW linking across SHL198 from the Odiham Road to Potbridge Road and Totters Lane. SHL182 is
accessed from Bagwell Lane, although there is a PROW that links the west of SHL182 to SHL185 as far as the Odiham Road.
SHL133 is accessed from Bagwell Lane, with PROWs linking to Dogmersfield park to the south via non-vehicular bridges over the
Basingstoke Canal.

Further south, any development within the fields to the east of Bagwell Lane could adversely impact on the existing properties on
the eastern side of the lane and on the setting of St Mary’s Church. Development within the southeast of SHL183 appears likely to
be visible from Winchfield Hurst and potentially from the Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area south of the village. Were
development to extend as far as the dwellings on the western side of The Hurst, some detrimental overlooking may arise.

STR005 (EAST): Any development within the northern part of SHL124 (north of the motorway) could impact on the setting of
Winchfield House (see below for heritage impacts). Development at the far east of SHL124 may well be visible to the east, although
very few existing dwellings would be impacted and there are no PROWs. Development at the west of SHL183 could impact on the
dwellings on Station Road, for example through overlooking as the site boundary extends to the rear garden of the dwellings to the
east of the road. Due to the ridge feature within the north west of SHL183, development between Vale Farm and Station Road could
be visible from longer distances to the south and south east in particular (e.g. from Winchfield Hurst). Again, such potential visual
impacts need to be considered in the context of the existing overhead power transmission lines and steel pylons dominating views
towards the west of SHL183.

Development within the south, west and far east of SHL133 could cause harm to a range of designated features, including Lousey
Moor SINC, Fields West of Lousey Moor SINC, Bagwell Shaw (South SINC), Yow Tree Copse SINC and the Basingstoke Canal
SSSI, as well as the Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area. Again, harm caused could arise both from direct impacts as well as
from increased recreational pressure once any development is operational.

The Southwestern boundary of SHL185 and SHL182 and the Western boundary of SHL133 abut onto Odiham Common with
Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI. Development within these parts of the site have the potential to cause direct adverse impacts on
the SSSI, and any significant level of development across the whole of STR005 (WEST) have the potential to cause indirect
adverse impacts through increases in recreational pressure on the SSSI and through the increase in traffic using the Odiham Road,
which passes through the SSSI.

Given the distance to the Odiham Road, development within SHL182 and SHL133 would also be expected to impact adversely on
the use of Bagwell Lane, both north past St Mary’s Church and south through the Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw
SSSI (see below in relation to access issues).
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WSP’s high-level access assessment (see Table 7 below) concluded that safe and suitable access may be achievable (subject to
further assessment, based on suitable transport modelling work). Whilst WSP agree that that development would place
considerable pressure on the B3016, they considered that widening of this route is unlikely to be justified as it would not be
expected to deliver any significant increases in capacity. The extent to which wider capacity improvements would be required, for

STR005 (EAST): Whilst the eastern parts of the site are generally well served with access points from the surrounding road
network, the issue here is the adequacy of the road network to serve a large strategic development. Whilst the western end of
SHL124 meets the Odiham Road, the remainder of the roads (Station Road, Taplin’s Farm Lane, Bagwell Lane, The Hurst and Pale
Lane) are all narrow rural roads with limited capacity and very few, if any, facilities for pedestrians and cyclists. Therefore, any
significant development would need to adequately address these issues and undertake significant investment in capacity and safety
improvements. On behalf of Hart District Council, WSP undertook a high-level assessment of the current route network in the
Winchfield area and Table 7 below sets out the outcomes highlighted in their report.

As SHL133 can only currently be accessed via Bagwell Lane, it is considered that access represents a severe constraint to
development of that site. Although it may be physically possible to widen Bagwell Lane between the access point to Swan Farm and
the junction with the Odiham Road, almost the entire length of this route is within the Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and
Shaw SSSI, with widening having the potential to cause significant harm. If SHL182 were to be developed in addition to SHL133, it
may be possible to access SHL133 through SHL182 and SHL185 to the Odiham road and thereby avoid significant increases in the
use of Bagwell Lane. However, this would require a new access point to SHL133 which could result in the loss of considerable
boundary hedgerow and trees. It may also impact on the access arrangements for Rectory Cottage and Oak Hatch and the PROW
which emerges onto Bagwell Lane opposite Rectory Cottage.

If development were taken forward on SHL182, it may be preferable to access this through SHL185 and onto the Odiham Road.
Bagwell Lane provides a current access point but is not suitable for any significant increase in vehicular traffic, although it could
allow for increases in pedestrian and cycle movements if safety issues were feasible to address, preferably in a way that did not
undermine the strong and distinctive rural character of the lane.

STR005 (WEST): Most of the western parts of the site could be accessed from the B3016 (Odiham Road). This would necessitate
changes and safety improvements, in addition to potentially reducing the speed limit from the current national limit (60 mph). Whilst
there is currently an access point to SHL168 from Potbridge Road, this is constrained, both due to the narrow nature of Potbridge
Road and the inclusion of much of SHL168 within the Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI.

The northern parts of SHL183 are accessed from the west via Station Road, which continues through the site towards Winchfield
Hurst. The central north has access from Taplin’s Farm Lane and the east has access from Pale Lane. The southern parts of
SHL183 can be accessed from Bagwell Lane and from the south of The Hurst, north of the intersection with Chatter Ally. There are
further access points west of Winchfield Hurst (on Station Road) and east of Winchfield Hurst on the land between The Hurst and
Pale Lane and from Taplin’s Farm Lane. There is a further access point at the far east of the site from Pale Lane, just south of the
railway line.
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Potbridge Road (Totters Lane north of the M3) connects the A30 at the north, over the railway line and under the motorway to the
B3016 at the south, at the western edge of Odiham Common. The route is narrow and has a rural character for much of its length.
Between the A30 and the B3016, the only junctions on the lane are for access to local farms and residences.

Bagwell Lane is also a narrow and attractive route with a strong rural and wooded character. The lane intersects with Station Road
in the north and passes St Mary’s Church before passing through wooded field margins and then into Odiham Common with
Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI for the remainder of its length until it intersects with the B3016 some way north of the A287.

Pale Lane is a narrow and attractive lane with a strong rural character, leading from the south of Winchfield Hurst, in a northeasterly
direction to the A323 at Elvetham Heath. At its southern end, the lane links to Chatter Ally, The Hurst and Spratt’s Hatch Lane. Just
north of the boundary with SHL183, the lane passes over the River Hart and then through a relatively narrow railway underbridge.

Taplin’s Farm Lane is a generally narrow rural lane with significant bends to the north of the railway. The railway underbridge
through which the lane passes is narrow, although the road widens on the approach to the bridge over the M3 and for some
distance thereafter. The Lane intersects, to the north of Winchfield Hurst, with Station Road and Pale Lane. At its northern end, the
Lane intersects with Dilly Lane and continues north to Hartley Wintney as Church Lane.

Station Road intersects with the B3016 just south of the M3 and is relatively straight and wide past Winchfield Station, before
narrowing markedly at the sharp bend to the south where the road passes through the railway underbridge. South of the railway
line, the road widens and sweeps in a large bend to the east where it intersects at the north of Winchfield Hurst with Pale Lane and
Taplin’s Farm Road. The Hurst and, further south, Chatter Ally are effectively a continuation of Station Road southwards towards
Dogmersfield. Except for the railway underbridge, the road is wide enough to have a centre line for its entire length and was not
observed to be particularly busy at the time of our visits, although speeds of vehicles were generally high and there was no
pedestrian footway beyond Winchfield Station.

The B3016 (Odiham Road) is a fast and relatively straight route, albeit with a bend as it approaches the M3 bridge from the north.
The speed limit is 50 mph as far south as the junction with Beauclerk Green, beyond which it reverts to national speed limit (60
mph). There are only a limited number of junctions north of the M3, all of which are for local access only. South of the M3, the
junction with Station Road is the main junction with a secondary junction to the Beauclerk Green cul-de-sac a little to the south, The
B3016 goes on to connect with The Potbridge Road at the western edge of Odiham Common and further south to the A287 just
north of Odiham.

WSP agreed with the site promoters’ initial assessment, finding that a new motorway junction was not likely to be required, nor
represent the most appropriate course of action to address the impact of development. It was considered that the focus should be
on addressing the specific capacity and safety issues in the existing routes (A287/B3016) between the site and the existing
motorway Junction 5.

example at Junction 5 of the M3, would need further testing, based on modelling.
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Overall, due to the surrounding wooded areas and the elevated railway line to the north, there are few long-distance views into
SHL183. There are nevertheless short-distance views from a number of points. These include from passing trains which provide

STR005 (EAST): The parcel of SHL124 north of the motorway is open to views from the new housing development south of Dilly
Lane and from some vantage points on Taplin’s Farm Lane and also from the two PROWs that extend from Taplin’s Farm Lane;
one to the south over the motorway and the other to the west past the southern boundary of the Dilly Lane housing development.
The remainder of SHL124 is generally well enclosed by the surrounding transport network and the woodland to the west.
Nevertheless, there are short distance views into the south of SHL124 from Station Road and from passing trains on the elevated
railway. There are also views of the site from the M3 to the north, but only at the point where the motorway is elevated above the
site. At the east of the site, there are views into the site from Taplin’s Farm Lane, between the motorway and the railway.

Significant areas within SHL133 are visible from Bagwell Lane and from the PROW that runs from the Basingstoke Canal, east of
SHL133 intersecting with Bagwell Lane opposite the east of SHL182.

SHL182 is somewhat exposed at its eastern side and there are clear views across the large field comprising most of SHL182 from
vantage points on Bagwell Lane to the east of the site and from a PROW that extends north from Bagwell Lane to the Odiham Road
north of Withy Bed Copse.

WI-02 – East of Winchfield (SHL124)
WI-01 – East to SW of Winchfield (SHL133, SHL182, SHL183, SHL185)
WI-03 – West of Winchfield to M3 (SHL168, SHL187, SHL188)
Visual Sensitivity
WI-02: Low/Medium.
WI-01: Medium/High.
WI-03: Medium/High.
Landscape Sensitivity
WI-02: Medium.
WI-01: Medium/High.
WI-03: Medium/High.
Landscape Value
WI-02: Medium
WI-01: Medium
WI-03: Medium
Overall Landscape capacity
WI-02: MEDIUM/HIGH
WI-01: LOW/MEDIUM
WI-03: LOW/MEDIUM
STR005 (WEST): North of the Odiham road, the elevated land at the north of SHL188 and SHL187 allow for views into the site from
the north, for example from SHL167, and at longer distances from the west. Whilst clear views of the site are possible from the
Odiham Road, this is only generally from within the boundaries of the site itself.

YES (See Table 8)
Local Landscape Character Area

LANDSCAPE AND SETTLEMENT COALESENCE

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield

Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd

Potential for
settlement
coalescence

Descriptions of views
from the site

Confidential Draft 1.1 – Jan 2017

19

STR005 (WEST): The western parts of the site are generally more isolated within the countryside, with some considerable
distances between the boundaries and the nearest existing settlements. However, this is academic to some extent as there is no

In the absence of any firm development quantum or layout proposals, it is hard to assess the risk that development would cause
settlement coalescence. Nevertheless, we consider the areas within STR005 (EAST) to be more sensitive in this regard compared
to the areas within STR005 (WEST).

No parts of the site are within any local or strategic gap as defined by the existing Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996 –
2006. Nevertheless, the site occupies a very large tract of open countryside areas between Hook to the west, Odiham to the
southwest and Phoenix Green/Hartley Wintney to the north. Therefore, if the site was to be developed in any significant way, it
would erode what is currently a largely open and undeveloped gap between these settlements.

From the southwest of SHL183, there are views of the rear of properties on Bagwell Lane, and across the churchyard to St Mary’s
Church. From the southeast of SHL183 there are further clear views of Winchfield Hurst.

The northern parts of SHL183 are relatively well contained due to the surrounding woodland and other screening and the generally
flat topography. The exception is the high ridge to the west of Vale Farm from where there are long-distance views over the
woodland to the west and southwest into the agricultural land between the two parts of STR005 and clear views over the remainder
of the site towards Winchfield Hurst to the south east.

STR005 (EAST): Views to the north are possible from the parcel of land north of the motorway. These views are now towards the
new housing being developed south of Dilly Lane. From the east of SHL124 (south of the motorway) where the land is elevated
above the M3, some views towards the north and east are possible in gaps in the screening, and this would be more pronounced in
winter months.

South of the Odiham Road there are views from the higher land within SHL185 and from much of SHL182 towards the east and
north over the agricultural land that separates the two parts of STR005. From the higher land within the south of SHL133, there are
views to the north and north east. Some of these are into SHL182, whilst others include parts of the land between the east and west
of STR005, as well as views into Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI.

STR005 (WEST): From the higher parts of SHL188 and SHL187 there are extensive and long-distance views over the motorway to
the north west and towards Hook in the west. Further east, views are curtailed by the strong wooded boundaries, including
Oldman’s Copse adjacent to the motorway.

clear views over the north of the site and from Pale Lane which provides a number of vantage points from which the east of the site
is clearly visible. There are other locations where adjacent properties will have clear views into parts of the site, including from the
rear of properties to the west of The Hurst, from the rear of properties on Station Road, just south of the railway line, and from the
properties and from St Mary’s Church on Bagwell Lane from where views into the southwestern corner of the site are possible,
between Station Road and Round Copse.
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There are numerous listed buildings within and near SHL133. Most significant is the cluster of Grade II listed farm buildings at the
Swan’s Farm cluster at the north of the site. Several structures here are individually listed and, due to the open nature of the north of

South of the Odiham Road is Cheverton’s Farmhouse which is Grade II listed.

STR005 (WEST): Within SHL168 is Bailey’s Farmhouse which is a Grade II listed building set prominently within the Bailey’s farm
cluster of agricultural buildings. Any development within SHL168 would have the potential to harm the setting of this building.
Equally any development within SHL188 and the western fringes of SHL187 would be clearly visible from the listed farmhouse and
may also harm its setting. There is a Grade II listed milestone on the north side of the Odiham Road, just inside the site’s
boundaries at the point where the overhead power transmission lines cross the Odiham Road. To the northwest of Bailey’s
Farmhouse is a Grade II listed dwelling called Valley End, just south of the motorway. The setting of this listed building is less likely
to be harmed by development due to the intervening screening from trees and hedgerows. Adjacent to the southeast of SHL187 is a
pet crematorium and the kiln structure within that property is Grade II listed. The crematorium site is generally well screened from
the east of SHL187 and it is considered unlikely that development would harm the setting of the kiln.

Any development of the eastern areas of SHL183 needs to consider carefully how the new development will relate to Winchfield
Hurst. Whilst this is only a very small settlement, it does have a local identity and significance that should be acknowledged and
reflected in development proposals.

Were the east of SHL124 and the northeast of SHL183 to be developed, it would have the effect of introducing development
significantly further east into the River Hart Valley. This is particularly the case with the area of SHL183 east of Taplin’s Farm Lane.
Whilst this would greatly reduce the gap between the west of Fleet/Elvetham Heath and its nearest developed areas to the west, it
would nevertheless preserve a gap ranging from 1.7 km (between SHL124 and the west of Elvetham Heath) down to 0.67 km
(between the east of SHL183 and the western edge of the newly developed areas of Fleet to the west of Hitches Lane). Whilst
relatively narrow, it would be possible to defend this remaining gap, since approximately half would be within the new Edenbrook
Country Part and much of the remainder would be within Flood Zones 2 and 3.

STR005 (EAST): The small parcel of SHL124 to the north of the motorway does not relate well to the remainder of the SHL124, and
is largely open to the north with the new housing development to the south of Dilly Lane being both near and at a higher elevation
than the site. We consider therefore, that any development on this area would be viewed as extending the built-up area of the south
of Hartley Wintney further to the motorway. The area of the site north of the motorway may need to be kept open to prevent a
significant risk of settlement coalescence between Hartley Wintney and the new strategic development.

realistic proposal we have seen to develop the western parts of the site in isolation from the larger eastern part of the site.
Therefore, it is the development of STR005 (EAST) that is considered to give rise to settlement coalescence risks, and any
development at STR005 (WEST) could potentially exacerbate these risks but would not be expected to cause settlement
coalescence in its own right.
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South of Winchfield Hurst, the far south eastern corner of the site is adjacent to Barley Mow Bridge, which is also a Grade II listed
bridge over the Basingstoke Canal. Adjacent to the south side of the bridge is Barley Mow house which is locally listed. Whilst there

There are two listed buildings within Winchfield Hurst that are near SHL183. The barn (Grade II listed) at Hurst Farm is adjacent to
Taplin’s Farm Lane directly opposite the eastern part of SHL183. There is very little screening here and development on the site to
the east of Taplin’s Farm Lane would be expected to impact on the setting of the barn. Further south the first dwelling on the
western side of The Hurst is Rose Cottage (also Grade II listed). This small cottage is also not well screened from the fields to the
rear of the cottage which form part of SHL183. Development within this part of the site could harm the setting of the cottage.

There is a Grade II listed barn at Vale Farm within the north of SHL183. Adjacent to the north west of SHL183 is Cranfords Barn
(also Grade II listed) which has been converted to a dwelling on the eastern side of Station Road. This dwelling is visible from the
north west of the site, with very little in the way of any screening, and development here could harm its setting.

South of the motorway, much of the west of SHL124 is included within the local listing for the historic Winchfield House estate,
although due to the presence of the motorway between the site and Winchfield House, the association of this area is reduced.
However, the Grade II listed South Lodge is adjacent to the site (surrounded by the site on three sides) and this helps to support
some associations between the western parts of SHL124 and Winchfield House. The Winchfield Inn public house is also a key
building in this area and is locally listed. As with South Lodge, the Inn is surrounded on three sides by SHL124 and development at
that site therefore has the potential to harm the setting of both buildings.

STR005 (EAST): Much of the parcel of SHL124 to the north of the motorway is within an area locally listed as part of the historic
estate of Winchfield House. The house itself (Grade II* listed) is visible from the west of this part of SHL124. To the north of the
main house is a Grade II listed stable block. Overall it is considered that development within the western parts of this area would
have the potential to harm the setting of Winchfield House. In addition, there are two Grade II listed buildings within the Taplin’s
Farm cluster to the northeast of the site and were development to extend to the northern part of the site there may be some harm
caused to the setting of the nearest of the two listed dwellings.

Close to the southwestern end of SHL133 is Wilks Water and King John’s Hunting Lodge. Each of these are Grade II listed.
However, given that all the southwest of the site is SINC and much of it is within Flood Zones 2 and 3 it seems unlikely that any
development would be proposed close enough to impact on the setting of these two listed structures.

Near the east of SHL133 is the Old Rectory, a Grade II listed dwelling. Given the screening at the east of the site and the presence
of an intervening dwelling, development may not harm the setting in a significant or substantial way. At the south of the site the
boundary is formed by the Basingstoke Canal and this is crossed by three Grade II listed bridges, from west to east: Sandy Hill
Bridge; Sprat’s Hatch Bridge and; Baseley’s Bridge. Each of the bridges is set within the wooded banks of the canal, although any
development that was introduced very close to the southern boundary of the site could harm the setting of these structures.

SHL133, these structures are highly visible from much of the north and centre of the site. It is considered that any development
within these parts of SHL133 would have the potential to harm the setting of the cluster of listed buildings.
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SHL133: One at the south of Swan’s Farm on the north bank of the Canal; one in the wooded field margin at the far east of the
site and one in the wooded field margin at the north east of the site
SHL182: One at the southern tip to Withy Bed Copse
SHL185: One at the southwestern tip of Withy Bed Copse
SHL187: One in the wooded field margin north of the Odiham Road, opposite Winchfield Court Farm
SHL168: One to the rear of Bailey’s Farm cluster

There are several World War II ‘Pill Boxes’ within and adjacent to the site, all of them in STR005 (WEST):

A small part of the southwest of SHL183, between the south of Winchfield Hurst and Barley Mow Bridge, is designated as an area of
Significant Archaeological Features. There is a further very small area in the south east of the site, adjacent to St Mary’s Church
that is also subject to this designation.

At the north of the site, the parcel of SHL124 near north of the motorway is near the southern end of the Hartley Wintney / Church
House Conservation Area that covers Taplin’s Farm cluster. Any development to the north of the M3 must take this designation into
account and the potential for views into and out of the Conservation Area to be harmed.

Small areas within the very south of the site, both eastern and western parts, are within the Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area.
This designation generally marks the entire southern boundary of STR005 and so it is considered that any development at this
southern edge of the site must take the Conservation Area into account and avoid harming the character and heritage value of the
areas designated. This could suggest that development should be set back from the southern edge of the site, allowing sufficient
open margin to protect the setting of the Canal and its related heritage assets and wider rural and historic character.

At the south west corner of SHL183 is a Grade II listed farmhouse at Court House, on the eastern side of Bagwell Lane. A little
further south is St Mary’s Church, which is an important Grade I listed Norman church. Although the church is screened to some
extent from the site, the church tower is visible from some distance to the north and northeast within the site. It is therefore
considered that development within the south-east corner of the site has the potential to have a negative impact on the currently
very rural and sparsely developed setting of the church.
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STR005 (WEST)
SHL168: This small site contains significant areas considered to be rich in ecological terms. These include the wet grassland and

As a very extensive site, a range of potentially notable features of ecological interest were noted and these are described below by
SHLAA site reference:

NATURE CONSERVATION AND ECOLOGY

Other possible
impacts?

Potential Impact on
Conservation Areas
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could harm the setting of the bridge and its associated house.
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SHL182: Whilst much of the site comprises a large rectangular ploughed field, the southern areas appear to be wet and marshy
grassland, similar to those seen within SHL185. These run parallel to the adjacent Bagwell Green (part of the Odiham Common and
Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI) and are separated from the arable field by a notable hedgerow interspersed with trees. (See Table
9 in relation to the HBIC recommendation to designate the west of Winchfield Court Farm South as SINC). As referred to
above (SHL185) the hedgerow and trees at the western boundary appears to be a notable feature in ecological terms. There is a
significant wide wooded field margin at the eastern end of SHL182 separating the site from Bagwell Lane, which is part of the
Mousey Row SINC.

SHL185: This site comprises several large fields in the centre, with the Winchfield Court Farm cluster of buildings in the north. The
south comprises an area of wet/marshy grassland adjacent to the Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI. (See
Table 9 in relation to the HBIC recommendation to designate Winchfield Court Farm Marsh as SINC). Further notable
ecological features within the site include the large pond at the south, several drainage ditches within the south and west and
several substantial field trees within the west of the site. There are further trees surrounding and within the farm building cluster and
these are subject to TPOs. Given its proximity to Odiham Common and Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI, the southern part of the site
may need to be kept free of any development to ensure a sufficient buffer for the designated area. The north of the site is adjacent
to Withy Bed Copse SINC which is also subject to an area-based TPO. The site’s eastern boundary is marked by hedgerows well
interspersed with trees and this may be serving as a wildlife corridor between Bagwell Shaw in the south and Withy Bed Copse to
the north.

SHL187: This large site includes three large, irregularly shaped fields interspersed by significant areas of woodland, and with a
small area of grassland at the far south (at the point where the overhead power transmission lines cross the Odiham Road) that
appears to be of ecological note. At the west of the site is Gravelley Copse SINC, which becomes Bottom Copse SINC further east.
An off-shoot of Bottom Copse connects the main area of woodland to the Odiham Road, forming a wide wooded field margin. A
further off-shoot connects to Tossell Wood SINC to the east, so forming a potentially important wildlife corridor between the two
larger areas of woodland. The eastern boundary of the site abuts Tossell Wood, which extends into the far east of the site covering
an old clay pit. At the northernmost boundary, the site includes a wide wooded margin following the south bank of the railway line
cutting. This is effectively an offshoot of Tossell Wood but is not designated as SINC, although some of the trees in this area
appeared to be mature and capable of supporting valuable wildlife habitats. Further west this connects with Oldman’s Copse SINC
which is a semi-circular shaped area of woodland adjacent to the motorway.

SHL188: This small site located between SHL168 and SHL187 comprises two regular shaped fields with low and managed
hedgerows. At the south of the site where it meets the driveway to Bailey’s Farm, there is a small area of woodland, which continues
south into SHL187. (See Table 9 below in relation to the HBIC recommendation for SINC status for this woodland area.)

the wooded areas at the centre and west of the site and a large pond at the north west of the site and a much smaller pond further
south. These areas are included within the Odiham Common and Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI and would need to be fully
protected from development and from the effects of any additional nearby development. Just outside of the SSSI, there is a row of
Weeping Willow trees following the driveway from the Odiham Road to the farm cluster.
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SHL183 (North of Station Road): The western part of this site is a field enclosed by woodland (Furzey Moor SINC) and whilst the
field had been recently ploughed, there was a wide grassland margin at the south that appears to be potentially of ecological value.
The large part of SHL183 surrounding Vale Farm is mostly open, but does include some hedgerows of note with interspersed trees,
for example, south and northeast of the farm building cluster. There is also a very small area of woodland at the west of the site,
just north of the access point to Tudor Farm. At the north of the site, northeast of Vale Farm cluster, is an area of wet grassland and
possibly some marsh areas near to several drainage ditches. This area would need to be investigated further as it may be of some
ecological value. It is noted that some of the trees within this area are protected through area-based TPOs. At the southeast of this
parcel there is a significant row of trees following a track with drainage ditches running parallel. These ditches may connect with a
small pond to the east, near the Hurst Farm cluster of buildings.

SHL124 (South of M3): The western part of the site comprises a large area of woodland that is covered by an area-based TPO.
Further east, there are several smaller fields separated by hedgerows, some of which appear to be of potential ecological value and
include numerous trees, of various sizes and stages of maturity. At the centre-south of the site there is a small compact area of
woodland connecting with rows of trees to the north, east and southwest. These wooded areas may provide wildlife corridors which
link up to the hedgerows to the west. The northeast of the site comprises large arable fields, although several large mature field
trees were noted in this area. The south east of the site has been left as scrubland and grassland meadow and is being gradually
colonised by shrubs and saplings, with larger trees at the boundaries of this area and adjacent to the railway line. Given that this
area also contains some drainage ditches and other wetter areas, it would appear to warrant further investigation and may prove
valuable ecologically.

STR005 (EAST)
SHL124 (North of M3): The parcel of SHL124 north of the motorway includes a large part of Mabs Copse which is an area of
woodland to the east of Winchfield House. (See Table 9 in relation to the HBIC recommendation to designate Mabs Copse as
SINC). At the east of the site there are a number of large mature trees (including several oak trees) that are likely to be providing
valuable habitats. The entire area of this parcel is covered by an area-based TPO.

SHL133: This site includes several features of ecological note. Most of the west of the site is designated for nature conservation.
This includes Lousey Moor SINC, Lousey Moor North East SINC and Bagwell Shaw (South) SINC which are each woodland areas
and Wilks Water SINC which includes a freshwater pond, with the remainder of the west of the site being designated as Fields West
of Lousey Moor SINC which includes semi-improved grassland. (However, see Table 9 for HBIC recommendation to delete
some parts of this grassland SINC designation). The entire southern boundary of the site abuts the Basingstoke Canal (which is
designated an SSSI) and the north west of the site includes a sizable portion of Bagwell Shaw (which is part of Odiham Common
with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI). At the far south east of the site is a further woodland area (Yew Tree SINC) adjacent to the
Canal. The east of the site includes two large fields which are separated by significant hedgerows with trees interspersed. A similar
hedgerow marks the north-eastern boundary of the site. These may have the potential to provide valuable wildlife corridors between
Yew Tree Copse in the east and Bagwell Green and Mousey Row in the west. There is a reasonably large farmyard pond to the
northwest of the farm cluster and a smaller overgrown pond was seen at the northern boundary of the site.
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designated areas

Tree coverage and
observed condition of
trees
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SHL168 (Woods at Bridge and Bailey’s Farms);
SHL187 (Bottom Copse, Gravelly Copse, Oldman’s Copse and Tossell Wood Pits);
SHL133 (Lousey Moor, Dogmersfield Plat, Bagwell Shaw and Yew Tree Copse);
SHL124 (Mabs Copse to the north of the M3); and
SHL183 (Round Copse and Barley Mow Woods)
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References have been made above to the potential for impacts on the many areas designated for nature conservation within and
near the site. Whilst the site is generally quite constrained in some areas, the scale of the site is such that there may be the potential
to take the areas currently designated, in addition to those proposed for designation (See Table 9 below), into account in the layout

Finally, there are several significant individual field trees. Again, some of these are large and mature specimens that could be
valuable for ecological purposes in addition to their landscape and amenity value. Examples of such trees include the mature oaks
in the northern parcel of SHL124 and the several large trees (oaks) within the largest field of SHL124, south of the motorway.

In addition, there are numerous trees at the external and internal boundaries of the site, with many of these being large mature trees
that contribute significantly to both the landscape character and ecological value of the site. The main significant woodland areas
marking external boundaries of the site include the long boundary with Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI at the
southwest of STR005 (WEST); the boundary between SHL187 and Tossell Wood SINC and the boundary between SHL185 and
Withy Bed Copse SINC. In addition, the entire southern boundary of SHL133 and SHL183 abuts onto the mature tree stands
marking the Basingstoke Canal towpaths. Good examples of more significant internal boundary trees include those at the boundary
of SHL182 and SHL185, those following the track between Station Road and Vale Farm access road and those within south east of
SHL183, following the drainage ditches in this area.

•
•
•
•
•

References to tree coverage have been made in the above section for each of the constituent SHLAA sites. Overall, the most
significant tree coverage is to be found in:

SHL183 (South of Station Road): This parcel contains smaller more irregular-shaped fields, most of which are bounded by
hedgerows or by more substantial woodland margins and small copses. At the south-eastern corner, there are some small patches
of woodland adjacent to the Basingstoke Canal. Towards the centre of the parcel, there is a minor watercourse forming a shallow
valley with some of the grassland in this area being notably wet. Further south is Round Copse SINC, which connects just outside of
the site with Hellet’s Copse SINC. The hedgerows to the east of Round Copse may serve as a wildlife corridor connecting the
wooded banks of the Canal with Round Copse. There is a further wetter area of grassland at the northwest of this parcel just to the
south of Station Road. The hedgerow in this area was also noted to be particularly wide and potentially of note ecologically.

SHL183 (East of Taplin’s Farm Lane): This area is divided into several large fields, again with some notable hedgerows, including
trees, marking some of the field boundaries. The northern boundary with the railway lines includes the densest areas of trees, in
addition to small areas of grassland that may be of ecological note. The easternmost part of the site is a wet grassland field
bounded to the north by the River Hart. (See Table 9 in relation to the HBIC recommendation to designate Pale Lane Marsh as
SINC).
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FLOODING
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SHL168: Much of the site is within the Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI and should not be developed.
Allowing for a buffer to the SSSI, very little of this site would appear appropriate for development from a biodiversity perspective;
Far east of SHL187: Any development at the east of this site should avoid breaching the potential wildlife corridors between
Bottom Copse and Tossell Wood and south from Bottom copse to the Odiham Road. The inclusion of the rows of trees within
the SINC designation would appear to make it very challenging to link up any areas of proposed development to the north and
south of the site and development here may need to be avoided.
The southern parts of SHL185 and SHL182: The need to provide a buffer to the Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and
Shaw SSSI and the need to take into account the potential new recommended SINCs at Winchfield Court Farm Marsh and
Winchfield Court Farm South make the southern parts of these sites less appropriate for development in our view.
The west of SHL133: This area is highly constrained, even taking into account the proposal from HBIC to delete much of what is
now the Fields West of Lousey Moor SINC.
The far east of SHL183: This area is recommended by HBIC as a new SINC (Pale Lane Marsh).
The far south and southwest of SHL183: Although not designated, due to the well-developed woodland and hedgerow structure
south and southwest of Round Copse, the development of this area would inevitably harm the ecological value of the site with
potential consequential harm to the wildlife value of the woodland SINCs to the south.
West of SHL124: Both north and south of the M3, development should avoid harming the remaining woodland. The intention to
designate Mabs Copse a SINC is noted. The whole of the west of SHL124 is also already subject to area-based TPOs.
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SHL185: There is an extensive network of drainage ditches within the west and south of the site. Some of these were rather
overgrown whilst others showed some signs of recent clearance. The fishing pond within the south of the site is relatively large
(approx. 0.33 ha) and contains two small islands with a footbridge crossing to the largest island. The pond appears well managed

SHL187: There is a significant drainage ditch running from the south of Bottom Copse to the Odiham Road. This contained a fair
amount of vegetation when the site was visited.

SHL168: There are two ponds at the western side of the site. The northernmost pond is significantly larger (approximately 0.7
hectares in area) with two islands within the pond, and looked to be in good condition. The smaller pond was rather overgrown and
partially overhung by trees.

There are a number of waterbodies within the site. The most significant of these are as follows:

•

•
•

•

•

•

•

Nevertheless, there are a few areas within the site that we would consider much less appropriate for development due to nature
conservation objectives. These areas can be summarised as follows:

and designing proposals for a strategic site. In other words, we do not consider that nature conservation constraints would prevent a
significant strategic scale development from being appropriately masterplanned, although the constraints will limit the development
potential of the site.
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63/74

27

Flood risk on the site is mainly concentrated to the west. An area of the west of the site is located
within Flood Zones 2 and 3 (treated as Flood Zone 3b due to lack of detailed modelling) where the

Outcome of the HDC Site Flood Risk Assessment (November 2015):
SHL124:
47/74
It is noted that some parts of the south of the site, and a small area in the section of the site north of
the M3, are susceptible to surface water flooding, 1-in-30 years and lower risk levels (Updated
Flood Map for Surface Water / Flood Map for Surface Water). Much of the east of the site is
susceptible to groundwater flooding below ground, and the site is in an area susceptible to
groundwater flooding (50–75%). In addition, an area towards the south-eastern boundary of the site
is at risk of reservoir flooding. An ordinary watercourse runs through the site.

Site Flood Risk
Assessment

NB: Sites ranked from 1
(lowest risk) to 74
(highest risk)

At the time of our visit, some areas of very wet ground were observed, with small amounts of standing water, for example, at the
south of SHL185, at the north of SHL183 (just west of Taplin’s Farm Lane) and towards the centre of the southern parcel of
SHL183, between Station Road and Round Copse. The far east of SHL183 (Pale Lane Marsh) appeared to show signs of wet
grassland vegetation, but was not entered. There was no other obvious evidence of current or past flooding.

Evidence of current or
past flooding?

SHL183: There is an extensive network of drainage ditches across this site, concentrated to the northeast and south of Vale Farm
cluster, traversing the eastern part of the site and within the centre of the southern parcel, south of Station Road. Some of these
drains were substantial and, at the time of our visit, most contained water. Some, such as that to the southeast of Vale Farm cluster
were rather overgrown. There is a small pond just to the west of Hurst Farm. At the far east of the site, the River Hart forms a short
boundary with SHL183 on the north site of Pale Lane Marsh. South of Station Road, the drainage ditches form a minor watercourse
within the shallow valley that drains northwards towards the railway line and eventually joins the River Hart to the east of SHL124.
Within the valley feature is a small pond (approx. 0.06 ha) that appeared to have been used by cattle and was cloudy with banks
having been trampled.

SHL124: The area south of the M3 includes a network of drainage ditches, must notably diagonally traversing the west of the site
and at the south east of the site, broadly parallel to the railway line. The latter ditch is quite a significant feature and is lined by trees
and shrubs, and contained a fair quantity of water when the site was visited.

SHL133: The west of the site appeared to have a network of drainage ditches at the boundary between Lousey Moor and the
adjacent grassland fields. Just outside of the site to the southwest is Wilks Water, a large pond surrounded by trees and again
containing an island. At the north of the site are two ponds, one in the open area between the farm cluster and the northern
boundary appeared to be well managed. The second, further east, opposite Swan’s Farm Cottages, was smaller and considerably
more overgrown.

SHL182: The south of the site, and in particular the boundary with adjacent Bagwell Green, includes drainage ditches which
contained water at the time of our visit and were partially vegetated.

and is actively used for fishing.

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield

Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd

72/74

55/74

61/74

64/74

SHL168:

SHL182:

SHL183:

SHL185:
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The southern boundary including the narrow strip to the south of the site is located within Flood
Zones 2 and 3 (treated as Flood Zone 3b due to lack of detailed modelling). It is highlighted that the
site boundary could be clipped to remove the part of the site within Flood Zones 2 and 3. Much of
this area to the south is also identified as being susceptible to surface water flooding, 1-in-30 years

The north-east corner of the site is located within Flood Zones 2 and 3 (treated as Flood Zone 3b
due to lack of detailed modelling). It is highlighted that the site boundary could be clipped to remove
the part of the site within Flood Zones 2 and 3. This area of the site also has potential for reservoir
flooding. There are areas at risk of surface water flooding throughout the site, 1-in-30 years and
lower risk levels (Updated Flood Map for Surface Water / Flood Map for Surface). In the northern
central of the site there is potential for groundwater flooding, below ground, and it is noted that the
site is in an area susceptible to groundwater flooding (25–50%). An ordinary watercourse runs
through the site, and there is a main river, the River Hart, at the north-east boundary. Historic
flooding is identified at the boundary of the site.

A small area along the south-west boundary of the site is located within Flood Zones 2 and 3
(treated as Flood Zone 3b due to lack of detailed modelling). It is highlighted that the site boundary
could be clipped to remove the part of the site within Flood Zones 2 and 3. A small area of the site is
at risk of surface water flooding, 1-in-30 years and lower risk levels (Flood Map for Surface Water).
The west of the site is also at risk of groundwater flooding at surface, and the site is in an area
susceptible to groundwater flooding (50–75%). There is also a risk of reservoir flooding in the southwest of the site.

Much of this is site is within Flood Zones 2 and 3 (treated as Flood Zone 3b due to lack of detailed
modelling). Much of the site is also at risk of surface water flooding, 1-in-30 years (Updated Flood
Map for Surface Water / Flood Map for Surface). There is potential for groundwater flooding at the
surface throughout much of the site, and the site is within an area susceptible to groundwater
flooding (50–75%). In addition, much of the site is identified as being at risk of reservoir flooding. An
ordinary watercourse runs through the site, and a main river is at the boundary.

River Hart runs through it. It is highlighted that the site boundary could be clipped to remove the part
of the site within Flood Zones 2 and 3. The west of the site is also susceptible to surface water
flooding, 1-in-30 years and lower risk levels (Updated Flood Map for Surface Water / Flood Map for
Surface). It further has the potential for groundwater flooding at the surface. Parts of the site also
have the potential for groundwater flooding below ground, primarily in the north. Furthermore, a
small part of the site is in an area susceptible to groundwater flooding (50–75%). There is also
potential for reservoir flooding in the west of the site. It is highlighted that there is an embanked
canal within 100m of the site, and that an ordinary watercourse runs through the site and at its
boundary.
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Any other issues not
covered by the above

OTHER POINTS

22/74

N/A

SHL188:

Overall STR005:

There are flood risks from different sources within each of the sites that comprise this strategic site,
with varying significance. The southern and eastern areas of SHL124 have some potential for
surface water flooding, and groundwater flooding at basement level. SHL133 has significant flood
risks concentrated in the west, although it is thought that the boundary could be clipped to remove
much of the area at risk. Groundwater flooding below ground to the north of SHL133 may still be an
issue to be considered. SHL168 has significant flood risks throughout, including a large area within
Flood Zones 2 and 3b. SHL182, 183 and 185 each have areas located within Flood Zones 2 and 3,
but it is considered that the boundaries of these sites can be clipped to remove these areas.
SHL133, 168, 182, 183, and 185 all have areas with potential for reservoir flooding. Onsite
watercourses on this strategic site may also be a flood risk to be considered further when planning
development proposals. Proposals on this strategic site should consider avoiding those areas most
at risk, or alternatively, should apply suitable mitigation to adequately address the risk.

A large area of the site is at risk of groundwater flooding to basements, and it is noted that an area
towards the southern part of the site is susceptible to groundwater flooding at the surface. Further,
the site is in an area susceptible to groundwater flooding (50–75%).

It is noted that an area running from the north-east to the southern boundary of the site is
susceptible to surface water flooding, 1-in-30 years and lower risk levels (Updated Flood Map for
Surface Water / Flood Map for Surface Water). It is also noted that much of the southern half of the
site is susceptible to groundwater flooding at the surface, and that the site is in an area susceptible
to groundwater flooding (50–75%). An ordinary watercourse also runs through the site.
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Overhead Electricity Transmission cables: At the west of the site, high-voltage overhead electricity transmission cables traverse
the west of SHL133, the western tip of SHL185 and the centre of SHL188. Within each of these areas, steel frame pylons dominate
landscape. At the east of the site, overhead power transmission lines traverse south to north across the centre of both SHL183 and
SHL124, where again the large steel pylons dominate the landscape. It may be feasible and viable to underground these cables
and, if so, their presence is unlikely to impact significantly on the ability to develop within the site. However, in the case of the west
of the site, the other constraints impacting the parts of SHL133 and SHL185 affected by the overhead cables suggests that these
sections would be unlikely to be transferred underground. Any sections which were transferred underground, both within the east
and west of the site, would give rise to a strong positive impact on the landscape compared to the baseline position.

43/74

SHL187:
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and lower risk levels (Updated Flood Map for Surface Water / Flood Map for Surface). Throughout
the site there is also a risk of groundwater flooding at the surface, and it is in an area susceptible to
groundwater flooding (50–75%). The south of the site is further at risk of reservoir flooding, and
there is an ordinary watercourse running through, and at the boundary of, the site.
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Each of the SHLAA sites included within this strategic site are understood from the site promoters to be potentially available within a
0-5 year period. However, the site is not being prompted as a single unit, with SHL124 and SHL183 being promoted as one unit and
with no overall site promoter for the areas within STR005 (WEST). In relation to STR005 (EAST), Barratt Homes and Gallagher are
understood to be confident that the development being promoted on land in which they have an interest (See Figure 2 above) could
be taken forward in a viable way.
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Landowner / promoter
comments

Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd

TABLE 5 – VIABILITY AND DELIVERABILITY

Minerals:
The Hampshire Minerals and Waste Plan Policies Map indicates that substantial parts of this site that may be subject to minerals
safeguarding (for sharp sand and gravel). The main areas affected include: the north of SHL187; the south of SHL185; the west of
SHL133; the southeast of SHL124 and the central north, southeast and far east of SHL183.

Air Quality:
There are not believed to be any Air Quality Management Areas near the site. The only obvious sources of potential air quality
impacts are the M3 Motorway, which is adjacent to the entire north of the site and the Dignity Pet Crematorium located to the east of
SHL187. Environment Agency data indicates that for 2013, the latest available data, the crematorium business had no breaches of
its environmental permits.

Agricultural Land:
The site is located on a mixture of Grade 3 and Grade 4 agricultural land, some of which may include ‘best and most versatile’ land.
All the constituent SHLAA sites contain at least some Grade 3 agricultural land and therefore, the classification of land will need to
be investigated if development is taken forward on any part of this strategic site.

Water resources:
There are no Groundwater Source Protection Zones or licensed water abstraction points near the site.

Waste disposal sites: There are no waste disposal sites within STR005, although the Beggar’s Corner and Scotland Farm historic
landfill sites within SHL167 are adjacent to the north of STR005 (WEST) on the other side of the motorway.
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Barriers and/or
constraints that could
harm viability
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There are a range of infrastructure deficiencies within this area that could be exacerbated by the scale of development
envisaged and these would need to be addressed by any development at this site. Significant additional wastewater treatment
capacity would be required and at least one (and more likely two) primary schools will be required on-site, which would require
both land and financial contributions or works to deliver;
Development of the site is also likely to require a new secondary school, although this may not need to be located within the site
itself, but would require substantial financial contributions;
Significant on and off-site improvements would be required to the local road network;
There will be a need to address the impact of the development on the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, through the provision of
additional SANGs capacity. As this would need to be provided on-site, it could reduce capacity and impact on scheme viability;
There are significant flood risks present within STR005 (WEST) and to a lesser extent within the east of SHL124 and the north
of SHL183;
There are significant ecological constraints across large parts of the site, in particular the entire west and south of STR005
(WEST), the north of SHL187, the west of SHL124 and the south and far east of SHL183;
Development could cause a range of landscape and visual impacts, particularly within parts of STR005 (WEST) and within the
portion of SHL124 north of the M3 and the south and southwest of SHL183, each of which may require significant mitigation
works/landscaping, or require development to be avoided within these areas;
There are a wide range of potential heritage impacts of development, in particular at SHL168, SHL133, the south of SHL183
and the west of SHL124;
There are two narrow railway underbridges (Station Road and Pale Lane) that pose a significant constraint to access;
Major overhead power transmission lines traverse the western edge of STR005 (WEST) and the centre of STR005 (EAST;
The disconnected nature of the two parts of the site and the lack of any unity in the site promotion of the whole of STR005 pose
significant problems in viability terms and may give rise to a range of land assembly and other legal and cost issues that could
reduce overall viability.
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The site is greenfield land within the attractive countryside to the southeast of Hook and south of Hartley Wintney. The western and
southern parts of this site in particular provide a highly attractive wooded and rural setting for any new development and provide the
opportunity to integrate the development of a new settlement with the wider countryside, with excellent existing PROW links already

Overall, these constraints are not considered to be so significant as to represent an insurmountable barrier to the development of a
strategic scale site or to undermine the viability of development at this site as a whole. Nevertheless, we consider the whole of
STR005 (WEST) is likely to perform significantly worse than STR005 (EAST) in viability terms, due to the extent and range of
constraints impacting that part of the site, in addition to the lack of any unified site promotion or comprehensive approach to land
assembly. This does not mean that there are no areas within STR005 (WEST) are likely to prove suitable or viable and some
smaller pockets within this may come forward for development over time. However, in our view there is the risk that strategic-scale
development across the western half of STR005 is unlikely to work sufficiently from a viability perspective due to the extent of the
potential costs and delays involved in overcoming the various constraints.

•
•
•

•

•

•

•

•
•

•

•

Parts of this large site are constrained, as set out in some detail within this assessment, and this would inevitably impact on how the
site could be developed, and on the overall capacity of the site. In summary, the key issues identified include:
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Affordable Housing (assumed threshold of 15 dwellings):
1. Yes (indicative capacity >/= 15 dwellings)
2. No (indicative capacity < 15 dwellings)

Site type:
1. Previously developed (within or outside settlement boundaries)
2. Greenfield (within settlement boundaries)
3. Greenfield (outside of settlement boundaries)

Broad Location:
1. Blackwater
2. Yateley
3. Fleet / Church Crookham / Hook & Strategic
4. Small Settlements / Rural Areas (< 5km SPA)
5. Small Settlements / Rural Areas (> 5km SPA)

1

3

3
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The high-level ‘viability score’ set out below uses a number of criteria which provide a simple basis on which to
understand the relative potential viability performance of each of the sites tested. The criteria derive from the viability
outcomes (for the purposes of setting CIL charges) as set out within the report prepared by Dixon Searle Partnership in
October 2014.

It is considered that there is an opportunity to create a well-planned and high quality new settlement, potentially taking a ‘garden
village’ approach, which would represent a desirable place to live and is likely to be popular with those wishing to rent or buy homes
in this part of Hampshire.

Given the opportunities inherent in strategic development to augment and enhance access to services and facilities, prospective
occupiers would have reasonable or good access to a range of local services and facilities, which would be likely to include an onsite primary school and could potentially include a secondary school.

Subject to achieving suitable access and necessary improvements to the local network, the site could offer pedestrian, cycle and
vehicular access to Winchfield Station, to Hartley Wintney and to Fleet. Reasonable access to the M3 via Junction 5 may be
achievable, subject to resolving constraints in the local road network and any capacity issues on the B3349 and the junction itself.

in place.
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Capacity calculation

FINAL CAPACITY ASSESSMENT

Adjustment for landowner/promoter,
infrastructure or viability reasons

Estimated housing capacity (net)

Density assumption applied

Deductions in hectares
Gross-to-net ratio applied (%)

Site size (gross) in hectares

3,816 dwellings
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TOTAL: 349.21 Ha
STR005 (WEST): 143.3 Ha
STR005 (EAST): 205.91 Ha
None (see below)
STR005 (WEST): 20% (see below)
STR005 (EAST): 45% (see below)
STR005 (WEST): 20 dph (see below)
STR005 (EAST): 35 dph (see below)
STR005 (WEST): 573 dwellings
STR005 (EAST): 3,243 dwellings
None. Whilst the site promoter of STR005 (EAST) has provided some initial estimates
of housing capacity, this is for a site not entirely consistent with the boundaries we
have assessed as STR005 and notably includes some SANG capacity on land outside
of the STR005 site. Overall, we consider that the number of homes being promoted on
this part of the site is broadly consistent with our own estimate of the level of housing
that may be achievable, taking account of the differences in the area being promoted
compared to the boundaries of STR005.

The site’s constraints will have the effect of significantly reducing the potential capacity, potentially putting strategic-scale
development at STR005 (WEST) into question. However, some of these constraints also present opportunities to create a high
quality scheme based around the well-planned integration of a new settlement with new and existing green infrastructure assets and
the wider countryside.

The site is considered to represent a desirable place to live within the attractive countryside to the southeast of Hook and south of
Hartley Wintney, which should be capable of providing a reasonable level of services for residents, with particularly good potential
access to (new) schools and rail services. The site is of a scale large enough to provide opportunities to augment and enhance the
levels of services currently available.

TABLE 6 – CAPACITY ASSESSMENT

Overall conclusion on
viability

Note: This is provided as a simple high-level comparative guide only and it should not be assumed that sites with lower
scores are unviable for residential development.

7/10
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TOTAL SCORE:
The total score is within the range of 3 to 10, with 3 representing the typically least viable sites and 10 representing the
most viable in the context of Hart District.
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Justification for
density and capacity
assumptions
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STR005 (EAST):
• The need to avoid any development within the parts of the site subject to severe flood risk;
• The need to avoid development within or near areas designated (or proposed for designation) for nature conservation or tree
protection constraints (see above);
• The need to ensure that development is avoided in those parts of the site where it might give rise to significant landscape or
visual harm;

STR005 (WEST):
• The need to avoid any development within the parts of the site subject to significant flood risk;
• The need to avoid development within or near areas designated (or proposed for designation) for nature conservation or tree
protection constraints (see above);
• The need to ensure that development is avoided in those parts of the site where it might give rise to significant landscape or
visual harm;
• The need to avoid any significant harm to designated heritage assets;
• The need to reflect the physical constraints and potential local character impacts of significantly increasing vehicular access to
SHL133; and
• Continuing uncertainty over site availability (for some areas) and the lack of any unified land assembly or site promotion
approach;

For sites of the scale being considered here, we have generally applied a gross-to-net ratio which would assume 60% of the
potentially developable site area would be occupied by the residential elements of the development. It is considered that this
assumption generally allows sufficient space to be retained to provide for access roads, meaningful areas of open space, SuDs,
landscaping and some allowance for modest retail and community building/school development. For sites of this scale we have
generally further reduced the gross-to-net ratio to 55% allow for the provision of additional SANG capacity on site. In this case
however, we consider that a further significant reductions are justified for STR005. Whilst it is not possible at this early stage to be
accurate about such ratios, our assessment has clearly indicated that for STR005 (WEST) the resulting capacity is likely to be
significantly lower than for STR005 (EAST). However, even for the eastern site, a reduction from the benchmark assumption of 55%
is required and appropriate. This has resulted in gross-to-net ratios of 20% for STR005 (WEST) and 45% for STR005 (EAST). The
reasons, in summary, for these reductions are set out below:

We have not made any deduction to the total site area for STR005. It is noted that large parts of STR005 (WEST) are significantly
constrained by flood risk and that various parts of the site include areas designated for nature conservation. Whilst these areas
would not be appropriate for development, we consider that each may have a role to play in the provision of open space / SANGs
and so we have taken this into account in the calculation of the gross-to-net area, rather than deducting the areas entirely.

If this site is taken forward as a strategic development, it is assumed that the intention will be to make the best use of the available
land within the site, whilst taking full account of the various constraints to development and the need to maintain the overall
character of the area within which the site is located and the need to avoid the physical or perceived coalescence of Hartley Wintney
/ Winchfield and Winchfield / Fleet / Elvetham Heath.
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The need to avoid any significant harm to designated heritage assets;
The need to ensure that development does not lead to physical or perceived settlement coalescence between Hartley Wintney,
Winchfield and Fleet/Elvetham Heath;
The potential for the site to incorporate new schools including a secondary school site; and
The potential for the site to incorporate some additional employment development areas and one or two local retail/service
centres.
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Town centres:
STR005 (WEST): Northern parts range between 21 and 30 minutes (mixed walk and bus) from Hartley Wintney centre. Southern

TABLE 7 – TRANSPORT AND ACCESS
(WSP)
TRACC Modelling
Railway station:
(Public Transport
STR005 (WEST): Northern parts of the site range between 6 and 30 minutes’ walk from Winchfield station. Southern parts of the
Access)
site are more than 30 minutes’ walk from Winchfield Station.
STR005 (EAST): Western parts of the site range between 0 and 30 minutes’ walk from Winchfield station. Eastern and southern
parts of the site are more than 30 minutes’ walk from Winchfield Station.

STR005 (EAST): The presence of Winchfield Station is key to understanding the opportunities within this area and, in addition, the
areas of SHL124 close to the Station are generally less constrained in terms of landscape and visual impact due to their being
enclosed by the railway and motorway to the south and north respectively. These factors suggest to us that there may be an
opportunity to develop some parts of SHL124, and possibly some parts of northwest SHL183, at relatively higher densities,
potentially up to 40 or 45 dph. This will have the effect of allowing for a higher average residential density, taking into account the
need for lower densities in the southern and eastern parts of STR005 (EAST). Overall, we consider that an average density of 35
dph would be a reasonable assumption at this stage.

STR005 (WEST): This part of the site is more distant from Winchfield Station and the range of constraints present on the site
suggest that development would be likely to come forward in smaller blocks, dispersed through the site with no clear or logical
location for a ‘local centre’ or hub. This suggests to us that the development within this part of the site will need to be sensitive in
terms of its relationship with the surrounding countryside and that development across the whole of this area will need to reflect the
rural character of the surrounding areas. We therefore suggest that an average residential density of up to 20 dph may be more
appropriate in this area.

In relation to average development density figures, as a starting point for strategic development, 30 dph is considered to represent a
reasonable average residential density. This average figure takes into account the potential for development within some parts of
the site, for example near to a proposed local centre or a transport hub, to achieve a higher density. In other parts of the site
however, a sensitive transition into the countryside would be assumed, which would involve lower residential densities. Having
considered both parts of the sites, based on the available information, we would draw the following conclusions in relation densities:

•
•

•
•
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Comments on site
access issues
Comments on local
transport
infrastructure capacity
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Access to the M3 Motorway:
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A323 / Church Lane T-junction and A323 / Vicarage Hill T-junction
No footways are present on Church Lane, and there is poor visibility when turning right onto the A323 from the easternmost spur of
the junction, although it is not expected that traffic from the site would make this manoeuvre, as it would effectively be doubling
back. Modelling should review whether there will be any increase in right turns at this junction, and if so, works should be
undertaken to improve visibility.

A287 / B3016 T-junction
This junction is not within the site but will be an important connection for those travelling from the Winchfield sites accessing the M3
at junction 5. No capacity problems were observed under current traffic flows. However, an intensification of use may lead to safety
issues due to the scale of the junction and the speed of traffic on the A287. Therefore, depending on the expected volume of traffic
at the junction, consideration should be given to managing speeds at the junction or even signalisation to mitigate any potential
safety issues.

Station Road / Taplin’s Farm Lane / The Hurst junction
This junction is an unsuitable design for a built-up area, and should be simplified within the masterplan to provide an improved
layout. Whilst visibility is good, the arrangement could be confusing for drivers and therefore lead to potential safety issues with any
intensification of use. Taplin’s Farm Lane should be widened to a minimum of 6m. This is likely to be possible using the existing
grass verge, which is assumed to be within the highway boundary.

Station Road and Taplin’s Farm Lane Railway Tunnel sections
If widening works are planned on links within the site, two railway underbridges provide width constraints. Forward visibility at the
Station Road underbridge is very poor. These bridges should be taken into consideration within any masterplan, and consideration
given to improved arrangements, such as traffic signals with shuttle working under the bridges or priority give way.

Depending on the volume of traffic generated, further works may be required to provide an improved junction. Given the local
topographical constraints of the immediate area, a roundabout may be inappropriate; however, it may be possible to provide a
signalised junction to accommodate increased traffic movements and assist in managing vehicle speeds.

Station Road / Odiham Road junction
High vehicular speeds were observed on Odiham Road, although it is considered that visibility is adequate. It would be advisable to
consider reducing the speed limit to 40mph to provide safety benefits at the junction, and to provide a right-turn lane at the junction.

None

parts of the site are more than 30 minutes (mixed walk and bus) from Hartley Wintney centre.
STR005 (EAST): Western parts range between 11 and 30 minutes (mixed walk and bus) from Hartley Wintney centre. Southern
and eastern parts of the site are more than 30 minutes (mixed walk and bus) from Hartley Wintney centre.
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Moderate impact.
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TABLE 9 – ECOLOGY ASSESSMENT
(HBIC)
Phase 1 Ecological
A Phase 1 Ecological Assessment was undertaken by HBIC during early to mid 2015 on parts of the site. See Figure 3 below:
Assessment

Residual Visual
Impact Assessment
Residual Landscape
Impact Assessment

Mitigation
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The eastern half of the site much more open, except for the southern portion near to the Basingstoke Canal. The field structure is
generally larger in this area and that land is flatter, with an increasingly close association to the River Hart Valley the further east
you go. This area is very much dissected by the visually intrusive motorway, mainline railway and the overhead power lines that
traverse north to south through the centre of the site. The countryside in this area is less attractive than the western part of the site,
although its lack of current development and open nature means that significant development in this area has the potential to cause
considerable harm to landscape character. If the site is taken forward, attention will be needed to the role that additional planting
and landscaping can play in reducing this impact.
High level intervention: Large scale comprehensive landscape masterplan required. Large scale green infrastructure assets are
likely to include country park, green grid of access and wildlife corridors, new woodland and possibly wetland features.
Moderate impact.

TABLE 8 – LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL IMPACT ASSESSMENT
(LEPUS)
Overall STR005
Visual impact
Severe impact.
assessment
This result is due to high level visual sensitivity and high magnitude of impact for the indicative housing capacity (5000 houses).
Character impact
Severe impact.
assessment
This result is due to high level landscape sensitivity and high magnitude of impact for the indicative housing capacity (5000 houses).
Pre-mitigation
The site being assessed is a large split site, either side of Winchfield Station that stretches from the southern edge of Hartley
Assessment summary Wintney in the north to the Basingstoke Canal in the south and from Odiham Wood in the west to Pale Lane in the east. The two
halves of the site differ in landscape terms with the western half being characterised by the mosaic pattern of generally mediumsized fields interspersed by numerous wooded copses and heavily wooded field boundaries. This part of the site is south of the
motorway and the only apparent intrusive feature is the overhead power line path that traverses the western edge of the site from
north to south. Most of this part of the site could reasonable be characterised as attractive rolling countryside and the views can
potentially be gained from the Odiham Road, from Bagwell Lane and from the Basingstoke Canal towpath in the south. The
potential for new development within this area to negatively impact on landscape character is considered to be significant.

It is considered that that a new junction between 4A and 5 would not be required for the level of development considered.
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Figure 3: Areas included in the HBIC Phase 1 Ecological Assessment (February 2015)
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Pale Lane Marsh is another shallow valley which supports marshy grassland. The sward here ranges from improved to semiimproved and is often dominated by lesser pond-sedge. The overall species composition and diversity warrants the site being put
forward as a potential SINC.

Winchfield Hurst Grassland South is a marshy valley which supports some semi-improved rush-pasture. There is also some
improved grassland, scrub and a pond. The area represents a good wildlife habitat, especially considering its size and value as a
wildlife corridor. Most of the area will be recommended as a 5B SINC.

SHL183: Barley Mow Bridge Meadow is field which supports a fairly diverse, but overall improved grassland. It is adjacent to
Basingstoke Canal SSSI and so gains value from this site. It is not diverse enough to be recommended as a SINC. Barley Mow
Wood comprises two very small areas of woodland. Both appear to be old, with the western stand seeming to be ancient. They are
also directly adjacent to the Basingstoke Canal SSSI. They are not large enough, or diverse enough to qualify as a SINC but do
have value within the wider landscape as woodland habitat.

SHL182: Winchfield Court Farm South is the most valuable area for wildlife within the site. The western half is marshy grassland
with a fair species diversity and herb presence. It adds value to and from the adjacent Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and
Shaw SSSI. It is also adjacent to similar habitat in Winchfield Court Farm Marsh to the west. The western half will be proposed a
SINC as part of this series of semi-improved marshy fields. There is a hedge-with-trees between SHL182 and SHL185 which
provides a potential valuable wildlife corridor between Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI and the nearby Withy
Bed Copse SINC.

SHL133: Swann’s Farm Rows comprises of a series of strips of woodland along the arable field boundaries. The strips are generally
more than 5 metres wide, but are often lacking structural diversity and woodland flora. They are not of sufficient woodland interest to
warrant recommendation as a SINC. However, they do provide a potentially valuable wildlife corridor though the countryside, more
specifically linking Yew Tree Copse North SINC and Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI. The two ponds in the
north of the site have some wildlife value as vegetated ponds. There are very close to a large pond habitat within the neighbouring
Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI. Ditches with some vegetation also link the ponds to nearby designated sites.

SHL124 (North): Mabs Copse is a stand of plantation and woodland. The area is seen on old maps and the site can be seen as
ancient woodland and plantation on ancient woodland. Bluebell is abundant through much of the woodland. Despite a history of
pheasant rearing and rhododendron planting, the site qualifies as 1B SINC and will be proposed as such. There are several
mature to old oak trees within the eastern grassland area that offer fair wildlife value.

In summary, the comments made in the report relating to each area assessed were as follows:

The assessment did not therefore include the larger part of SHL124 south of the motorway or SHL168 to the west of SHL188. It is
considered that, if these areas are to be included within any development proposal, they would also need to be appropriately
assessed for their ecological and biodiversity significance.
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Between Vale Farm cluster and Hurst Farm is a long area of scrubby lane with some associated ditches. For the most part the
ditches are shaded and dry. However they do link up to more open and vegetated ditches to the north and south and represent a
wildlife corridor with potential for enhancement.

The south-eastern boundary (near to St Mary’s Church) is most probably a strip of ancient woodland. However, it appears to have
lost most of its woodland flora due to past grazing. It is now fenced and can be seen as both a wildlife corridor and a potentially
more diverse stand of woodland. The potential is increased by its proximity to other ancient woodland SINCs.

The watercourse running through the south of the site is a brook with some fair marsh and swamp vegetation present but also some
mature trees and shrubs. It has potential as a wildlife corridor, especially as it links the proposed SINC Winchfield Hurst Grassland
South to the Basingstoke Canal SSSI.

At the south of the site is a very small area of semi-improved marsh. It may be an old overflow pool from the adjacent Basingstoke
Canal SSSI. It is too small to be classed a SINC but represents an example of the kind of vegetation which could be encouraged to
developed along the marshy valley floor within SHL183.

At the south of the site, east of the minor watercourse, is an improved marshy grassland along a valley floor. It has value as part of
a series of similar habitats that are found along the valley floors within SHL183. There is also potential for the area’s wildlife value to
be enhanced to that of the adjacent proposed SINC (Winchfield Hurst Grassland South).

Round Copse and Shaw SINC is an ancient woodland. It is adjacent to Hellets’s Copse SINC. It has a species – rich ground flora
and will continue to be classed as a 1A SINC.

Pale Lane Field is a 6A SINC which was notified for the County Scarce small teasel (Dipsacus pilosus ). This species was not found
in the survey but may still be present. It is questionable that such a small population of a County Scarce species warrants SINC
status. The SINC is found along a stream bank and is directly adjacent to Pale Lane Marsh. There is a mature woodland stand
present and some open woodland habitat. The wildlife value of the habitat is fair, but not that of an ancient woodland.

Vale Farm Fields is mostly improved grassland, but there are areas of more diverse marshy grassland. There is also a drain with
good swamp vegetation. The overall species diversity is not sufficient to qualify the site as a SINC, but the field does provide a fair
potential for wildlife value.

Tudor Farm Grassland is a strip of marshy grassland which is fairly diverse but improved. It is adjacent to a SINC woodland and
gains value from this. It provides an area of fair quality semi-natural habitat which has value in a generally intensive agricultural
landscape.

Cranford Row is very small stand of possible ancient woodland. It is too small to qualify as a SINC. It does have value as an area of
woodland in a predominantly arable landscape.
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SA2 To protect and enhance
the health and well-being of
the population

SA1 To provide all residents
with the opportunity to live in
a decent home which meets
their needs

+++

+++

Score

Mitigation

Significant
effects

Mitigation

Significant
effects

Commentary

Development could provide new green infrastructure (including a SANG) and sports facilities, of
benefit to both new and existing residents. New residents will have good access to the existing
PROW network.
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This site has the potential for very significant scale of housing delivery, including affordable housing,
and offers scope to address the need for a range of housing types, sizes and tenures.

SHL188: Bailey’s Farm Wood (SU75315364) is a small stand of woodland which supports a fairly diverse ancient woodland flora. It
is diverse enough in structure and floral diversity to be proposed as a new SINC. This recommendation also takes into account the
added value from the adjacent Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI.

SHL187: Tossel Wood Pit is a stand of woodland which has grown over a clay pit. It has a fairly diverse woodland flora. The stand
adds value to the adjacent Tossell Wood SINC but it is not old enough, nor diverse to be recommended for SINC status on its own
merit. Bailey’s Farm Grassland is an area of grassland which ranges between improved and semi-improved. It does not support
enough species indicative of unimproved grassland to be proposed as a SINC. However, its proximity to Odiham Common with
Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI adds value to the area. Taken in conjunction with the adjacent Bailey’s Farm Wood, this area can be
seen as having a fair wildlife value within the surrounding countryside. There appears to be a tiny remnant of ancient woodland at
the south-eastern boundary of the site. It itself it is too small to be recommended as a SINC, but see above comments on value in
surrounding countryside. There is a veteran ash tree just outside the boundary at the north end of the site.

TABLE 10 – SUSTAINABILITY APPRAISAL

SA Objective
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SHL185: Winchfield Court Farm Marsh is a series of fields running along the north-eastern edge of Odiham Common with Bagwell
Green and Shaw SSSI. The fields range from improved and semi-improved and from dry to marshy. The wetter areas are the most
diverse and represent a large and important area of rush-pasture habitat, especially when taken in conjunction with the adjacent
SSSI. It also adds value to the similar area of marsh located in in SHL182 to the west (Winchfield Court Farm South). This area will
be proposed as a new 2B SINC. There are numerous drains found within the rest of the site which feed into the Winchfield Court
Farm Marsh. Some of these are deep and support marshy vegetation. They should be considered as potentially valuable habitats
and wildlife corridors within an otherwise low quality habitat.

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield

Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd

SA7 To protect and enhance
the District’s historic
environment

SA6 To create and sustain
vibrant and locally distinctive
settlements and
communities

SA5 To improve community
safety by reducing crime and
the fear of crime

SA4 To reduce inequality,
poverty and social exclusion

SA3 To encourage
increased engagement in
cultural activity, leisure, and
recreation across all sections
of the community

---

+

0

0

++

Significant
effects

Mitigation

Significant
effects

Mitigation

Significant
effects

Mitigation

Significant
effects

Mitigation

Significant
effects

Confidential Draft 1.1 – Jan 2017

The farmhouses / former farmhouses at Bailey’s Farm and Chevertons, to the west;
A group of farm buildings at Swan’s farm, to the south; and
The barn at Vale Farm, to the east.
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Development could harm the significance of several listed buildings around or adjacent to the site,
by adversely affecting their settings:

•
•
•

Potential negative effects are also significant: the scale of new development would transform the
character of the existing communities at Winchfield / Winchfield Hurst; development would put
pressure on rural roads, potentially leading to localised increases in air pollution and creating a
barrier to pedestrian movements.
Pressure on rural roads might be reduced if the development were provided with a purposeengineered road network (fed from the B3016), operating independently of existing roads to the
south and south-east.
The site contains several Grade II listed buildings whose significance could be harmed or lost
through development:

Quality masterplanning could deliver a vibrant and distinctive new settlement. Development could
help deliver new infrastructure (potentially including new schools, a SANG and improved public
transport).

Development would be of a scale sufficient to support a range of local services and facilities. With
quality masterplanning, development and could deliver new places and spaces to support
community engagement / cultural activity.
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SA8 To protect and enhance
biodiversity
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The Grade I listed Church of St. Mary;
The Grade II* listed Winchfield House; and
Several Grade II listed buildings, including 6 houses, a gate lodge, 2 former barns, a kiln,
and 5 bridges over the Basingstoke Canal.

Confidential Draft 1.1 – Jan 2017

(Mitigation measures proposed under SA10 apply)

A CEMP should be prepared and implemented as part of any development proposals, with
emphasis on protecting on and off-site ecological interests.
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(Effects identified under SA10 apply)
On-site SINCs / SSSI and areas proposed as SINCs should be retained and enhanced, and
development should be set back from nature sites on the site’s boundaries. Hedgerows should be
retained and enhanced. Protected species surveys will be required. Compensatory measures, such
as habitat creation, may be necessary. On-site SANG will be needed to avoid additional pressure
on the TBH SPA.

The special interest of these areas could be harmed directly (through loss) or indirectly, in a variety
of ways, including: a) the removal of hedgerows that the areas to one another and act as corridors
for wildlife; b) increased use (or pressure for use) for amenity purposes by new residents; c)
construction dust / noise; and d) light-spill from new development.

Parts of the southern fringe of the site are within the Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area. The site
contains one locally listed building (the Winchfield Inn), and areas of locally listed park and garden
(parkland associated with Winchfield House). Small areas along the western fringe of the site are
designated for their significant archaeological potential.
Comprehensive heritage and historic landscape studies should inform development and landscape
masterplans for the site. The listed buildings on site should be retained and sensitively integrated
into new development. The use of setbacks, selective reduction of building heights, introduction of
screening may help reduce harm to the settings of the listed buildings on the site boundaries.
Up to a third of the western half of the site is designated SINC / SSSI (and further areas are
recommended by HBIC for SINC status). The site borders the Odiham Common with Bagwell
Green and Shaw SSSI to the west, and the Basingstoke Canal SSSI to the south. Up to a third of
the land between the western and eastern parts of the site is designated SINC. The eastern half of
the site contains a system of watercourses draining areas of marshy grassland, some of which are
recommended by HBIC for SINC status. The site is within 5km of the TBH SPA.

•
•
•
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The potential scale of development on the site provides opportunities for on-site services and
facilities, which could reduce the need to travel. Existing bus service provision appears to be limited,
but the scale of the development may present the opportunity to introduce new and improved bus
services into the site. The site has the potential for good access to Winchfield Station. The site

Investigation into potential contamination in the farm building complexes and the business units in
the south of SHL124.
Much of the road network surrounding and providing access to both parts of the site appears to
have limited walking and cycling facilities, and may not be suitable for facilitating safe access to the
site by these modes. This may therefore discourage walking and cycling to and from the site.

Whilst no obvious evidence of contamination was identified when visiting the site, the farm building
complexes and business units in the south of SHL124 would need to be assessed for potential
contamination if the site is taken forward for development.
Further investigation is needed to establish the value of the site for agricultural uses.

The site is located on a mixture of Grade 3 and Grade 4 agricultural land, some of which may
include ‘best and most versatile’ land. All the constituent SHLAA sites contain at least some Grade
3 Agricultural land.

Development would affect 7 PROWs (including the Three Castles Path) and the settings of multiple
listed buildings. Further landscape harm is likely to result from the widening / improvement of local
roads, and increased levels of traffic. Development would be visible from Dogmersfield Park and the
grounds of Winchfield House.
Significant woodland, trees and hedgerows should be retained. The PROWs running across /
around the site should be retained and enhanced. Eastern limits of the future developed area
should be well screened. (Mitigation measures proposed under SA6 and SA7 apply)
There is a stream on the site’s western boundary (that drains the adjacent SSSI, along with areas of
marsh (on site) that are recommended by HBIC for SINC status). The eastern half of the site
contains a system of watercourses (draining areas of marshy grassland, some of which are
recommended by HBIC for SINC status). The Basingstoke Canal (an SSSI) forms the site’s
southern boundary. The site contains numerous ponds (including fishing ponds). Water quality
could be affected during construction or through contamination from surface-water run-off.
Site drainage design should avoid harm to local waterbodies. A CEMP should be prepared and
implemented as part of any development proposals.

Development would result in the loss of a large area of open countryside. The site is separated into
two halves by a wedge of countryside, meaning that impact on openness is greater than it might
otherwise be.
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With respect to foul drainage infrastructure, Hartley Wintney STW is currently considered to be
inadequate for the scale of development proposed at STR005. The sewer network in the north-west
of Fleet and Fleet STW, which may also serve parts of the development on this site, are believed to
have no spare capacity for any increase in flows. It is considered there would need to be either a
significant expansion of capacity at Hartley Wintney STW and/or Fleet STW, or a new STW, for any
strategic site delivered at Winchfield, with associated sewage pipelines and other infrastructure.

Overall there are flood risks from different sources within each of the sites that comprise this
strategic site. The significance of these flood risks vary, with STR005 (West) being more
constrained by flood risk.

Onsite watercourses on this strategic site may also be a flood risk to be considered further when
planning development proposals.

For STR005 (West), SHL133 has significant flood risks concentrated in the west, although it is
thought that the boundary could be clipped to remove much of the area at risk. Groundwater
flooding below ground to the north of SHL133 may still be an issue to be considered. SHL168 has
significant flood risks throughout, including a large area within Flood Zones 2 and 3. SHL182 and
185 each have areas located within Flood Zones 2 and 3, but it is considered that the boundaries of
these sites can be clipped to remove these areas. SHL133, 168, 182, and 185 all have areas with
potential for reservoir flooding.

With regards to STR005 (East), the southern and eastern areas of SHL124 have some potential for
surface water flooding, and groundwater flooding at basement, but it is considered at relatively low
risk of flooding. SHL183 has areas located within Flood Zones 2 and 3, but it is considered that the
boundaries of these sites can be clipped to remove these areas. SHL183 also has areas at risk of
reservoir flooding.

therefore has the potential to reduce the need to travel and encourage the use of sustainable travel
modes and public transport to some extent. This could lead to a reduction in the emission of
greenhouse gases and the improvement of air quality.
Proposals for site layout and access on both parts of the site should encourage walking and cycling,
including providing upgraded cycling integration with surrounding areas, to facilitate opportunities for
sustainable travel. The opportunity to provide improved bus services to the site should also be
considered. Further investigation into the potential need to improve Winchfield station and the rail
network may need to be undertaken.
All of the sites included as part of this strategic site include areas with potential for surface water
and groundwater flooding, of varying degrees of significance.

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield
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Significant areas within the east of the site are indicated to contain deposits of sharp sand and
gravel that are subject to the minerals safeguarding policy within the Hampshire Waste and
Minerals Plan. There are further minerals safeguarding areas within the west of the site, although
these are in locations that are unlikely to be developed due to flood risk or other constraints.
Proposals for development of the site will need to take the presence of mineral resources into
account, including through engagement with HCC over the over the need to extract minerals prior to
development.
Accessibility to existing services and facilities is generally poor, although the potential scale of
development provides the opportunity to deliver additional services and facilities. There is potential
to provide a district centre, which could include a medium-sized supermarket to serve new
development and the nearby area. A range of facilities such as shops and doctor’s surgeries could
also be provided, potentially at local centres. Services and facilities provided at Winchfield could
reduce the need to travel and reduce journeys to other settlements for day-to-day needs.

Further investigation is needed to establish the value of the site for agricultural uses.

The site is located on a mixture of Grade 3 and Grade 4 agricultural land, some of which may
include ‘best and most versatile’ land. All the constituent SHLAA sites contain at least some Grade
3 Agricultural land.

If the site is taken forward for allocation within the Local Plan, developers should be required to (a)
engage with Thames Water to explore how wastewater treatment infrastructure upgrades can be
delivered; and (b) provide a detailed drainage strategy informing what distribution infrastructure is
required, and where, when and how it will be delivered.
Potential large scale strategic sites are likely to provide the best opportunities for the incorporation
of renewable and low-carbon energy generation and transfer (e.g. heat networks).

The presence of areas of flood risk throughout both the eastern and western parts of this site
suggest that development on either part of the site should only be taken forward where a site FRA
or drainage strategy indicates this is appropriate, including any required mitigation.

Proposals on this strategic site should consider avoiding those areas most at risk, or alternatively,
should apply suitable mitigation to adequately address the risk. Consideration should be given to
clipping the boundary of the site boundary to remove the parts of the site within Flood Zones 2 and
3.

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield
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Accessibility to existing primary and secondary schools from the western part of the site is generally
poor. Access to existing primary and secondary schools is generally better from the east (due to the
number of schools located in Fleet and Dogmersfield), but is still relatively poor. Sufficient places
would not be available in nearby schools without significant expansion.
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The scale of development envisaged at STR005 could, however, potentially deliver several new
primary schools, and possibly a secondary school (depending on the extent of the site that comes
forward), all with the potential for easy access by new and existing residents.
Contributions including land should be sought to ensure that educational facilities are provided to
meet new residents’ needs. On-site primary schools should be a feature of any future master plan
for the site’s development. An on or off site secondary school may be required (depending on the
extent of the site taken forward).
The construction phase would provide considerable local and accessible employment over many
years. The operational phase also has the potential to provide local and accessible employment
through the development of new schools, shops and services.
An assessment should be undertaken of the feasibility and viability of creating new employment
opportunities as part of any new settlement, focused on increasing levels of ‘self-containment’.

As for SA12 above

As for SA12 above.

Mitigation
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Accessibility to employment is reasonable, although it appears to be better from the eastern part of
the site than the western part, due to the former being more accessible to Fleet. The construction
phase would provide considerable local employment for many years. Some permanent employment
would also be created in connection with new on-site services, retail and school(s) and with any
additional employment floor space delivered. The local and accessible employment near to and
provided by development at the site could reduce the need to travel.

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield

0

Mitigation

Confidential Draft 1.1 – Jan 2017

Hart District Council Infrastructure Planning Evidence, 23rd June 2015 (unpublished)

Hart and Rushmoor Retail, Leisure and Town Centres Study 2015 – Part 1 Development Needs:

Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd
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Winchfield Garden Community Vision Document, October 2014:
http://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_policy/140%20%20Winchfiel
d%20Garden%20Community%20Vision%20Doc%20-%20compressed.pdf

4

3

Hampshire School Place Planning Framework 2013-2018 Appendix 1: http://www3.hants.gov.uk/education/schools/schoolplaces.htm

2

Winchfield Garden Community Vision Document – Barratt Homes, October 2014:
http://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_policy/140%20%20Winchfiel
d%20Garden%20Community%20Vision%20Doc%20-%20compressed.pdf

1

There are three objectives against which development could have a major negative effect: SA7 (historic environment); SA8 (biodiversity) and SA9 (landscape),
and a further two against which development could have moderate negative effects: SA10 (water quality) and SA13 (flood risk). In addition, impact on soil
quality, efficiency of land use and mineral resources are considered to be sustainability issues against which a negative performance is anticipated.

There are two objectives against which development could have a major positive effect: SA1 (housing delivery) and SA2 (health and well-being), and a further
five against which development could have moderate positive effects: SA3 (engagement in culture and active recreation), SA14 (energy generation and
supply), SA17 (access to services), SA18 (efficiency of transport networks) and SA20 (employment). In addition, impact on settlement character, carbon
emissions and educational opportunity are considered to be sustainability issues against which a positive performance is anticipated.

The development of the site is expected to affect 10 of 21 objectives positively, with 8 affected negatively.

This is a large (349.21ha) strategic site located centrally within Hart district. The indicative residential capacity of the site is considered to be 3,816 dwellings, at
assumed densities of 20 per hectare in its western half, and 35 per hectare in its eastern half.

Sustainability Appraisal Summary

appropriate and encourage
urban renaissance

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield
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Access Assessment of Strategic Sites – WSP, November 2015 (Unpublished)

Thames Water Email Comments – Hart Strategic Options and Foul Drainage Network, 20th August 2015

Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd
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Transport assessment Mitigation Corridor Report – WSP March 2013:
https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_policy/Transport_Assessmen
t_Mitigation_Corridor_Study%20-%202013.pdf

9

Housing Development Options Consultation Paper: Planning and Technical Response – Winchfield Garden Community:
http://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_policy/140%20%20Winchfiel
d%20GC%20Planning%20and%20Tech%20Reponse%20to%20HDC%20Hsg%20Options.pdf

8

7

Hart Retail, Leisure and Town Centres Study 2015 – Part 2 Town Centres:
http://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_policy/Retail%20Study_2015_
Part%202%20FINAL.PDF

6

https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_policy/Retail%20Study_2015
_Part%201%20FINAL.PDF

Hart District Council
Local Plan Site Assessment: Stage 4 – Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield
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1

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1

The Proposed Submission Version of the Hart Local Plan, February 2018 includes an ‘area of
search’ (AoS) for a new settlement which is identified as the Murrell Green/Winchfield Area of
Search (Draft Policy SS3). The precise location and scale of development – in accordance with
Draft Policy SS3 – is proposed to be determined through a separate development plan process.

1.2

The AoS includes about 75% of the Parish of Winchfield along with some land to the west within
Hook Parish. The countryside which comprises the AoS has a valuable green infrastructure
function, for the residents of the nearby settlements of Hook and Fleet, and the surrounding
historic villages of Dogmersfield, Odiham and Hartley Wintney. At present the surrounding
settlements have had little impact upon the availability of, and sense of being within, an
extensive area of attractive, tranquil countryside and the proximity of this rural countryside to
large numbers of people has been acknowledged as an important environmental asset.

1.3

The Hart Landscape Capacity Study, 2016 forms part of the evidence base for the emerging
HDC Local Plan. This study illustrates that the landscape within and surrounding the AoS, south
of the railway and the M3 is generally more sensitive to residential development than land to
the north of those transport corridors. Most of the south-eastern ‘half’ of the AoS, south of the
railway/M3 is assessed as having low/medium capacity (the second lowest level). The
landscape that borders it to the south-east and south-west is assessed as having low (the lowest
level) capacity.

1.4

In addition to the findings of the Capacity Study, this appraisal identifies a number of
significant constraints to large scale development within the AoS. This report considers
constraints identified by existing designations and constraints identified through our site
assessment or assessments by others. In summary, development within the AoS has the
potential to harm (either directly or indirectly):
• Winchfield’s unusual dispersed settlement pattern, which is a distinctive feature of the
local landscape character.
• The patchwork of open fields and woodland blocks which is characteristic of the AoS
landscape (and which includes a high occurrence of ancient woodlands).
• The rural wooded context to Winchfield Station, which is a particularly distinctive
characteristic of the settlement, and one which reinforces the sense of arrival into the
countryside (it is one of the first areas of open countryside accessible via train heading
west from London on the South Western Mainline).
1064 R01 Winchfield Site Appraisal Final.docx
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• The countryside context to a number of public rights of way (including the promoted
routes of the Three Castles Path and Brenda Parker Way) and a number of narrow
characteristic rural lanes (e.g. Bagwell Lane).
• A large number of heritage assets, which include several Conservations Areas (e.g. the
Basingstoke Canal), numerous listed buildings, many of which have a countryside
setting (including the Grade I listed St Mary’s Church) and two Registered Parks and
Gardens (including Dogmersfield Park).
• Numerous Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation, Odiham Common with Bagwell
Green and Shaw SSSI and the Basingstoke Canal SSSI (which together with the entire
AoS are within the Thames Basins Heath Special Protection Area 5km Zone of
Influence).
• Settlement identity, through potential physical and/or visual coalescence between
development in the AoS and: existing residential areas around Winchfield; Hartley
Wintney; the Edenbrook Village development (west of Hitches Lane, Fleet); and Hook.
• The valuable green infrastructure function that the countryside of the AoS currently
provides for the surrounding settlements.
1.5

Other constraints that may impact upon the availability of developable land (or access to it)
within the AoS and which could lead to a fragmented development, include:
• Gaps in the connectivity of available land, as a result of landowners not wanting to sell
their land – including a significant tract of land within the central parts of the AoS.
• Development within the narrow areas between the railway and M3 or around these
transport corridors, which would have limited connectivity with the surrounding
landscape and low residential amenity.
• Infrastructure including overhead transmission corridors, a gas pipeline, narrow lanes,
low under-bridges and an area of historic landfill.
• Areas at risk of flooding, including from fluvial and groundwater sources.

1.6

As a result of the constraints identified, this appraisal finds that the AoS comprises a landscape
which is highly unsuitable for large scale residential development. The new settlement
envisaged by Draft Policy SS3 would result in significant landscape and visual harm and be at
risk of harming components within the landscape which hold high landscape, amenity,
ecological and heritage value.

1064 R01 Winchfield Site Appraisal Final.docx
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2

BACKGROUND (REFER FIGURE 01)

2.1

The Proposed Submission Version of the Hart Local Plan, February 2018 (Proposed Submission
Version LP) includes an AoS for a new settlement which is identified as the Murrell
Green/Winchfield Area of Search (Draft Policy SS3) (Figure 01). The precise location and scale
of development – in accordance with Draft Policy SS3 – is proposed to be determined through a
separate development plan process.

2.2

Policy SS3 was not included within the preceding Draft version of the Local Plan, April 2017
(Draft LP), which instead provided for a new settlement at Murrell Green (Policy SC2). Although
paragraph 115 acknowledged Winchfield as a further option:
“The two best performing opportunities [for the delivery of a new settlement] are
Murrell Green (up 1,800 new homes), or a 3,000 new home settlement (up to 2,200 new
homes within the Local Plan period) centred on the area around Winchfield Station”.

2.3

Winchfield Parish Council (WPC) have expressed their concerns over Hart District Council’s
(HDC) proposal for, and the potential landscape harm of, a new settlement at Winchfield. Their
representations on the Draft LP questioned the need for a new settlement (Representation 4),
and stated that if a new settlement was justified, then Murrell Green represented the most
appropriate option based on the evidence base (Representations 5 and 8).1

2.4

With the majority of Winchfield Parish now included within the AoS (Figure 01), WPC have
instructed Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape Consultancy (MBELC) to prepare an appraisal of
the suitability of the Draft Policy SS3 AoS for a new settlement.

2.5

This appraisal includes six figures which have been prepared to show the key constraints
associated with large scale development within the AoS (refer Appendix 1). In particular, this
appraisal takes into account the:
•

Detailed Site Assessments undertaken for strategic sites STR005 (Winchfield) and
STR011 (North-West Winchfield) which now comprise the AoS;2

1
2

Draft Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites 2011 - 2032, Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, June 2017, JB
Planning
Both documents were prepared by Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd in January 2017.
1064 R01 Winchfield Site Appraisal Final.docx
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•

The high-level site assessments of the individual Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment (SHLAA)3 sites, which fall within the AoS;4

•
•
2.6

A wider review of published documents; and
On-site assessment.

The Detailed Site Assessments (DSA) for strategic sites, undertaken in January 2017, are the
most recent assessments commissioned by HDC. They include assessments of the suitability of
the strategic sites with respect to a number of different factors one of which is the potential
landscape and visual impacts of large scale residential development. Landscape and Visual
Impact Assessments (LVIA) were undertaken for both STR005 (land mostly south of the M3) and
STR011 (land mostly north-west of the M3). The LVIAs for both sites concluded that large scale
residential development would have a “severe” visual and landscape character impact (Table 8
in both STR005 and STR011). The DSAs for both strategic sites also identify a ‘major negative
effect’ on the sustainability appraisal objective SA9 which is: To protect and enhance the
District’s countryside and rural landscape.5 Other more detailed conclusions of the DSA are
referred to in this appraisal where appropriate.

2.7

Although not a full landscape and visual appraisal or landscape and visual impact assessment,
this appraisal follows the principles for landscape assessment set out in the Landscape
Institute/Institute of Environmental Management and Assessment’s Guidelines for Landscape
and Visual Impact Assessment, Third Edition (2013) (GLVIA3). It is also consistent with the
principles for using landscape character assessments as set out it Natural England’s An
Approach to Landscape Character Assessment (2014).

3
4
5

Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment, February 2018, HDC.
Available from: https://www.hart.gov.uk/site-assessments
“Every detailed site assessment included a detailed sustainability appraisal (SA testing). SA testing enabled a measure of the relative
performance of each site to be determined. The sites were evaluated against the 21 sustainability objectives contained within the HDC Local
Plan Sustainability Framework (Appendix 4 to the SA Scoping Report (April 2014), as updated by Adams Hendry (September 2015)” Site
Assessment Methodology Report, June 2017, Adams Hendry Consulting Ltd.
1064 R01 Winchfield Site Appraisal Final.docx
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3

LANDSCAPE CONTEXT (REFER FIGURE 02)

Introduction

3.1

The AoS includes about 75% of the Parish of Winchfield along with some land to the west
between Winchfield Parish and Hook. Winchfield Parish is located between the towns of Fleet
and Hook. It lies to the south of the large village of Hartley Wintney.

3.2

Winchfield has an unusual settlement pattern. There is a small area of development around the
station which includes a pub and recent development, although this is not identified by HDC as
a ‘settlement’ and it does not have a settlement boundary (as recorded by HDC Local Plan
1996-2006). HDC identifies two Settlement Boundaries within Winchfield Parish: Winchfield
Hurst and Winchfield Court. There are also several other areas of housing concentration,
Station Road, Beauclerk Green, Old Potbridge Road and Odiham Road, as well as St Mary’s
Church, which lie outside the settlement boundaries. This unusual dispersed settlement pattern
is a distinctive feature of the local landscape character, as identified in both County and
District level assessments. To the south of Winchfield Parish there are a number of small and
mostly historic villages, including Dogmersfield and Odiham (although officially these are
understood to have been categorised as ‘large villages’ by HDC).

3.3

Two key interventions in the landscape during the past 180 years that have influenced the
landscape of the AoS and its surroundings, are the construction (and later extension beyond
Winchfield) of the South Western Mainline (railway), 1838 and the M3 motorway (M3), 1971.
The first is built on a substantial embankment within the eastern part of the AoS. It forms a
significant visual and physical barrier in the landscape and there is a noticeable change in
character between land to the south of the railway embankment, which has retained a more
tranquil rural character, and land to the north which has been subject to greater development.

3.4

The second intervention is the M3 which runs roughly parallel to the railway line except that it
crosses it from the north to the south, just west of Winchfield Station, and together they form
a double transport corridor. These two features have physically, and in character terms,
separated the land that lies to the north of both features from land that lies to the south of
both features. It has also created two narrow areas, sandwiched between the two features,
which are isolated from the wider countryside. The AoS includes land on both sides of this
double corridor plus land sandwiched between the railway and the M3.

3.5

A third and earlier transport feature in the area is the Basingstoke Canal which lies along the
south eastern boundary of the AoS. The canal is a sinuous feature which takes a circuitous
route around the northern extent of Dogmersfield Park, one of two Parks in the surrounding
1064 R01 Winchfield Site Appraisal Final.docx
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landscape that are on the Historic Parks and Gardens Register. The entire length of the canal is
included within a Conservation Area, which lies adjacent to other areas of historic importance,
such as the village of Dogmersfield and Odiham, both of which have their own Conservation
Areas. The canal also has the national designation of SSSI.
Landscape Character Assessments

3.6

At a national level the AoS is located within National Character Area (NCA) 129: Thames Basin
Heaths. At a county level, the AoS has been assessed as part of the Hampshire County Council
Integrated Landscape Character Assessment, 2012 (HCLA, 2012). Within that study, the southeastern parts of the AoS fall within Landscape Character Area (LCA) 2c: Loddon Valley and
Western Forest of Eversley and the north-western parts are primarily within LCA 1b: North East
Hampshire Plantations and Heath. At a district level, the Hart District Landscape Assessment,
1997 (HDLA, 1997) include much of the land around Winchfield in the Winchfield LCA. The
southernmost parts of the AoS are located within the Dogmersfield LCA; the easternmost
within the Whitewater Valley LCA and the westernmost within the Hart Valley LCA.

3.7

The key characteristics identified within these studies have been referenced throughout the
remainder of this appraisal. However, an overriding characteristic, which is identified
throughout the studies, is the presence of a ‘mosaic or patchwork’ of woodlands which provide
structure to agricultural fields. Another common observation is that this is a landscape that has
retained a mostly rural character despite fragmentation by the M3, railway and other roads
(e.g. A30) and the proximity to populated areas.
Landscape Capacity Study, 2016

3.8

The Hart Landscape Capacity Study, 2016 (Capacity Study) forms part of the evidence base for
the emerging HDC Local Plan. It is a recent, district-wide study, that looks at the capacity for
residential change based on up-to-date landscape character information. As such it provides a
valuable foundation on which to understand the relevant landscape and visual sensitivities of
the AoS.

3.9

The Capacity Study assesses 43 ‘Local Areas’, across the district. The Local Areas are based
upon the HDLA, 1997 and the HCLA, 2012. They were defined to provide a finer grain of
analysis upon which to make capacity judgements as the LCAs described above were considered
to be too broad. The Local Areas are therefore smaller than the LCAs.

3.10

The Capacity Study employs a methodology for determining landscape capacity based upon the
assessment of three aspects: the visual sensitivity and the landscape sensitivity to a given
development scenario; and the landscape value of the area. It uses a five-point scale from low
to high. The development scenario was based on ‘50% residential development, with 50% open
1064 R01 Winchfield Site Appraisal Final.docx
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space, with a density of 30-35 residential dwelling per hectare, with dwellings of 2 to 2.5
storeys’. The scores for each aspect were then combined using matrices to give an overall
capacity for each Local Area. The overall scores were based on a verbal scale of low,
low/medium, medium, medium/high and high capacity.
3.11

The overall scores for the Local Areas which fall within Winchfield Parish and its immediate
context (and therefore the AoS) are shown on Figure 02, alongside the relevant SHLAA sites. A
general pattern of capacity/sensitivity to development is evident on Figure 02. This pattern
illustrates that the landscape within and surrounding the AoS, south of the railway and the M3
is generally more sensitive to residential development than land to the north of those transport
corridors.

3.12

Most of the south-eastern ‘half’ of the AoS, south of both the railway line and the M3, is
assessed as having low/medium capacity (the second lowest level), which is defined by the
Capacity Study as:
“A minimal amount of development could be accommodated only in limited situations,
providing it has regard to the setting and form of existing settlement and the character
and the sensitivity of the adjacent character areas”. (Emphasis added)

3.13

The landscape that borders it to the south-east and south-west is assessed as having low (the
lowest level) capacity, which is defined as:
“The landscape area could not accommodate areas of new development without a
significant and adverse impact on the landscape character. Occasional, very small scale

development may be possible, providing it has regard to the setting and form of existing
settlement and the character and the sensitivity of the adjacent character areas”.
(Emphasis added)
3.14

Land to the north-west of the M3 is assessed as having medium capacity and land between the
railway and the M3, north-east of Winchfield Station is one of only two Local Areas across the
district with ‘medium/high’ capacity. This score is a reflection of the area’s enclosure by the
M3 corridor and the railway line. However, these same factors would limit the suitability of
large-scale development taking place because they isolate the area. Despite the medium/ high
capacity identified, it is noted that a development proposal for 700 new homes within the
eastern-most part of this area (Pale Lane Farm) was recently refused by HDC (16/03129/OUT,
refer Figure 01) (Elvetham Chase). The first reason for refusal considered that the development
would have:

1064 R01 Winchfield Site Appraisal Final.docx
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“…a detrimental effect on the character and setting of the countryside and the
settlement of Fleet by virtue of its siting, size and prominence in the landscape and due
to the loss of an important area of undeveloped land.”.6
3.15

Development of the scale sought by Draft Policy SS3 has the potential to harm the landscape
character of neighbouring and more distant Local Areas. By way of example, an application for
158 dwellings (Phase 2 of St Mary’s Park, shown on Figure 01), was approved7 within Local Area
HW-01 (albeit before the Capacity Study was undertaken). This Local Area has subsequently
been assessed as having low capacity (Figure 02). Due to the topography of the St Mary’s Park
site the resulting development is prominent from within areas around the M3 and has had the
effect of increasing the visibility of Hartley Wintney from the wider landscape, making its
southern limits visible in areas where they were not previously.

3.16

Overall it is evident that the railway and motorway corridors represents a change in the
assessed capacity of the landscape within the AoS. Land to the south of these corridors has
retained a more rural character and is therefore more sensitive to the type of medium-density
residential development assessed in the Capacity Study (and also, broadly, being sought to be
enabled by Draft Policy SS3).

6
7

Notice of Decision, Application No. 16/03129/OUT, January 2018.
St Mary’s Park Phase 2 (12/02427/MAJOR) approved by Committee in 2013. St Mary’s Park Phase 1 (06/00487/MAJOR) was
appealed for non-determination, it was allowed at appeal (APP/N1730/A/04/1170984, APP/N1730/A/06/1199382,
APP/N1730/A/06/1199440, APP/N1730/A/06/1199383) as recovered by SoS, inspector recommended dismissal of appeals, HDC
challenged to High Court, but dismissed [2008] EWHC 1204.
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4

KEY CONSTRAINTS: DESIGNATIONS (REFER FIGURE 03)

4.1

This section addresses the key national and local designations, relevant to the landscape
character and sensitivities of the AoS, as depicted on Figure 03.
Network of Woodlands

4.2

The HDLA, 1997 identifies “a mosaic of farmland and woodland which contain strong heathy
characteristics” as one of the ‘most distinguishing features’ of the Winchfield LCA; within
which much of the AoS is located.8 A “patchwork of small to medium-sized fields with woods”
and “high woodland cover” are also noted as key characteristics for NCA 129. 9

4.3

Development within the AoS, particularly south of the M3/railway, would significantly harm
this characteristic patchwork of open fields and woodland blocks. Within the current woodland
network is a high occurrence of ancient woodlands. Of particular note is a sequence of smallmedium sized ancient woodland blocks that extend in a north-west to south-east alignment
through the centre of the AoS. Although some of these blocks are located outside of any SHLAA
site (e.g. Tossell Wood and Furzy Moor), they are within the AoS and all abut a SHLAA site.
Development within the AoS would lead to the further fragmentation of the woodland network,
potentially harming the ecological values associated with ancient woodlands and disrupting the
wildlife corridors running between woodlands.

4.4

The threat to Hart’s woodland network is identified in the Hart Green Infrastructure Strategy,
July 2017 (HGIS 2017), where it states:
“New development puts pressure on sensitive woodland and associated habitats, both
directly through decreasing coverage and ecological viability, and indirectly through the
potential for increased recreational use”.10

4.5

A number of woodland areas around Winchfield are also designated with Tree Preservation
Orders (TPO). Those shown on Figure 03 are the most sizeable of the TPO ‘Areas’ (as opposed
to individual trees) designated by HDC. These include a cluster of TPOs which extend from
south of Winchfield Station north to Winchfield House. These trees are particularly important

Page 65, Hart District Landscape Assessment, 1997.
Page 6, National Character Area Profile, NCA129: Thames Basin Heaths.
10 Page 20, Hart Green Infrastructure Strategy, July 2017.
8
9
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in providing a rural wooded context to Winchfield Station, which is a particularly distinctive
characteristic of the settlement, and one which reinforces the sense of arrival into the
countryside. Winchfield is one of the first areas of open countryside accessible via train
heading west from London on the South Western Mainline. Although development has occurred
within part of a TPO (99/00538/HDC) to the north of the station, as a result of St Mary’s Phase
2, the remaining area to the south of the M3 presents a constraint to development north of
Station Road.
PRoW Network

4.6

The AoS includes a network of public rights of way (PRoW) and includes the promoted routes of
the Three Castles Path and Brenda Parker Way. There are fewer PRoW within the eastern parts
of the AoS and a higher concentration within the north-western parts. This area falls within
LCA1b of the HCLA, 2012, a key characteristic of this LCA is “a high density of public rights of
way and permissive access network”.

4.7

A new settlement would benefit from the connectivity and access to countryside offered by the
exiting PRoW network. However, such a development may also harm such routes by urbanising
their currently rural character. By example, the Brenda Parker Way follows a Byway Open to All
Traffic (BOAT), along a narrow pathway enclosed by an avenue of mature trees and flanked by
fields on either side. Such routes offer a high level of amenity through the tranquillity and
sense of escape which they offer. Changing from a countryside context to a residential one
would significantly harm the PRoW network.

Heritage Constraints

4.8

A valuable and distinctive characteristic of the AoS, which contributes in particular to a strong
sense of place in Winchfield, is the prevalence of heritage assets. Figure 03 shows that the AoS
is surrounded on three sides by Conservation Areas. These include Basingstoke Canal (which
abuts the southern AoS boundary); Dogmersfield; Hartley Wintney; Church House Farm (east of
Hartley Wintney); and Odiham. In relation to Winchfield, the Adopted Winchfield
Neighbourhood Plan (2015-2032) (WNP) explains that the village was mentioned in the
Domesday Book, then named Winesflet, and “was later documented as ‘Winchelefeld’ meaning
‘open country’”.11

11

1.4, Adopted Winchfield Neighbourhood Plan (2015-2032).
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4.9

The AoS features numerous listed buildings, many of which are within dispersed farms and
therefore have a strong association with the countryside (i.e. a rural setting). Within the
context of the AoS are two Registered Parks and Gardens: Elvetham Hall (Grade II),
approximately 1km north-east of the AoS, and Dogmersfield Park (Grade II), which is within
100m of the AoS southern boundary, at its closest point.

4.10

Of particular heritage value is the Grade I listed St Mary’s Church, which together with the
nearby Grade II listed farmhouse at Court House is located along Bagwell Lane on the southeastern edge of SHL183. Both are visible from the Three Castles Path route which passes
through open countryside to the east. The church tower is also visible from further away to the
north and north-east. The DSA for STR005 acknowledges that the church currently has a “very
rural and sparsely developed setting”.12 Development within the AoS (and in relation to St
Mary’s Church in particular, within the southern parts of SHL183) may harm the heritage
significance of these assets through the urbanisation of their countryside settings. The WNP
explains that “there are 21 Domesday villages in Hart, six of which were important
settlements with churches. Today only two of these remain and only Winchfield’s St Mary’s
church, Grade I listed, still stands alone in the fields as it did when it was built about 1150”.13

4.11

Changes in landscape character can also result in harm to the historical and architectural
interest of the conservation areas. Currently the Basingstoke Canal, which is the focus of the
Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area, travels along the southern boundary of the AoS and has a
footpath along its northern side. Walking the path, users are afforded close up views of listed
structures along the canal (e.g. Sandy Hill Bridge) as well as more distant listed buildings
within their countryside setting to the north (e.g. Swan’s Farm). The attractive setting of the
conservation area was described in the 2009 Character Appraisal for the Basingstoke Canal
Conservation Area: “the canal’s picturesque surroundings made it a notable leisure resource in
the mid 19th century, a role it continues to fulfil to the present day”.14 Changes to the
countryside character of the Canal’s context could harm the significance of the heritage assets
within the conservation area, and the attractiveness of the canal as a recreational resource.

4.12

In relation to heritage assets, it is noted that a proposed solar farm within SHL167
(15/01614/FUL, refer Figure 01) was refused on the basis of its visual impact and the setting of
designated heritage assets. The decision stated that the proposal would:

12
13
14

Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield, January 2017.
1.4, Adopted Winchfield Neighbourhood Plan (2015-2032).
Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area: Character Appraisal and Management Proposals, December 2009.
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“have an unacceptable urbanising impact, harmful to the rural character of the area and
to the wider setting of the designated heritage assets of the listed and locally listed
buildings within the zone of theoretical visibility and the Odiham Conservation Area”.15
4.13

Although not mapped in this appraisal, the GHQ Defence Line - which is represented by nine
Pillboxes in the Winchfield area16 - is also a distinctive characteristic of the AoS; as recognised
in the key characteristics for LCA 2C (HCCLA, 2012). Other heritage features, which are
identified in the WNP include sarsen stones and remnant milestones: marking an historically
important route between London and Winchester.

Ecological Constraints

4.14

The AoS includes numerous designated Sites of Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC). It
also includes parts of the Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI (and adjoining it
along a section of the south-western AoS boundary). The AoS also abuts the Basingstoke Canal
SSSI along parts of its southern boundary, which “together with associated ‘flashes’ and
heathland, is nationally important for aquatic plants and invertebrates”.17 The entire AoS falls
within the Thames Basins Heath Special Protection Area (SPA) 5km Zone of Influence.

4.15

Development within the south-western parts of the AoS has the potential to directly impact
upon the SSSIs. Sites such as SHL168 are nearly entirely comprised of land designated as SSSI,
whilst others (SHL185, 182 and 133) adjoin the SSSI. Development within the SSSI and its
context would be inappropriate from an ecological perspective. Indirect impacts would also
likely result from the increased population and subsequent recreational demands placed upon
the Odiham Common.

15
16
17

Notice of Decision, Application No. 15/01614/FUL, November 2015.
Page 11, Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan, Evidence Base.
Description and Reasons for Notification, Basingstoke Canal SSSI, Natural England.
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5

KEY CONSTRAINTS: ASSESSMENT (REFER FIGURE 04)

5.1

This section addresses the constraints (which are not designations) but which have been
identified through a review of published documents and an on-site assessment. They are
depicted on Figure 04.
Vulnerable Landscape Character

5.2

The landscape of the AoS plays an important role in:
• Providing separation between and supporting the distinctive dispersed settlement
pattern within Winchfield.
• Providing an attractive countryside and wooded context to a number of key routes,
including:
o

the PRoW network;

o

characteristic rural lanes (e.g. Bagwell Lane and Pale Lane, as identified on
Figure 04);

• Providing an attractive countryside setting for a number of heritage assets which
contributes to the significance and an appreciation of that significance.
5.3

Landscapes to the south of the M3/railway have maintained a rural character. The LVIA for
STROO5 considered that the western half of STR005 could be characterised as “attractive
rolling countryside” with “the potential for new development within this area to negatively
impact on landscape character is considered to be significant”. The LVIA considered that the
eastern half was “less attractive than the western part” but “its lack of current development
and open nature means that significant development in this area has the potential to cause
considerable harm to landscape character”. This potential for harm to the local landscape
character is also reflected in the pattern of low – low/medium capacity south of the
M3/railway, as identified in the Capacity Study (section 2 above). These areas are shown on
Figure 04 as ‘Vulnerable Landscape Character’.

5.4

A gap in the connectivity of SHLAA sites exists within the AoS. It is understood that this gap has
resulted from the fact that the owners of land within the central parts of the AoS south of the
M3/railway do not want to sell/develop their land. This gap represents a significant constraint
to development within the AoS. It splits the AoS in two and could result in an isolated
countryside wedge existing between any settlement. If development were to occur on either
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side of this wedge, then the impacts upon areas of vulnerable landscape character are likely to
be greater than they might be if development were confined to a single location.

Settlement Coalescence

5.5

Development within the AoS (and specifically SHL183) has the potential to result in physical
and/or visual coalescence between the existing residential areas around Winchfield Station,
Winchfield Hurst and Winchfield Court. This would erode the dispersed settlement pattern
which is a locally-distinctive feature of Winchfield.

5.6

There is also potential for visual coalescence with settlements outside of the AoS. Including
between development in SHL124 and St Mary’s Park (in Hartley Wintney); between
development in SHL183 and the Edenbrook Village development (west of Hitches Lane, Fleet)
and potentially Elvetham Chase (Pale Lane Farm), albeit the latter was recently refused
planning permission as outlined above.

5.7

There is also a risk of coalescence between development undertaken in the elevated northwestern parts of the AoS and Hook. This issue is identified within the DSA for STR011 (Page 17):
“avoiding development within SHL126 and SHL169 (or at the very least setting any
development within SHL169 well back, to the east of the wooded area) would help to reduce
the perception of, and actual, settlement coalescence”. This would need to be considered in
any potential development layout (i.e. avoiding the most elevated contours) and the
implementation of advanced structural planting if development were to occur in the northwestern parts of the AoS.
Green Infrastructure

5.8

The countryside which comprises the AoS and wider area serves a valuable green infrastructure
function. Particularly for residents of nearby settlements. Figure 01 shows that the AoS forms
part of a wider tract of countryside which is encircled by settlements. It is ‘bookended’ by the
larger settlements of Fleet and Hook to the east and west respectively, with smaller, historic
villages such as Dogmersfield and Odiham to the south and Hartley Wintney to the north.

5.9

The value of this countryside area and proximity to the surrounding more populated areas, is a
point which is acknowledged within the HCLA, 2012. In its evaluation of the applicable LCAs a
key quality (of LCA 2c) is stated as:
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“Very local countryside to large centres of population to the east and south served by a
dense footpath network...”.18 (Emphasis added)
5.10

Likewise, a key quality of LCA 1b is:
“Varied local open space and trail access network, including river valleys, rights of way,
and Basingstoke canal, forming important green corridors through settlement to heathy
commons and parks giving access to very rural landscapes close to urban areas”.19
(Emphasis added)

5.11

At present, the surrounding settlements have had little impact upon the availability of, and
sense of being within, an extensive area of attractive rural countryside. A new settlement
within the AoS would fragment this area of countryside - particularly if it were located to the
south of the M3/railway - and impact upon the rural qualities of the wider area. It would harm
a valuable green infrastructure asset.
Infrastructure Related Constraints

5.12

As outlined above the M3 and railway corridors present significant barriers to movement and
amenity. This point is identified within the HGIS 2017, where it states “…major arterial routes
through the District (e.g. M3, A30, A287) … sever ecological networks and act as barriers to
accessing open space”.20 This is particularly relevant to the land within the AoS between the M3
and railway. The narrowness of certain roads (e.g. Bagwell Lane) and underbridges within the
AoS (e.g. Station Road, Taplin’s Farm Lane and Pale Lane) and their sensitive contexts (e.g. the
SSSI along Bagwell Lane) would also constrain development access.

5.13

Two high voltage transmission corridors cross the AoS, in an approximately north-south
direction. The pylons and associated wirescape form prominent features within certain parts of
the AoS. They also split a number of SHLAA sites (e.g. SHL188, 183, 124), which would
adversely impact upon the connectedness of any future development within those sites and
their residential amenity.

5.14

A high-pressure gas pipeline runs through the north-western parts of the AoS and affects
SHL136 and 167, in particular (Figure 04). This pipeline would likely necessitate a development
offset, which may restrict the ability to develop certain land uses within 100m of the pipeline.
Also within SHL167 (the western side of the AoS) is land that was once used as landfill, as

18
19
20

7.4, Page 12, Loddon Valley and Forest of Eversley West, Hampshire County Integrated Character Assessment, 2012.
7.5, Page 11, North East Hampshire Plantations and Heath, Hampshire County Integrated Character Assessment, 2012.
Page 24, Hart Green Infrastructure Strategy, July 2017.
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identified by the Environment Agency and shown in Figure 04. Together, these present and
historical land uses would need to be carefully considered as part of any design proposals for
development within the north-western parts of the AoS, and overall are likely to constrain the
availability of developable land.
Flood Risk

5.15

The Hart District Council Strategic Flood Risk Assessment, December 2016 (Flood Risk
Assessment) describes different sources of flooding that affect Hart. The AoS is located
between two main rivers corridors: the River Whitewater to the west and the River Hart to the
east. Flood Risk Zones 2 and 3 (3 having the highest probability of flooding) are identified
across the catchments of the aforementioned rivers and land within these zones is identified in
the north-easternmost corner of the AoS, around Pale Lane, and the south-western parts of the
AoS, north and east of Odiham Wood.

5.16

Parts of the AoS are also identified in the Flood Risk Assessment as being susceptible to ground
water flooding; with areas most at risk identified in Figure 04. This includes a large swathe of
land along the westernmost aspect of the AoS and extending to the north-east towards Tossell
and Furzy Wood. Land within the north-eastern parts of the AoS is identified as being within
the middle category of risk (potential for flooding of property below ground). Table 6.1. of the
Flood Risk Assessment sets out a number of factors that increase the risk of surface water
flooding, which include increases in impermeable surfacing. In relation to Hart specifically, the
Flood Risk Assessment identifies a risk of this occurring from development on greenfield sites.

5.17

Although development could be excluded from areas at risk or susceptible to flooding, the
combined risks and potential to exacerbate risks by developing on greenfield land, are
constraints to development and land availability, particularly within the western part of the
AoS.
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6

CONCLUSION (REFER FIGURES 05 & 06)

6.1

With reference to Figure 05, which provides a composite drawing of the ‘designation’ and
‘assessment’ constraints from Figures 03 and 04, it is evident that little land exists within the
AoS which could be considered suitable for large scale residential development, in landscape
terms.

6.2

Figure 06 summaries the findings of this appraisal in relation to the SHLAA sites, which are
either wholly of partly within the AoS. All of the sites are significantly constrained and the vast
majority of the AoS south of the M3/railway is considered to be unsuitable for large scale
development (i.e. it would cause severe landscape harm that would be difficult to remedy or
mitigate). This conclusion was also reached in the LVIA undertaken as part of the DSAs for
STR005 (Winchfield) and STR011 (North-West Winchfield), which found that development would
have a severe visual and landscape character impact. Land south of the railway includes a
number of significant constraints. These include a highly rural landscape character with narrow
lanes and a network of woodlands (some ancient), ecologically valuable sites (including SSSIs
and SINCs), listed buildings (many, where the countryside setting contributes to the
significance of the heritage asset), the Conservation Area and SSSI of the Canal (which adjoin
the AoS), and areas at risk of flooding.

6.3

Land within the north-western parts of the AoS (i.e. located to the north-west of the
M3/railway) is located adjacent to existing development around Murrell Green and has the
potentially to be accessed from the A30. However, these areas are also significantly
constrained. Development here could not occur without harm to the local countryside
character and this would also impact upon the character and enjoyment of the PRoW network.
Development may also result in visual coalescence between Hartley Wintney and Hook.

6.4

Overall this appraisal finds that the AoS identifies a landscape which is highly unsuitable for
large scale residential development. The new settlement envisaged by Draft Policy SS3 would
result in significant landscape and visual harm and be at risk of harming components within the
landscape which hold high landscape, amenity, ecological and heritage value.
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• Setting to North Lodge and
Winchfield House Estate.
• Setting to Hartley Wintney
Conservation Area (209).
• Potential for coalescence with
existing development around
Shapley Heath/ Winchfield Station
and Hartley Wintney.
• Woodland designated as SINC (83)

• Woodland designated as SINC
(184)
• Part of open countryside context
to PRoW network inc. Brenda
Parker Way (inc. from attractive
sunken countryside lane).

Limited Opportunities
• Scattering of existing business
and residential uses (new development at Winchfield Lodge (84)).
• Northern parts of 135 - access off
A30 and woodland screen to south.

Key Constraints

Key Constraints

Key Constraints

SHL167 (Both sides of Totters
Lane)

• Access off A30 and
connectedness with
development at Murrell
Green.

Limited Opportunities

• Elevated land (potential for visual coalescence with Hook).
• 169 & 136 part of open
countryside context to
PRoW network inc.
Brenda Parker Way (inc.
from attractive sunken
countryside lane).
• Ancient woodland
(136).
••Regard
for existing
Gas pipeline
business uses
• Gas pipeline (136).

Key Constraints

SHL126,169 & 136

SHL124 (North of M3)

SHL83 & 209

SHL84, 135, 184 & 186

• Forms part of open countryside
context to Basingstoke Canal
Conservation Area.
• Northern and eastern parts
visible outside of site to north.
• Open countryside framing
characteristic Bagwell Lane.
• Significant constraints associated
with access (i.e. off Bagwell Lane).
• Forms part of open countryside
context to pubic right of way
network.
• Proximity to Basingstoke Canal
and Odiham Common with Bagwell
Green and Shaw SSSI sites.
• Much of site is SINC
• Much of site is within Flood Zones
2 and 3.
• Inclusion of ancient woodland.
• Forms part of open countryside
setting to listed buildings (Swan’s
Farm and bridges).

Key Constraints

SHL133

• Visually contained by railway and
motorway embankments.

Limited Opportunities

• Overhead transmission corridor
(splits site)
• Site is sandwiched between M3
and railway (significant barriers to
movement and amenity)
• Visible from M3 (west of footpath
overbridge).
• Part of open countryside around
Three Castles Path
• Visible from overbridges across
M3.
• Approx. 25% within TPO Area.

Key Constraints

SHL124 (South of M3)

• Potential for coalescence with
Winchfield Hurst.
• Forms part of open countryside
context to Basingstoke Canal
Conservation Area.
• Forms part of open countryside
context to pubic right of way
network, including from parts of
Three Castles Path.
• Proximity to SSSI (Canal) and
inclusion of areas of ancient
woodland.
• Forms part of open countryside
setting to listed buildings (Court
House and St Mary’s Church) and to
Winchfield Hurst.

Key Constraints

SHL183 (South of Unnamed Road)

• Visually contained by surrounding
woodland.
• Proximity to existing residential
areas around Winchfield Station.

Limited Opportunities

• Proximity to ancient woodland.
• Part of open countryside context
to route of Three Castles Path.
• Woodland currently provides a
strongly defined egde to the
existing residential area to north.
• Potential impact on setting of
listed building at Cranford Farm.

Key Constraints

SHL183 (West of Station Road)

• Visually contained to the
north by railway embankment.

Limited Opportunities

• Potential for coalescence
with Winchfield Hurst.
• Forms part of open countryside around characteristic rural
lane (in particular, Pale Lane).
• Part of open countryside
around Three Castles Path.
• Part of countryside gap
between Winchfield Hurst
settlement and existing
residential development
around train station.
• Potential (visual) settlement
coalescence with recent
development west of Hitches
Lane in Fleet.
• Forms part of open countryside setting to listed buildings
at Cranford and Hurst Farms)
and to Winchfield Hurst.

Key Constraints

SHL 183 (North of Unnamed
Road and east of Station
Road)

0
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New area of search derived from Policy SS3 Murrell Green / Winchfield Area of Search in
Hart Local Plan Strategy and Sites: 2016-2032 – Proposed Changes to the Adopted
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Detailed Site Assessments of STR005 and STR011.
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Appendix 4.5 Photographs of
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Appendix 4.5 Photographs of Flooding in the New Settlement Area
of Search (AoS)

Photograph 1: Taplins Farm Lane, Winchfield (3 January 2016)

Photograph 2: Taplins Farm Lane, Winchfield (28 March 2016)
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Photograph 3: Totters Lane, Hook (28 March 2016)

Photograph 4: Field near Pale Lane, Winchfield (28 March 2016)
Source: WeHeartHart
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Policy H2 Affordable
Housing

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

H2

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

Please see paragraph 34 of accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

The required modifications are set out in paragraph 35 of our accompanying
representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society, have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representaions.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only ne fully
investigated through an oral examination.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

3
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Policy H2 – Affordable Housing
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield Parish
Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham Society and the
Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils and Societies”) in
response to draft Policy H2 ‘Affordable Housing’ of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy
and Sites (HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.

2.

A separate and far more detailed representation has been submitted with regard to
the specified housing requirement figure and the Spatial Strategy (Policy SS1)
which provides a critique of Hart District Council (HDC)’s overall approach to the
assessment of affordable housing need as defined in the National Planning Policy
Framework (NPPF).
Summary of Representation

3.

The representation highlights the rigid and inflexible nature of HDC’s Affordable
Housing Policy. It raises strong concerns regarding its implementation, and
believes that it will block, rather than boost, much needed affordable housing
delivery.
Representation

4.

The proposed wording of draft Policy H2 is too onerous and inflexible. It views
affordable housing provision in isolation and gives no real regard to the cumulative
effect of other Local Plan policy requirements, or their actual impact on the viability
of development. The Policy needs to be reworded in order that its content and
meaning are far clearer, more balanced, and capable of actual implementation.

5.

The wording in the opening paragraph of the policy that “…the Council will
require no less than 40% of the new homes to be affordable housing…” is
poorly worded, inflexible and likely to seriously harm affordable housing delivery.it
is not considered to adhere to national guidance or be implementable. The Council
is stating by this that 40% provision will be a floor. It would also clearly be wrong for
HDC to try to require more than its own actual target figure of 40% affordable
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housing provision. What does the proposed Policy actually mean? Will it be
seeking an unspecified amount of affordable housing which could be anywhere
between 40% and 100% of the total number of housing units? Such an approach
offers considerable uncertainty for landowners, applicants and local communities,
and will act as a major deterrent to housing delivery.
6.

The stated requirement figure ignores viability completely. Indeed, it is not apparent
how the 40% requirement sits in relation to the content of other policies in the Plan.
We note that paragraph 122 of the HLPSS states that in relation to Hartland village,
the Council will seek to achieve the maximum level of affordable housing provision
in accordance with Policy H2, but this should not be less than 20%.

7.

Furthermore, in respect of any new settlement within the Area of Search (AoS) ,
paragraph 150 simply states that 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.

8.

The Government’s proposed formula for assessing local authority housing needs
with its much lower identified housing requirement figure for Hart of 292 dwellings
per annum (dpa) points clearly to there being no requirement for the provision of
any new settlement in the District. This viewpoint is reinforced further by HDC’s
own evidence demonstrating a very healthy and strong future housing supply
pipeline.

9.

It is inherent that HDC recognises that it can only seek affordable housing
provision, it cannot require it. This is particularly the case when there will be other
important infrastructure provision requirements for a development site, some of
which may be very costly. Indeed, the failure to properly address the issue of
viability, both in terms of the policy, and the Local Plan in its entirety, is a serious
failure.

10.

Our separate representation in respect of policy SS1 emphasises the fact that
affordable housing need has to be considered, but not met in full. Reference is
made to key recent legal judgments such as Kings Lynn v Elm Park Holdings
(2015), which concluded that in practice very often the calculation of unmet
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affordable housing need will produce a figure which the Local Planning Authority
has little or no prospect of delivering in practice.
11.

It is important that HDC’s affordable housing requirements comply with national
planning policy. The Government’s Draft Revision to the National Planning Policy
Network (NPPF) published in March 2018 supports the increased provision of
‘Building for Rent’. It states in paragraph 85 that:

“Where major housing development is proposed, planning policies
and decisions should expect at least 10% of the homes to be available
for affordable home ownership, unless this would exceed the level of
affordable housing required in the area, or significantly prejudice the
ability to meet the identified affordable housing needs of specific
groups. Exemptions should also be made where the site or proposed
development:
a) provides solely for Build to Rent homes;

b) provides specialist accommodation for a group of people
with specific needs (such as purpose-built accommodation
for the elderly or students);
c) is proposed to be developed by people who wish to build or
commission their own homes; or
d) is exclusively for affordable housing, an entry level
exception site or a rural exception site”.

12.

We also consider that HDC’s approach to affordable housing provision is contrary
to the content of paragraph 64 of the Draft Revised NPPF published in March 2018:
“Provision of affordable housing should not be sought for
developments that are not on major sites, other than in designated
rural areas (where policies may set out a lower threshold of 5 units or
fewer). To support the re-use of brownfield land, where vacant
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buildings are being reused or redeveloped, any affordable housing
contribution due should be reduced by a proportionate amount”.

13.

Given HDC’s stated need for a high amount of affordable housing provision, we
consider that more thought needs to be given to the fact that many housing
developments on sites in the rural settlements will be less than 11 dwellings in size.

14.

We believe that it is both inappropriate and unnecessary for HDC to word the policy
so negatively by referring to the fact that only in exceptional circumstances will the
Council grant planning permission for schemes that fail to provide at least 40%
affordable housing. In reality, if this is to be HDC’s actual stance, very little actual
affordable housing is likely to be built.

15.

Quite evidently, many good and suitable development sites, will not be capable of
delivering 40% affordable housing. Indeed, HDC is acknowledging this fact in
relation to Hartland Village. We have raised strong concerns in our separate
representation to Policy ED2 (Safeguarding Employment Land) as to the stringent,
inflexible and costly affordable housing and SANG requirements upon developers,
which are likely to impede affordable housing delivery.

16.

Similarly, some greenfield development sites with complex and expensive
infrastructure requirements will also be unable to deliver such a high percentage of
affordable housing. It is vital that the plan is flexible enough to acknowledge this
fact and allow both market and affordable housing to still come forward for delivery.

17.

With regard to exceptional circumstances, reference is made to the fact that only
where it is clearly demonstrated that it is not possible to deliver all the affordable
housing on site, the Council may accept off-site provision, or a financial
contribution of equivalent value in lieu of on-site provision (our emphasis). We
consider that the policy wording should be amended from ‘may’ to ‘will’. Again, this
is another example of whereby HDC is impeding, rather than assisting, affordable
housing delivery.

18.

Paragraph 181 states that applicants should always contact the Housing
Department at an early stage for advice on affordable housing mix requirements
and check the up to date guidance. The accompanying footnote refers to Hart’s
Informal Affordable Housing Development Guidance (August 2017). Quite what
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status this document should be given, is unclear. It would be inappropriate for Local
Plan policies to delegate matters of any importance to a document of such low
status, which does not even merit the status of a Supplementary Planning
Document (SPD).
19.

The paragraphs of text immediately above highlight the need for HDC to take a
realistic approach to affordable housing provision, and not to be overly rigid and
inflexible. Otherwise, there is a likelihood and danger that much needed affordable
housing will not be brought forward. This is considered to be a particularly
significant and important issue in relation to brownfield site developments.

20.

We would also draw attention to the recent High Court Judgment relating to William
Davis Ltd & Ors v Charnwood Borough Council [2017] EWHC 3006 (Admin) (23
November 2017 [see Appendix 5.1]).The judgment emphasises several points that
local authorities should pay close attention to:
•

where an ‘SPD’ is promoted as a “stop gap” in the absence of saved
policies, by definition it cannot be supplementary (and is itself a primary
policy assuming DPD status as in the Skipton case);

•

a housing mix policy which could lead to refusal on the grounds that the
proposed mix is unacceptable (or an outline application condition
imposing a particular mix) is a statement regarding the development of
land and development management policy;

•

uncertainty arising from the “very poor” drafting of the Regulations
should be dealt with in light of the “realities of development control” and
the fundamental importance of robust and independent examination of
the development plan;

•

viability impacts were material and that adopting the policies without
consideration of those impacts was unlawful;

•

SPD should not be used for making an alteration to plan policy to
address new evidence.
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21.

In particular, we would highlight paragraph 67 of the Judgment.
“On the other hand, economic viability as an issue gets more broad
brush once one leaves a particular site and seeks to argue the issue
more generally. But as NPPF shows, issues such as demand, market
conditions and sustainability are all relevant to Local Plan preparation.
It is otiose to set housing targets, or seek to encourage the
housebuilding industry to provide homes, without addressing whether
the policies one seeks to put in place would frustrate those
objectives”.

22.

Paragraph 182 of the HLPPS clearly states that Policy H2 will apply to all types of
residential development including private retirement homes, sheltered
accommodation, extra care schemes and other housing for older people. Clearly,
this will be very onerous, and likely to act as a deterrent to the delivery of these
important types of accommodation.

23.

The Council’s approach is contrary to the content of paragraph 64 of the Draft
Revised NPPF published in March 2018:

“Provision of affordable housing should not be sought for
developments that are not on major sites, other than in designated
rural areas (where policies may set out a lower threshold of 5 units
or fewer). To support the re-use of brownfield land, where vacant
buildings are being reused or redeveloped, any affordable housing
contribution due should be reduced by a proportionate amount”.
24.

With regard to ensuring viability and deliverability, we would draw particular
attention to the content of paragraph 173 of the NPPF:
“Pursuing sustainable development requires careful attention to
viability and costs in plan-making and decision-taking. Plans should
be deliverable. Therefore, the sites and the scale of development
identified in the plan should not be subject to such a scale of
obligations and policy burdens that their ability to be developed viably
is threatened. To ensure viability, the costs of any requirements likely
to be applied to development, such as requirements for affordable
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housing, standards, infrastructure contributions or other requirements
should, when taking account of the normal cost of development and
mitigation, provide competitive returns to a willing land owner and
willing developer to enable the development to be deliverable.”
25.

Local Plan Viability Assessments should ‘avoid situations where communities are
left disappointed that their aspirations have not been matched by delivery” 1.

26.

It will be impossible for developers to avoid reneging on affordable housing
requirements if the policy requirements ignore the viability evidence and are set at
highly aspirational and rigid levels.

27.

Paragraph 380 of the HLPSS refers to the fact that once a CIL Charging Schedule
is adopted by HDC, developer contributions for infrastructure directly associated
with the development may still be required through a Section 106 Obligation,
including the provision of affordable housing. The fact that HDC is intent on
adopting a CIL draws into much further doubt, the wisdom and appropriateness of
setting an inflexible 40% minimum affordable housing provision requirement.

28.

Paragraph 428 acknowledges that the Council is required in the Authority
Monitoring Report (AMR) to report on the delivery of additional new homes,
including affordable housing. The Council will also continue to report annually on
the delivery of a five-year supply of housing. Given the importance attached to this
document we are somewhat surprised that the latest published AMR relates back
to the monitoring year of 2015/16, which was published on 11 January 2017. It is
unclear as to why no updated AMR has been produced to update the version
published 15 months ago.

29.

HDC does not seem to have properly considered other forms and amounts of
affordable housing delivery which are capable of contributing towards meeting the
District’s overall affordable housing requirement. For instance, its own social
housing programme, or the creation of its own housing company. Such approaches
provide important opportunities to increase affordable housing delivery rates and
are increasingly being adopted by other local authorities such as South Norfolk

1

Viability Testing Local Plans Advice for planning practitioners, Local Housing Delivery Group
(Chaired by Sir John Harman) – June 2012 (p.17)
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Council, which has set up a private house building company - Big Sky
Developments (see our representation in respect of policy SS1 for further
information).
30.

The extent of rapid growth of Local Housing Companies (LHC’s) was recently set
out in a report by the Smith Institute (October 2017) entitled ‘delivering the
renaissance in council built homes: the rise of local housing’ which concluded that:
•

Our findings suggest that LHCs offer councils a “triple dividend” in the form
of much needed extra housing, a greater stewardship role in place-shaping
and a financial return to the council.

•

There are now probably as many as 150 LHCs in England, most formed in
the past few years. On the current trend, this could increase to 200 by 2020
– covering just over half of all councils in England.

•

LHCs have been established by all kinds of councils, across the size
spectrum, including, in some cases, with participation by counties. The
largest concentrations are in London and the South East.

•

Most LHCs have modest ambitions to build (averaging around 50 units a
year), although there are larger housing companies in urban areas with
major build programmes.

•

Collectively LHCs could increase completions over time from 2,000 homes
a year to 10,000-15,000 homes each year by 2022, with perhaps a quarter
of the total in London.

•

around 30%-40% of new LHC homes are likely to be ‘affordable’, with a
minority at the equivalent of social rented levels.

•

Councils are attracted to LHCs because they want more control and
influence, and greater freedoms and flexibilities (especially over rents,
borrowing and the Right to Buy).

•

LHCs can generate income and cross-subsidise new private affordable and
sub-market housing at social rents.

31.

A number of local authorities have decided to invest monies from their local
government pension schemes directly into affordable housing provision in order to
both boost its supply, and also develop a future income stream.
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Conclusions
32.

Meeting the full affordable housing need of the district is unrealistic and
unachievable given the sheer scale of the increase in the overall housing
requirement that would be required, compared to recent delivery rates for both
market and affordable housing. Realistic assumptions need to be made regarding
the ability of the market to deliver and absorb increased rates of affordable housing
delivery. The overall viability of development in the context of Local Plan policies
and requirements including affordable housing and the Community Infrastructure
Levy (CIL) need to be properly taken on board.

33.

Any new settlement within the AoS is not only unnecessary based upon the latest
housing projections, it would also be incapable of assisting HDC boosting much
needed short-term affordable housing delivery. Any consideration of a new
settlement in the Local Plan is premature.
Test of Soundness

34.

In view of the above considerations, we believe that the Local Plan is not
sound, because it has not been ‘positively prepared’, nor is it ‘justified’,
‘effective’ or ‘consistent with national policy, as it’s inflexible nature
means that it is likely to actually block, rather than support, the delivery of
much needed affordable housing provision. Consequently, it does not
represent the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the
reasonable alternatives.
Proposed Amendments

35.

We recommend that policy H2 is amended as follows:
Policy H2 Affordable Housing
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, the Council will, subject to viability, seek require
no less than 40% of the new homes to be affordable housing, to be
provided in accordance with the following criteria:
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a) the affordable housing will be provided on site, and
interspersed and distributed throughout the development
mixed with the market housing;
b) the affordable housing will be of a size and type which meets
the requirements of those in housing need;
c) the tenure mix of the affordable housing sought will be 65%
social/affordable rented and 35% shared ownership unless
superseded by the most up to date housing evidence
concerning local housing need;
d) The Council will seek at least 15% of the affordable units to
will be accessible and adaptable as defined by requirement
M4(2) of the Building Regulations
e) where evidenced by local need, a proportion of affordable
dwellings will be sought built as wheelchair user dwellings to
meet the requirements of Building Regulations M4(3);
f) in cases where the affordable housing 40% calculation
provides a part dwelling a financial contribution will be
sought equivalent to that part dwelling.
In exceptional circumstances, if If it is clearly demonstrated that the
provision of affordable housing on site is impractical, the Council will
may accept off-site provision, or a financial contribution of equivalent
value in lieu of on-site provision.
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) above. Any
such proposals for reduced affordable housing provision 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
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optimum quantity and mix of affordable housing that is viable and
meets the identified housing need.
Developments which appear to artificially restrict the site area, or level
of development proposed in order to avoid the provision of affordable
housing will be refused.
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Appendix 5.1 High Court
Judgment

Neutral Citation Number: [2017] EWHC 3006 (Admin)
Case No: CO/2920/2017
IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE
QUEEN'S BENCH DIVISION
ADMINISTRATIVE COURT
Birmingham Civil Justice Centre
Priory Courts
33 Bull Street
Birmingham
B4 6DS
Date: 23/11/2017
Before :
MR JUSTICE GILBART
--------------------Between :
WILLIAM DAVIS LTD
BLOOR HOMES LTD
JELSON HOMES LTD
DAVIDSONS HOMES LTD
BARWOOD HOMES LTD
- and CHARNWOOD BOROUGH COUNCIL

Claimants
Defendant

----------------------------------------Gwion Lewis and Matthew Fraser (instructed by Bird, Wilford and Sale,
Loughborough) for the Claimants
Paul Stinchombe QC (instructed by Kathryn Harrison, Legal Services, Charnwood
Borough Council ) for the Defendant
Hearing dates: 25th October 2017
---------------------

Judgment Approved
GILBART J :
1.

I shall refer to a number of statutes, regulations, documents and policies in this
judgement, by the following acronyms
Statutes and Regulations
TCPA 1990
PCPA 2004
LP Regs 2012

Town and Country Planning Act 1990
Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012

Types of statutory document (defined in PCPA 2004 and LP Regs 2012)
LDD

Local Development Document

Judgment Approved by the court for handing down.

DPD
SPD

William Davis Ltd and others v Charnwood BC

Development Plan Document
Supplementary Planning Document

Secretary of State’s Guidance and Policy
NPPF
NPPG

National Planning Policy Framework (2012)
National Planning Practice Guidance (policy advice
of the SSCLG, published on the internet and revised
from time to time

Charnwood Borough Council Documents
CLPCS
HSPD

Charnwood Local Plan 2011-2028 Core Strategy
Housing Supplementary Planning Document

Other
CBC
LPA
SSCLG

Charnwood Borough Council
Local Planning Authority
Secretary of State for Communities and Local
Government

2.

This application for judicial review, made by five housing developers active in
the East Midlands, relates to the publication by CBC of a policy document
entitled “Housing Supplementary Planning Document” (HSPD) in May 2017.
Permission to make the application was granted by Singh J on 25th July 2017.

3.

The Claimants argue that policy HSPD 9 within the document should have been
issued in the form of a DPD and not in the form of an SPD. As I shall come to,
those descriptions are precisely defined in the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 and related Regulations. DPDs must, if objection is taken to
them, be subject to independent examination by the Secretary of State for
Communities and Local Government, whereas SPDs are not.

4.

I shall address the issues as follows:
i)

the terms of the CLPCS and HSPD;

ii)

the developmnt plan in the context of the Planning Code;

iii)

identifying the development plan;

iv)

procedures for adoption/approval;

v)

cases for the Claimants and Defendant;

vi)

discussion and conclusions.
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The terms of the CLPCS and HSPD

5.

CBC adopted its CLPCS in November 2015. It is part of the development plan
for the purposes of the Planning Acts, and contains the strategic policies for the
period 2011-2028. The document contains policies, which are set out in bold
text in boxes, and supporting text, which appears in numbered paragraphs. That
distinction is of importance- see the observations of Richards LJ in R (Cherkley
Campaign Ltd) v Mole Valley District Council & Anor [2014] EWCA Civ 567
at [21]- [23]. The CLPCS was the subject of the procedures defined in PCPA
2004 and Part 6 of the LP Regs 2012.

6.

Policy CS1 of the Development Strategy Chapter stated that CBC would make
provision for at least 13,940 new homes between 2011 and 2028. The priority
location for growth was the Leicester Principal Urban Area, where housing
provision would be made for at least 5500 new homes. The majority of the
remaining growth was to be at Loughborough and Shepshed, where there were
to be at least 5000 new homes, with 3000 homes west of Loughborough, of
which 2440 were to be delivered by 2028, and approximately 1200 homes
within and adjoining Shepshed. Another 3000 homes were to be provided in 7
“Service Centres” (in fact small towns and larger villages), and at least 500
homes on sites within other settlements.

7.

The Housing Chapter contained both policies and supporting text. One of the
matters addressed was that of the types and sizes of homes needed. The text
[5.3] referred to the growing need for small households, due to greater
longevity, and to the fact that more couples bore children when older. It
anticipated increases in the numbers of people over 56 years in age, and
particularly so of those aged over 85 [5.4]. It then assessed the profile of the
housing stock in the Borough, and considered that the current numbers of 2
bedroom homes should be increased, which required that 30-35% of the housing
as delivered should consist of smaller homes of two bedrooms [5.6]. But there
was also a need to increase the number of smaller and medium sized homes,
preferably provided in houses rather than flats or apartments [5.7]. However,
some medium and large family homes would also be required.

8.

At [5.8] the document stated
“We expect new housing development to take account of local housing
needs and the current mix of homes available in the local area. We will
work with our partners to identify the mix of homes required from new
developments. This will be done through masterplanning on strategic sites,
Neighbourhood Plans for our existing communities and by using evidence
from the Strategic Housing Market Assessment, local housing needs
surveys and household projections when considering planning
applications.”

9.

The document then turned to the question of affordable housing, and then at
[5.13] stated that the evidence it had obtained showed that 180 houses per
annum were required to meet outstanding and newly arising needs. It wanted to
see an increase in the amount of affordable homes being delivered [5.14], and
stated that it would make sure that new developments should fund an element of
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housing without comprising the viability of the housing scheme in question. It
stated that CBC had considered the types of housing development to be
expected, and the impact which land values would have on viability [5.14]. It
went on to say that Policy CS3 identified the size of development where CBC
would require the inclusion of affordable housing, and the proportion of
affordable homes which CBC would seek [5.14]. At [5.15] it did not want the
level of affordable housing it sought to be such as prevent sustainable
development from happening, and stated that if a developer considered that the
requirement for affordable housing would deprive the scheme of viability
financially, then a viability appraisal would be required [5.15].
10.

Policy CS 3 reads as follows
“Strategic Housing Needs
We will manage the delivery of at least 13,940 new homes between 2011 and
2028 to balance our housing stock and meet our community’s housing needs
We will do this by:

•

•
•
•
•
•

Seeking the following targets for affordable homes within housing
developments, having regard to market conditions, economic viability
and other infrastructure requirements:
 30% affordable housing within the sustainable urban extensions
north east of Leicester and west of Loughborough and the
direction of growth north of Birstall;
 On sites of 10 dwellings or more in the following urban areas and
service centres
Location
Target
Thurmaston
25%
Shepshed
Birstall
30%
Loughborough
Anstey
Barrow upon Soar
Mountsorrel
Silsby
Syston
Quorn
30%
Rothley
 On sites of 5 dwellings or more in the following rural locations
East Goscote
30%
Thurcaston
(list of 26 settlements)
40%
Seeking an appropriate mix of types, tenures and sizes of homes, having
regard to identified housing needs and the character of the area;
……..
Securing the delivery of affordable homes on-site and integrated with
market housing unless there are exceptional circumstances which
contribute to the creation of mixed communities
………..
Monitoring the delivery of affordable homes through our Annual
Monitoring Report.”
4
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11.

The policies were the subject of the Examination of the Core Strategy by an
inspector of the SSCLG, and found to be sound (for the procedure see s 20
PCPA 2004 and Part 6 “Local Plans” of the LP Regs 2012, both considered
below.)

12.

In January 2017 CBC issued a draft HSPD for consultation. It contained policies
and supporting text on the topics of, inter alia, “Affordable Housing” and
“Housing Mix.” The Housing Mix text again explored the topic of sizes, types
and tenures of housing. It included reference to a 2017 “Housing and Economic
Development Needs Assessment.” At [3.7] of the final version, it stated that that
needs assessment had assessed the optimum mix of property sizes to meet
housing needs over the next 25 years. At HSPD 9 it included a policy entitled
“Housing Mix,” which read
“in accordance with Core Strategy Policy CS3 the following broad proportions
will be used in order to deliver an appropriate mix of sizes of homes:
Size
1 bed

Affordable

Market
0-10%

60-70%
2 bed
3 bed
4+ bed

30-35%
25-30%
5-10%

45-55%
10-20%

Where development proposes (sic) a significantly different mix to that identified in
the table it must be justified through evidence of identified housing needs and
character of the area in accordance with Policy CS3 taking into account;
• evidence of housing need including reference to the housing register;
• existing mix and turnover of properties;
• nature of the development site;
• character of the wider area the site is located within;
• detailed design considerations; and
• economic viability.”
13.

CBC has stated in its pre-action response that no viability assessment was
carried out in respect of policy HSPD 9. It contended that it would be assessed on a
case by case basis.

14.

The HSPD was the subject of procedures under Part 5 of the LP Regs 2012 (of
which more below). The housebuilders objected to the proposed policy. As well as
pursuing objections based on matters of planning judgement and the merits,
arguing that the policies were too prescriptive, specific arguments were made that
this was not an appropriate topic for an SPD, and that such a policy could not be
made via an SPD, but could only be made within a DPD.

(ii)
15.

The Development Plan in the context of the Planning Code
TCPA 1990 (the principal Act) and related legislation comprise the Planning
Acts. This is not an area which readily admits the application of precepts from
private law. I refer to the well known words of Lord Scarman in Pioneer
5
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Aggregates (UK) Ltd v The Secretary of State for the Environment [1985] 1 AC
132 HL at 140. As he made clear, it is a comprehensive code. The issue before the
House of Lords was whether it was possible for a planning permission to be
abandoned by conduct. Lord Scarman (with whom the other members of the
Appellate Committee agreed) held that there was no such general principle of
abandonment in planning law, but in doing so he addressed the wider question of
how one treats issues dealt with by the Planning Code. At page 140 Lord Scarman
said this:
"Planning control is the creature of statute. It is an imposition in the public
interest of restrictions upon private rights of ownership of land. The public
character of the law relating to planning control has been recognised by the
House in Newbury District Council v. Secretary of State for the Environment
[1981] AC 578. It is a field of law in which the courts should not introduce
principles or rules derived from private law unless it be expressly authorised
by Parliament or necessary in order to give effect to the purpose of the
legislation. The planning law, though a comprehensive code imposed in the
public interest, is, of course, based on the land law. Where the code is silent or
ambiguous, resort to the principles of the private law (especially property and
contract law) may be necessary so that the courts may resolve difficulties by
application of common law or equitable principles. But such cases will be
exceptional. And, if the statute law covers the situation, it will be an
impermissible exercise of the judicial function to go beyond the statutory
provision by applying such principles merely because they may appear to
achieve a fairer solution to the problem being considered. As ever in the field
of statute law it is the duty of the courts to give effect to the intention of
Parliament as evinced by the statute, or statutory code, considered as a whole.”
16.

A central feature of the Planning Code is the development plan; see s 70(2)
TCPA 1990 and s 38(6) PCPA 2004. By s 70(2) TCPA 2004, which deals with the
consideration of applications for planning permission, regard must be had to the
development plan, and by s 38(6) PCPA 2004
“If regard is to be had to the development plan for the purpose of any
determination to be made under the planning Acts the determination must be
made in accordance with the plan unless material considerations indicate
otherwise.”

17.

The effect of those provisions is important; the existence of a policy in a
properly adopted development plan is not a mere material consideration. An up to
date development plan policy will, in the normal course of events, attract
significant weight, as s 38 PCPA 2004 shows. While the weight it attracts in any
given case is for the decision maker, it cannot be disregarded. That decision maker
will be the local planning authority at first instance, and then the SSCLG, on a
called in application under s 77 TCPA 1990 or by him or one of his Inspectors on
appeal under s 78 TCPA 1990.

18.

The law on decision making in the Planning Code is now well settled (perhaps
save only whether there is a duty to give reasons for the grant of a planning
permission. This matter does not raise that issue). The significance of the
6
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development plan is readily apparent from the relevant principles. In determining
a planning application, the LPA or SSCLG must act as follows. (In the case of
LPAs, while reasons to grant permission are generally not given, the principles also
apply to the deliberations by which it reached its conclusion; typically, the
reasoning will be in the officer’s report, and/or in the Minutes of the relevant
committee). The decision maker must
i)

have regard to the statutory development plan (see s 70(2) TCPA 1990);

ii)

have regard to material considerations (s 70(2) TCPA 1990);

iii)

determine the proposal in accordance with the development plan unless
material considerations indicate otherwise (s 38(6) PCPA 2004);

iv)

apply national policy unless he gives reasons for not doing so- see Nolan
LJ in Horsham District Council v Secretary of State for the Environment
and Margram Plc [1993] 1 PLR 81 following Woolf J in E. C. Gransden &
Co. Ltd. v. Secretary of State for the Environment [1987] 54 P & CR 86 and
see Lindblom J in Cala Homes (South) Ltd v Secretary of State for
Communities & Local Government [2011] EWHC 97 (Admin), [2011] JPL
887 at [50];

v)

consider the nature and extent of any conflict with the development plan:
Tesco Stores Ltd v Dundee City Council [2012] UKSC 13 at [22] per Lord
Reed;

vi)

consider whether the development accords with the development plan,
looking at it as a whole- see R(Milne) v Rochdale MBC (No 2) [2000]
EWHC 650 (Admin), [2001] JPL 470, [2001] Env LR 22, (2001) 81 P &
CR 27 per Sullivan J at [46]- [48]. There may be some points in the plan
which support the proposal but there may be some considerations pointing
in the opposite direction. It must assess all of these and then decide whether
in the light of the whole plan the proposal does or does not accord with it;
per Lord Clyde in City of Edinburgh Council v. the Secretary of State for
Scotland [1997] UKHL 38, [1997] 1 WLR 1447, 1998 SC (HL) 33 cited by
Sullivan J in R(Milne) v Rochdale MBC (No 2) at [48].

19.

The interpretation of policy is for the Court, but its application to the context of
a particular proposal is for the decision maker.

20.

It has always been the case since the original TCPA 1947 that the policies of a
proposed development plan should be the subject of consultation, and where
objection is made, independent examination. PCPA 2004 and the related LP Regs
2012 made considerable changes to the mechanics of the system for bringing
forward policies, whether those which have the status of development plan policies
for the purposes of the legislative code, or have a less significant role.

21.

Albeit that the procedures for the adoption of a development plan have altered
over the years, it is still a fundamental feature of the system that policies which
form part of the development plan must be subjected to proper scrutiny, including
independent scrutiny.
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22.

As will be apparent from the above, the SSCLG sits at the apex of the system of
planning control. As well as determining appeals and called in applications, he also
has the role of issuing policy, and of exercising general supervision. The PCPA
2004 includes, for example, default powers for him to intervene if an LPA fail or
omit to do anything necessary for it to do in connection with the preparation of a
DPD (s 27) or, if he considers that a LDD is unsatisfactory (s 21), or of direction
with regard to the revision of LDDs (s 26).

23.

In drawing up DPDs or LPDs, LPAs must have regard to national policies and
advice issued by the SSCLG (s 19(2)) and such other matters as he prescribes (s
19(2)(j)). Every DPD must be submitted to the SSCLG for independent
examination (s 20(1)) by a person appointed by the SSCLG (s 20(4)) to whom he
may issue directions to take or not take any step, or to require that person to
consider any specified matters, or to give an opportunity (or further opportunity) to
be heard, or to take any specified procedural step (s 20(6A)). There is also a
specific statutory requirement that anyone exercising a function in relation to
LDDs must do so with the objective of contributing to sustainable development (s
39(2)) and must have regard to national policies and advice issued by the SSCLG
(s 39(3)).

24.

National policy for the purposes of s 19 (2) and s 39(3) includes that given in
NPPF (National Planning Policy Framework) and in NPPG, which resides on the
Department of Communities and Local Government website. The effect of the
provisions relating to the SSCLG and national policy is to seek to ensure that
policies in DPDs reflect national policy, albeit as applied to local circumstances. In
that context, it is relevant to note what national policy (in the form of NPPF) says
about the preparation of local plans, and issue of the mix and type of housing.

25.

Before turning to later passages in NPPF it is to be noted that it emphasises the
importance of what it calls “Achieving Sustainable Development” at paragraphs
[5]-[17]. Paragraph [14], which is of critical importance within NPPF, tells LPAs
that the presumption in favour of sustainable development means in the case of
plan making that;

26.

i)

LPAs should positively seek opportunities to meet the development
needs of their area;

ii)

Local Plans should meet objectively assessed needs, with sufficient
flexibility to adapt to rapid change, unless
a)

any adverse impacts would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in NPPF as
a whole, or

b)

specific NPPF policies indicate that development should be
restricted.

NPPF [150]- [182] deal with the making of Local Plans. Housing is addressed at
[159], whereby LPAs should have a clear understanding of housing needs in their
area, and should prepare a Strategic Housing Market Assessment, which should
identify the scale and mix of housing and the range of tenures likely to be needed
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by the local population over the plan period, which among other matters addresses
the need for all types of housing, including affordable housing and the needs of
different groups in the community, and caters for housing demand and the scale of
housing supply necessary to meet it. The examination of Local Plans is dealt with
at [182]. It sets out policy that the plan should be “positively prepared|”– i.e. that it
is based on a strategy which seeks to meet objectively assessed development and
infrastructure requirements, and that it is consistent with national policy, which is
said to require that the plan should enable sustainable development in accordance
with policies in NPPF.
27.

The policies on housing appear at section 6 of the NPPF at [47]-[55]. It is
important in the context of this matter to note the words of [47], whereby in order
to “boost significantly the supply of housing” LPAs should
“use their evidence base to ensure that their Local Plan meets the full
objectively assessed needs for market and affordable housing in the housing
market areas, as far as is consistent with the policies set out in (NPPF)……”

28.

29.

(iii)
30.

Paragraph [50] states that, with the purpose of delivering a wide choice of high
quality homes, widening opportunities for home ownership and creating
sustainable, inclusive and mixed communities, LPAs should
i)

plan for a mix of housing based on current and future demographic
trends, market trends and the needs of different groups in the community,

ii)

identify the size type, tenure and range of housing that is required in
particular locations, reflecting local demand, and

iii)

where they have identified that affordable housing is needed, “set
policies for meeting this need on site…………. Such polices should be
sufficiently flexible to take account of changing market conditions over
time.”

I have spent a few paragraphs on the terms of NPPF, because of the relevance of
national policy to plan making by the LPA. Is it the case that the effect of NPPF is
that issues over the type and mix of housing should be addressed via Local Plans,
or can it await an SPD? I shall return to that topic in my conclusions.
Identifying the Development Plan
By s 38(1) and (3) of the PCPA 2004 a development plan is defined, for the
purposes of the issues at play here, as consisting of
i)
ii)

31.

The regional strategy (if any), and
The development plan documents (taken as a whole) which have been
adopted or approved.
A DPD is defined in s 37 PCPA 2004 as
“a local development document which is specified as a development plan
document in the local development scheme.”
9
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By s 17(7) PCPA 2004, regulations may prescribe which descriptions of
documents are to be prepared as local development documents ((17) (7) (za)). A
document can only be a local development document if adopted as such by an
LPA, or approved by the SSCLG under sections 21 or 22.
Under the LP Regs 2012 Regulation 5 and 6:
“ Local development documents
5. (1) For the purposes of section 17(7)(za)(1) of the Act the documents which
are to be prepared as local development documents are—
(a) any document prepared by a local planning authority individually or
in cooperation with one or more other local planning authorities, which
contains statements regarding one or more of the following—
(i)

the development and use of land which the local planning
authority wish to encourage during any specified period;

(ii)

the allocation of sites for a particular type of development or
use;

(iii) any environmental, social, design and economic objectives
which are relevant to the attainment of the development and
use of land mentioned in paragraph (i); and
(iv) development management and site allocation policies, which
are intended to guide the determination of applications for
planning permission;
(b) ………………………………………………………………
(2) For the purposes of section 17(7)(za) of the Act the documents which, if
prepared, are to be prepared as local development documents are—
(a) any document which—
(i)

relates only to part of the area of the local planning authority;

(ii)

identifies that area as an area of significant change or special
conservation; and

(iii) contains the local planning authority’s policies in relation to
the area; and
(b) any other document which includes a site allocation policy.
Local plans
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6. Any document of the description referred to in regulation 5(1)(a)(i), (ii) or
(iv) or 5(2)(a) or (b) is a local plan.”
34.

By regulation 8(1), a “local plan or a supplementary planning document” (the
use of the alternative conjunction will be noted) “must………. indicate whether the
document is a local plan or a supplementary planning document.”

35.

Policies in an SPD must not conflict with the adopted development plan (Reg
8(3)) whereas those in a local plan must be consistent with it (8(4)), but while it
may contain a policy which supersedes one in the development plan, if it does so, it
must state that fact and identify the superseded policy (8(4) and (5)).

(iv)

Procedures for adoption/approval

36.

I have referred above to s 20 PCPA 2004, which requires that every
development plan document is referred to the SSCLG for “independent
examination…. by a person appointed by the (SSCLG)” (s 20(2) and (4)). That
process involves giving to those who have made representations seeking change in
a development plan document the right to appear before that person and be heard (s
20(6)). That independent person, if he concludes that relevant requirements are met
and the plan is sound, must recommend adoption with reasons (s 20(7)) or if he
does not, must recommend non-adoption with reasons (s 20(7A)). He can
recommend modifications to the LPA (s 20(7B and C). The recommendations and
reasons must be published. The SSCLG may intervene (s 21 and s 27).

37.

The critical parts of the LP Regs 2012 relating to approval and adoption appear
at Parts 5 (SPDs) and 6 (“Local Plans”). An SPD must be made the subject of
public participation (Regs 12 and 13) but consideration of any objections is for the
LPA itself, by means of an adoption statement (Regs 11 and 12).
By contrast, the adoption of a “local plan” requires steps to carry out the
obligations in s 20 PCPA 2004.They include notification of the proposed
preparation of a local plan. That is addressed in Regulation 18, whereby
“18. (1) A local planning authority must—
a)

notify each of the bodies or persons specified in paragraph (2)
of the subject of a local plan which the local planning authority
propose to prepare, and

b)

invite each of them to make representations to the local
planning authority about what a local plan with that subject ought
to contain.

(2) The bodies or persons referred to in paragraph (1) are—
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a)

such of the specific consultation bodies as the local planning
authority consider may have an interest in the subject of the
proposed local plan; 1

b)

such of the general consultation bodies as the local planning
authority consider appropriate; 2 and

c)

such residents or other persons carrying on business in the local
planning authority’s area from which the local planning authority
consider it appropriate to invite representations.
In preparing the local plan, the local planning authority must take into
account any representation made to them in response to invitations under
paragraph (1).

38.

Anyone may make representations by a date specified (Reg 20). The principal Act
(PCPA 2004) requires at s 20 that every development plan document (DPD) is
submitted to the SSCLG for independent examination. The procedures are set out at
Regs (17) to (31).

39.

It follows that if a document is to be treated as a “local plan” it must go through the
statutory procedures which apply.

(v) Cases for the Claimants and Defendant
40.

The Claimants’ case relied heavily on the decision of Jay J in (R (Skipton Properties
Ltd) v Craven District Council [2017] EWHC 534, where he addressed an interim
policy, not part of the development plan, on the proportions of affordable housing to
be sought when planning permissions for housing were granted. Jay J there
interpreted Regulation 5(1)(a)(i) and (iv) of the LP Regs 2012 as applying to the level
of contributions to affordable housing. The same principles apply to a policy on the
mix of dwelling types.

41.

This is a policy which falls squarely within Regulation 5(1)(a)(i), and Regulation
5(1)(a)(iv).

42.

The Claimants seek to distinguish the decision of a deputy judge, Mr John Howell
QC, in R (RWE Npower Renewables Ltd) v Milton Keynes BC [2013] EWHC 751 on
his interpretation of that regulation, and Regulation 5(1)(a)(iv), which he interpreted
narrowly, on the basis of avoiding overlap between it and the sub-paragraphs (i)-(iii)
of Regulation 5(1).

1

“Specific consultation bodies” are those defined as such in Reg (2), being the usual
range of statutory consultees, whereas
2

“general consultation bodies,” includes voluntary bodies and community groups, but
also bodies representing the interests of those carrying on business in the area
(ibidem).
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43.

On Ground 1 Mr Lewis contended that HSPD 9 was expressed in imperative terms
(the prescribed percentages “will be used”). That went beyond what Policy 3 of the
CLPCS 3 said. Further, the HSPD misquoted the CLPCS as broadly seeking that a
third of the new housing would consist of 2 bedroom units. CS 3 said no such thing. It
appeared in the text, and not in the policy: reliance was placed on the distinction
emphasised in the Cherkley Campaign case (supra) at [21] per Richards LJ.

44.

In fact HSPD 9 sought to prescribe different percentages for all house sizes, and as
between market and affordable housing. It related to “the development and use of land
which the local planning authority wish to encourage during any specified period” and
therefore fell within Reg 5(1)(a)(i). But it also contained “development management
and site allocation policies, which are intended to guide the determination of
applications for planning permission” and therefore also engaged Reg 5(1)(a)(iv). On
that basis it could only be promoted by way of a local plan as defined. Jay J was right
in Skipton at [90] to hold that the fact of a policy’s overlap with sub-paragraph (iii)
did not negate the effect of it falling within (i) or (iv).

45.

The Claimants relied on NPPF [158]-[159], and the references to “Local Plan” and
“plan period” as showing that NPPF expected issues of housing mix to be addressed
in the local plan, and therefore not in an SPD.

46.

Objection was taken on this ground by two housebuilding objectors directly, and by
others by implication.

47.

On Ground 2, Mr Lewis argued that the viability of development was patently a
material consideration. The Council, in seeking to argue that viability would be
assessed at the application stage, was conflating two different issues
i)

The viability of a particular scheme;

ii)

The effects on all schemes of such a policy.

48.

This, said the Claimants, amounted to a basic public law error.

49.

On the issue of relief, the Claimant argues that the whole of the HSPD should be
quashed, because it contains policies that should have been included in a DPD.

50.

The case for the Defendant was as follows. Its central point was that if the HSPD fell
exactly within the description given in Reg 5(1)(a)(iii), then it did not have to be
treated as a Local Plan, whether or not there was overlap with the other categories. Mr
Stinchombe QC relied on the approach of Mr John Howell QC in RWE Npower at
[65]- [83]. That approach is as follows
i)

if a policy in a document simply repeats what is in the adopted local plan or in
another Local Development Document, it does not then fall within Reg 5(1) at
all ([68]-]69]);

ii)

the reference to “development management” in sub-paragraph (iv) cannot
extend to all matters of development management or development control,
since that would mean that there could never be SPDs ([74]);

13

Judgment Approved by the court for handing down.

William Davis Ltd and others v Charnwood BC

iii)

sub-paragraph (iv) differs from (i) – (iii) because it deals with regulating the
use of development generally, while the latter deal with particular
developments or uses of land which the LPA is promoting (75]);

iv)

the policy in question was seeking to encourage the granting of permission to
wind turbines, so that sub-paragraph (iv) did not apply.

51.

RWE Npower was to be preferred to Skipton on the interpretation of the Regulations.
It was not necessary for Jay J to have decided on another interpretation because in the
Skipton case there was no saved LP policy to which the policy in issue could be
supplementary (see [94])

52.

The SPD here does not seek to control the mix of ratios, but merely sets out the CBC
preference or starting point. The fact that there is to be a mix of units is in the CLPCS
with approximately one third being said to be 2 bedroom units. HSPD 9 is simply
giving detail to supplement the Core Strategy (CLPCS [5.6]).

53.

The policy does not fall within sub-paragraph (iv) as that does not extend to a policy
relevant to the determination of a planning application (RWE Npower at [74])

54.

The mix of housing is the pursuit of a social objective, which therefore puts it within
sub-paragraph (iii).

55.

The CLPCS has been adopted after passing through the process, including being
found to be “sound.” The objectives of policy CS3 to encourage housing in stated
numbers and an appropriate mix of the same having regard to identified housing
needs and character of the area. It is sensible for CBC to set out a more detailed
specification of the needs and the mix so as to attain those objectives. It is sensible to
do that by an SPD which can be updated following consultation.

56.

On Ground 2 it is argued that the importance of economic viability was recognised,
by the addition of it as a bullet point in the “Housing Mix guidance box” to
acknowledge the relationship mix has with viability. Viability has therefore been
addressed. The mix in HSPD 9 is therefore the Council’s starting point as a reflection
of the latest evidence base.

57.

If relief is granted, only HSPD9 should be quashed. The rest of the SPD is severable.

(vi) Discussion and conclusions
58.

As is readily apparent from the submissions made to me, the central issue is whether
the policies in HSPD 9 were such that they ought to have been in a DPD as a “Local
Plan.”

59.

The relevant provisions were analysed with characteristic thoroughness by Jay J in R
(Skipton Properties Ltd) v Craven District Council [2017] EWHC 534, where he
considered whether a policy on affordable housing contributions was required by the
LP Regs 2012 to be adopted as a development plan document, or alternatively as a
supplementary planning document. The relevant LPA contended that it was not a
development plan document. At [18] ff he described the effect of the LP Regs 2012
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“18
Regulation 2 of the 2012 Regulations defines "local plan" as "any
document of the description referred to in regulation 5(1)(a)(i), (ii) or (iv) or
5(2)(a) or (b), and for the purposes of section 17(7)(a) of the Act these documents
are prescribed as DPDs" (see also regulation 6). Further, "supplementary plan
document" ("SPD") means "any document of a description referred to in
regulation 5 (except an adopted policies map or a statement of community
involvement) which is not a local plan".
19 By regulation 5:
"Local Development Documents
(1) For the purposes of section 17(7)(a) of the Act the documents which are to be
prepared as [LDDs] are –
(a) any document prepared by a local planning authority individually or in cooperation with one or more local planning authorities which contains statements
regarding one or more of the following (i) the development and use of land which the local planning authority wish
to encourage during any specified period;
(ii) the allocation of sites for a particular development or use;
(iii) any environmental, social design and economic objectives which are
relevant to the attainment of the development and use of land mentioned in
paragraph (i); and
(iv) development management and site allocation policies, which are
intended to guide the determination of applications for planning permission.
…
(2) For the purposes of section 17(7)(za) of the Act the documents which, if
prepared, are to be prepared as local development documents are –
(a) any document which …
(iii) contains the local planning authority's policies in relation to the area;
…"
20 Thus, the effect of regulations 2 and 6 is that the local plan (and, therefore, the
development plan) comprises documents of the description referred to in
regulation 5(1)(a)(i), (ii) or (iv), or 5(2)(a) or (b). Documents which fall within
the description referred to in regulation 5(1)(a)(iii) or (1)(b) cannot be DPDs.
21 SPDs are subject to regulations 12 and 13 of the 2012 Regulations, and
specific public consultation requirements. DPDs are subject to the different
consultation requirements of regulation 18.
22 SPDs, which are not a creature of the PCPA 2004, are defined negatively (see
regulation 2(1)) as regulation 5 documents which do not form part of the local
plan, i.e. are not DPDs. By the decision of this court in R (RWE Npower
Renewables Ltd) v Milton Keynes Borough Council [2013] EWHC 751 (Admin)
(Mr John Howell QC sitting as a DHCJ), not all documents which are not DPDs
are SPDs. As I have said, SPDs are only those documents which fall within
regulation 5(1)(a)(iii) or (1)(b) of the 2012 Regulations. Documents which are
neither DPDs nor fall within any of the provisions of regulation 5(1) are capable
of being LDDs but – in order to differentiate them from DPDs and SPDs - are
"residual LDDs". At paragraphs 57-59 of this judgment in RWE, Mr Howell QC
made clear that it is not the location of a document within the prescribed
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categories which is critical; what matters is that the document fulfils the separate
criteria of section 17(3) and (8) of the 2004 Act.
23 Thus, there are three discrete categories, namely:
(1) DPDs: these are LDDs which fall within regulation 5(1)(a)(i), (ii) or
(iv). They must be prepared and adopted as a DPD (as per the requirements
of Part 6 of the 2012 Regulations). They must be subject to public
consultation (regulation 18) and independent examination by the Secretary
of State (section 20 of the PCPA 2004). As I have said (see paragraph 16
above), an issue potentially arises as to whether a document which does not
fall within these regulatory provisions may nonetheless be a DPD because a
local planning authority chooses to adopt it as such.
(2) SPDs: these are LDDs which are not DPDs and which fall within either
regulation 5(1)(a)(iii) or (1)(b). They must be prepared and adopted as
SPDs (as per the requirements of Part 5 of the 2012 Regulations). SPDs do
not require independent examination but they do require public consultation
(regulations 12 and 13).
(3) Residual LDDs: these are LDDs which are neither DPDs or SPDs. They
must satisfy the criteria of section 17(3) and (8) of the PCPA 2004, and
must be adopted as LDDs (as per (2) above). There are no public
consultation and independent examination requirements: see paragraphs 4446 of the decision of this Court on R (Miller Homes) v Leeds City Council
[2014] EWHC 82 (Admin). At paragraph 17 above, I said that LDDs are
material considerations in planning applications although they do not have
the status of DPDs. I consider that the same logic should hold that LDDs
which are SPDs carry greater weight in such applications than do residual
LDDs.”
60.

I entirely agree with that analysis, which seems to me to be unassailable. After
addressing the arguments of the parties, the following passage (paragraphs [75]- [94])
appears where Jay J considers the effect of the regulations on the type of policy
document that should be deployed to deal with issues relating to affordable housing:
“75 First, if the document at issue contains statements which fall within any of
(i), (ii) or (iv) of regulation 5(1)(a), it is a DPD. This is so even if it contains
statements which, taken individually, would constitute it an SPD or a residual
LDD. This conclusion flows from the wording "one or more of the following",
notwithstanding the conjunction "and" between (iii) and (iv).
76 Secondly, I agree with Stewart J” (in Miller) “that "regarding" imports a
material nexus between the statements and the matters listed in (i)-(iv). Stewart J
referred to "document" rather than to "statements", but this makes no difference.
There is no material distinction between "regarding" and other similar adjectival
terms such as "relating to", "in respect of" etc.
77 Thirdly, I agree with Mr Howell QC” (in RWE Npower) “that there may be a
degree of overlap between one or more of the (i)-(iv) categories, although (as I
have already said) a document which must be a DPD (because it falls within any
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of (i), (ii) and/or (iv)) cannot simultaneously be an SPD. This last conclusion may
well flow as a matter of language from the true construction of regulation
5(1)(a)(iii), but it certainly flows from the straightforward application of
regulations 2(1) and 6.
78 Fourthly, it would have been preferable had regulation 5(1)(a)(iii) followed
(iv) rather than preceded it. However, the sequence does not alter the sense of the
provision as a whole. Nor do I think that much turns on the relative order of (i)
and (iv).
79 Fifthly, I note the view of Mr Howell QC that regulation 5(1)(a) pertains to
statements which contain policies. This reflects section 17(3) of the 2004 Act –
LDDs must set out the local planning authority's policies relating to the
development and use of land in its area. I would add that section 17(5) makes
clear, as must be obvious, that an LDD may also contain statements and
information, although any conflict between these and policies must be resolved in
favour of the latter. Regulation 5(1)(a) fixes on "statements" and not on policies.
However, in my judgment, the noun "statements" can include "policies" as a
matter of ordinary language, and any LDD properly so called must contain
policies. It follows that any document falling within (i)-(iv) must contain
statements which constitute policies and may contain other statements, of a
subordinate or explanatory nature, which are not policies.
80 Sixthly, the difference in wording between regulation 5(1)(a)(i) and (iv)
featured in the argument in Miller but not on my understanding in the argument in
RWE. For the purposes of (i), the statements regarding the development and use
of land etc. are the policies, or at the very least include the policies. On a strict
reading of (iv), the statements at issue are "regarding … development
management and site management policies". In other words, the statements are
not the policies: they pertain to policies which exist in some other place. I will
need to examine whether this strict reading is correct.
81 Seventhly, given that we are in the realm of policy, "however expressed", it
seems to me that by definition we are dealing with statements of a general nature.
A statement which can only apply to a single case cannot be a policy. To my
mind, the difference between a policy which applies to particular types of
development and one which applies to all developments is one of degree not of
kind. The distinction which Mr Howell QC drew in RWE (see paragraph 75 of his
judgment, and paragraph 69(6) above) is nowhere to be found in the language of
the regulation, save to the limited and specific extent that regulation 5(1)(a)(ii)
uses the adjective "particular". Looking at regulation 5(1)(a)(i), I think that this
could not be a clearer case of a policy of general application ("development and
use of land"), subject only to the qualification of the development being that
which the authority wishes to encourage.
82 Eighthly, regulation 5(1)(a) must be viewed against the overall backdrop of
the 2004 Act introducing a "plan-led" system. Local planning authorities owe
statutory duties to keep their local development schemes and their LDDs under
review: see, for example, section 17(6) of the 2004 Act.
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83 Does the NAHC 2016 fall within regulation 5(1)(a)(i)? Mr Bedford draws a
distinction between affordable housing and residential development. On his
approach, affordable housing is a concept which is adjunctive to that which is
"development" within these regulations or the 2004 Act; and, moreover, the
NAHC 2016 predicates a pre-existing wish or intention to carry out residential
development. I would agree that if the focus were just on the epithet "affordable",
there might be some force in the point that it is possible to decouple the NAHC
2016 from the scope of regulation 5(1)(a)(i), which is concerned only with
"development".
84 I was initially quite attracted by Mr Bedford's submissions, and the attraction
did not lie simply in their deft and effective manner of presentation. On
reflection, I am completely satisfied that they are incorrect, for the following
cumulative reasons.
85 First, the Defendant wishes to promote affordable housing throughout its area
in the light of market conditions. It no longer has an affordable housing policy in
its adopted local plan, but there is such a policy (differently worded) in its
emerging local plan. In the meantime, the Defendant wishes to promote
affordable housing in conformity with the overarching policy direction of
paragraphs 17 and 50 of the NPPF and the 2014 Ministerial Statement. Indeed,
the language of the NPPF is reflected in the NAHC 2016 itself. Affordable
housing policies are ordinarily located in local plans because they relate to the
development and use of land.
86 Secondly, affordable housing forms a sub-set of residential development. The
latter may be envisaged as the genus, the former as the species. It is artificial to
attempt to separate out "affordable housing" from "residential development". This
entails an excessive and unrealistic focus on narrow aspects of tenure. As Mr
Jones convincingly pointed out, the NAHC 2016 ranges well beyond tenure
(which is simply another way of expressing what affordable housing is) into
matters such as size of dwelling, distribution of types of housing across
developments etc.
87 Thirdly, the correct analysis is that the NAHC 2016 promotes residential
development which includes affordable housing. The latter is expressed as a
percentage of the former. The setting of that percentage will inevitably have an
impact on the economics of all residential development projects, because it
impinges directly on developers' margins. Setting the percentage too high would
kill the goose laying these eggs. Setting the percentage too low would lead to
insufficient quantities of the affordable housing the Defendant wishes to
encourage. The common sense of this is largely self-evident, and is reflected both
in the language of paragraph 50 of the NPPF and paragraph 2 of the NAHC 2016
itself – "[s]uch policies should be sufficiently flexible to take account of changing
market conditions over time".
88 Fourthly, it is incorrect to proceed on the basis that (in accordance with Mr
Bedford's primary submission) residential development should be taken as a
given, with the affordable housing elements envisaged as a series of restrictions
and constraints. Arguably, some support for this approach may be drawn from
paragraph 26 of Miller, although that case turned on its own facts. This approach
18

Judgment Approved by the court for handing down.

William Davis Ltd and others v Charnwood BC

ignores the commercial realities as well as what the NAHC 2016 specifically says
about the need for pre-application discussions, with insufficient attention to
affordable housing requirements likely leading to the refusal of an application. In
my judgment, all elements of a housing package which includes affordable
housing are inextricably bound.
89 Fifthly, the language of regulation 5(1)(a)(i) mirrors section 17(3) of the 2004
Act, "development and use of land". These terms are not defined in the 2004 Act.
"Development" is defined in section 55 of the Town and Country Planning Act
1990 and includes "material change of use". "Use" is not defined, although such
uses which cannot amount to a material change are. Mr Bedford submitted that
regulation 5(1)(a)(i) is tethered to section 55; Mr Jones submitted that the concept
is broader. In my judgment, even on the assumption that section 17(3) of the 2004
Act should be read in conjunction with section 55 of the 1990 Act, nothing is to
be gained for Mr Bedford's purposes by examining the latter. "Use" is not defined
for present purposes, still less is it defined restrictively. I would construe section
17(3) as meaning "development and/or use of land". If residential development
includes affordable housing, which in my view it does, there is nothing in section
55 of the 1990 Act which impels me to a different conclusion.
90 I mentioned in argument that there may be force in the point that the NAHC
2016 sets out social and economic objectives relating to residential development,
and that this might lend support to the contention that the more natural habitat for
an affordable housing policy is regulation 5(1)(a)(iii) rather than (i). On
reflection, however, there is no force in this point. There is nothing to prevent a
local planning authority including all its affordable housing policies in one DPD.
Elements of these policies may relate to social and economic objectives.
However, these elements do not notionally remove the policy from (i) and locate
it within (iii). The purpose of regulation 5(1)(a)(iii) is to make clear that a local
planning authority may introduce policies which are supplementary to a DPD
subject only to these policies fulfilling the regulatory criteria. The Defendant has
made clear that it may introduce an SPD, supplementary to its new local plan,
which sets out additional guidance in relation to affordable housing.
91 In any event, on the particular facts of this case it is clear that the NAHC 2016
could not be an SPD even if I am wrong about it being a DPD. This is because
there is nothing in the saved policies of the 1999 Local Plan to which the NAHC
is supplementary, despite Mr Jones' attempts to persuade me otherwise. This is
hardly surprising, because the whole point of the NAHC 2016 is to fill a gap; it
cannot logically supplement a black hole. That it fills a gap is, of course, one of
the reasons I have already identified in support of the analysis that the NAHC
2016 is a DPD.
92 In my judgment, the correct analysis is that the NAHC 2016 contains
statements in the nature of policies which pertain to the development and use of
land which the Defendant wishes to encourage, pending its adoption of a new
local plan which will include an affordable housing policy. The development and
use of land is either "residential development including affordable housing" or
"affordable housing". It is an interim policy in the nature of a DPD. It should have
been consulted on; an SEA should have been carried out; it should have been
submitted to the Secretary of State for independent examination.
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93 Strictly speaking, it is unnecessary for me to address regulation 5(1)(a)(iv).
However, in deference to the full argument I heard on this provision, I should set
out my conclusions as follows:
(1) despite the textual difficulties which arise (see paragraph 78 above), and
notwithstanding the analysis in Miller (which addressed the claimant's
formulation of its case), I cannot accept that it is necessary to identify a
development management policy which is separate from the statements at
issue. As I have already pointed out, the whole purpose of regulation 5 is to
define LDDs qua policies, by reference to statements which amount to or
include policies. A sensible, purposive construction of regulation 5(1)(a)(iv)
leads to the clear conclusion that the NAHC 2016 could fall within (iv) if it
contains development management policies (subject to the below).
(2) I would construe the "and" in regulation 5(1)(a)(iv) disjunctively. This is
in line with regulation 5(1)(a)(iii) (see the first "and", before "economic")
and the overall purpose of the provision. As Mr Howell QC has rightly
observed, a conjunctive construction would lead to absurdity. It would have
been better had the draftsperson broken down (iv) into two paragraphs
("development management policies which …"; "site allocation policies
which …") but the upshot is the same.
(3) I agree with Mr Howell QC, for the reasons he has given, that it is
possible to have LDDs which are outside regulation 5 but that it is
impossible to have DPDs which are outside the regulation. This is another
reason for supporting a disjunctive construction.
(4) I disagree with Mr Howell QC that regulation 5(1)(a)(i) and (iii) applies
to particular developments or uses of land, whereas (iv) is general (see
paragraph 79 above).
(5) The real question which therefore arises is whether the NAHC 2016
contains development management policies which guide or regulate
applications for planning permission. It may be seen that the issue here is
not the same as it was in relation to regulation 5(1)(a)(i) because there is no
need to find any encouragement; this provision is neutral.
(6) I would hold that the NAHC 2016 clearly contains statements, in the
form of development management policies, which regulate applications for
planning permission. I therefore agree with Stewart J's obiter observations
at paragraph 37 of Miller.
94 There is force in Mr Bedford's objection that a disjunctive reading of
regulation 5(1)(a)(iv) leaves little or no space for (ii) and site allocation policies,
given the definition of the latter in regulation 2(1). However, this is an anomaly
which, with respect, is the fault of the draftsperson; it cannot affect the correct
approach to regulation 5(1)(a)(iv). There is more limited force in paragraph 74 of
the judgment of Mr Howell QC in RWE, but I would make the same point.
Regulation 5(1)(a)(i) and (iv) do not precisely overlap (see paragraph 93(5)
above); (iii) is in any event separate because it only applies in relation to
statements of policy objectives which are supplemental to a specific DPD.
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Further, anomalies pop up, like the heads of Hydra, however these regulations are
construed. These, amongst others, are good reasons why the 2012 Regulations
should be revised.”
61.

I agree with that analysis. Insofar as it differs from that of Mr John Howell QC in
RWE, I prefer that of Jay J, which in my judgement reflects the basic underlying
policy of the legislation and of the code, namely that the development plan is the
place in which to address policies regulating development. That is what this policy
undoubtedly did, albeit that CBC describe it as a starting point. As Mr Lewis pointed
out, the policy in HSPD 9 undoubtedly requires the applicant for permission to show
that the mix set out in the policy is not the one to use.

62.

Mr Stinchcombe’s first argument – i.e. that the policy relates only to matters falling
within sub-paragraph (iii) - is unsustainable. The mix of housing proposed in an
application could lead to a refusal on the grounds that it is unacceptable, or on an
outline application could lead to the imposition of a condition applying a particular
mix. In either case, the way in which that land would be developed is affected. A
housing mix policy is thus “a statement regarding…. the development of land” and
falls within sub-paragraph (i). It also falls within the scope of development
management and probably within the scope of site allocation. It will undoubtedly be
used “in the determination of planning applications.” It thus falls within subparagraph (iv) as well.

63.

That being so, it is unnecessary to interpret (iii). There is nothing in the Regulations
which require the interpretation of the sub-paragraphs in an exclusive manner. I agree
with Jay J that the drafting of these Regulations is very poor, and can lead to
confusion, or to lengthy arguments on interpretation with not much regard being had
to the realities of development control. It is in that context that I refer to the concept
of the Planning Code, and within it to the role of the development plan, and to the
importance given by the code to proper examination of the development plan, and to
the fair consideration by an independent person of objections and representations
made. From the point of view of all types of participant in the planning process, the
process of development plan approval and adoption is important. Individual planning
applications, appeals and inquiries will, save in unusual cases, be focussed on the
effect of developing the site in question. Development plan processes, including the
independent examination, also look at issues relating the wider pattern of
development, and at policies which apply across the Local Plan Area, as well as the
site specific issues relating to sites where there is objection to their inclusion or
omission. The Code, including that in its current form, maintains that principle.

64.

If the CBC arguments were to prevail, then arguments on the overall mix of housing
across the LP area, and across differing sites, would have as their “starting point” or
“preference” as Mr Stinchcombe put it, or a “presumption” as Mr Lewis put it, a
particular mix of housing which the LPA would want to see achieved. Whatever the
choice of noun, that is a policy which could, and if my interpretation of the
Regulations is correct, should have been open for debate within the Local Plan
context. Although the text of the CLPCS referred to a mix, it was, no doubt quite
deliberately, omitted from the policy, CBC then accepting that it should not figure
within it. While I accept that subsequent evidence has come forward from a strategic
housing assessment, that cannot be a reason for using an SPD as the vehicle for
making an alteration.
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65.

I have not referred to the guidance in NPPF as an aid to interpreting the legislation. If
my interpretation and that of Jay J is in error, NPPF cannot be relied on to argue for a
different approach. But it is appropriate to note as a postscript that the terms of NPPF,
cited above, make it plain that this should have been the subject of a DPD in
accordance with Regulations 5 and 6. I refer in particular to the terms of paragraphs
[14], [47], [50] [159] and [182]. The Claimants, while mentioning the role of statutory
guidance, have pinned their colours to the interpretation issue. But it is worth noting
that if CBC is correct, then the topic of housing mix can and probably should be
omitted from any Local Plan policy, even though it must form part of the strategic
housing assessment which informs such a policy. That will amount to a significant
departure from the policies in NPPF.

66.

As to Ground 2 this is really another argument in favour of the first ground. The
economic arguments are important both at the stage of policy formulation, and at the
application stage. If an overall policy sets a particular percentage contribution then it
must assume some role within determination of an application, and of any arguments
(including viability) advanced in support of that application.

67.

On the other hand, economic viability as an issue gets more broad brush once one
leaves a particular site and seeks to argue the issue more generally. But as NPPF
shows, issues such as demand, market conditions and sustainability are all relevant to
Local Plan preparation. It is otiose to set housing targets, or seek to encourage the
housebuilding industry to provide homes, without addressing whether the policies one
seeks to put in place would frustrate those objectives.

68.

CBC concede that it will always consider the economics of development, but also
concedes that there was no such assessment before the policy was issued. I consider
that this ground is made out.

69.

As to relief, the only arguments which I heard of any substance related to HSPD 9. I
am not willing to strike down other policies whose provenance was not contested
before me. I shall therefore limit the relief granted to the quashing of that policy.
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Policy ED2 Safeguarding
Employment Land

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

ED2

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

Please see paragraph 31 of our accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.
The required modifications are set out in paragraph 32 in our accompanying
representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society, have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representations.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only be fully
investigated through an oral examination

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council - Policy ED2

Policy ED2 – Safeguarding Employment Land and Premises
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield Parish
Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham Society and the
Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils and Societies”) in
response to draft Policy ED2 ‘Safeguarding Employment Land and Premises’ of the
Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites (HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.
Summary of Representation

2.

The representation highlights the rigid and onerous nature of HDC’s Safeguarding
Employment Land and Premises Policy. It raises strong concerns regarding its
implementation, and believes that it will unnecessarily block the redevelopment of
brownfield employment sites due to its highly restrictive approach.
Definition of PDL

3.

We consider it to be noteworthy that HDC’s Draft Local Plan Glossary contains a
different definition of PDL to that contained within the NPPF. It adds an additional
paragraph to the definition:
“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”.

4.

We see no reason or justification as to why HDC should seek to deviate from the
definition set out within the NPPF. To do so, would place it in conflict with
Government guidance. It would also contradict the Council’s supposed commitment
to brownfield development as set out in the Plan’s proposed Vision:

“ We will have played our role in meeting future housing, social and
economic needs, with priority given to the redevelopment of
previously developed (brownfield) land. This includes the creation
of a new community at Hartland Village, east of Fleet”.

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council - Policy ED2

5.

Paragraph 117 of the NPPF Draft text for consultation published on 5 March 2018
reinforces the importance of PDL (Previously Developed Land):
“Planning policies and decisions should promote an effective use of
land in meeting the need for homes and other uses, while
safeguarding and improving the environment and ensuring safe and
healthy living conditions. Strategic plans should contain a clear
strategy for accommodating objectively assessed needs, in a way that
makes as much use as possible of previously-developed or
‘brownfield’ land”.

Article 4 Direction
6.

A report was submitted to HDC’s Planning Committee meeting on 14 February
2018 (see Appendix 6.1) seeking approval to make a non-immediate Article 4
Direction to withdraw permitted development rights related to the change of use of
offices, light-industrial units, and storage or distribution units to residential use
within the Strategic Employment Sites and the Locally Important Employment Sites
identified within the Draft Plan.

7.

Paragraph 3.2 of that report refers to there having been a significant erosion of
employment floorspace since the office to residential permitted development rights
were introduced in May 2013. This is said to be particularly noticeable at Bartley
Wood and Ancells Farm, where the core employment area and function of both
areas is being fragmented and eroded.

8.

If this is indeed the case, it raises a question mark over the long-term viability of
employment uses in these locations. It also demonstrates that it may be unwise to
adopt policies which will impede the future development of PDL sites, where
employment uses are no longer sustainable. When sites have become unattractive
to employers to locate to, or remain, it is vital that mechanisms are in place to
address this. It must be recognised by HDC that some employment areas will no
longer be fit for purpose, and that employers are likely to instead be drawn to locate
in those locations which are highly accessible and where market demand is
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strongest. The Plan should be based upon a realistic understanding of Hart’s
employment market.

9.

Furthermore paragraph 54 of the Draft Revised NPPF published in 2018 states
that:
“The use of Article 4 directions to remove national permitted
development rights should be limited to situations where this is
necessary to protect local amenity or the wellbeing of the area (this
could include the use of Article 4 directions to require planning
permission for the demolition of local facilities). Similarly, planning
conditions should not be used to restrict national permitted
development rights unless there is clear justification to do so”.

Employment Topic Paper and Employment Land Review
10.

We consider that the findings of the ‘Appendix 1 – Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey
Heath Joint Employment Land Review – Employment Site Assessment (November
2016) to be particularly pertinent.

11.

In respect of Ancells Business Park, the conclusions from the site assessment (p.7)
appear to be particularly damning:
“Ancells Business Park is underperforming with relatively high
vacancy levels, specifically in the older and larger footprint office
buildings, although a number of these offices are multiple occupancy.
In contrast, the smaller / split floorspace units such as Ancells Court
appear to be well occupied. The Regus serviced office floorspace
appears to be popular and experiencing high occupancy levels.
However, five office buildings totalling in excess of 98,000 sq ft have
received planning consent for conversion from office to residential
uses, with one of these schemes being completed and one under
construction. These units that have residential consent are
highlighted blue on the map overleaf.
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The sites edge of settlement location, the amount of circa 1980’s large
footprint offices and lack of on site or neighbouring amenities and
facilities could be key factors in the lack of take up of vacant
floorspace. The loss of business floorspace at the site to residential
use through the prior approval process could be impacting on the
sites attractiveness to the market”.
12.

Indeed, paragraph 24 of HDC’s ‘Topic Paper – Employment’ fully acknowledges
the deficiencies of Ancells Business Park.
“There is however, an over-supply of lower grade stock with a
concentration of dated, larger footprints at Ancells Business Park.
This employment area is experiencing relatively high vacancy levels,
though this is predominantly as the result of the larger footprint
buildings being vacant. There have also been a number of office to
residential prior approvals permitted at Ancells Business Park”.

13.

Whilst the site assessment findings in respect of Bartley Wood Business Park
(p.21) were less critical, they did highlight the fact that vacancy rates had been
increasing, and perhaps that the site’s location also make it attractive to residential
occupation.
“. ..The site is located in a prominent location and attracts a wide
range of multi-national occupiers, although vacancy rates at the site
have been increasing as businesses have relocated (BMW Financial
Services) or have consolidated their operations (HP)….
Bartley Wood Business Park is a relatively modern employment site
providing a range of Grade A office units on the edge of Hook in a
highly prominent location that has excellent transport links by both
road and rail. The site is well managed and landscaped and relatively
well occupied however, one building has recently received planning
consent for conversion from office to residential use and another was
awaiting determination as the time of the survey.
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14.

Paragraphs 34-35 of HDC’s ‘Topic Paper – Employment’ state that overall, the
Employment Land Review concludes that there is sufficient employment space
across the Functional Economic Area. It also notes that over the longer term, it is
recognised that further vacant floorspace may come back into use and increase the
overall surplus.

15.

Given the above the available evidence seriously undermines HDC’s claim that t
the sites are of critical importance and require protection from non-employment
uses.
Brownfield Register

16.

HDC has prepared a Brownfield Register which contains a list of brownfield sites in
the district suitable for residential development. However, the Parish Councils and
Societies consider it to be significantly deficient, in that there are many other sites
available within the District that are suitable for residential development.

17.

With regard to Winchfield Parish, the following sites are missing from the register:
•

18.

Shapley Ranch

Totters Lane scrapyard, Potbridge Whereas in Hartley Wintney the following sites
contained within its Draft Neighbourhood Plan are all missing:
•

Nero Brewery

•

James Farm

•

Pools Yard

SANG
19.

The Annual Assessment of Availability of Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space
(SANG) report was agreed at HDC’s Cabinet meeting on 5 October 2017 (see
Appendix 6.2)

20.

The report specifies that Council owned or controlled SANG should only be
allocated in accordance with the criteria set out in Appendix 1 of that report, and at
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the fees specified (Appendix 2). The SANG tariffs being £3,334/person for
developments that deliver in full 40% affordable homes and in all other instances
the cost to access SANG being £5,334/person (of which £400/person should be
allocated to the delivery of biodiversity initiatives/projects and £1,600/person
allocated to affordable housing/homelessness initiatives. The remaining
£3,334/person will be used to fund the capital/maintenance cost associated with
the procurement and management cost of running a SANG.
21.

Paragraph 4.1 of the Cabinet Report acknowledges that whilst there is significant
SANG capacity available within Hart District, much of that is in private hands.
Applicants can seek to access SANG capacity (subject to the owner’s permission)
at Crookham Park (approx. 1,500 homes) or Bassetts Mead, Hook. However, no
spare capacity now exists at

22.

•

Clarks Farm / Swan Lakes Yateley

•

Dilly Lane / Queen Elizabeth II Fields, Hartley Wintney

•

Hitches Land / Edenbrook

•

Hawley Meadows

It is stated (paragraph 5.1) that major developments of 10 or more dwellings (major
development) can be allocated to a SANG that has an appropriate catchment area
which includes the proposed development, so long as there is no SPA located inbetween. The following capacities and catchment areas are identified:
•

Bramshot Farm = approximately 1,745 dwellings within 5 km

•

Hawley Place Farm = 779 dwellings within 4 km

•

North East Hook = 122 dwellings within 4 km

•

Land at Watery Lane = 565 dwellings within 5 km

• Two further SANGS are being negotiated associated with new
developments at Hartland Park and Riseley.
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23.

However, and very importantly, the report acknowledges that Bramshot Farm is the
only SANG that can be guaranteed to be actually delivered.

24.

Reference is made in paragraph 6.1 to Council administered or managed SANG
capacity. It is said that a Memorandum of Agreement was shortly to be signed with
Rushmoor Borough Council to support the delivery of up to 1,500 dwellings. HDC
will also be looking to assist Surrey Heath Borough Council meet wider Housing
Market Area (HMA) needs.

25.

Appendix 1 clearly stipulates that NO Council owned or controlled land will be
allocated if the development is a departure from the Development Plan, results in
the loss of employment land or employment opportunity on 19 specified strategic
and locally important employment sites, the development does not provide in full
40% affordable homes, apart from in exceptional circumstances. This
demonstrates the Council’s highly restrictive approach to potential brownfield
development and lack of flexibility.

26.

The Parish Councils are concerned that HDC’s approach to SANG provision will
act as an extra obstacle to the delivery of housing on suitable PDL sites, including
affordable housing provision, given the stringent, inflexible and costly affordable
housing and SANG requirements upon developers.

27.

Indeed, it is aware of instances where this is already happening. The delivery of 36
relatively affordable homes (£175,000-£300,000) via prior approval through the
conversion of Zenith House, Rye Close at Ancell’s Farm, Fleet has been blocked
by Hart’s restrictive SANG policy.
Conclusions

28.

The Parish Councils and Societies believe that HDC possesses a significant supply
of redundant business buildings which could usefully be redeveloped for residential
use. Given that Hart’s stated aim is to develop brownfield sites in preference to
greenfield sites, it is extremely surprising that policy ED2 runs contra to that aim,
and would in fact, act as an obstacle to its realisation. Consequently, policy ED2
and its SANG accessibility criteria need to be looked at again.
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29.

The consequence of the stringent approach advocated by policy ED2 is to
effectively block the change of use of employment sites. The Parish Councils and
Societies consider that there is actually substantial scope for change of use on
some of these sites.

30.

HDC’s highly restrictive approach to the protection of employment sites, together
with its high SANG and affordable housing provision costs will act as unwarranted
constraint upon brownfield site delivery.
Test of Soundness

31.

In view of the above considerations, we believe that the Local Plan is not
sound, because it has not been ‘positively prepared’, nor is it ‘justified’,
‘effective’ or ‘consistent with national policy, as its rigid and inflexible
nature means that it is likely to actually block, rather than support, the delivery
of housing on suitable previously developed sites. Consequently, it does not
represent the most appropriate strategy, when considered against the
reasonable alternatives.
Proposed Amendments

32.

We recommend that Policy ED2 is amended in order to ensure that the policy
accords with the NPPF by supporting rather than impeding the redevelopment of
suitable PDL sites. Consequently, vacant and underused sites that do not merit
safeguarding should be removed from the list of safeguarded sites.
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Appendix 6.1 Article 4 Direction
for Employment
Land

PAPER C
PLANNING COMMITTEE
DATE OF MEETING:

14 FEBRUARY 2018

TITLE OF REPORT:

ARTICLE 4 DIRECTION FOR EMPLOYMENT LAND

Report of:

Corporate Strategy and Policy Development Manager

Cabinet member:

Councillor Graham Cockarill, Planning

1.

PURPOSE OF REPORT

1.1

This report seeks Planning Committee approval to make a non-immediate Article 4
direction to withdraw permitted development rights related to the change of use of
offices, light-industrial units, and storage or distribution units to residential use
within the Strategic Employment Sites and the Locally Important Employment Sites
identified within the draft Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 –
2032 Proposed Submission Version.

2.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

2.1

That Planning Committee authorises:
1.
The Corporate Strategy and Policy Development Manager to take all
necessary steps in supporting, serving and publicising a non-immediate Article 4
direction to remove the Class O (office to residential), Class P (storage or
distribution centre to residential) and Class PA (light industrial to residential)
permitted development rights granted by Part 3 of Schedule 2 of the Town and
Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015 (as amended)
within Hart’s Strategic Employment Sites and Locally Important Employment Sites
listed in Appendix 1;
2.
The Corporate Strategy and Policy Development Manager in consultation
with the Chairman of Planning Committee, to consider the consultation responses
arising from Recommendation 1 above and subject to their content, to confirm and
implement the Article 4 Direction, such Direction to have effect after 12 months
prior notice has been given.

3.

BACKGROUND

3.1

In 2013, the Government introduced new ‘permitted development rights’ which
allow an office building to change its use to a dwelling house without the need for
planning permission. Initially intended to be temporary and due to expire at the end
of May 2016, the rights were made permanent in April 2016. More recently, the
Government also introduced further permitted development rights, which allow
light-industrial buildings of less than 500 sqm to change use to housing without the
need for planning permission. These follow the introduction of similar rights in
April 2015 which allow for storage or distribution buildings less than 500 sqm to be
converted to residential use without planning permission.
1
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3.2

The Government argues that the permitted development rights will increase
housing provision by unlocking underused land and brownfield sites for residential
development. Whilst there are benefits to housing delivery, and the use of
brownfield sites, there is concern within local authorities about the loss of
employment land and the potential impact of the rights on business and economic
growth. Hart has seen a significant erosion of employment floorspace since the
office to residential rights were introduced in May 2013. This is particularly
noticeable at Bartley Wood and Ancells Farm where it is not necessarily empty or
redundant premises that have been lost. The core employment area and function
of both areas is being fragmented and eroded.

4.

PROPOSAL: ARTICLE 4 DIRECTION

4.1

The draft Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 – 2032 Proposed
Submission Version has identified a number of ‘Strategic Employment Sites’ within
Hart which are critical to the economy of the District, the wider Functional
Economic Area (FEA) and the Enterprise M3 Local Enterprise Partnership Area.
The Plan has also identified a number of ‘Locally Important Employment Sites’
which are considered vital to the economic success of Hart and the FEA.

4.2

The draft Local Plan Policies relating to these sites seek to retain them for
employment uses (subject to a number of criteria). However, implementation of
these policies is weakened by the use of permitted development rights for
conversion to residential use. At present, the Council is able to provide a form of
constraint through the availability of the capacity of Suitable Alternative Natural
Greenspace (SANG), however, the Council is not the only provider of SANG and
over time, SANG capacity may become available from other sources to prospective
developers.

4.3

Local planning authorities can remove permitted development rights by
implementing an Article 4 direction. The purpose of the Article 4 is not necessarily
to prevent all changes of use but to require planning applications for such
developments enabling the Council to regain control over the consideration of
relevant planning issues and to protect those office, light-industrial, and storage or
distribution sites which are of the greatest economic importance. This allows other
planning matters to be considered which are not otherwise possible with changeof-use applications under permitted development, for example, affordable housing,
education provision, and community and open space infrastructure provision.

4.4

This is not an issue peculiar to Hart. A number of local authorities have sought to
protect their key employment sites by implementing Article 4 directions to remove
these rights including Rushmoor, which with Surrey Heath, forms part of the
Functional Economic Area within which Hart sits.

4.5

An Article 4 direction would provide additional protection to Hart’s most
important employment sites. Residential development at these sites could impact
negatively upon their ability to attract employment related investment. It could also
result in pressure by the new tenants of these homes to reallocate surrounding
employment land and buildings to residential or mixed uses, thereby compromising
the Council’s ability to retain its main employment sites in an employment
designation in the long term.
2
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4.6

To support the implementation of Local Plan Policies, and given the economic
significance of these sites at a local level and beyond, it is recommended that the
Council implements a single Article 4 direction to remove the office, light-industrial,
and storage or distribution permitted development rights in combination on the
Strategic Employment Sites and Locally Important Employment Sites as listed in
Appendix 1.
Process

4.7

The Government states that there should be a compelling case for the removal of
permitted development rights. The use of Article 4 directions to remove permitted
development rights should be limited to situations where this is necessary to
protect local amenity or the wellbeing of the area. The potential harm that the
direction is intended to address should be clearly identified and the Council must
show strong justification for the withdrawal of permitted development rights.
Therefore, the harm that a direction is intended to address or avoid should be
clearly identified, and justification as to its purpose and extent must be given.

4.8

A detailed supporting paper will be prepared outlining the arguments for
introducing an Article 4 direction in Hart in more detail. It will identify the current
and potential impact of the loss of employment land in the District on the local and
wider economy, analyse the local office and industrial market, and list the
employment sites that should be protected by an Article 4 direction. It will draw on
evidence from the 2016 update to the Hart, Rushmoor, Surrey Heath Employment
Land Review.

4.9

The making of an Article 4 Direction involves the following key stages:







5

Draft Article 4 Direction and supporting documents;
Give notice as soon as possible after a Direction has been made by local
advertisement, site notice, owners and occupiers (unless reasons to justify
not doing so);
Send a copy of the direction and the notice to the Secretary of State;
Notify the county planning authority;
Following the above, take into account any representations received; and
Confirm the Direction by giving notice as above and sending a copy of the
confirmed direction to the Secretary of State.

IMPLICATIONS
Compensation Claims

5.1

The most significant risk associated with preparing an Article 4 direction is the
potential for developers to make claims for compensation from a local authority.
To mitigate the risk of compensation claims, it is recommended that the Council
follows the ‘non-immediate’ Article 4 directions approach. This approach removes
permitted development rights only after a period of public consultation and the
Direction is not implemented, or ‘confirmed’, until twelve months from the start
date of the consultation period.
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Permitted Development Applications during the Notification Period
5.2

During the twelve-month non-immediate implementation period between the
making of a non- immediate Article 4 direction and its coming into effect
developers will be able to exercise the permitted development right. Whilst this
could result in a rush of applications before the rights are withdrawn, it is not
possible to mitigate against this risk.
Intervention by the Secretary of State

5.3

The Secretary of State has the power to make a direction that modifies or cancels
an Article 4 direction made by a local planning authority at any time before or after
its confirmation. However, given that the justification for introducing an Article 4
direction in Hart is strong, and the direction would be specifically targeted and
apply only to the District’s Strategic and Locally Important Employment Sites, it is
considered that the risk of intervention by the Secretary of State is low.
Legal Implications

5.4

There is no statutory appeal against the making of an Article 4 direction. The
proposed Direction would therefore be open to challenge by way of a judicial
review. However, if the Council follows the prescribed process for making and
confirming a direction, which includes considering objections to the proposed
direction, and given that the Council would consider change-of-use applications on
a case-by-case basis, a successful judicial review is unlikely.
Financial and Resource Implications

5.5

The principal costs of making and confirming an Article 4 direction include officers’
time, printing notices for site display and advertising notices within a local
newspaper. The costs of making and confirming a direction can be absorbed by the
planning policy budget.

5.6

It should be noted that no planning application fee is payable where a planning
application is required for a change of use which would otherwise have fallen under
permitted development.

6

ACTION

6.1

The next step in making an Article 4 Direction would be to serve notice of the
Council’s intention to withdraw the permitted development rights on a nonimmediate basis as required by the Article 4 regulations. Whilst the regulations
specify a period of at least 21 days within which representations to the Council can
be made, the consultation period will be extended to at least six weeks to allow for
a more meaningful engagement with stakeholders.

6.2

The direction cannot come into force unless it is ‘confirmed’ by the local planning
authority. After the consultation has closed, officers will review all the comments
received during the consultation period. Officers will then prepare a report
summarising the comments received, the suggested response to any objections, and
any recommended changes to the direction for agreement with the Chairman of
4
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Planning Committee. It should be noted that the direction will require reconsultation if any changes are made to it because of the consultation. If the
direction is subsequently confirmed, the date on which it will come into force will
be twelve months from the start date of the original consultation period.
Contact Details:

Katie Bailey Katie.bailey@hart.gov.uk ext 4146

APPENDICES
Appendix 1 – Strategic and Locally Important Employment Areas to be subject to an
Article 4 Direction
BACKGROUND DOCUMENTS:
National Planning Policy Framework. National Planning Practice Guidance.
Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 – 2032 Proposed Submission Version
Town and Country Planning (Compensation) (England) Regulations 2016.
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) (Amendment) Order
2016.
Town and Country Planning (General Permitted Development) (England) Order 2015.
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Appendix 1 - Strategic and Locally Important Employment Areas to be
subject to an Article 4 Direction
The following Strategic and Locally Important Employment Areas are defined in the
Proposed Submission Version of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites 2016 – 2032:
Strategic Employment Areas:
Bartley Wood, Hook
Bartley Point, Hook
Cody Technology Park, Farnborough
Meadows Business Park, Blackwater
Osborne Way, Hook
Waterfront Business Park, Fleet
Locally Important Employment Areas
Ancells Business Park, Fleet
Blackbushe Business Park
Eversley Haulage Yard
Eversley Storage
Finn’s Business Park, Crondall
Fleet Business Park, Church Crookham
Grove Farm Barn, Crookham Village
Lodge Farm, North Warnborough
Murrell Green Business Park
Potters Industrial Park, Church Crookham
Redfields Business Park, Church Crookham
Optrex Business Park, Rotherwick
Beacon Hill Road, Church Crookham
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Report

PAPER E
CABINET
DATE OF MEETING:

5 OCTOBER 2017

TITLE OF REPORT:

ANNUAL ASSESSMENT OF AVAILABILITY
OF SUITABLE ALTERNATIVE NATURAL
GREEN SPACE (SANG) AND ACCESS TO
COUNCIL OWNED SANGS.

Report of:

Joint Chief Executive

Cabinet Member:

Councillor James Radley, Services

1

PURPOSE OF REPORT

1.1

To update Cabinet on the latest position regarding Suitable Alternative Natural
Green Space (SANG) capacity within Hart and to recommend the approach that the
Council should take to the use of SANG land that is in its ownership or control. In
this regard, it is important to recognise that this report does not seek to establish a
planning policy position but rather it sets out the position about how the Council
from a corporate land ownership/management perspective should choose to manage
access to its own land assets. Nothing in this report implies automatic third party
right of access to Council administered or controlled land.

2

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

2.1

Council owned or controlled Suitable Alternative Natural Green Space (SANG)
should only be allocated in accordance with the criteria as set out in Appendix 1;

2.2

The fees to access Council owned or controlled SANG should be set as in
Appendix 2.

3

BACKGROUND

3.1

To facilitate residential development within the Thames Basin Heaths Special
Protection Area (TBHSPA) 5km zone of influence the Council has adopted an
Interim Avoidance Strategy (IAS). This enables developers to demonstrate the
avoidance of any likely significant harm to the THBSPA via financial contributions
towards off-site SANG (Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace) and SAMM
(Strategic Access Management and Monitoring).

3.2

SANG is intended to direct people away from causing habitat disturbance on the
SPA. SAMM contributions are held by Hampshire County Council on behalf of the
affected local authorities and paid to Natural England to fund an agreed business plan
including the employment of staff to provide consistent messages to SPA visitors and
promote use of the SANGs. The SAMM project also includes a monitoring strategy
which measures both visitor use (of the SPA and the SANGs) and populations of the
three SPA birds (Woodlark, Nightjar, and Dartford Warbler) to ensure that the
avoidance and mitigation measures are functioning effectively to avoid any adverse
impact of development on the bird populations.
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4

ANNUAL SANG CAPACITY MONITORING

4.1

There is significant SANG capacity available within Hart District but much of that
capacity is in private hands. Subject to the owner’s permission, applicants for
planning permission can access the capacity available at the Crookham Park (approx.
1,500 homes), or Bassets Mead, Hook, SANGs. There is, however, no capacity left
at :
• Clarks Farm/Swan Lakes Yateley
• Dilly Lane/Queen Elizabeth ll Fields, Hartley Wintney
• Hitches Land/Edenbrook
• Hawley Meadows.

5

SECURING FUTURE SANG PROVISION

5.1

The Council has no privilege in the delivery of SANGs and it also has no obligation to
be the sole provider. Nevertheless, the Council has been proactive in working with
the Local Enterprise Partnership and with developers to identify sites that can come
forward as future SANG. The following SANGs are likely to come forward over the
next few years but the timing of the delivery of Bramshot Farm is the only SANG
that can be guaranteed for the time being. Major developments of 10 or more
dwellings (major development) can only be allocated to a SANG that has a catchment
which extends to include the proposed development sites provided that no SPA lies
in between. Small developments (9 or less dwellings) can be allocated to any
available SANG.
Bramshot Farm
Work on delivering Bramshot Farm as a SANG is well underway and it will be
available this autumn (2017). Limited advance access has already been agreed. It has
capacity for approximately 1,745 new homes. It is a strategic SANG and therefore
development proposals comprising 10 or more new homes within 5km of its
catchment can be allocated against it.
Hawley Place Farm
Net SANG capacity for a further 779 new homes. It is however, not yet deliverable
and is unlikely to be delivered for a while. Therefore, it would be premature to preempt its immediate availability. When available it will be a smaller SANG (with a
catchment of 4km to meet the needs of development proposals comprising 10 or
more new homes).
North East Hook
Net SANG capacity for a further 122 new homes. It too however, is not yet
deliverable and is unlikely to be delivered for a while. Therefore, it would be
premature to pre-empt its immediate availability. When available it will be a smaller
SANG (with a catchment of 4km to meet the needs of development proposals
comprising 10 or more new homes).
Land at Watery Lane
Net SANG capacity for a further 565 new homes. It also is not yet deliverable and is
unlikely to be delivered for a while. Therefore, it would be premature to pre-empt its
immediate availability. When available it will be a strategic SANG and therefore
2
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development proposals comprising 10 or more new homes within 5km of its
catchment can be allocated against it.
5.2

Two further SANGs are being negotiated associated with new development –
Hartland Park and Riseley. Both however, will remain in private ownership and are
designed to meet the needs of bespoke development proposals. As neither
development proposal has achieved planning permission there is no expectation that
either SANG will be delivered for the time being.

6

ALLOCATION OF COUNCIL ADMINISTERED OR MANAGED SANG
CAPACITY

6.1

As there is no privilege in who can provide SANG the Council is entitled to make a
corporate decision about how it wishes to manage access to its own assets. In this
regard the Council’s corporate objectives are to deliver affordable homes and to
protect employment opportunities. In addition it has already been agreed that the
Council would support both Rushmoor and Surrey Heath to deliver sufficient SANG
to help housing market area needs. A Memorandum of Agreement is shortly to be
signed with Rushmoor to support the delivery of up to 1,500 new homes phased
over the next 10-15 years (Cabinet, 6th July 2017).

6.2

It is therefore important that the Council sets out clearly the criteria it will use if it is
to agree to developer access to Council owned or controlled SANG. The proposed
criteria are set out in Appendix 1.

7

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

7.1

The Council needs to ensure that it will recover in full the cost of procuring and
delivering SANG. This should not be a public expense. The loan to deliver the
Bramshot Farm SANG is £5.3m. The loan repayment schedule is:
2017/18
£250K

2018/19
£500K

2019/20
£1m

2020/21
£1m

2021/22
£1m

2022/23
£1m

2023/24
£550k

7.2

The Council has already collected advance payments of £618k towards Bramshot
Farm which will ensure that by the end of the financial year the Council will have
received sufficient funds to be able to guarantee the 2017/18 and 2018/19 payments.

7.3

The proposed charging regime for the future is attached at Appendix 2. The priority
is to ensure that the arrangement with Rushmoor delivers sufficient mitigation to
enable important regeneration projects to proceed and for Hart, the emphasis is on
delivering affordable homes and environmental improvements (biodiversity
offsetting), as well as ensuring a continuing 5 year supply of new homes.

8

ACTION

8.1

Subject to agreement to this Report, the Council’s web site will be updated and
SANG made available to all qualifying developments with immediate effect.
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Contact Details: Daryl Phillips, Joint Chief Executive, daryl.phillips@hart.gov.uk
APPENDICES
Appendix 1 - Criteria to Access Council Owned or Controlled SANG
Appendix 2 - SANG Tariff
Appendix 3 - SPA with 5km Buffer Zone
Appendix 4 - New SANGS
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APPENDIX 1
Criteria to access Council owned or controlled SANG
a. Access to Council owned or controlled SANG will be through land transaction outside
the planning application process. This will be procured at commercial rates
b. The allocation of SANG capacity will be at the discretion of the Head of Regulatory
Services but only where the applicant has first entered into pre-application discussions
with the Council and where the Head of Regulatory Services is satisfied that the
applicant has demonstrated through pre-application discussions that, prior to the
submission of the application, the development proposal meets all technical requirements
and is fully policy compliant with both existing and emerging Development Plan 1 policies
c. The arrangement relates only to those developments that the Council is minded to grant
planning permission
d. Sites in the Development Plan which do not provide their own SANG (including
Neighbourhood Plans, where agreed with the Council during their preparation) will be
allocated SANG within an appropriate catchment and will be given priority where there
may be a limit on SANG availability
e. If the procurement of the SANG transaction would result in the respective planning
application exceeding the statuary determination date, then planning permission will be
refused and the potential SANG allocation withdrawn.
f.

The allocation should reflect the life of the planning permission (one year). If the
planning permission expires without being implemented, any contribution received will
be refunded and the mitigation opportunity would be reallocated and there could be no
assumption that mitigation capacity would automatically be made available in the event of
an application being received to renew an unimplemented planning permission.

Unless otherwise agreed because of exceptional circumstances by the Portfolio Holder for
Services in consultation with the Chairman of Planning Committee, NO Council owned or
controlled SANG will be allocated in the following circumstances:
g. The development represents a departure from the Development Plan
h. The development results in the loss of employment land or employment opportunity on
the following strategic or locally important employment sites (as defined in the
Regulation 18 Draft Hart Local Plan):
•
•
•
•
•
1

Bartley Wood, Hook, RG27, 9UP
Bartley Point, Hook, RG27 9EX
Cody Park, Farnborough, GU14 0LX
Meadows Business Park, Blackwater, GU17 9AB
Osborne Way, Hook, RG27 9HY

Development Plan includes the Saved Policies of the Hart District Local Plan and any relevant Neighbourhood
Plan.
5
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•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Waterfront Business Park, Fleet, GU51 3OT
Ancells Business Park, Fleet, GU51 2UJ
Blackbushe Business Park, GU46 6GA
Eversley Haulage Yard, RG27 0PZ
Eversley Storage, RG27 0PY
Finn’s Business Park, Crondall, GU10 5HP
Fleet Business Park, Church Crookham, GU52 8BF
Grove Farm Barn, Crookham Village, GU51 5RX
Lodge Farm, North Warnborough, RG29 1HA
Murrell Green Business Park, RG27 9GR
Potters Industrial Park, Church Crookham, GU52 6EU
Rawlings Depot, Hook, RG27 9HU
Redfields Business Park, Church Crookham, GU52 0RD
Optrex Business Park, Rotherwick, RG27 9AY

i.

The development does not provide in full 40% affordable homes where required by
Saved Local Plan Policy ALT GEN 13 of the Hart Local Plan

j.

Proposals that are unlikely to be implemented due to complex land ownership or
tenancy issues or which are submitted as part of a valuation exercise (it must otherwise
be demonstrated that they would not prevent the delivery of new homes by locking up
SANG capacity for extended periods).

6
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SANG Tariff
Developments within Rushmoor, and developments within Hart that deliver in full 40%
affordable homes: £3,334/person.
In all other instances the cost to access Council owned or controlled SANG is
£5,334/person (of which £400/person should be allocated to the delivery of biodiversity
initiatives/projects and £1,600/person allocated to affordable housing/homelessness
initiatives). The remaining balance (£3,334/personError! Bookmark not defined.) will be used to fund
the capital/ maintenance cost associated with the procurement and management cost of
running a SANG.
Assumed Occupancy rates
Occupancy based upon number of people
1 bedroom
2-3 bedrooms
4+ bedrooms

7
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Policy ED5 Fleet Town Centre

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

ED5

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

Please see paragraphs 19-20 of our accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

The required modifications are set out in paragraph 21 of our accompanying
representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society, have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representaions.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only be fully
investigated through an oral examination.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council – Policy ED5

Policy ED5: Fleet Town Centre
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield Parish
Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham Society and the
Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils and Societies”) in
response to draft Policy ED5 ‘Fleet Town Centre’ of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy
and Sites (HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.
Representation

2.

Fleet is the largest administrative, retail and commercial centre within the District.
In fact, it is the only settlement within the District with a defined town centre. As
recognised within the introductory section of the Local Plan Proposed Submission,
it is a settlement which faces challenges, most notably competition with other
comparable towns in neighbouring districts to secure much needed investment.

3.

From a retail perspective Fleet does not have the big brand retailers that many
consumers expect. Comparable towns in neighbouring districts have been
promoting themselves to people living in Fleet which often means that local
residents spend their time, and money, outside of Fleet.

4.

The Retail, Leisure and Town Centres Study: Part 1 (2015) reveals that Fleet is
currently experiencing a modest deficit of retail (convenience and comparison) floor
space. By 2032, it is estimated that between 2,426 and 3,166m2 (gross) additional
convenience floorspace and between 3,625 and 4,829m2 (gross) additional
comparison floorspace will be required. 1

5.

Part 2 of the same study goes on to identify the town’s weaknesses as follows:
•

“The centre has a low proportion of convenience retail.

1

NLP Retail, Leisure and Town Centres Study Part 1, Rushmoor Borough Council and Hart District
Council (2015) p.42 & 44
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•

The vacancy rate is higher than the national average, with a cluster
within The Hart Shopping Centre. 2

•

The linear aspect of the town centre means there is no focal point and
the retailers are spread out over a relatively large area.

•
6.

Fleet Railway Station is quite a distance from the town centre.”3

The situation is such that Local MP Ranil Jayawardena has created a petition
calling for urgent action to be taken to revitalise and regenerate Fleet Town
Centre. 4 The need for action is also recognised by the Hart Economic Development
Strategy (2015) which states that “Knight Frank (2013) note that a ‘do nothing’
scenario is not viable in Fleet and would result in a further decline in its retail
offer and ranking.” 5

7.

With respect to addressing these issues, the Retail, Leisure and Town Centres
Study (2015) recommends that “Local Plan policies should seek to maintain
and enhance the centres by encouraging a range of facilities and uses
consistent with the scale and function of the centre. Large scale leisure and
retail developments should be directed to Fleet.”6

8.

The Study adds that “a priority for Fleet should be to reduce the number of
vacant units within the town centre. The retail strategy should seek to build
on the centre’s strengths as the main shopping destination in the district,
consolidating and improving its retail offer within the primary shopping area
and complimenting this with a range of service uses.” 7

2

At the time of the Study, there were 28 vacant units in Fleet, 13% of the total. Significantly, a third
of all units in the Hart Shopping Centre were vacant at the time of the Study.
3 NLP Retail, Leisure and Town Centres Study Part 2, Rushmoor Borough Council and Hart District
Council (2015) p.10
4 Further detail can be found via https://www.ranil.uk/campaigns/revitalise-and-regenerate
5 Hart Economic Development Strategy, Hart District Council (August 2015) p. 19
6 NLP Retail, Leisure and Town Centres Study Part 2, Rushmoor Borough Council and Hart District
Council (2015) p.53
7 NLP Retail, Leisure and Town Centres Study Part 2, Rushmoor Borough Council and Hart District
Council (2015) p.41
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9.

The issues facing Fleet and the need to respond have been recognised by existing
businesses within the town centre. In March 2017 these businesses voted in favour
of Fleet becoming a Business Improvement District (BID). A BID is a business-led
and funded partnership working to implement projects that benefit an area and its
businesses. It is set for a period of 5 years and operates within a defined
geographical area.

10.

The BID proposal document for Fleet 8 explains how all businesses in Fleet will pay
a small levy (1.5%) on their rateable value. As levy payers, all businesses will have
a stake in the BID company, and this will control how the money is spent. The BID
will deliver services over and above those provided by the Council and will position
Fleet as the ideal place to live, shop, work and visit by focusing on three key areas:

11.

•

Marketing, Promotion and Events;

•

Improving the experience in Fleet;

•

Business support.

The proactive approach of existing businesses in Fleet should be recognised and
supported by the Local Plan. The NPPF clearly states at paragraph 23 that
“Planning policies should be positive, promote competitive town centres and
set out policies for the management and growth of centres over the plan
period”. It adds that “in drawing up Local Plans, local planning authorities
should (inter alia):
•

recognise town centres as the heart of their communities and pursue
policies to support their viability and vitality;…

•

promote competitive town centres that provide customer choice and a
diverse retail offer and which reflect the individuality of town
centres;…

8

Available via
https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/2_Businesses/Business_rates/Fleet%20BID%20Proposal
%20final.pdf
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•

allocate a range of suitable sites to meet the scale and type of retail,
leisure, commercial, office, tourism, cultural, community and
residential development needed in town centres. It is important that
needs for retail, leisure, office and other main town centre uses are
met in full and are not compromised by limited site availability. Local
planning authorities should therefore undertake an assessment of the
need to expand town centres to ensure a sufficient supply of suitable
sites;…

•

recognise that residential development can play an important role in
ensuring the vitality of centres and set out policies to encourage
residential development on appropriate sites;

•

and where town centres are in decline, local planning authorities
should plan positively for their future to encourage economic
activity.”

12.

The Vision in the Local Plan Proposed Submission is quite clear that by 2032 Fleet
will have developed its role as the main service centre, providing employment,
services and facilities, including improved entertainment facilities. Provision of a
new settlement would be contrary to this aspect of the Vision, and undermine
efforts to regenerate Fleet.

13.

But in terms of implementing this Vision, the Local Plan Proposed Submission only
offers Policy ED5: ‘Fleet Town Centre’; a ‘development management’ style policy
which is intended to control the types of development which will be permitted in the
town centre. The Local Plan fails to offer any form of strategy or site allocation
proposals to enhance the vitality or viability of Fleet Town Centre. Instead, it simply
suggests that site allocations to meet future development needs will be identified
through a Development Plan Document (DPD) or the Fleet Neighbourhood Plan
(NP).

14.

HDC do not appear to acknowledge that residential development can play an
important role in ensuring the vitality of town centres. The recent proposed
revisions to the NPPF (March 2018) reiterated the importance of these matters.
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Paragraph 86 recognises that residential development often plays an important role
in ensuring the vitality of centres and encourage residential development on
appropriate sites; and supports diversification and changes of use where town
centres are in decline, as part of a clear strategy for their future, while avoiding the
unnecessary loss of facilities that are important for meeting the community’s dayto-day needs.
15.

Similarly to our representation in respect of Policy ED2, we consider that this policy
seems designed more to hinder residential development than to promote it.
Alongside that, there needs to be recognition that residential development should
be at a higher density in order that Fleet can achieve the critical mass of population
needed to entice in new retail and take advantage of its more sustainable transport
options.

16.

Paragraph 123 of the Draft Revisions to the NPPF also states that Plans should
contain policies to optimise the use of land in their area and meet as much of the
identified need for housing as possible. This will be tested robustly at examination
and should include the use of minimum density standards for city and town centres
and other locations that are well served by public transport. These standards
should seek a significant uplift in the average density of residential development
within these areas, unless it can be shown that there are strong reasons why this
would be inappropriate;

17.

In view of the strategic importance of Fleet Town Centre to the vitality of the District
as a whole and the issues it currently faces (as clearly set out in the Local Plan
evidence base), the Parish Councils and Societies challenge the soundness of
HDC deferring regeneration proposals for its only defined town centre to a DPD or
the Fleet NP.

18.

Furthermore, the Local Plan’s proposals for a new settlement in the AoS to be
constructed within the Plan period will risk drawing away much needed investment
in Fleet, and escalate its decline. Thus harming efforts to regenerate Hart’s largest
settlement and, in particular, its town centre.
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Tests of Soundness
19.

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF provides 4 bullet points against which every Local Plan
submitted for examination must be examined, and comply with, in order to be
considered “sound”.

20.

In view of the above considerations we consider that Policy ED5 is not sound
because it is not “effective” because it does not offer a strategy that will deliver on
the Local Plan’s objectives for Fleet, nor is it “consistent with national policy” as
it does not meet the requirements of Policy 23 of the NPPF to plan positively,
promote competitive town centres and set out policies for the management and
growth of centres over the plan period.
Proposed Modifications

21.

In view of the above, Policy ED5 should be supplemented by, at least, a clear
strategy to enhance the vitality or viability of Fleet Town Centre over the Plan
period. Ideally site allocations should also be included in the Local Plan, but if these
are to be identified through a DPD or the Fleet Neighbourhood Plan, then it is even
more important that the higher order plan provides policies and guidance that will
ensure these plans deliver and have regard to the guidance contained in the Draft
Revised NPPF, in particular paragraphs 86 and 123.
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Policy NBE2 Gaps Between
Settlements

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

NBE2

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

Please see paragraphs 11-12 of accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

The required moditications are set out in paragraphs 13 and 14 of our
accompanying representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society, have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representaions.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only be fully
investigated through an oral examination.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Policy NBE2: Gaps between settlements
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield Parish
Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham Society and the
Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils and Societies”) in
response to draft Policy NBE2 ‘Gaps between settlements’ of the Hart Local Plan:
Strategy and Sites (HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.
Representation

2.

The draft Policy defines gaps between settlements, which are proposed to prevent
the coalescence of settlements and maintain their separate identity. In such gaps
development 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.”

3.

Specific gaps are then identified in the draft Policy and these are shown indicatively
on the Key Diagram. The draft Policy adds that the precise boundaries of the Gaps
will be determined through a separate development plan document (DPD) or
through Neighbourhood Plans.

4.

We have highlighted in our representation on Policy SS3, the sensitivity of the
landscape within the Parish of Winchfield. Michelle Bolger’s Site Appraisal
(included as Appendix 4.4 to our representation on Policy SS3) notes that a
particularly distinctive feature of the local landscape character, as identified in both
County and District level assessments is the unusual dispersed settlement pattern
of Winchfield.

5.

The Site Appraisal highlights that development within the Parish has the potential
to result in physical and/or visual coalescence between the existing residential
areas around Winchfield Station, Winchfield Hurst and Winchfield Court. This would
erode the existing settlement pattern which is a locally-distinctive feature of
Winchfield.
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6.

Despite this no gaps have been identified to protect the dispersed settlement
pattern of Winchfield from encroachment from either the expansion of existing
settlements or the Council’s unjustified proposal for a new settlement.

7.

This is a ‘live’ issue for Hart DC as demonstrated by the recent planning application
which has been submitted for a proposed strategic extension to Fleet at Pale Lane.
Whilst the Parish Councils note that this application (ref: 16/03129/OUT) has been
refused, there is a strong prospect of an appeal. This urban extension would
extend Fleet significantly toward Winchfield, reducing the gap and significantly
harm its rural character and separate identify.

8.

Whilst it is noted draft Policy NBE2 states that “additional gaps will be
designated through the preparation of the New Settlement DPD”, the Parish
Councils and Societies are strongly opposed to the principle of a new settlement in
the Murrell Green/Winchfield area. The Parish Councils and Societies have set out
in representations on Policy SS1 and SS2 the numerous reasons why there is no
justification for a new settlement and the whole approach is flawed.

9.

In this respect, the Parish Councils and Societies consider that the HLPSS will
need to be modified to remove reference to a new settlement before it is found
sound. Accordingly, Policy NBE2 needs to be amended to ensure that the locally
distinctive settlement pattern of Winchfield is protected from coalescence.

10.

Policy NBE2 also needs to be amended to adequately reflect paragraph 277 of the
HLPSS, which correctly states that “through Neighbourhood Plans it is open to
local communities to define existing and/or designate new Gaps.”
Tests of Soundness

11.

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF provides 4 bullet points against which every Local Plan
submitted for examination must be examined, and comply with, in order to be
considered “sound”.

12.

In view of the above considerations, we believe that the Local Plan is not sound,
because it is not ‘justified’, ‘effective’ or ‘consistent with national policy, as it
seeks to make provision for a new settlement to be delivered in a future Plan,
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despite the absence of detailed evidence justifying its actual need or suitability.
Consequently, it does not represent the most appropriate strategy, when
considered against the reasonable alternatives.
Proposed Modifications
13.

We propose the following amendments:
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

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.

Hook to Newnham

ix.

North Warnborough to Greywell

x.

Odiham to North Warnborough

xi.

Fleet to Winchfield

xii.

Hartley Wintney to Winchfield

xiii.

Hook to Winchfield

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.
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Additional Gaps will be designated through the preparation of
Neighbourhood Plans the New Settlement DPD (see Policy SS3).
14.

Corresponding changes will need to be made to the HLPSS Key Diagram.
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Policy NBE3 Landscape

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

NBE3

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

Please see paragraphs 18 and 19 of accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

The required modifications are set out in paragraph 20 of our accompanying
representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society, have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representaions.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only be fully
investigated through an oral examination.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Policy NBE3 – Landscape
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield
Parish Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham
Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils
and Societies”) in response to draft ‘Policy NBE3 Landscape’ of the Hart
Local Plan: Strategy and Sites (HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.

2.

Following a referendum in February 2017, the Winchfield Neighbourhood
Development Plan (NDP) prepared by WPC was made by Hart District
Council (HDC) on Thursday 30 March 2017.

3.

As a result, the Winchfield NDP now constitutes part of the statutory
development plan for the Parish of Winchfield in Hart District.

4.

As Winchfield is the only ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan produced by the above
Parish Councils, this is the focus of this representation. Those other Parish
Councils are in the process of bringing forward their Neighbourhood Plans
which will include evidence based policies on protecting valued landscapes of
the respective Parishes.

5.

In its Regulation 18 representations WPC suggested an amendment to the
then Policy NE2. This amendment would explicitly refer to and ensure that
relevant policies in made Neighbourhood Plans are duly adhered to when
assessing the impact of proposed developments on the District’s landscape.

6.

This representation is subsequently made in response to the fact that the
suggested amendment in WPC’s previous representation was not integrated
into the Proposed Submission Version of the Plan. Neighbourhood Plan
policies are still not acknowledged or explicitly referred to in Policy NBE3.
This is despite the statutory role that the Winchfield NDP plays in decision
making in Winchfield Parish.
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Representation
7.

Winchfield is mentioned in the Domesday Book dating back to 1088, known
then as ‘Wynesflet’ prior to the establishment of St Mary’s Church circa 1150.
The village of Winchfield is latterly documented as ‘Winchelefeld’, somewhat
appropriately translating to ‘open country’. The Parish therefore has a rich
and lengthy successive history and a resulting unique local landscape
character.

8.

Centrally located in Hart District, Winchfield comprises some 700 hectares of
predominantly rural area with small settlements, surrounded by low intensity
farmland and numerous examples of semi-ancient woodland. The Parish
plays a vital role in defending against urban sprawl from Fleet and the
Blackwater Valley conurbation and also from the larger village of Hook and
the county’s largest town, Basingstoke.

9.

With regard to the future vision for development in the Parish, the Winchfield
NDP states:
“Residents of Winchfield believe it is both possible and desirable
to meet future housing needs through a sensitive and
sustainable development plan in keeping with the village,
favouring the building of smaller, contained developments which
our limited rural infrastructure can support. This can be achieved
whilst preserving the essential rural characteristics which make
Winchfield both a desirable place to live and such a valuable
recreational amenity for the wider District”.

10.

It is in this context that the Winchfield NDP is predicated on preserving the
landscape character and appearance of the Parish. We therefore reiterate
that Policy NBE3 should have specific regard to the particular qualities of
landscapes identified within made Neighbourhood Plans, such as the
Winchfield NDP. Local Plan policies should acknowledge and make explicit
reference to the Neighbourhood Plan policies and the statutory role they play
in decision making in parishes across Hart District.

11.

Policy B1 of the Winchfield NDP stipulates that:
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Policy B1: Rural Look and Feel – Significant Views & Topography
1. Development should not result in a loss of, or harm to, the
significant views from the canal as identified on the map
within this policy and from footpaths as identified in
Policy B2
2. Hedgerows, mature trees (individual or copses) and
ancient woodland are valued and should be preserved and
retained as part of otherwise acceptable new
developments
12.

Whilst Policy B2 of the Winchfield NDP stipulates that:
Policy B2: Rural Look and Feel – Lanes and Public Rights of Way
Development proposals which adversely affect the tranquillity,
rural nature and layout of the existing roads, lanes, byways and
footpaths will not be supported. Development proposals should
recognise and respect the intrinsic character and beauty of the
countryside.
The improvement of existing public rights of way and the
provision of new public rights of way which respect local
character will be supported.

13.

The purpose of Policies B1 and B2 is to ensure that the existing landscape
character and appearance of the Parish is preserved, enabling Winchfield to
fulfil its role as a valuable recreational amenity to be enjoyed by residents of
Hart District as a whole and not just its own residents.

14.

As previously mentioned, an important contribution to the local landscape
character is yielded from farmland, woodland, hedgerows, mature trees and
the historic layout and rural nature of local roads in the Parish. We reiterate
the fact that significant views and vistas have been identified by the Parish
(enclosed as Appendix 9.1), which fully encapsulate the unique local
landscape character.
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15.

Clearly parallels can be drawn between proposed Policy NBE3 and Policies
B1 and B2 of the Winchfield NDP. It is therefore surprising that Hart District
Council have failed to adopt and integrate our suggested amendment, as this
could only further ensure the soundness of the Plan.

16.

The Parish Councils and Societies support the inclusion of proposed ‘Policy
NBE3 Landscape’ in the Proposed Submission Version Hart Local Plan:
Strategy and Sites 2016-2032. Notwithstanding this, the Parish Councils and
Societies still seek amendment of this policy to make explicit reference to
relevant policies in made neighbourhood plans.

17.

In this regard, it is noted that there is a requirement within ‘Policy NBE10
Design’ for development proposals to demonstrate that they have taken into
account relevant policies in made Neighbourhood Plans. The Parish Councils
and Societies therefore question why a consistent approach has not been
adopted in the case of Policy NBE3.
Test of Soundness

18.

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF provides 4 bullet points against which every
Local Plan submitted for examination must be examined, and comply with, in
order to be considered “sound”.

19.

In view of the above considerations we consider that draft Policy NBE3 is not
sound because it is not consistent with national policy. The Policy should
respect the direct power given to local communities to shape and direct
sustainable development in their area through neighbourhood plans.
Proposed Modification

20.

We propose that draft Policy NBE3 ‘Landscape’ is amended as follows:
Policy NBE3 Landscape
Development proposals must respect and wherever possible
enhance the special characteristics, value or visual amenity of
the District’s landscapes.
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Development proposals will be supported where there will be no
adverse impact to:
a) the particular qualities identified within the relevant landscape
character assessments, relevant guidance and relevant policies
in made Neighbourhood Plans;
b) the visual amenity and scenic quality of the landscape; and
c) historic landscapes, parks, gardens and features; and
d) important local, natural and historic views and features such
as trees, woodlands, hedgerows, water features e.g. rivers and
other landscape features and their function as ecological
networks.
An assessment of the impact on landscape character and visual
quality should be carried out proportionate to the scale and
nature of the development proposed.
Where appropriate, proposals will be required to include a
comprehensive landscaping scheme to ensure that the
development would successfully integrate with the landscape
and surroundings.
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Policy NBE4 Thames Heath
SPA

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

NBE4

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

Please see paragraphs 6 and 7 of accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

The required modifications are set out in paragraph 8 of our accompanying
representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society, have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representations.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only be fully
investigated through an oral examination.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Policy NBE4 – Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection
Area (TBHSPA)
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield
Parish Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham
Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils
and Societies”) in response to draft Policy NBE4 ‘Thames Basin Heaths
Special Protection Area (TBHSPA)’of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites
(HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.

2.

Policy NBE4 sets out the approach to the protection of the SPA, which also
includes the provision of Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG).
SANG comprises semi-natural public open space that mitigates against the
impact of new homes on the TBHSPA by providing recreational land that can
be used alternatively to the TBHSPA. SANG must be provided at a minimum
of 8 hectares per 1000 occupants of new development.

3.

There are now six sites within Hart District that are allocated as SANGs.
These include Bassetts Mead SANG, Queen Elizabeth II Fields SANG,
Edenbrook Country Park SANG, Southwood Woodlands SANG, Crookham
Park SANG and Bramshot Farm Country Park, a 33 hectare site acquired by
HDC with an interest free loan from the Enterprise M3 Local Enterprise
Partnership (LEP). The securing of Bramshot Farm as SANG with a planning
application granted in March 2017 has unlocked additional capacity for 1,475
new houses.
Representation

4.

We highlighted in our Regulation 18 representation that existing SANGs
within the District, including Edenbrook Country Park, have been located
within flood zones and as a result are often unusable because of flooding. We
reiterate our suggestion that in order for SANGs to fulfil their maximum
potential and provide adequate year-round recreational resource, it is vital
that they are located where their use would not be constrained by flooding. In
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this respect it is encouraging that Bramshot Country Park is located in Flood
Zone 1. This should be replicated when allocating future SANGs.
5.

If SANGs do not operate effectively, then the TBHSPA will be used instead
for recreational activities, which will have a significant impact upon the
vulnerable breeding bird populations that rely on this important habitat.
Test of Soundness

6.

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF provides 4 bullet points against which every
Local Plan submitted for examination must be examined, and comply with, in
order to be considered “sound”.

7.

In view of the above considerations we consider that draft Policy NBE4 is not
sound because it is not consistent with national policy. The Policy does not
take full account of flood risk and therefore is inconsistent with bullet point 6
of Paragraph 17 and Paragraph 94 of the NPPF.
Proposed Modification

8.

The Parish Councils and Societies consider that Policy NBE4 should be
amended as follows:
The provision of SANG will meet the following standards and
arrangements:
i)

a minimum of 8 hectares of SANG land (after discounting to
account for current access and capacity) should be provided in
perpetuity per 1,000 new occupants;

ii) developments must fall within the catchment of the SANG that
provides mitigation, except developments of fewer than 10 net
new residential units.
iii) no SANG will be located within flood zones 2 and 3 as designated
by the Environment Agency, so as to minimise potential
constraint of their usability due to flooding.

jb planning associates representations

03/18

11

Policy NBE6 Managing Flood
Risk

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

NBE6

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

Please see paragraphs 10 and 11 of accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

The required modification is set out in paragraphs 12 of our accompanying
representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society, have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representaions.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only be fully
investigated through an oral examination.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Policy NBE6 – Managing Flood Risk
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield
Parish Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham
Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils
and Societies”) in response to draft Policy NBE6 ‘Managing Flood Risk’ of the
Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites (HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.
Representation

2.

Reference is made in the supporting text of draft Policy NBE6 to HDC’s
Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA), which is a tool designed to ensure
flood risk is understood and is addressed in strategic land use planning. The
SFRA identifies ‘Indicative Flood Problem Areas’, which are at high risk of
flooding from surface water and groundwater. These are shown on Maps
contained within Volume 2 of the SFRA.

3.

An extract from the Indicative Flood Problem Areas Maps (Figure 4a) is
included below and demonstrates the extent of the flood problem areas for
groundwater (shown in orange hatching) and surface water (shown in purple)
in the New Settlement Area of Search (AoS). The SFRA recommends at
Paragraph 10.3 that development is directed away from these areas where
possible.
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Figure 1 – extract from SFRA Indicative Flood Problem Areas Maps (Figure
4a)
4.

Photographic evidence of recent flood events within the AoS is provided in
Appendix 4.5 to our representation on draft Policy SS3.

5.

In light of the above, the Parish Councils and Societies were encouraged by
the wording of Policy NE4: Managing Flood Risk in the Regulation 18 Draft
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Hart Local Plan. As drafted at this time, the Policy stated that “development
should be avoided in area at risk from, susceptible to, or have a history
of groundwater flooding. If this is not possible then the development
should be designed to incorporate flood resistance and resilience
measures”.
6.

The Parish Councils and Societies agree that HDC should be seeking to
develop in locations that are not at risk of groundwater flooding, and pointed
to this a further example of why Winchfield is not and never will be a suitable
site for a new settlement.

7.

The Parish Councils and Societies are concerned to note that this policy on
managing flood risk (now referred to as Policy NBE6) has been condensed in
the Regulation 19 Local Plan Proposed Submission, and through doing so the
requirement to avoid development in area at risk from, susceptible to, or have
a history of groundwater flooding has been removed.

8.

It is unclear why the Policy has been amended in this way. As mentioned
above, the SFRA is clear that development should be directed away from
indicative flood problem areas. Furthermore, objective 12 of the Local Plan
Proposed Submission states that the Policies of the Plan should “provide for
measures for adapting to the impacts of climate change and minimising
the contribution of new development to the causes of climate change,
including reducing the risk of flooding by directing development away
from areas at risk of flooding…” [emphasis added].

9.

This objective is consistent with paragraph 101 which seeks to steer new
development to areas with the lowest probability of flooding; “development
should not be allocated or permitted if there are reasonably available
sites appropriate for the proposed development in areas with a lower
probability of flooding”.
Test of Soundness

10.

Paragraph 182 of the NPPF provides 4 bullet points against which every
Local Plan submitted for examination must be examined, and comply with, in
order to be considered “sound”.

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council – Policy NBE6

11.

In view of the above considerations we consider that draft Policy NBE6 is not
sound because it is “not consistent with national policy” as it does seek to
direct new development away from areas at risk of flooding.
Proposed Modification

12.

We therefore propose the draft Policy NBE6 should revert to the previous
wording of this Policy, as set out in the Draft Hart Local Plan, which was as
follows:
Development in areas at risk from all sources of flooding, now and in
the future, as identified on the latest Environment Agency flood risk
maps and the Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (including the
functional floodplains) will be supported only where:
a) it meets the sequential and exception test (where required) as
outlined in Government guidance;
b) a site-specific Flood Risk Assessment demonstrates that the
development will be safe without increasing flooding elsewhere, and
where possible, will reduce flood risk overall;
c) the development incorporates flood protection, flood resilient and
resistant measures, including safe access and escape routes where
required and that any residual risk can be safely managed by
emergency planning; and it gives priority to the use of sustainable
drainage systems;
d) the development will not increase off site flood risk either via
increasing surface water run-off or through the displacement and
obstruction of flood waters from any sources. In locations affecting
locally identified Indicative Flood Problem Areas and Causal Areas, a
reduction in flood risk will be expected, including minor development;
and
e) the integrity and function of a reservoir or canal embankment is not
compromised.
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All development will be required to ensure that, as a minimum, there is
no net increase in surface water run-off. Priority will be given to the use
of sustainable drainage systems (SuDs) to manage surface water
drainage, unless it can be demonstrated that SuDs are not appropriate.
Where SuDs cannot be implemented a justification must be provided
along with proposed alternative sustainable approaches to surface
water management. SuDs should seek to enhance water quality and
biodiversity and arrangements should be put in place for their whole life
management and maintenance. In areas defined locally as ‘Causal
Areas’, stricter management of surface water runoff should be applied.
Development should be avoided in areas at risk from, susceptible to, or
have a history of groundwater flooding. If this is not possible then the
development should be designed to incorporate flood resistance and
resilience measures.
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Policy NBE9 Historic
Environment

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

NBE9

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☒

No

☐

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

We consider Policy NBE9 to be sound.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Policy NBE9 – Historic Environment
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield
Parish Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham
Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils
and Societies”) in response to draft ‘Policy NBE9 Historic Environment’ of the
Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites (HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.

2.

Following a referendum in February 2017, the Winchfield Neighbourhood
Development Plan (NDP) prepared by WPC was made by Hart District
Council (HDC) on Thursday 30 March 2017.

3.

As a result, the Winchfield NDP now constitutes part of the statutory
development plan for the Parish of Winchfield in Hart District.

4.

As Winchfield is the only ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan produced by the Parish
Councils above, this is the focus of this representation. The other Parish
Councils mentioned are in the process of bringing forward their
Neighbourhood Plans which will include evidence based policies on protecting
the historic environment of the respective Parishes.

5.

The purpose of this representation therefore is to seek to ensure the policies
within the Winchfield NDP and policies in the emerging Hart Local Plan are
both consistent and relate well to one another.
Representation

6.

Winchfield dates back to the Domesday Book, known then as Winesflet, and
is one of the best preserved Norman settlements in Hampshire. Winchfield’s
St Mary’s church, Grade I listed, still stands alone in the fields as it did when it
was built about 1150. Nearby are the remains of a stone age settlement and a
medieval village. There are two areas of archaeological interest, some thirty
grade two listed buildings, remnants of wartime defences, sarsen stones and
milestones that marked this as an important route between London and
Winchester. The Parish therefore has a lengthy and rich history.
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7.

With regard to the future vision of development in the Parish, the Winchfield
NDP aims “to plan a future for Winchfield of sympathetic and
sustainable development, achieving managed growth with incremental
supporting infrastructure that maintains the essential characteristics of
this Domesday listed village.”

8.

It is in this context, the Winchfield NDP places considerable importance on
protecting Winchfield’s historic environment and assets. Policy D1 of the
Neighbourhood Plan stipulates that:
Heritage assets in the Plan Area especially the listed buildings
and their settings should be protected, conserved and enhanced
when development proposals are brought forward.

9.

In light of the above, the Parish Councils and Societies therefore support the
inclusion of Policy NBE9: Historic Environment in the Local Plan Proposed
Submission, which holds similar objectives to Policy D1 of the Winchfield
Neighbourhood Development Plan.

jb planning associates representations

03/18

13

Policy NBE10 Design

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

NBE10

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☒

No

☐

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

We consider policy NBE10 to be sound.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

3
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Policy NBE10 – Design
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield
Parish Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham
Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils
and Societies”) in response to proposed Policy NBE10 Design of the Hart
Local Plan: Strategy and Sites (HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.

2.

Following a referendum in February 2017, the Winchfield Neighbourhood
Development Plan (NDP) prepared by WPC was made by Hart District
Council (HDC) on Thursday 30 March 2017.

3.

As a result, the Winchfield NDP now constitutes part of the statutory
development plan for the Parish of Winchfield in Hart District.

4.

The purpose of this representation therefore is to seek to ensure the policies
within the Winchfield NDP and policies in the HLPSS remain consistent and
well-related to one another.

5.

As Winchfield is the only ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan produced by the above
Parish Councils, this is the focus of this representation. The other Parish
Councils mentioned are in the process of bringing forward their
Neighbourhood Plans which will include evidence based policies on design
for the respective Parishes.
Representation

6.

Winchfield is mentioned in the Domesday Book dating back to 1088, known
then as ‘Wynesflet’ prior to the establishment of St Mary’s Church circa 1150.
The Parish therefore has a rich and lengthy successive history and a resulting
unique local landscape character and buildings of great architectural merit.

7.

The Parish of Winchfield is in the centre of Hart District expanding across
approximately 700 hectares, comprising mostly of farmland, fields, hedgerows
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and ancient woodland. With regard to the future vision of development in the
Parish, the Winchfield NDP states:
“Residents of Winchfield believe it is both possible and desirable
to meet future housing needs through a sensitive and
sustainable development plan in keeping with the village,
favouring the building of smaller, contained developments which
our limited rural infrastructure can support. This can be achieved
whilst preserving the essential rural characteristics which make
Winchfield both a desirable place to live and such a valuable
recreational amenity for the wider District”.
8.

It is in this context that the Winchfield NDP is predicated on ensuring that
good design that respects and enhances the character of the local area is at
the forefront of all development proposals in Winchfield Parish. Policy A4 of
the Winchfield NDP stipulates that:
Policy A4: Design
All proposals for new development should be in keeping with the
rural environment of Winchfield and respect the character of the
existing settlements and rural properties.
New developments and improvements to existing properties
should be planned in a way that reduces greenhouse gas
emissions and utilises energy efficiency measures. The use of
renewable, decentralised and/or low carbon energy generation
technology will be supported.

9.

The purpose of Winchfield NDP Policy A4 is to seek to enhance the built
environment of the Parish whilst improving the quality of the design aesthetic
in the village. Attention should be given to the materials which are proposed
in developments, and in particular the use of traditional materials should be
favoured such as natural wood, red brick, and red roofing tiles or thatch.

10.

In light of the above, WPC retain their support for the inclusion of ‘Policy
NBE10 Design’ in the Proposed Submission Version Hart Local Plan:
Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032.
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11.

Moreover the Parish Councils and Societies strongly support the requirement
within Policy NBE10 for development proposals to demonstrate that they
have taken into account the design-related policies in Neighbourhood Plans.
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Policy NBE12 Pollution

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

NBE12

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☒

No

☐

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

We consider Policy NBE12 to be sound.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.

3
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Policy NBE12 – Pollution
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield
Parish Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham
Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils
and Societies”) in response to proposed ‘Policy NBE12 Pollution’ of the Hart
Local Plan: Strategy and Sites (HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.

2.

Following a referendum in February 2017, the Winchfield Neighbourhood
Development Plan (NDP) prepared by WPC was made by Hart District
Council (HDC) on Thursday 30 March 2017.

3.

As a result, the Winchfield NDP now constitutes part of the statutory
development plan for the Parish of Winchfield in Hart District.

4.

As Winchfield is the only ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan produced by the above
Parish Councils, this is the focus of this representation. The other Parish
Councils mentioned are in the process of bringing forward their
Neighbourhood Plans which will include evidence based policies which
address pollution issues of the respective Parishes.

5.

The purpose of this representation therefore is to seek to ensure the policies
within the Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan and policies in the
Proposed Submission Version Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites 2016 2032 are both consistent and well-related to one another.
Representation

6.

Winchfield is mentioned in the Domesday Book dating back to 1088, known
then as Wynesflet prior to the establishment of St Mary’s Church circa 1150.
The Parish therefore has a rich and lengthy successive history and a resulting
unique local landscape character.

7.

Centrally located in hart district, Winchfield comprises some 700 hectares of
predominantly rural area with small settlements, surrounded by low intensity
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farmland and numerous examples of semi-ancient woodland. With regard to
future development in the Parish, the Winchfield NDP states:
“Residents of Winchfield believe it is both possible and desirable
to meet future housing needs through a sensitive and
sustainable development plan in keeping with the village,
favouring the building of smaller, contained developments which
our limited rural infrastructure can support. This can be achieved
whilst preserving the essential rural characteristics which make
Winchfield both a desirable place to live and such a valuable
recreational amenity for the wider District”.
8.

The Winchfield NDP therefore places high importance on preserving the ‘dark
sky’ of the Parish and seeks to limit the impact of light pollution and artificial
light on local amenity, intrinsically dark landscapes and nature conservation.
There is a notable absence of street lights in the Parish, which is located
within the 5km zone of influence of the Thames Basin Heaths Special
Protection Area. Policy B4 of the Winchfield NDP therefore stipulates:
Policy B4 – Light Pollution
All development should be designed in a way that does not
require external lighting or the use of street lighting. Proposals
for any necessary street and external lighting should comply with
the current guidelines established for rural areas by the Institute
of Lighting Engineers.

9.

The purpose of Winchfield NDP Policy B4 is to ensure that development
proposals do not result in external lighting or street lighting to the detriment of
the local natural environment, a highly regarded asset of the Parish. WPC are
therefore satisfied that the supporting text to ‘Policy NBE12 Pollution’ at
Paragraph 369 acknowledges the impact that artificial lighting would have on
the ‘dark sky’ of the Parish and the quality of life of residents and wildlife.

10.

Furthermore, WPC strongly supports the supporting text at Paragraph 370 on
artificial light; which seeks to limit the impact of artificial light on residents and
highway users, the character of the area and the visibility of the night sky.
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WPC concurs with HDC that only proposals which do not adversely affect
amenity, the natural environment or public safety should be supported.
11.

The Parish Councils and Societies also support the wider scope of the
pollution policy which addresses effects on the quality of land, air, water or
soils which might lead to an adverse impact on human health, the natural
environment or general amenity. These include noise, vibration, light, air
quality, radiation, dust, fumes or gases, odours or other effluvia, toxic
substances, or degradation of soil and water resources.

12.

Both the railway and M3 motorway traverse the Area of Search for a new
settlement on embankments. The Parish Councils and Societies believe that
adverse impacts from noise and air quality would impose a severe impact
upon any new settlement.

13.

The Parish Councils and Societies therefore support the inclusion of ‘Policy
NBE12 Pollution’ in the Proposed Submission Version Hart Local Plan:
Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032.
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Policy I1 Infrastructure

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

Policies Map

I1

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

Please see paragraphs 17-18 of our accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

Please see paragraphs 19 - 21 of our accompanying representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society, have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representaions.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only be fully
investigated through an oral examination.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Policy I1 – Infrastructure
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield Parish
Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham Society and the
Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils and Societies”) in
response to draft Policy I1 ‘Infrastructure’ of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites
(HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.

2.

In our representation on draft Policy SS1, the Parish Councils and Societies
strongly challenge the need for a new settlement area of search (AoS) to be
identified in the HLPSS in view of the Council’s bulging housing supply pipeline,
which is sufficient to meet longer term needs beyond the end of the Plan period.

3.

In our representation on draft Policy SS3, we go on to explain how the AoS has
been inappropriately defined with reference to available technical evidence which
demonstrates the highly constrained nature of the AoS. We also consider the
significant environmental and infrastructure costs that would result from the
development of a new settlement in the AoS, and conclude that a new settlement
option should be the last resort for the District.
Representation

4.

The Local Plan Proposed Submission is supported by an Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP), which is meant to set out the projects required to deliver the planned
growth within the Plan period, where they are required and by when, who will lead
the delivery and how projects will be funded.

5.

Paragraph 177 of the NPPF explains that it is “important to ensure that there is
a reasonable prospect that planned infrastructure is deliverable in a timely
fashion. To facilitate this, it is important that local planning authorities
understand district-wide development costs at the time Local Plans are
drawn up. For this reason, infrastructure and development policies should be
planned at the same time, in the Local Plan.”
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6.

Further guidance is provided in the national Planning Practice Guidance (PPG).
“The Local Plan should make clear, for at least the first 5 years, what
infrastructure is required, who is going to fund and provide it, and how it
relates to the anticipated rate and phasing of development. This may help in
reviewing the plan and in development management decisions. For the later
stages of the plan period less detail may be provided as the position
regarding the provision of infrastructure is likely to be less certain. If it is
known that a development is unlikely to come forward until after the plan
period due, for example, to uncertainty over deliverability of key
infrastructure, then this should be clearly stated in the draft plan.
Where the deliverability of critical infrastructure is uncertain then the plan
should address the consequences of this, including possible contingency
arrangements and alternative strategies. The detail concerning planned
infrastructure provision can be set out in a supporting document such as an
infrastructure delivery programme that can be updated regularly. However
the key infrastructure requirements on which delivery of the plan depends
should be contained in the Local Plan itself.” 1

7.

The Local Plan Proposed Submission identifies at paragraph 144 that the Council
anticipate the new settlement to start delivering new homes and infrastructure from
around 2024/25 i.e. the middle of the Plan period. The Plan also offers Policy SS3
which establishes a series of principles for the development of the new settlement
and facilitates the granting of planning permission following the adoption of a New
Settlement Development Plan Document (DPD) and agreed masterplan.

8.

The Plan notes that a range of physical and social infrastructure will be required to
support the new community. It does not, however, offer a detailed infrastructure
delivery strategy. Furthermore, there is no mention of the infrastructure
requirements of the new settlement in the accompanying Infrastructure Delivery
Plan (IDP). The Plan proposes to defer these matters for consideration in the New
Settlement DPD.

1

Planning Practice Guidance, Paragraph: 018 Reference ID: 12-018-20140306
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9.

We have explained in our representations on Policy SS3 that substantial
investment will be required in supporting infrastructure to deliver a new settlement
in the AoS. A review of the Council’s detailed site assessment for the Winchfield
New Settlement Option (STR005) reveals the following viability and deliverability
issues that would need to be overcome:
a. “There are a range of infrastructure deficiencies within this area that
could be exacerbated by the scale of development envisaged and
these would need to be addressed by any development at this site.
Significant additional wastewater treatment capacity would be
required and at least one (and more likely two) primary schools will be
required on-site, which would require both land and financial
contributions or works to deliver;
b. Development of the site is also likely to require a new secondary
school, although this may not need to be located within the site itself,
but would require substantial financial contributions;
c. Significant on and off-site improvements would be required to the
local road network;
d. There will be a need to address the impact of the development on the
Thames Basin Heaths SPA, through the provision of additional SANGs
capacity. As this would need to be provided on-site, it could reduce
capacity and impact on scheme viability;
e. There are significant flood risks present within STR005 (WEST) and to
a lesser extent within the east of SHL124 and the north of SHL183;
f.

There are two narrow railway underbridges (Station Road and Pale
Lane) that pose a significant constraint to access; (In fact, there is a
third narrow underbridge at Taplins Farm Lane)

g. Major overhead power transmission lines traverse the western edge of
STR005 (WEST) and the centre of STR005 (EAST);

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council – Policy I1

h. The disconnected nature of the two parts of the site and the lack of
any unity in the site promotion of the whole of STR005 pose
significant problems in viability terms and may give rise to a range of
land assembly and other legal and cost issues that could reduce
overall viability.”
10.

The detailed site assessment for the Murrell Green New Settlement Option
(STR011) reveals the following:
a. “There are a range of infrastructure deficiencies within this area that
could be exacerbated by the scale of development envisaged and
these would need to be addressed by any development at this site. In
particular, at least one primary school will be required on-site, which
would require both land and financial contributions or works to
deliver. Over the longer term, a new secondary school could be
required to meet the educational requirements of this development
and others in the Hook/Hartley Wintney area. (Lightwood Strategic
have included a new a secondary school as part of their proposals for
how the site could be developed);
b. Significant off-site improvements would be required to the local road
network, including access to the M3 Motorway;
c. There will be a need to address the impact of the development on the
Thames Basin Heaths SPA, through the provision of additional SANGs
capacity. As this would need to be provided on-site, it could reduce
capacity and impact on scheme viability;
d. There are flood risks present (within the western portion of SHL167 in
particular);
e. There are significant ecological constraints, within the east of the site
in particular, including areas designated as SINCs and trees subject to
TPO within and adjacent to the site and a number of significant
woodland and aquatic habitats that would need to be protected;
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f.

Development could cause a range of landscape and visual impacts,
particularly within the western parts of the site and the east of
SHL167, which may require significant mitigation works/landscaping,
or require development to be avoided within these areas;

g. There is a weak and narrow bridge over the railway line (Totters Lane)
that may require upgrading;
h. There are two historic landfill sites within SHL167;
i.

Major overhead power transmission lines traverse SHL167 and the
western boundary of SHL169.” (NB. Further infrastructure constraints
include a high-pressure gas pipeline runs through the north-western parts of
the AoS, and affects SHL136 and 167).

11.

With the Council proposing to defer the consideration of the infrastructure
requirements for the new settlement to a Development Plan Document, there are
no guarantees at this stage that a new settlement within the AoS is deliverable in
view of the constraints faced.

12.

The Parish Councils and Societies do not believe that the infrastructure
requirements and their associated costs are matters that can be deferred to any
follow-up DPD. It is essential that they are fully considered and costed within the
Local plan’s overall viability assessment.

13.

Furthermore, on review of the Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) it is noted that, with
the new settlement proposals put to one side, HDC is already facing a funding gap
of approximately £72 million when considering the infrastructure types which
Hampshire County Council (HCC) and its public sector providers will have to
provide to support planned growth in Hart.

14.

The capacity of infrastructure service providers to meet growth identified in the
HLPSS must be questioned and we trust this will be carefully scrutinised during the
Examination period.

15.

Moreover, in view of the acknowledged funding shortfalls, it is incomprehensible as
to why HDC consider it necessary to start planning for a new settlement during the
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plan period when the evidence is clear that it is not needed. The new settlement
proposal risks needlessly diverting attention away from the vital infrastructure
projects required to deliver essential projects in the HLPSS such as Hartland
Village. It could also compromise the ability of the site allocations in the HLPSS to
meet the Council’s affordable housing targets, should the viability of these projects
be jeopardised by competition with the new settlement proposal for public
investment in infrastructure.
16.

Finally, it is important to note that should the new settlement be located in the
Parish of Winchfield, then the Parish Council would be entitled to 25% of the CIL
receipts since a ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan is in place. WPC therefore will be a
significant stakeholder in the infrastructure delivery process for any new settlement
delivered in its Parish. Despite this no discussions have been had to date with the
Parish Council regarding the infrastructure requirements for a new settlement,
which can only suggest that the crucial issue of ‘deliverability’ has not been thought
through.
Test of Soundness

17.

In view of the above considerations, we believe that the Local Plan is not
currently sound, because it has not been ‘positively prepared’, nor is it
‘justified’, ‘effective’ or ‘consistent with national policy, as it proposes a
new settlement within an AoS without evidence to demonstrate that it is
either suitable or deliverable in terms of both location and viability. It is not
founded upon the most up to date demographic evidence of housing need,
and seeks to make provision for a new settlement to be delivered in a future
Plan, despite the absence of detailed evidence justifying its actual need or
suitability. Consequently, it does not represent the most appropriate strategy,
when considered against the reasonable alternatives.

18.

However, we believe that the Plan can be made sound by Main Modifications
including the deletion of references within the Draft Plan to a proposed new
settlement, a reduction in the housing requirement to accord with the
Government’s proposed formula for assessing local housing needs, and
amendments to the content of the Draft Plan to encourage and support
brownfield development.
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Proposed Amendments
19.

The policy currently makes no reference to the provision of a new settlement. The
Parish Councils and Societies have made it crystal clear that they are completely
opposed to the proposed new settlement and AoS advocated under Policy SS3. If
this proposed allocation is deleted from the Draft Local Plan then no direct
amendment to Policy I1 will be required.

20.

However, should the Parish Council’s strong evidence demonstrating the complete
unsuitability of a new settlement in the AoS be disregarded, then major
amendments to Policy I1 and the Infrastructure Delivery Plan will need to be made.

21.

HDC has stated that housing delivery from the new settlement could commence
from around 2024/25. Given this, the Local Plan and, in particular, Policy I1 and the
District Council’s Infrastructure Delivery Plan must identify what key infrastructure
will be required for any new settlement, clearly stating its cost, and who will provide
it, how and when. This will need to be underpinned by a detailed assessment of its
costings and viability given that it is currently a core component of the Draft Plan.
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Policy I2 - Green
Infrastructure

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

Policies Map

I2

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

Please see accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

Please see accompanying representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society, have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representaions.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only be fully
investigated through an oral examination.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Policy I2 – Green Infrastructure
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield Parish
Council (DPC), Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC), Odiham Society and the
Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils and Societies”) in
response to draft Policy I2 ‘Green Infrastructure’ of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy
and Sites (HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.

2.

Following a referendum in February 2017, the Winchfield Neighbourhood
Development Plan (NDP) prepared by WPC was made by Hart District Council
(HDC) on Thursday 30 March 2017.

3.

As a result, the Winchfield NDP now constitutes part of the statutory development
plan for the Parish of Winchfield in Hart District.

4.

As Winchfield is the only ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan produced by the above
Parish Councils, this is the focus of this representation. The other Parish Councils
mentioned are in the process of bringing forward their Neighbourhood Plans which
will include evidence based policies on green infrastructure requirements for the
respective Parishes.

5.

The purpose of this representation therefore is to seek to ensure the policies within
the Winchfield NDP and policies in the Proposed Submission Version Hart Local
Plan: Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032 are both consistent and well-related to one
another.
Representation

6.

Winchfield is mentioned in the Domesday Book dating back to 1088, known then as
‘Wynesflet’ prior to the establishment of St Mary’s Church circa 1150. The village of
Winchfield is latterly documented as ‘Winchelefeld’, somewhat appropriately
translating to ‘open country’. The Parish therefore has a rich and lengthy and
successive history and a resulting unique local open landscape character.

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council – Policy I2

7.

Centrally located in Hart District, Winchfield comprises some 700 hectares of
predominantly rural area with small settlements, surrounded by low intensity
farmland and numerous examples of semi-ancient woodland. The Winchfield NDP
highlights how the “rural nature and spread-out geography of the village are
greatly valued by all who live in or visit Winchfield. Residents wish to protect
the rural look and feel of the village. 96% of the survey respondents said they
felt this was important.”

8.

It is in this context that the Winchfield NDP places substantial importance on
identifying and protecting the Significant Views in Winchfield. Those identified
include multiple views from the Basingstoke Canal SSSI, which runs along the
southern boundary of the Parish.

9.

Policy B1 of the Neighbourhood Plan stipulates that:
Policy B1: Rural Look and Feel – Significant Views & Topography
1) Development should not result in a loss of, or harm to, the
significant views from the canal as identified on the map within
this policy.
2) Hedgerows, mature trees (individual or copses) and ancient
woodland are valued and should be preserved and retained as part
of otherwise acceptable new developments.

10.

The Basingstoke Canal flows across the whole District, and has not only the local
designation of a Conservation Area (including a surrounding corridor) but also the
national designation of SSSI.

11.

The supporting text to Hart District Local Plan saved Policy CON2 recognises that
‘...Local Planning Authorities are required by law to protect these nationally
designated sites from adverse effects of development’ (and those effects can
be either direct or indirect). Paragraph 118 of the NPPF states that ‘...proposed
development on land within or outside a Site of Special Scientific Interest
likely to have an adverse effect on a Site of Special Scientific Interest (either
individually or in combination with other developments) should not normally
be permitted’;
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12.

The canal was previously considered significant enough for HDC to grant it specific
planning policies such as saved Policies CON10 and RUR32. These Policies seek
to protect the Canal from development which would adversely affect its landscape,
architectural or ecological character, setting or enjoyment or which would result in
the loss of important views in the vicinity.

13.

The Parish Councils and Societies therefore take this opportunity to reiterate the
importance of the Basingstoke Canal as a nationally important wildlife habitat and
corridor and valuable green infrastructure resource for Hart District.

14.

The Parish Councils and Societies note that the HLPSS does not offer a
standalone policy on the Basingstoke Canal. Instead it proposes (through Appendix
6) to continue to apply saved Policies CON10 and RUR32 until such a time that
they are superseded by a subsequent Development Plan Document or are
otherwise formally withdrawn from use.

15.

The Parish Councils and Societies consider that it would be preferable for the
strategic importance of the Basingstoke Canal to have been recognised through a
specific policy in the HLPSS. However, it is noted that saved Policies CON10 and
RUR32 will remain part of the development plan until superseded or withdrawn. In
this respect, it is crucial that the intended Development Management Policies DPD
is prepared by HDC at the earliest opportunity and the Parish Councils and
Societies will be closely scrutinising this document to ensure that the Basingstoke
Canal is afforded the appropriate level of protection.

16.

Lastly, on a more general point, the Parish Councils and Societies question the
logic of HDC’s proposal to remove Appendix 6 of the HLPSS from the final adopted
version. This Appendix provides a crucial signpost for the reader to the saved Local
Plan Policies. Whilst it is noted that these will be replaced during the lifetime of the
Plan, the Appendix can be worded in such a way that acknowledges this fact.
Whilst not a soundness issue, we trust the Council will give consideration to this
suggestion before submitting the HLPSS for examination.
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Policy I3 Transport

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation: JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish
Council, with the support of Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish
Council, Hartley Wintney Parish Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater
Valley Preservation Society
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

Policies Map

I3

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☒

No

☐

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

We consider Policy I3 to be sound.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.
2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Policy I3 – Transport
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield
Parish Council (DPC),Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC) Odiham
Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils
and Societies”) in response to draft Policy I3 ‘Transport’ of the Hart Local
Plan: Strategy and Sites (HLPSS) Proposed Submission Version.

2.

Following a referendum in February 2017, the Winchfield Neighbourhood
Development Plan (NDP) prepared by WPC was made by Hart District
Council (HDC) on Thursday 30 March 2017.

3.

As a result, the Winchfield NDP now constitutes part of the statutory
development plan for the Parish of Winchfield in Hart District.

4.

As Winchfield is the only ‘made’ Neighbourhood Plan produced by the above
Parish Councils, this is the focus of this representation. The other Parish
Councils mentioned are in the process of bringing forward their
Neighbourhood Plans which will include evidence based policies which
address transport issues within the respective Parishes.

5.

The purpose of this representation therefore is to seek to ensure the policies
within the Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan and policies in the
HLPSS are both consistent and well-related to one another.
Representation

6.

Winchfield is mentioned in the Domesday Book dating back to 1088, known
then as Wynesflet prior to the establishment of St Mary’s Church circa 1150.
The Parish therefore has a rich and lengthy successive history and a resulting
unique local landscape character.

7.

Winchfield dates back to the Domesday Book, known then as Winesflet. The
Parish therefore has a lengthy and rich history, including the Grade I Listed St
Mary’s Church dating from 1150.

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council – Policy I3

8.

The Parish of Winchfield is in the centre of Hart District expanding across
approximately 700 hectares, comprising mostly of farmland, fields, hedgerows
and ancient woodland. With regard to the future vision of development in the
Parish, the Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan states:
“Residents of Winchfield believe it is both possible and desirable to
meet future housing needs through a sensitive and sustainable
development plan in keeping with the village, favouring the building of
smaller, contained developments which our limited rural infrastructure
can support. This can be achieved whilst preserving the essential rural
characteristics which make Winchfield both a desirable place to live and
such a valuable recreational amenity for the wider District”.

9.

It is in this context, the local transport network plays an important part in
contributing to the character of the Parish, something which the Winchfield
Neighbourhood Development Plan recognises through a series of policies
therein.

10.

Policy A2 of the Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan seeks to
ensure all new development provides at least one car parking space per
bedroom, so as to minimise occurrences of on-street parking which has been
disruptive in the Parish.

11.

Policy B2 of the Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan seeks to
ensure development proposals respect the intrinsic character and beauty of
the countryside, and do not adversely affect the tranquillity, rural nature and
layout of the existing roads, lanes, byways and footpaths. The improvement
of existing public rights of way and the provision of new public rights of way
which respect local character will be supported.

12.

The purpose of Policy B2 of the Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan
is to preserve and maintain the rural lanes in Winchfield for future generations
to enjoy – something which 96% of survey respondents as part of the
Neighbourhood Plan’s evidence base supported. The policy is designed to
ensure that adequate provision of off road footpaths and bridleways is
considered in new developments, to ensure pedestrians and other social road
users are not put at risk, and our ancient roadside verges not disturbed.
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13.

Supplementing B2 of the Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan is
Watch Point BW2, whereby existing trees and hedgerows should be retained
to maintain the current road widths to minimise the adverse impact of
vehicular traffic. Proposals which seek to introduce urban-style footpaths
beside existing lanes will be strongly resisted.

14.

Land for a new public right of way at Talbothays Farm is safeguarded under
Policy B3 of the Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan.

15.

Policy E1 of the Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan stipulates that
access to any new development should take account of existing vehicle
access to proposed development sites and should avoid damage to existing
trees and hedgerows. Where this approach is impractical and where a new
access is required this will only be permitted if no detrimental impact is
caused to the overall rural character of the lane.

16.

The purpose of this policy is to specifically guide development proposals
which are proposing new vehicular accesses onto rural lanes.

17.

Additionally, Watch Point EW1 concerns traffic managements, and implores
WPC to continue to campaign for lower speed limits in the Parish and
increase the number of warning signs; so as to improve highway safety.

18.

In light of the above, the Parish Councils and Societies therefore generally
support the inclusion of Policy I3: Transport in the HLPSS.

19.

The Parish Councils and Societies are particularly supportive of the
requirement criterion f) which seeks to ensure the operation of the highway
network is not severely impacted upon by development, and criterion h) which
seeks to protect and where possible enhance access to public rights of way
and will be supported subject to compliance with other relevant policies.

20.

They are also encouraged by the changes made to this Policy since the
Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan consultation. In its representation, WPC
recommended that criterion d) be amended so as to explicitly refer to the
parking standards contained within Neighbourhood Plans. WPC is pleased to
note that this amendment has been made, these are seen as representing
minimum standards.
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Conclusion
21.

Notwithstanding, their general support for draft Policy I3, the Parish Councils
and Societies wish to highlight the severe transport impacts that will result
from the proposed new settlement should it be located within the Area of
Search. As noted above, the existing network reflects the area’s rural
character and has limited capacity for additional traffic. Substantial upgrades
to the existing highway network and, potentially, a new junction on the M3
could be required in addition to significant engineering works to facilitate new
and/or improved vehicular crossings of the railway line.

22.

The Parish Councils and Societies do not consider that a new settlement in
the AoS would be capable of adhering to paragraph 396 of the Draft Plan.
This requires that new development must integrate into existing movement
networks. It also needs to demonstrate that it will not have a severe residual
impact on the operation, safety or accessibility to either the local or strategic
highway networks. It should also provide a safe and secure on-site movement
layout that minimises conflicts between traffic and cyclists or pedestrians. No
evidence has been produced which suggests that a new settlement within the
AoS would be in compliance with these requirements.

23.

The tranquillity, rural nature and layout of the existing network in the Parish
would be destroyed, which is completely at odds with the objectives of Policy
B2 of the Winchfield Neighbourhood Development Plan.
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Sustainability
Appraisal

Hart District Council Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016 - 2032
Publication Stage Representation Form
Part B: Please use a separate sheet for each representation.
For example, if you wish to comment on more than one policy,
please submit a separate Part B form for each policy.
Please refer to the guidance notes before completing Part B.
Name/ Organisation:
Postcode:

1. To which part of the Local Plan does this representation relate?
Paragraph

Policy

Sustainability
Appraisal

Policies Map

2. Do you consider the Local Plan is:
Please check as appropriate.
(1) Legally Compliant

Yes

☒

No

☐

(2) Sound

Yes

☐

No

☒

(3) Compliant with the

Yes

☒

No

☐

Duty to Cooperate

1

3. Please give details of why you consider the Local Plan is not legally
compliant or is unsound or fails to comply with the duty to cooperate.
Please be as precise as possible.
If you wish to support the legal compliance or soundness of the Local
Plan or its compliance with the duty to cooperate, please use this box
to set out your comments.

Please see paragraphs 67-71 of our accompanying representation.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

4. Please set out what modification (s) you consider necessary to make the
Local Plan legally compliant or sound, having regard to the Matter you
identified at question 3. above. (NB. Please note that any non-compliance
with the duty to cooperate is incapable of modification at examination).
You will need to say why this modification will make the Local Plan
legally compliant or sound. It would be helpful if you are able to put
forward your suggested revised wording of any policy or text. Please be
as precise as possible.

Please see paragraph 72 of our accompanying representation.

Please note your representation should cover succinctly all the information, evidence and
supporting information necessary to support or justify the representation and suggested
modification, as there will not normally be a subsequent opportunity to make further representations
based on the original representation at publication stage. After this stage, further submissions
will be only at the request of the Inspector, based on the matters and issues he/ she
identifies for examination.

2

5. If your representation is seeking a modification, do you consider it
necessary to participate at the oral part of the examination?

NO, I do not wish to participate at the oral examination

☐

YES, I wish to participate at the oral examination

☒

6. If you wish to participate at the oral part of the examination, please
outline why you consider this to be necessary:
JB Planning Associates, on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council, with the support of
Crondall Parish Council, Dogmersfield Parish Council, Hartley Wintney Parish
Council, Odiham Society and the Whitewater Valley Preservation Society, have a
number of areas of concerns as set out in our attached representaions.
The complexity of the issues raised in our representations can only be fully
investigated through an oral examination.

Continue on a separate sheet/scroll down box if necessary

Please note the inspector will determine the most appropriate procedure to adopt to hear those
who have indicated that they wish to participate at the oral part of the examination.
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Sustainability Appraisal
Introduction
1.

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC), with the support of Crondall Parish Council (CPC), Dogmersfield Parish
Council (DPC),Hartley Wintney Parish Council (HWPC) Odiham Society and the
Whitewater Valley Preservation Society (“the Parish Councils and Societies”) in
response to the content of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the Hart Local Plan
Strategy and Sites 2016-2032 Proposed Submission Version.
Summary of Representation

2.

We set out in this representation why the Parish Councils and Societies consider
that the Sustainability Appraisal is fundamentally flawed. This is primarily due to it
seeking to compare provision of a new settlement within the Murrell Green /
Winchfield Area of Search (AoS) for up to 5,000 dwellings with an alternative of a
settlement of between 1,600-1,900 dwellings at Rye Common, which are clearly of
an entirely different scale and do not represent true alternatives.

3.

Furthermore, no assessment or justification is provided as to why any new
settlement is actually required in the Plan period, or why other more sustainable
options such as brownfield development opportunities, urban extensions, smaller
village expansions etc have not been thoroughly assessed as alternatives.

4.

Whilst this representation relates primarily to the findings and conclusions of the
February 2018 AECOM Sustainability Appraisal, we have also attached our
previous set of representations submitted to the Regulation 18 Hart Local Plan
Sustainability Appraisal as important background information (see Appendix 20.1).
Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)

5.

Paragraph: 001 (Reference ID: 11-001-20140306) of the PPG emphasises the
important role of the SA in promoting sustainable development by assessing and
judging reasonable alternatives.
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What is a sustainability appraisal, and how does it relate to strategic
environmental assessment?
“A sustainability appraisal is a systematic process that must be
carried out during the preparation of a 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 relevant environmental, economic and social
objectives.
This process is an opportunity to consider ways by which the plan can
contribute to improvements in environmental, social and economic
conditions, as well as a means of identifying and mitigating any
potential adverse effects that the plan might otherwise have. By doing
so, it can help make sure that the proposals in the plan are the most
appropriate given the reasonable alternatives. It can be used to test
the evidence underpinning the plan and help to demonstrate how the
tests of soundness have been met. Sustainability appraisal should be
applied as an iterative process informing the development of the Local
Plan.
Section 19 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
requires a local planning authority to carry out a sustainability
appraisal of each of the proposals in a Local Plan during its
preparation. More generally, section 39 of the Act requires that the
authority preparing a Local Plan must do so “with the objective of
contributing to the achievement of sustainable development”.
Sustainability appraisals incorporate the requirements of the
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations
2004 (commonly referred to as the ‘Strategic Environmental
Assessment Regulations’), which implement the requirements of the
European Directive 2001/42/EC (the ‘Strategic Environmental
Assessment Directive’) on the assessment of the effects of certain
plans and programmes on the environment. Sustainability appraisal
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ensures that potential environmental effects are given full
consideration alongside social and economic issues…”.
6.

Paragraph: 018 of the PPG (Reference ID: 11-018-20140306) emphasises that the
Sustainability Appraisal must consider all reasonable alternatives and assess them
in the same level of detail as the option the plan-maker proposes to take forward in
the Local Plan (the preferred approach).

7.

The Sustainability Appraisal is required to outline the reasons the alternatives were
selected, the reasons the rejected options were not taken forward and the reasons
for selecting the preferred approach in light of the alternatives. It also needs to
provide clear conclusions on the overall sustainability of the different alternatives,
including those selected as the preferred approach in the Local Plan. Any
assumptions used in assessing the significance of effects of the Local Plan need to
be well documented. HDC’s SA fails to do this. We do not consider that the SA
presents a proper and appropriate appraisal of ‘reasonable alternatives’ or a clear
explanation of the reasons for selecting the alternatives.
How should the sustainability appraisal assess alternatives and identify likely
significant effects?
“The sustainability appraisal needs to compare all reasonable
alternatives including the preferred approach and assess these
against the baseline environmental, economic and social
characteristics of the area and the likely situation if the Local Plan
were not to be adopted.
The sustainability appraisal should predict and evaluate the effects of
the preferred approach and reasonable alternatives and should clearly
identify the significant positive and negative effects of each
alternative.
The sustainability appraisal should identify, describe and evaluate the
likely significant effects on environmental, economic and social
factors using the evidence base. Criteria for determining the likely
significance of effects on the environment are set out in schedule 1 to
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the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations
2004.
The sustainability appraisal should identify any likely significant
adverse effects and measures envisaged to prevent, reduce and, as
fully as possible, offset them. The sustainability appraisal must
consider all reasonable alternatives and assess them in the same level
of detail as the option the plan-maker proposes to take forward in the
Local Plan (the preferred approach).
Reasonable alternatives are the different realistic options considered
by the plan-maker in developing the policies in its plan. They must be
sufficiently distinct to highlight the different sustainability
implications of each so that meaningful comparisons can be made.
The alternatives must be realistic and deliverable.
The sustainability appraisal should outline the reasons the
alternatives were selected, the reasons the rejected options were not
taken forward and the reasons for selecting the preferred approach in
light of the alternatives. It should provide conclusions on the overall
sustainability of the different alternatives, including those selected as
the preferred approach in the Local Plan. Any assumptions used in
assessing the significance of effects of the Local Plan should be
documented.
The development and appraisal of proposals in Local Plan documents
should be an iterative process, with the proposals being revised to
take account of the appraisal findings. This should inform the
selection, refinement and publication of proposals (when preparing a
Local Plan, paragraph 152 of the National Planning Policy Framework
should be considered)”.
8.

Paragraph: 019 of the PPG (Reference ID: 11-019-20140306) emphasises that the
SA report must clearly show how environmental requirements have been met as
well as recording the wider assessment of social and economic effects of the
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reasonable alternatives. The SA has failed to properly identify and analyse
reasonable alternatives.
What should the sustainability appraisal report accompanying the
publication of the draft Local Plan cover?
“Regulation 12 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and
Programmes Regulations 2004 sets out the formal requirements of an
‘environmental report’, which should form an integral part of the
sustainability appraisal report and is a core output of any strategic
environmental assessment. An environmental report for the purpose
of the regulations must identify, describe and evaluate the likely
significant effects on the environment of implementing the Local Plan
policies and of the reasonable alternatives taking into account the
objectives and geographical scope of the Local Plan. The
sustainability appraisal report must clearly show how these
requirements have been met as well as recording the wider
assessment of social and economic effects.
The sustainability appraisal must include a non-technical summary of
the information within the main report. The summary should be
prepared with a range of readers in mind, and provide a clear,
accessible overview of the process and findings”.
9.

Paragraph: 022 of the PPG (Reference ID: 11-022-20140306) specifies that the SA
report should help to integrate different areas of evidence and to demonstrate why
the proposals in the Local Plan are the most appropriate. In terms of the AoS, we
believe there to be a failure to set out any significant technical evidence justifying a
new settlement in this location.
What is the role of the sustainability appraisal report at examination of the
Local Plan?
“The sustainability appraisal report should be submitted with the
Local Plan to the Secretary of State for independent examination. The
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sustainability appraisal report will be examined as part of the evidence
base for the Local Plan.
The sustainability appraisal report should help to integrate different
areas of evidence and to demonstrate why the proposals in the Local
Plan are the most appropriate”.
10.

We believe that the SA Report simply fails to comply with key requirements of the
PPG with regard to the production of Sustainability Appraisals. We now go on to
explain in more detail why we consider this to be the case.
AECOM Sustainability Appraisal (2018)

11.

We refer below to the content of various paragraphs within the SA, the relevant
paragraph numbers are shown in brackets and the SA extracts are shown
immediately below in emboldened text.

12.

The SA considered the arguments for supporting higher growth (paragraph 6.2.8 –
see below emboldened text). In terms of meeting potential unmet needs from
elsewhere within the HMA, the likelihood that this will be needed was
acknowledged as now being significantly reduced (our emphasis). In relation to
more fully meeting affordable housing needs, we would suggest that the proposed
new national LA housing need formula will already be taking such matters into
account. Finally, it was concluded that the Hart Employment Review anticipates
only modest growth in demand for employment land within Hart, and that there is
no reason to anticipate a spike in employment growth in Hart over the Plan period.

13.

Consequently, having carefully considered whether there is any justification for a
higher housing growth figure for Hart, the SA has effectively concluded that no
there is not:
•

“Firstly, there is the matter of planning for potential unmet needs, i.e.
planning to reflect the likelihood, or risk, of a shortfall in provision
elsewhere in the HMA.13 The possibility of providing for unmet needs
has been given close attention over recent years (e.g. see discussion
at Box 6.1 of the March 2017 Interim SA Report); however, by late 2017
the likelihood of unmet needs within the HMA was understood to have
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reduced significantly. This is on the basis of the indicative housing
need figures issued by the Government – for Hart, Rushmoor and
Surrey Heath authorities - being significantly below the OAHN figures
set out in the SHMA, and also on the basis of the Proposed
Submission Rushmoor Local Plan (June 2017). Box 6.1 presents
further explanation.
•

Secondly, there is the potential to plan to more fully meet affordable
housing needs. Government’s Planning Practice Guidance (PPG)
states that: “An increase in the total housing figures included in the
local plan should be considered where it could help deliver the
required number of affordable homes.” An uplift for affordable
housing was reflected in the Draft Local Plan (April 2017), and this
approach remained a consideration in late 2017, when seeking to
establish reasonable alternatives.

•

Thirdly, there can be arguments for supporting high housing growth in
order to reflect likely, or potential, future employment growth (i.e. to
deliver the housing necessary to ensure a sufficient workforce to
support said employment growth). However, the Hart Employment
Land Review (ELR; 2016) anticipates only modest growth in demand
for employment land within Hart, and Hart is not a focus of the Local
Enterprise Partnership’s growth ambitions. There is little or no reason
to suspect the likelihood of a spike in employment growth in Hart over
the course of the plan period”.

14.

It is important to recognise that Hart is not a Green Belt Authority, therefore,
it is not required to seek to meet long-term needs beyond the Plan period.

15.

The following text confirms in our minds, that Hart District Council (HDC) has
continued from the outset of the Local Plan making process to be fully committed to
the provision of a new settlement within the AoS. This commitment has not waned
despite a distinct lack of evidence demonstrating that it is either needed, or an
appropriate location at which to locate a major new settlement. It is also apparent
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that HDC has viewed new secondary school provision as an important factor with
regard to determining where it has been seeking to locate major new housing
(6.3.6).
“A new settlement in this area of central Hart, in the vicinity of
Winchfield train station, has been considered as a location for a new
settlement for a number of years. As discussed above, in 2014 the
Council identified ‘Winchfield’ as the preferred location for a new
settlement in the District. Subsequently, in early 2017, the Council
determined ‘Murrell Green’ to be the preferred location for a new
settlement. Figure 6.4 shows the Murrell Green new settlement
proposed by the 2017 Draft Plan. The Draft Plan (2017) proposed “an
attractive new settlement of around 1,800 new homes by 2032”. As can
be seen, the intention was to ensure landscape buffers between Hook
(to the west) and Hartley Wintney (to the northeast); deliver a large
(seven form entry) new secondary school in the northern part of the
site; and deliver a c.3.5 ha extension to the existing Murrell Green
Business Park”.
16.

Given that the SA clearly specifies that a new settlement in the AoS area is not
needed to meet housing needs within the plan period, it is totally unclear as to why
it has not been dismissed as an option, and has ended up as a key component of
the Draft Local Plan’s housing strategy. It is not apparent why HDC feels that it is
necessary to act now in the absence of any evidence, rather than at the time of the
next Local Plan Review which will be able to assess district housing options and
alternatives based on a proper and thorough understanding of future needs (6.3.7).
“Subsequent to the Draft Plan consultation, the need to revisit the
approach to delivering a new settlement in this area was recognised,
in light of: A) the altered strategic context (see discussion of ‘housing
quanta’, within Section 6.2, above); and B) site specific
considerations. Specifically –
•

In relation to (A) - whilst a new settlement in the Murrell Green /
Winchfield area is considered an integral part of the long-term
solution to meeting housing needs and wider sustainable
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development objectives, latest understanding is that a new
settlement in the this area is not needed to meet housing needs
within the plan period (our emphasis).
•

• In relation to (B) - whilst there could be the potential to deliver
a successful/sustainable new community at Murrell Green, the
opportunity might be even greater if the land at Winchfield was
also brought into play”.

17.

Having already dismissed allocating a site for a new settlement at Murrell Green /
Winchfield, it is not apparent why there is considered to be potential to identify a
new settlement area of search through a Development Plan Document. The SA
seems to be acknowledging the Council’s unwavering commitment of seeking to
develop a new settlement in the AoS regardless of any actual need or justification
(6.3.8).
“Ultimately, for the purposes of establishing reasonable spatial
alternatives (see Section 6.5), the option of specifically allocating a
site for a new settlement in the Murrell Green / Winchfield area
through the Local Plan was ruled out. It was recognised, however, that
there is the potential to identify a new settlement area of search
through the Local Plan, with a view to allocating a specific site
through a subsequent Development Plan Document.

18.

The SA confirms that Rye Common has never been considered or proposed by
HDC as a realistic housing option or identified within any previous Local Plan
consultation documents. Even though HDC has already dismissed Rye Common
as being a reasonable spatial alternative, it has been looked at as an alternative to
the AoS within the SA. The reasoning behind this appears to reflect the fact that
HDC is wedded to the idea that it must provide a new settlement in the AoS, and
that against the smaller Rye Common new settlement proposal it might score well
(6.3.10).
“Rye Common was not proposed for allocation by the Draft Plan
(2017), nor was it considered by the Interim SA Report as part of the
examination of reasonable alternatives. Similarly, in late 2017, it was
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decided to rule-out - for the purposes of establishing reasonable
spatial alternatives - the option of allocating land for a new settlement
at Rye Common. However, it was deemed appropriate to give some
further examination to the option of a new settlement at Rye Common,
as a comparator to the option of a new settlement within the Murrell
Green / Winchfield area of search (as discussed above, see para
6.3.8)”.
19.

The Parish Councils and Societies wish to make it clear that they do not have any
view with regard to the Rye Common option. It is referred to in this representation
solely to demonstrate the inadequate and inappropriate way the SA has addressed
reasonable alternative development options within Hart District.

20.

Given that it is clearly stated that land for a new settlement is not needed within this
Plan period, it would be wrong for the Local Plan to go ahead and make provision
for an Area of Search that is demonstrably not actually needed (6.5.4).
“The corollary was a decision to treat ‘non-allocation of other new
settlement options’ as a constant across the reasonable alternatives.
Whilst an objective of the plan is to “provide for longer term
development needs through planning for a sustainable new settlement
within the Murrell Green/Winchfield area of search”, current
understanding is that a new settlement is not needed in order to meet
housing needs within the current plan period, meaning that land for a
new settlement need not be allocated within the current Local
Plan….”.

21.

The lack of any need for any new settlement is confirmed in paragraph 6.5.13 of
the SA, which recognises that removing the Government’s proposed cap under the
draft LA Housing Needs Formula would only increase the 292 dpa to 310 dpa.
Furthermore, it acknowledges that the reasonable alternatives would result in very
significant over-supply (up to 68%).
“…For pragmatic reasons, the decision was taken to take an ‘all or
nothing’ approach to nonstrategic allocations. In other words, each
option either contains the full set of nonstrategic allocations, or no
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non-strategic allocations at all. Whilst in practice there is the potential
to support any combination of the seven sites/locations, it would not
be feasible to appraise every combination. There is also a need to limit
the total number of reasonable alternatives, with a view to ensuring an
effective consultation process.

The total quantum of homes varies between 397 dpa and 490 dpa. This
is in the context of an OAHN figure of 382 dpa (see para 6.2.3) and a
‘draft local housing need’ figure of 292 dpa (see para 6.2.5).26
Focusing on 292 dpa, this would mean that the alternatives involve
providing for a ‘buffer’ of between 36% and 68%.

22.

The Parish Councils and Societies consider that the all or nothing approach
referred to above in relation to the reasonable alternatives to be seriously deficient.

23.

The SA again strongly demonstrates the complete lack of need for any new
settlement based upon current housing needs and the healthy supply of housing
sites that will be coming forward for development (8.2.3).
“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
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 HMA; however, current understanding is that
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unmet needs are unlikely in the context of the Government’s proposed
standard methodology for calculating housing needs”.

24.

Having already stated that there is a total lack of any need for any new settlement,
it would clearly be both wrong and inappropriate to commence work on a DPD that
will deliver housing and infrastructure around the middle of this Plan period. To do
so would create considerable uncertainty and potentially completely undermine
delivery of the more sustainable sources of housing supply identified within the
Draft Plan (8.2.4).
“….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”.

25.

The following paragraph reiterates our suspicions that HDC’s desire to obtain
provision of a new secondary school has been a major factor in its unwavering
support for a new settlement within the AoS. This is regardless of the existence of
other more sustainable development options, and the SA finding self-containment
within any new settlement will be limited and, therefore, any new settlement would
not be sustainable as it would be dependent upon secondary school pupils
travelling in from much further afield (10.2.6).
“Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for
a new settlement in the Murrell Green/Winchfield area of search
through a subsequent Development Plan Document, the key point to
note is that there will be good potential to achieve the necessary
critical mass to deliver supporting services, facilities and
infrastructure, to include a new secondary school. Indeed, the desire
to deliver a new secondary school at an optimum location (such that it
will also be accessible to children from other settlements), and as part
of an early phase of development, is a key motivation for planning the
new settlement carefully, through a separate DPD. However, the
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degree of ‘self-containment’ achieved at the new settlement will be
limited. Residents will need to travel to access many community
services / facilities in Hart, and beyond (notably Basingstoke). In this
respect, residents will benefit from access to Winchfield train station.
It may also be fair to say that residents will benefit from good road and
walking/cycling links; however, there is uncertainty at this stage / a
need for further work.

26.

It is apparent that despite the MG/A AoS being located within the 5 km buffer for
the Thames Basin Heath SPA, this has not deterred HDC, despite it refusing
planning applications elsewhere in the District which are similarly located within the
buffer. Nor is Odiham Common Site SSSI to the south, acknowledged as an
important constraint despite increased traffic through the SSSI (10.3.6).
“Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for
a new settlement in the Winchfield area through a subsequent DPD,
the area of search is within the 5km TBHSPA buffer; however, the
nearest component of the SPA is some way distant, being north of
Hartley Wintney. There is an opportunity to deliver effective SANG. For
example, depending on the preferred locations for development, there
is the potential to include a ‘riverside parkland’ within the Whitewater
Valley east of Hook, which is a designated Biodiversity Opportunity
Area (BOA), and potentially to connect with other existing or proposed
SANG. Aside from the TBHSPA, the area is constrained by Odiham
Common Site SSSI to the south, the northern-most part of which is in
‘part destroyed’ condition (albeit the vast majority is in favourable
condition). The SSSI will be easily accessed from new settlement, and
increased traffic through the SSSI can be anticipated; however, SANG
could potentially act as a buffer”.

27.

The Parish Councils and Societies dispute the suggestion that Murrell Green /
Winchfield is less sensitive than other options (10.3.14). Our separate
representation in respect of Policy SS3 explains this in further detail. It refers to the
review of available technical evidence demonstrating that the highly constrained
nature of the AoS, and the significant environmental and infrastructure issues that
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need to be overcome. These are best summarised through Figures 03 - 06 of
Michelle Bolger’s Site Appraisal (Appendix 4.4). The Figures demonstrate that the
AoS identifies a landscape which is highly unsuitable for large scale residential
development.
“The commitment to planning for a new settlement, through
preparation of a separate DPD, is quite strongly supported, as the
Murrell Green/Winchfield area is less sensitive than other areas to the
north/east (albeit still within the 5km TBHSPA buffer), and there is very
good opportunity to deliver effective new strategic SANG”.

28.

With regard to energy efficiency measures and low carbon heat / electricity
generation, there may indeed be excellent potential to achieve the necessary
critical mass, and mix of uses, to enable combined heat and power generation in
the AoS However, the same opportunities are very likely to exist in any other
development option of this size. Other renewable power opportunities will exist on
smaller sites.

29.

It is noteworthy, however, that it is acknowledged that the promoters of the new
settlement have made no firm commitment to the incorporation of renewable power
within it (10.4.4).
“Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation
for a new settlement in the Murrell Green/Winchfield area through a
subsequent DPD, there will be excellent potential to achieve the
necessary critical mass, and mix of uses, to enable combined heat
and power generation (potentially even fuelled by biomass, which
might even be locally sourced), with a network of piping to provide
‘district heating’ (although it might be that a ‘polycentric’ layout is
needed which would reduce efficiencies). However, it is noted that
proposals received from site promoters to date have been noncommittal, at best, with the promoter of land to the east suggesting
(through the Draft Plan consultation) that the “unconstrained nature of
the site means further opportunities for renewable energy will be
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provided as additional homes are provided, if required”; and the
proposal received from the promoter of land to the west not
referencing any low carbon infrastructure (or design) opportunities”.
30.

It is apparent from that the AoS is not without significant site constraints and costs.
For instance, the undergrounding of pylons would be extremely expensive (10.5.5).
Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for
a new settlement in the Murrell Green/Winchfield area, there are
several points to make •

Noise pollution - associated with the M3, A30 and the railway is
a constraint to the location of residential uses and a secondary
school; however, there is always good potential to mitigate
noise pollution through attenuation and design measures.

•

Gas pipeline - a gas main passes through the west of the area,
which will necessitate either a considerable ‘buffer’ of open
land either side, or major work to re-route the pipe. The
representation received from the site promoter in 2017 states
that the preferred approach is to “divert and at the same time
upgrade the Bramshill/Foyle pipe. One option is to divert and
upgrade the pipeline to the east of its current route, on an
alignment that follows the [proposed] main north-south street.
The current pipe was laid in the 1960s and is of a thin walled
steel construction. A replacement thicker walled pipe will very
significantly reduce the risk and the hazard.”

•

Pylons - high voltage power line that runs through the east of
the area, which can feasibly be run underground.

•

Road safety - two notable issues are A) the narrow railway
underpass, to the east of Winchfield station; and B) footpath /
cyclepath links along the A30 and/or B3016.
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31.

The Parish Councils and Societies would question whether in light of the road
safety concerns referred to immediately above, a proposed new settlement within
the AoS would accord with policy I3. Furthermore, they believe that impacts on the
other two railway bridges also need to be properly considered. These concerns are
set out in their separate representation in respect of policy I3 (10.5.7).
"Policy I3 (Transport) supports development proposals that provide
‘safe, suitable and convenient access for all potential users’ and
provide an on-site movement layout compatible for all potential users.
The supporting text explains that: “New development must…
demonstrate that it will not have a severe residual impact on the
operation, safety or accessibility to either the local or strategic
highway networks. It should also provide a safe and secure on-site
movement layout that minimises conflicts between traffic and cyclists
or pedestrians, whilst taking into account the needs of people with
disabilities…”

32.

Areas within the AoS have been identified as being at flood risk. The Parish
Councils and Societies strongly question where the evidence is to justify the
suggestion that a masterplan can be prepared which can overcome flood risk
constraints (10.7.4).
“Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for
a new settlement in the Murrell Green/Winchfield area through a
separate DPD, there are some flood risk constraints (fluvial, surface
water and groundwater); however, there is confidence in the ability to
masterplan a new settlement that avoids these constraints”.

33.

Various notable heritage constraints are also present in the AoS. We note that
Historic England’s response to the 2017 Draft Plan considered that the previous
version of the Local Plan failed to set out a positive strategy for the conservation
and enhancement of the historic environment (10.8.2 – 10.8.4).
“With regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for a new
settlement in the Murrell Green/Winchfield area through a separate
DPD, there are a range of notable heritage constraints given listed
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buildings and a conservation area; and, more generally, a rural
landscape with historic character. See Appendix III for a detailed
discussion. In light of these constraints, proposed Policy SS3
requires: “A layout and form of development that respects the
landscape character as well as the character, significance and setting
of heritage assets within and adjoining the site”.”
34.

It is considered extremely notable and important that the SA acknowledges the
existence of significant constraints with regard to the provision of a new settlement,
and concludes by finding that significant positive effects are lacking from the Draft
Plan (10.8.8 – 10.8.9).
“The commitment to planning for a new settlement, through
preparation of a separate Development Plan, gives rise to some
issues/concerns, given some notable constraints (listed buildings and
a conservation area, and more generally a rural landscape with
historic character); however, there is confidence in the ability to
masterplan a new settlement that avoids/mitigates impacts. A robust
development management policy framework is proposed which should
help to ensure that this is the case.

In conclusion, the Proposed Submission Plan performs well, although
significant positive effects are not predicted”.

35.

An extremely weak justification is presented in order to justify the provision of a
new settlement. There will always be a risk that local housing need for Hart will be
revised upwards, or indeed significantly downwards, as has been proposed in the
Government’s proposed local housing needs formula. The need for housing will of
course exist well beyond 2032. That is why regular Local Plan Reviews will need to
be undertaken. These will be based upon up to date evidence. The level of unmet
need from elsewhere within Hart’s Housing Market Area (HMA) has significantly
diminished given that both Rushmoor and Surrey Heath districts will also see their
housing requirement figures fall under the proposed new housing needs formula.
Consequently, the whole basis and justification for the following statement appears
to be seriously undermined by the actual evidence already referred to, which clearly
demonstrates that the risks referred to, particularly with regard to unmet need, have
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all but disappeared as a result of the much reduced housing requirement figures
proposed for Hart and its HMA partners under the proposed local housing needs
formula. This is a further important example of the complete contradiction between
the SA’s findings and the actual evidence specified (10.9.4).
36.

Furthermore, in the absence of any detailed infrastructure costs and viability
analysis, the ‘excellent potential’ referred to below with regard to affordable and
specialist housing accommodation appears to be no more than an aspiration.
“Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for
a new settlement in the Murrell Green/Winchfield area through a
separate DPD, this is supported, recognising that:

1) there is always a risk that local housing need for Hart will be
revised upwards;

2) there will continue to be a need to build significant numbers of new
homes beyond 2032;
3) there is a risk that at some point, under the duty to cooperate, Hart
may need to provide for unmet housing needs from elsewhere
within the Housing Market Area (which comprises Hart, Rushmoor
and Surrey Heath), and
4) there will be excellent potential to deliver a good housing mix,
including specialist accommodation, self/custom build plots and a
high proportion of affordable housing. In this respect, it is noted
that proposed Policy sets an aim that the development will include
specialist accommodation for the elderly”.

37.

The fact that the AoS possesses agricultural land that may be of a higher quality
and significance that was previously known, is considered to be important, as is the
fact that part of the site falls within a sharp sand and gravel safeguarding area. The
existence of this safeguarding area is an important further constraint. HDC will
need to be mindful of this, and its responsibilities to comply with the safeguarding
requirements set out in the NPPF and the PPG (10.10.3).

jb planning associates representations

03/18

Hart Local Plan Proposed Submission Version (Regulation 19)
Representations on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council – Sustainability Appraisal

“With regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for a new
settlement in the Murrell Green/Winchfield area through a separate
DPD, this is tentatively supported, recognising that the national dataset shows there to be a concentration of Grade 4 land in Winchfield
area, broadly associated with the centre of the site (where there is a
high density of woodland, potentially indicative of poorer soils).
However, the dataset shows the majority of land to the east and west,
namely that land that is currently mainly in agricultural use, to be
Grade 3. Also, the detailed ‘Post 1988’ dataset potentially serves to
indicate that agricultural land may be higher quality than is indicated
by the nationally available, low resolution dataset. Specifically: the
western part of the area, around Totters Farm (west of the Brenda
Parker Way) is largely Grade 2 (with the remaining land Grade 3a, i.e.
also BMV). The only other land that has been surveyed is a relatively
small parcel directly north of Winchfield station, found to comprise
Grade 3a.

N.B. Another consideration is that the eastern part of the Winchfield
area falls within a sharp sand and gravel safeguarding area (this is
primarily land at risk of flooding, the use for which would need to be
considered through the preparation of the DPD)”

38.

It is somewhat curious and unusual that a new settlement is supported in the AoS
upon the basis that it will enable time for detailed agricultural land surveys to be
prepared, which are acknowledged as representing a key element of the evidence
base (10.10.6).

39.

It is even more surprising that given key evidence is missing, the SA is seeking to
endorse a new settlement in this location given that it expects that the evidence will
demonstrate that the direct consequence of this will be the loss of best and most
versatile agricultural land. Such a loss is not ‘inevitable’. The whole purpose of the
SA is to assess and compare reasonable alternatives based upon firm evidence. It
is not to endorse HDC’s blinkered approach. We consider this to be an important
example of a serious deficiency in how the Sustainability Appraisal process has
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been carried out. It is evident that it has been used to endorse, rather than inform,
the Local Plan preparation process.
“The plan will lead to significant positive effects, in light of the
proposal to focus growth at Hartland Park. The proposal to plan
strategically for a new settlement in the Murrell Green/Winchfield Area
is also supported, as this will enable time for detailed agricultural land
surveys to be completed, and considered as a key element of the
evidence-base; however, it seems likely that significant loss of best
and most versatile agricultural land will be inevitable”.

40.

In our other representations we have included evidence which disputes the findings
of the Hart Landscape Capacity Study. In particular, the findings of a recent report
prepared by Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape Consultancy. The key findings of its
Initial Appraisal of Policy SS3 for a new settlement at Murrell Green / Winchfield is
set out in its March 2018 report (see Appendix 4.4 of that separate representation).
Its key conclusions are set out immediately below.

41.

The Appraisal has concluded that little land exists within the AoS which could be
considered suitable for large-scale residential development, in landscape terms. It
has identified that all of the SHLAA sites wholly or partly within the AoS are
constrained. Furthermore, the vast majority of the AoS south of the M3/railway is
considered to be unsuitable for large scale development (i.e. it would cause severe
landscape harm that would be difficult to remedy or mitigate).

42.

This conclusion was also reached in the Landscape Visual Impact Assessment
undertaken as part of the Detailed Site Assessments for STR005 (Winchfield) and
STR011 (North-West Winchfield), which found that development would have a
severe visual and landscape character impact. Land south of the railway includes a
number of significant constraints. These include a highly rural landscape character
with narrow lanes and a network of woodlands (some ancient), ecologically
valuable sites (including SSSIs and SINCs), listed buildings (many, where the
countryside setting contributes to the significance of the heritage asset), the
Conservation Area and SSSI of the Canal (which adjoin the AoS), and areas at risk
of flooding.
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43.

Land within the north-western parts of the AoS (i.e. located to the north-west of the
M3/railway) is located adjacent to existing development around Murrell Green and
has the potential to be accessed from the A30. However, these areas are also
significantly constrained. Development here could not occur without harm to the
local countryside character and this would also impact upon the character and
enjoyment of the Public Rights of Way network. Development may also result in
visual coalescence with Hook.

44.

Overall this appraisal finds that Policy SS3 would result in significant landscape and
visual harm and be at risk of harming components within the landscape which hold
high landscape, amenity, ecological and heritage value if it were to be included
within the Local Plan. The AoS identifies a landscape which is highly unsuitable for
large scale residential development.

45.

The SA acknowledges the existence of extensive woodland, and the fact that there
are sensitivities within the area of search that will need to be considered further.
We do not consider that such important matters can appropriately be dealt with
through the DPD process. (10.11.3). Instead, they ought to be fully and properly
considered at the Strategic Local Plan stage, in the context of reasonable
alternatives.
“Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for
a new settlement in the Murrell Green/Winchfield area through a
separate DPD, this is not an area that stands out as relatively
constrained, in the Hart context, on the basis of the evidence provided
by the Hart Landscape Capacity Study (2016); however, there are
nonetheless clear landscape sensitivities. In short, it is fair to say that
there is good landscape capacity in the centre of the area, given
urbanising influences (most notably the railway and M3) and extensive
woodland, but that there are sensitivities within the area of search that
will need to be considered through the DPD process. See Appendix III
for further detailed discussion”.

46.

It is quite apparent that some absolutely fundamental transport sustainability
considerations still remain unanswered. Again, these raise significant doubts
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regarding the scope and validity of the SA process that has been undertaken
(10.12.5).
“Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for
a new settlement in the Murrell Green/Winchfield area through a
subsequent Development Plan, there is considerable uncertainty at
this stage, and a number of important considerations, including in
relation to: self-containment, a potential need for a ‘polycentric’
layout, rail services / capacity, and traffic (on the strategic road
network, within Hook, through Odiham Common SSSI and along rural
roads). See Appendix III for further detailed discussion”.

47.

It is unclear as to why the Water Cycle Study (WCS) only considers growth options
associated with a new settlement within the AoS. Neither is it apparent why
potentially significant financial and environmental costs have not yet been
thoroughly considered (10.13.3).

Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for
a new settlement in the Winchfield area through a subsequent DPD, a
new settlement would either need to provide its own WwTW, or
transfer wastewater to Fleet via new/improved infrastructure. For
developers, the former may prove to be a preferable option, although
there will be cost implications under either option; and there is also a
need to explore the potential environmental impacts carefully (working
with the Environment Agency), given that the rivers Whitewater and
Hart in this area have relatively low flow, i.e. a level of flow that may
not be suited to receiving discharges from a WWTW. The WCS only
considers growth options associated with a new settlement within the
Murrell Green/Winchfield area of search, but the quantum of
development in the catchment area for Fleet WwTW is likely to be very
similar under an alternative scenario involving a new settlement
centred further east.

48.

It would appear that HDC currently has little or no evidence of any significant value
to justify the allocation of a new settlement in the AoS. We find it quite
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extraordinary that the SA concludes that there is now 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). Such matters are of fundamental
importance to the Spatial Strategy and its overall sustainability. They cannot be left
to be considered as part of a follow-up DPD in the hope that HDC will come across
some helpful evidence (10.14.3).
“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 undertake further work ahead of making 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)”.

49.

We would strongly agree that there is a need to consider how the new settlement
will impact traffic. However, once again we would argue that this is a matter of
fundamental importance to the overall sustainability of the Spatial Strategy. We
completely fail to see how the SA can endorse the AoS in the absence of such key
evidence (10.14.9).
“Other important cumulative effects relate to the proposal to support
delivery of a new settlement in the Murrell Green/Winchfield area in
the long term. For example, there is a need to consider how the new
settlement will impact traffic, particularly on the A30 and M3; and the
potential to deliver improved bus services along the A30 corridor is
also a factor potentially with ‘larger than local’ implications”.

50.

The failure to properly determine potential impacts upon the Thames Basin Heaths
SPA and the Whitewater Valley is similarly damning (10.14.10).
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Finally, there is a need to consider biodiversity matters, recognising
the need to plan for biodiversity at ‘landscape’ scales, which will often
cross administrative boundaries. The first point to note is that the
Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA) process has included a
particular focus on the matter of the Hart Local Plan impacting in
combination with other local plans. In particular, the HRA Report
includes a detailed discussion of how the Hart Local Plan will impact
on the integrity of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA in combination with
other Local Plans across Berkshire, Hampshire and Surrey. Secondly,
it is noted that there will be a need to give careful future consideration
to the Whitewater Valley - which may be affected by a new settlement
in the Murrell Green/Winchfield area - recognising the following
statement received from Hampshire Wildlife Trust, through the 2017
Draft Local Plan consultation -

“The Local Plan should acknowledge that the waters across Hart
District are at the head of the Loddon catchment – these headwaters
feed the rivers and streams downstream, meaning that enhancements
and protection across Hart District are not only of direct benefit, but
also benefit the downstream waterbodies into which they flow. Equally
any pollution of these waters or damage to their ecology is not only a
loss to Hart, but may cause downstream impacts...”

APPENDIX III - NEW SETTLEMENT AREA OF SEARCH ALTERNATIVES
51.

We find it both illuminating and disturbing to read the content of Appendix III of the
SA with regard to the New Settlement Area of Search Alternatives.

52.

It is apparent that HDC is completely wedded to the idea that it must deliver a new
settlement within the District. This commitment has not flagged, even in the
complete absence of any evidence demonstrating that any such requirement exists.

53.

It is also evident that AoS has been the only potential new settlement option that
HDC has been supporting, and that Rye Common given its size has never been
viewed as a reasonable alternative. The Parish Councils and Societies consider
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that this to be a demonstration of the inadequate way the SA process has been
used during the evolution of the Draft Local Plan.
54.

However, given that Rye Common is the only reasonable alternative to the AoS
that is considered in the SA, we comment further in the following sections regarding
the Appraisal’s findings. This should not in any way be seen as supporting the Rye
Common option, it is purely about pointing out errors, inaccuracies and
weaknesses in the SA’s commentary comparing the only two reasonable
alternatives that have been assessed.
Establishing the reasonable alternatives

“As explained within Section 6.3, by late 2017 the only alternative new
settlement being actively promoted in the District was Rye Common,
on the A287 east of Odiham. Another new settlement option - namely
Lodge Farm, a short distance south west of the MG/W AoS - has been
promoted in the past, but was not promoted through the Draft Plan
consultation in 2017, and is known to be highly constrained.
Consideration was given as to whether a new settlement at Rye
Common can be considered a ‘reasonable alternative’ to a new
settlement in the MG/W AoS. Consideration was given to the following
set of principles established by the Council to guide planning for a
new settlement in Hart •

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 and ownership of land, assets and facilities to
ensure their management and maintenance for the long-term.
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•

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.

These principles do call into question the ‘reasonableness’ of Rye
Common as an option; however, it was deemed appropriate to
progress the option to appraisal nonetheless. It was recognised that,
at this early stage in the process of planning a new settlement, there is
a need to maintain an open mind regarding the priority issues and
opportunities, and how these might be addressed”.

55.

Again, the following reference further indicates that the comparison between the
AoS to Rye Common has just been undertaken as part of a cosmetic exercise,
rather than as part of any attempt to assess and compare true and realistic
alternatives (p.96).

56.

It, therefore, raises the question, as to why it features within the SA given that it
had already seemingly been dismissed as a realistic option. Nevertheless, given
that Rye Common does feature within the Sustainability Appraisal, we comment
below with regard to some of the SA’s findings.
“As explained within Section 6.3, by late 2017 there was a clear
preferred area of search - namely the Murrell Green/Winchfield Area of
Search (MG/W AoS). Indeed, the Council resolved to support a new
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settlement in the Winchfield area in November 2014. However, it was
nonetheless deemed appropriate to undertake an exercise to compare
and contrast the merits of the MG/W AoS to one or more alternatives”.

Accessibility
57.

The comparison inevitably finds that a larger settlement due to its critical mass is
likely to offer greater opportunities for supporting services and infrastructure
provision than a smaller-scale settlement (p.100). However, such a settlement does
not need to specifically be located within the AoS. It would appear that HDC has
not been at all proactive in identifying other potential sites within the District that
might be suitable locations for a new settlement. Instead, it has just reacted to
landowner / developer promotions.

58.

Furthermore, and more importantly, the evidence justifying the creation of any new
settlement is missing. Why hasn’t HDC considered other development options such
as urban extensions In which case, any large existing town is likely to have a
critical mass which would be capable of sustaining support services and
infrastructure in a more sustainable fashion than a new smaller sized settlement
within the AoS (or indeed elsewhere in the District).
“At a new settlement in the MG/W AoS there would be there will be
good potential to achieve the necessary critical mass to deliver
supporting services, facilities and infrastructure, to include a new
secondary school at an optimum location (such that it will also be
accessible to children from other settlements), and as part of an early
phase of development. However, the degree of ‘self-containment’
achieved at the new settlement will be limited. Residents will need to
travel to access many community services / facilities in Hart, and
beyond (notably Basingstoke). In this respect, residents will benefit
from access to Winchfield train station. It may also be fair to say that
residents will benefit from good road and walking/cycling links;
however, there is uncertainty at this stage / a need for further work”.
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Biodiversity
59.

In terms of biodiversity, Rye Common scores higher than the AoS, which is
acknowledged as being quite highly constrained (p.101)
“…In conclusion, Rye Common is the preferable location, from a
biodiversity perspective. The MG/W AoS is quite highly constrained;
however, there is good potential to avoid/mitigate effects - and
potentially also deliver targeted enhancements (e.g. within the
Whitewater BOA) – through careful masterplanning and landscaping
(to include targeted habitat creation). On this basis, significant
negative effects are not predicted; however, this is quite a marginal
call” (Our emphasis).

Climate Change Mitigation
60.

We note that the AoS has been scored higher than the RC Option. However, the
SA text clearly suggests that the two options score very similarly (p.102). Again,
this reinforces our concern that the SA has been used to confirm a chosen
outcome, rather than to inform the Local Plan’s Spatial Strategy.
“A new settlement at either area might be able to achieve the
necessary critical mass, and mix of uses, to enable combined heat
and power generation (potentially even fuelled by biomass, which
might even be locally sourced), with a network of piping to provide
‘district heating’.
…In conclusion, either option could potentially support low per capita
CO2 emissions from the built environment, but there would appear to
be a greater opportunity associated with the MG/W AoS. With regard
to effect significance, no significant effects are predicted. Climate
change mitigation is a global issue, and hence it is not possible to
conclude on the significance of local actions”.
Communities

61.

It is acknowledged that there are some notable constraints within the MG/W.
Regardless of this, Rye Common scores higher than the AoS with regard to
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communities, even though there is acknowledged to be a current lack of detailed
evidence to justify this ( p.103).
“…Road safety - two notable issues are

A) the narrow railway underpass, to the east of Winchfield station; and

B) question-marks regarding the suitability of the footpath access to
Hook. It might be that neither route is suited to use by school
children.

In conclusion, there are some notable constraints within the MG/W
AoS; however, there will be good potential to avoid/mitigate any
risks, and so significant negative effects are not predicted. Rye
Common appears to be less constrained; however, there is
currently a lack of detailed evidence”.

Employment and the economy
62.

In terms of employment and the economy, the AoS has been scored higher than
the RC Option based solely upon its greater size.
“In conclusion, it seems fair to conclude that there is a greater
opportunity to support economic/employment growth objectives
through a new settlement in the MG/W AoS, although that is not to
downplay the importance of delivering new employment space suited
to small rural businesses.

With regards to effect significance, significant positive effects are not
predicted. The ELR does not conclude strongly on the need for new
employment land within the District (or, more specifically, the subregional Functional Economic Area comprising Hart, Rushmoor and
Surrey Heath), with the overall supply of employment land being
approximately in balance with demand (in total quantative terms, i.e.
before account is taken of qualitative considerations)”.
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Historic Environmwnt
63.

In relation to the historic environment, both options are surprisingly scored the
same despite the findings highlighting various greater negative effects with regard
to Winchfield.(p.106).
•

“Land to the west of the train station is subject to a number of
constraints. A primary consideration is potentially the ‘corridor’ of the
B3016 Odiham road, which passes directly north from Winchfield train
station, under the motorway and then on to Hartley Wintney. This is a
historic route (as indicated by a listed milestone) from which
Winchfield House (Grade 2* listed; associated with a locally listed
parkland garden) is accessed (via a listed entrance lodge), and which
leads to an area of Common Land at the southern extent of Hartley
Wintney (Phoenix Green) and then the Hartley Wintney Conservation
Area (specifically, the cluster of listed buildings at Phoenix Green).
Impacts to Winchfield House seem unlikely, given that it is well
screened by its surrounding parkland gardens, with perhaps a greater
concern relating to impacts to the historic route, and approach to the
Hartley Wintney Conservation Area. Other key constraints are: ‘The
Murrell’ Grade 2 listed building close to the A30, west of Totters Lane,
which is associated with a significant landscape setting; historic
routes (Totters Lane, Old Potbridge Road and Brenda Parker Way)
associated with two identified short lengths of Holloway, and two
historic bridges; parkland and overgrown former parkland areas in the
eastern part of the site, associated with Winchfield Lodge and
Shapley; water meadow earthworks in the north-western part of the
site, which would likely need to be preserved in situ; and a
concentration of WWII features associated with a ‘stop line’.

•

Less detailed evidence is available in relation to the sensitives
associated with land to the east of the station, but it is apparent that
this area is constrained by: Grade 1 listed St. Mary’s Church close to
the eastern extremity; the Basingstoke Canal at the very eastern
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extremity; and two or three isolated listed buildings. Focusing on the
Church, this stands alone in the landscape (as opposed to being
associated with a settlement), and hence a rural setting will clearly
contribute to its significance. However, it is noted that the latest
proposal from the site promoter is to reduce the extent of built
development within this area, with a view to preserving the rural
setting of the church, and also the Basingstoke Canal beyond.

….In conclusion, the MG/W AoS is more constrained; however, given
the size of the AoS, there will be very good potential to address
constraints / avoid impacts to assets, through careful masterplanning,
landscaping and design. On balance, it is difficult to differentiate the
alternatives, and significant negative effects are not thought likely.
Main impacts will be to the setting of a relatively small number of
listed buildings (although the significance of the cluster at
Rye Common would need further examination)”.
Landscape
64.

We disagree with the finding that in terms of landscape, Rye Common is more
constrained (p.108). Our reasoning for this assertion is set out in our Landscape
Assessment report prepared by Michelle Bolger Expert Landscape Consultancy
that accompanies our representation in respect of Policy SS3.
“Both areas are constrained, but Rye Common is seemingly more
constrained. It is not possible to predict significant negative effects,
as there would be no impacts to designated landscapes”.

Transport
65.

In terms of transport both options are constrained. Rye Common is scored worse
because of extra traffic generated as a result of a lack of secondary school
provision (p.109)
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“Both areas are constrained, but Rye Common is seemingly more
constrained. It is not possible to predict significant negative effects,
as there would be no impacts to designated landscapes”.

Water
66.

Despite the conclusion of the SA, both sites are scored the same in terms of water
(p.111). See also our separate representations in respect of SS3 which provides
further information regarding important water related constraints and issues
pertaining to the AoS.
“In conclusion, there is some reason to suggest that Rye Common is
preferable; however, this is marginal and uncertain. Significant effects
are unlikely, given that any new settlement would deliver investment
in waste water and drainage infrastructure”.

Conclusions
67.

The Sustainability Appraisal that has been undertaken fails to comply with national
guidance as set out in the PPG as it fails to clearly and properly assess reasonable
alternative development options.

68.

Comparison between the Murrell Green / Winchfield Area of Search and Rye
Common options appears to be a testing of unreasonable alternatives, given that
HDC had already determined that the scale of the latter meant that it was not a
realistic alternative. It is an example of a serious flaw and bias in the way the SA
has been conducted. It highlights a failure to adequately consider reasonable
alternative development options.

69.

The SA fails to provide any transparent or meaningful justification for the necessity
for the provision of a new settlement within Hart District.

70.

Inadequate regard has been given within the SA to other alternative sites and
development options such as increasing densities and urban extensions.
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71.

We consider that the SA’s findings and conclusions demonstrate that significant
constraints exist, and that other important technical study evidence is missing.
Given this, there is currently no justification for endorsing the provision of a new
settlement in the AoS. The Parish Councils and Societies consider that the Draft
Local Plan will remain unsound until Policy SS3 and its AoS are deleted.
Proposed Amendments

72.

The Sustainability Appraisal should be revised by deleting references to a new
settlement area of search given the complete lack of evidence justifying such
provision within the new Local Plan.
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1

Introduction

1.1

This representation has been prepared on behalf of Winchfield Parish Council
(WPC) in response to the content of the Sustainability Appraisal.

1.2

Our representation relates to the summary of findings and conclusions
contained on page 8 of the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) of the Hart Local
Plan: Strategy and Sites – Interim SA Report: Non-technical Summary.
Summary alternatives appraisal findings

1.3

We comment below upon some of the individual sustainability rankings
recorded in the SA regarding Option 6 (Winchfield).
Summary findings and conclusions
Option
1

Option
2

Option
3

Option
4

Option
5

Option
6

Small
sites
Grove
Farm

Small
sites

Grove
Farm

Owens
Farm

Pale
Lane

Winchfield

M’
Green

M’
Green

M’
Green

M’
Green

Owens
Farm
Topic

Pale
Lane

Biodiversity

6

5

2

1

3

4

Climate
change
mitigation

6

5

2

2

2

1

Communities

3

3

1

2

1

2

Employment
& Economy

3

1

1

1

1

2

Flood risk /
climate
change
adaptation

1

1

1

1

1

2

Historic

6

1

3

5

2

4
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environment
Housing

4

1

3

2

2

4

Land & other
resources

2

2

2

2

2

1

Landscape

2

1

1

2

1

2

Transport &
accessibility

5

1

2

4

6

3

Water

3

2

1

1

2

1

Biodiversity
1.4

There are a number of significant nature conservation features and
designations either adjacent or in close proximity to the site. These include
the Basingstoke Canal Site of Special Scientific Interest (SSSI), which is also
a Conservation Area, and the Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and
Shaw SSSI.

1.5

We believe that the SA sustainability ranking should change from 4 to 6.
Climate Change Mitigation

1.6

We do not consider that strategic scale development is essential for
economies of scale which will make low-carbon infrastructure more viable.

1.7

We believe that the SA sustainability ranking should change from 1 to 2.
Flood Risk / Climate Change Adaptation

1.8

Significant parts of the site are subject to the risk of groundwater flooding
including areas east of Winchfield train station.

1.9

Winchfield New Settlement stands out in the SA as the most constrained.
Reference is made to the HDC’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA),
which is a tool designed to ensure flood risk is understood and is addressed
in strategic land use planning. The SFRA identifies ‘Indicative Flood Problem
Areas’, which are at high risk of flooding from surface water and groundwater.
These are shown on Maps contained within Volume 2 of the SFRA.
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1.10

We believe that the SA sustainability ranking should change from 2 to 6.
Historic Environment

1.11

There are a variety of Listed Buildings within and adjacent to the site,
including the Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area and SSSI; Dogmersfield
Park (Historic Park and Garden); Winchfield House (Grade II*) and its
extensive grounds; St Mary’s Winchfield, a Listed Norman Church (Grade I).

1.12

We believe that the SA sustainability ranking should change from 4 to 6.
Housing

1.13

The disparate nature of the site, split, with substantial areas of farmland, as
well as Winchfield Station between the two halves is a significant constraint to
achieving a cohesive, compact and well connected new settlement.

1.14

Furthermore, development at the north of the site risks leading to settlement
coalescence with Hartley Wintney. Development at the North-East end of the
site risks leading to settlement coalescence with Fleet. If the Pale Lane site
were granted permission there would be coalescence with Elvetham Heath
and Fleet, only the railway line would separate Winchfield from them.

1.15

There would be a risk of Option 6 failing to deliver the required trajectory,
given the greater concentration of growth under this option (i.e. a new
settlement will have a considerable lead-in time, as major infrastructure
upgrades are completed, and measures are put in place to mitigate strategic
constraints.

1.16

Whilst both the new settlement options at Murrell Green and Winchfield are
associated with considerable SANG delivery opportunities, we consider that
there is potentially a greater opportunity at Murrell Green. Odiham Common
SSSI is closer to Murrell Green, but the larger new settlement at Winchfield is
more likely to generate significant traffic along the Odiham Road, which runs
through the SSSI, as residents travel to J5 of the M3. Basingstoke Canal
SSSI is adjacent to Winchfield.

1.17

Page 70 of the AECOM Interim Sustainability Appraisal (April 2017) states
that land adjacent to the Basingstoke Canal could be delivered as SANG. We
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consider that placing a SANG which is likely to be used by many people for
dog walking and informal recreation, close to an important wildlife sanctuary
and corridor would be both inappropriate and unwise.
1.18

The SA then goes on to state that on balance, when considering SANG and
SSSI issues/opportunities, we believe that the evidence points to the larger
new settlement option at Winchfield performing less well. We agree with this
conclusion.

1.19

We believe that the SA sustainability scoring should change from 4 to 6.
Land and Other Resources

1.20

Whilst it is stated on p.9 of the Interim SA document that it is noted that land
quality in the Winchfield area may tend to be relatively low. It then goes on to
state that there may be some land classed as ‘best and most versatile’.

1.21

Parts of the site contain areas subject to minerals safeguarding for sharp
sand and gravel.

1.22

We believe that the SA sustainability ranking should change from 1 to 3.
Landscape

1.23

Most of the site could reasonably be characterised as attractive rolling
countryside, or open in nature, and significant development in this area has
the potential to cause considerable harm to landscape character.

1.24

Some parts of the site are subject to area based Tree Preservation Orders
(TPOs), particularly to the north of the site, near to Winchfield House.

1.25

We believe that the SA sustainability ranking should change from 2 to 3.
Transport & Accessibility

1.26

The road infrastructure in the Winchfield area reflects the area’s rural
character and has limited capacity for additional traffic. Upgrades to the
existing highway network and/or a new junction on the M3 are likely to be
required in addition to significant engineering works to facilitate new and/or
improved vehicular crossings of the railway line.
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1.27

We believe that the SA sustainability ranking should change from 3 to 5.
Winchfield Detailed Site Assessment

1.28

Below we highlight very important sustainability matters that have come to
light as a result of a Freedom of Information (FOI) request that has brought
about the public disclosure of the ‘Local Plan Site Assessment Stage 4 –
Detailed Site Assessment – STR005 – Winchfield (Confidential Draft 1.1 –
Jan 2017)’. Key sustainability objectives of particular note being:
SA7 To protect and enhance the District’s historic environment

1.29

The site contains several listed buildings whose significance could be harmed
or lost through development. These include farmhouses at Bailey’s Farm and
Chevertons, farm buildings at Swan’s Farm and the barn at Vale Farm.
Development could also harm the significance of several listed buildings
around or adjacent to the site, by adversely affecting their settings (including
grade 1 listed Church of St Mary. Southern parts of the site are within the
Basingstoke Canal Conservation Area.
SA8 To protect and enhance biodiversity

1.30

Up to a third of the western half of the site is designated SINC / SSSI, and
further areas are recommended by HBIC for SINC status. The site also
borders the Odiham Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI to the
west, and the Basingstoke Canal SSSI to the south.
SA9 To protect and enhance the District’s countryside and rural landscape

1.31

A large area of open countryside would be lost, and development would
adversely affect 7 public right of ways.
SA10 To maintain and improve the water quality of the District’s rivers and
groundwaters and other water bodies

1.32

There is a stream on the site’s western boundary that drains the adjacent
SSSI, along with areas of marsh that are recommended by HBIC for SINC
status. The eastern half of the site contains a system of watercourses, some
of which are recommended for SINC status. The Basingstoke Canal SSSI on
the southern boundary contains numerous ponds (including fishing ponds).
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SA11 To maintain and improve soil quality
1.33

The site is on Grade 3 and Grade 4 agricultural land, some of which may be
‘best and most versatile’ land.
SA13 To reduce the risk of flooding and the resulting detriment to the local
community, environment and economy

1.34

The Assessment acknowledges that all of the sites included as part of this
strategic site include areas with potential for surface water flooding. This
includes land within Flood Zones 2 and 3 and areas at risk from reservoir
flooding and on-site watercourses. Hartley Wintney STW is currently
considered to be inadequate for the scale of development proposed, so new
sewage treatment infrastructure would be required.
SA15 To promote the efficient use of land through the appropriate re-use of
previously developed land

1.35

The site is on Grade 3 and Grade 4 agricultural land, some of which may be
‘best and most versatile’ land.
SA16 To improve the efficiency of resource use and achieve sustainable
resource management

1.36

Significant areas within the east of the site are indicated to contain deposits of
sharp sand and gravel that are subject to the minerals safeguarding policy
within the Hampshire Waste and Minerals Plan. There are also further
minerals safeguarding areas within the west of the site.
Proposed Changes

1.37

We recommend that the Summary findings and conclusions be amended as
follows in respect of Option 6 (Winchfield) to take account of our observations:
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JBPA Summary findings and conclusions
Option
1

Option
2

Option
3

Option
4

Option
5

Option
6

Small
sites
Grove
Farm

Small
sites

Grove
Farm

Owens
Farm

Pale
Lane

Winchfield

M’
Green

M’
Green

M’
Green

M’
Green

Owens
Farm
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Biodiversity

6

5

2

1

3

6

Climate
change
mitigation
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We consider that the revised summary findings and conclusions identified
above demonstrates the unsuitability of Winchfield new settlement, and that it
is not a reasonable alternative. Consequently, it does not warrant any further
consideration as part of this or any future Local Plan process.

JB/1399/PC
8 June 2017
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