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INTRODUCTION

1.1

Background

1.1.1

The Hart Local Plan is being prepared by Hart District Council (‘the Council’). Once adopted,
the Plan will establish policy to guide development, and other changes to the use of land, up to
2032. The aim is to ensure that development needs are met, and wider sustainable
development objectives achieved.

1.1.2

The Local Plan is at an advanced stage of preparation, with the Proposed Submission Plan
having been published in early 2018, under Regulation 19 of the Local Planning Regulations,
and then submitted to Government for independent examination (Regulation 22) in June 2018.

1.1.3

A number of representations were received on the Proposed Submission Plan that, whilst not
necessarily calling into question the plan’s soundness, did serve to highlight the potential for
further work to be undertaken, with a view to supporting an effective examination. In
particular, the Council recognised the potential for further work to supplement the justification
for identifying a new settlement area of search (AoS) within the Murrell Green / Winchfield
area (Policy SS1). As such, the Council felt it would be helpful and prudent to revisit an
element of the SA, namely the appraisal of spatial strategy alternatives, with a view to further
building the evidence-base and supporting an effective examination.

1.1.4

In undertaking this additional work it also provided an opportunity to consider the implications
of the Revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) published in July 2018. In
particular, the ‘transitional arrangements’ at para 214 confirm that the Hart Local Plan will be
examined under the old NPPF, rather than the new NPPF. This could have implications for
the weight to be attributed to the Objectively Assessed Housing Needs (OAHN) figure arrived
at by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA, 2016) versus the Local Housing
Needs (LHN) figure arrived at by applying the Government’s ‘standard methodology’, which is
referred to in the new NPPF and set out in updated Planning Practice Guidance.

1.2

Sustainability Appraisal

1.2.1

The Local Plan is being developed alongside a process of Sustainability Appraisal (SA), a
legally required process that aims to ensure that the significant effects of an emerging draft
plan, and alternatives, are systematically considered and communicated.

1.2.2

It is a requirement that SA is undertaken in-line with the procedures prescribed by the
Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations (the ‘Strategic
Environmental Assessment Regulations’) 2004.
This Post Submission Interim SA Report

1.2.3

The aim of this Post Submission Interim SA Report is to present an appraisal of spatial
strategy alternatives, with a view to informing the Local Plan examination.

1.2.4

In order to achieve this aim, this report answers three questions in turn (as per the SA Report):
1. What has plan-making / SA involved up to this point?
2. What are the SA findings at this stage?
3. What happens next?
N.B. This is an ‘interim’ report on the basis that it focuses on a specific matter – namely the
appraisal of spatial strategy alternatives – as opposed to the Plan as a whole (the remit of the
SA Report) or Proposed Modifications (the remit of SA Report Addenda). This report does not
seek to replace the Hart Local Plan SA Report, which was published alongside the Proposed
Submission Plan in 2018, but instead provides supplementary information.
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Scope of the Sustainability Appraisal
1.2.1

The scope of SA work, with respect to the Hart Local Plan, is introduced within the SA Report
(2018). Essentially, the scope is reflected in a list of sustainability objectives, established
through SA ‘scoping’ - a process of reviewing the context in which the plan is being prepared,
establishing a baseline position against which to gauge impacts, identifying specific
sustainability issues to which the plan should ideally respond and consulting the Environment
Agency, Historic England and Natural England for their views. The sustainability objectives
provide a methodological ‘framework’ for appraisal – see Table 1.1.

Table 1.1: The SA framework
1

Topic

Objectives

1

Accessibility

SA2 Protect and enhance the health and well-being of the population; SA3
Encourage increased engagement in cultural activity, leisure, and recreation
across all sections of the community; SA17 Improve accessibility to all services
and facilities; SA19 Maintain and improve opportunities for everyone to acquire
the education and skills they need to find and remain in work.

2

Biodiversity

SA8 Protect and enhance biodiversity.

3

Climate change
mitigation

SA12 Reduce the emissions of greenhouse gases and manage the impacts of
climate change; SA14 Increase energy efficiency, security and diversity of supply
and the proportion of energy generated from renewable sources.

4

Communities

SA4 Reduce inequality, poverty and social exclusion; SA5 Improve community
safety by reducing crime and the fear of crime; SA6 Create and sustain vibrant
and locally distinctive settlements and communities; SA21 Stimulate
regeneration where appropriate and encourage urban renaissance.
N.B. there is cross-over with the objectives listed under ‘Accessibility’.

5

Employment and
the economy

SA20 Maintain high and stable levels of employment and promote sustainable
economic growth and competitiveness.

6

Flood risk / climate
change adaptation

SA12 Reduce the emissions of greenhouse gases and manage the impacts of
climate change; SA13 Reduce the risk of flooding and the resulting detriment to
the local community, environment and economy.

7

Housing

SA1 Provide all residents with the opportunity to live in a decent home which
meets their needs.

8

Historic
environment

SA7 Protect and enhance the District’s historic environment.

9

Land and other
resources

SA11 Maintain and improve soil quality; SA15 Promote the efficient use of land
through the appropriate re-use of previously developed land; SA16 Improve the
efficiency of resource use and achieve sustainable resource management.

10

Landscape

SA9 Protect and enhance the District’s countryside and rural landscape.

11

Transport

SA17 Improve accessibility to all services and facilities; SA18 Improve efficiency
of transport networks by enhancing the proportion of travel by sustainable modes
and promoting policies which reduce the need to travel.

12

Water

SA10 Maintain and improve the water quality of the District’s rivers and
groundwaters and other water bodies.

1

These topics align with the issues listed in the Regulations as potentially necessitating consideration through SA (see Schedule II(f)).
‘Air’ is a deliberate omission, as air quality is not a major issue locally, with no designated Air Quality Management Areas (AQMAs).
POST SUBMISSION INTERIM SA REPORT

2

SA of the Hart Local Plan
2

WHAT HAS PLAN-MAKING / SA INVOLVED UP TO THIS POINT?

2.1

Introduction

2.1.1

The Local Plan-making / SA process has been ongoing for several years, as explained within
‘Part 1’ of the SA Report (“What has plan-making / SA involved up to this point?”).

2.1.2

The aim here is, specifically, to explain the work undertaken in May to August 2018, in light of
representations received on the Proposed Submission Plan, and publication of the Revised
2
NPPF, to establish a set of refined spatial strategy alternatives.

2.1.3

In effect, the task is to revisit Chapter 6 of the SA Report, which explains the process of
establishing reasonable spatial strategy alternatives in 2017, i.e. establishing the reasonable
alternatives that were then subjected to appraisal before being published for consultation
within the SA Report, alongside the Proposed Submission Plan, in early 2018.

2.1.4

The great majority of the analysis presented within Chapter 6 of the SA Report remains up-todate, and is not therefore addressed in this report. For example, it is not considered
necessary to update work discussing the merits of specific ‘settlement extension site options’
(Section 6.4 of the SA Report).

2.1.5

Indeed, the 2018 reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, as presented within Table 6.3 of the
SA Report remain suitably up-to-date other than in two respects  Firstly, there is a need to factor-in the option of identifying a New Settlement AoS (see
discussion above, at para 1.1.3). Essentially, there is a need to add a new ‘variable’ row to
Table 6.3 of the SA Report, and in turn to assume that a New Settlement AoS will be
supported under some of the spatial strategy alternatives, and not under others.
 Secondly, there is a need to reconsider the matter of reasonable higher growth options, in
light of the NPPF transitional arrangements published by Government in July 2018. In effect,
there is a need to revisit the conclusion reached at para 6.5.13 of the SA Report that “490
dpa (Option 7) is a reasonable high growth option”.

2.1.6

The remainder of this section is structured as follows  Section 2.2 - answers the question: Which New Settlement AoS should be included within
the refined reasonable spatial strategy alternatives?
 Section 2.3 - answers the question: What reasonable higher growth option(s) should be
included within the refined reasonable spatial strategy alternatives?
 Section 2.4 - presents the refined reasonable spatial strategy alternatives.

2.2

Which New Settlement AoS?
Introduction

2.2.1

As explained within the SA Report (para 6.5.4), the option of formally allocating a new
settlement is ‘unreasonable’ (other than at Hartland Park, which has outline permission), such
that the remaining options are: A) identify a New Settlement AoS, with a new settlement to be
taken forward through a follow-on Development Plan Document (DPD) which would allocate
the site for development; or B) do not support a new settlement through the Hart Local Plan.
Both (A) and (B) must be reflected within the refined reasonable spatial strategy alternatives.

2.2.2

The Council is of the view that, under scenario (A), it is preferable to specify the AoS, i.e.
define the AoS geographically. The option of supporting a new settlement, but deferring
decisions on its broad location to a follow-on DPD, is considered unreasonable, as such an
approach would fail to sufficiently expedite the process of planning for a new settlement.

2

In accordance with the SEA Regulations, the aim is to provide ‘an outline of the reasons for selecting the alternatives dealt with’, and
hence demonstrate that the alternatives are ‘reasonable’.
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2.2.3

As such, there is a need to consider the question: Which New Settlement AoS? Section 6.3 of
the SA Report explains that two locations for a new settlement are being actively promoted,
and that remains the situation at the current time. The two locations are as follows Murrell Green / Winchfield

2.2.4

There is a long history to consideration of new settlement opportunities in this area  In 2014 the Council published a ‘Housing Development Options Consultation Paper’ which
presented different strategic approaches to housing development, including the option of a
new settlement. The document referred to the ‘Winchfield’ option as being one that had
been considered when the Council’s Core Strategy (since withdrawn) was prepared.
 This was followed up by a 2015 consultation entitled ‘Refined Options for Delivering New
Homes’, which again considered strategic options for housing, but this time with potential
sites identified for each strategy. That consultation identified ‘Winchfield’ as the only real
option at that time for a new settlement in Hart. Whilst it was badged as ‘Winchfield’, the
area of search (Figure 13) included the Murrell Green area.
 Subsequently, in early 2017, the Council determined ‘Murrell Green’ to be the preferred
location for a new settlement, with the Draft Plan proposing “an attractive new settlement of
around 1,800 new homes by 2032” (see further discussion within the SA Report).

2.2.5

Subsequent to the Draft Plan consultation, it was recognised that the approach to delivering a
new settlement in this area should be revisited, in light of: A) the altered strategic context (in
particular, see discussion of ‘housing quanta’, within Section 6.2 of the SA Report); and B) site
specific considerations.

2.2.6

In relation to (B), the conclusion was reached that, 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. Ultimately, the Proposed
Submission Plan proposed a Murrell Green / Winchfield New Settlement AoS, to be taken
forward through a follow-on DPD.
Rye Common

2.2.7

As explained within the SA Report, the only other new settlement being actively promoted is a
relatively small (1,600 – 1,900 home) new settlement at Rye Common, located in the southern
part of the District on the A287, which runs west-east between Odiham and Ewshot.

2.2.8

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 (2017).

2.2.9

However, in late 2017, it was considered 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
at Murrell Green / Winchfield (Appendix III of the SA Report).

2.2.10

At the current time, it remains the case that the scheme is being actively promoted, and it
remains the case that the Hart Local Plan could feasibly identify Rye Common as a New
Settlement AoS, to be taken forward through a follow-on DPD.
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Other locations?
2.2.11

It is not considered necessary, at the current time, to ‘cast the net’ wider than these two
3
potential locations. No other potential locations are being promoted, and it is difficult to
conceive of other locations that might prove suitable, noting: the rural nature of the south of
the District, the extent of biodiversity constraint in the north; and the wide-ranging nature of
4
constraints in the central area (albeit often with potential for mitigation). Other areas might be
highlighted by the Council as feasibly suitable for a new settlement; however, there would
almost undoubtedly be complications in respect of land ownership, and in turn deliverability. A
benefit of Rye Common is that the land is in single ownership, whilst land ownership issues in
the Murrell Green / Winchfield area have been (largely) resolved over recent years.
Conclusion

2.2.12

Analysis comparing and contrasting these two potential locations is presented within
Appendix I of this report (updating the analysis presented within Appendix III of the SA
Report, and seeking to certain concerns raised in respect of the approach/methodology).

2.2.13

Ultimately, the conclusion reached in Appendix I is that there is only one reasonable option,
namely the Murrell Green / Winchfield AoS. Specifically, the Council’s conclusion is that “Murrell Green / Winchfield (MG/W) is the preferred location for a New Settlement AoS. The
option of a new settlement in the MG/W area has been examined closely over a number of
years, with a considerable evidence-base having built-up in support of the contention that
there is the potential to deliver a sustainable major new community: utilising Winchfield
Station; able to deliver a new secondary school to serve new and existing communities; and
able to avoid or sufficiently mitigate impacts to existing communities and the environment.
The Council has maintained an open mind to the possibility of delivering a new settlement in
an alternative location, and has been open to considering any and all proposals received from
land owners. The Council recognises that there are certain arguments for an alternative
location, but on balance favours MG/W.
The main alternative option that has emerged as reasonably in contention is the option of a
new settlement at Rye Common, which would likely be of a smaller scale, although it is noted
that the possibility of a larger scheme cannot be ruled out.
With a view to exploring the merits of alternatives, the MG/W option has been subjected to
appraisal alongside two potential Rye Common schemes. The appraisal broadly finds “all
alternatives to be associated with pros and cons”, which is not surprising. The appraisal
draws its strongest conclusion in respect of ‘Accessibility’, finding MG/W to significantly
outperform both Rye Common options on the basis that MG/W can deliver a secondary school
to meet identified strategic objectives, in a way that Rye Common cannot (in all likelihood).
The appraisal also finds MG/W to perform best in ‘Landscape’ and ‘Transport’ terms, but is not
able to conclude a ‘significant’ difference in effects. The Council concurs that MG/W performs
best in terms of both landscape and transport, and, in terms of the latter, would suggest that
the relative merits of MG/W should be assigned considerable weight. Whilst a new settlement
will always give rise to a range of transport infrastructure-related challenges, MG/W is
relatively well located, close to the railway station at Winchfield.

3

The 2014 consultation document asked the public to comment on potential locations for a new settlement, and a summary of
responses available at:
https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_policy/Summary%20of%20Res
ponses%20to%20Housing%20Options%20paper_0.pdf. One suggestion was to focus on under-used MOD land; however, no MOD
sites are currently available. Lodge Farm, near North Warnborough, was briefly promoted in 2016/17; however, this site is heavily
constrained, especially flood risk, and is no longer being promoted.
4
The extant policy of the South East Plan advocates focusing growth beyond 5km of the Thames Basin Heaths SPA, which in the Hart
context means a focus of growth in the south of the District. As such, this broad option was explored through consultation in 2014,
before a conclusion was reached that the rural nature of the South of the District is an overriding consideration.
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The appraisal finds Rye Common options to perform best in respect of two objectives
(‘Biodiversity’ and ‘Communities’), but in both instances the appraisal reflects a precautionary
approach, in that low reliance is placed on the potential for avoidance and mitigation at MG/W.
The Council believes that there is excellent potential to avoid or suitably mitigate all of the
impacts highlighted by the SA, at MG/W, and so places limited weight on the suggestion that
Rye Common is a preferable location in respect of these two objectives.
Ultimately, the appraisal serves to confirm that the option of a new settlement in the Rye
Common area is clearly sequentially less preferable to the option of a new settlement in the
MG/W area. On this basis, the Council concludes that the option of a new settlement in the
Rye Common area should be screened out of further consideration.”
2.3

What reasonable higher growth option(s)?

2.3.1

As explained within Section 6.5 of the SA Report, the reasonable alternatives essentially
varied in respect of three allocation ‘variables’, which are summarised in the table below.

Table 2.1: Allocation variables / options reflected across the spatial strategy alternatives
Variable

Options reflected across the reasonable alternatives

1

Pale Lane

1) no allocation; or 2) allocation for 700 homes

2

West of Hook

1) no allocation; or 2) allocation for 700 homes

3

Package of non-strategic sites

1) no allocation; or 2) allocation for 600 homes

2.3.2

The assumption was that supporting the higher growth option for all three variables (i.e. a
spatial strategy option involving 700 homes at Pale Lane, 700 homes at West of Hook, and
600 homes at non-strategic sites) would lead to an excessively large total growth quantum.
However, this conclusion was reached in light of an understanding of housing needs
influenced by the standard methodology / LHN figure of 292 dpa, more so than the higher
SHMA OAHN figure of 382 dpa (2014-2032) (albeit still mindful of the SHMA figure, see para
6.5.13). In light of the NPPF transitional arrangements (July 2018) it is prudent to revisit this
assumption and give more weight to the OAHN figure than was afforded to it in the SA Report.
Thus it is now considered reasonable to test a new, higher growth option (Option 8) that would
involve supporting the higher growth option for all three variables listed in Table 2.1.

2.4

The reasonable spatial strategy alternatives

2.4.1

In light of the conclusions reached above – firstly, that Murrell Green / Winchfield is the
preferred location for a New Settlement AoS and, secondly, that there is a need to test a
higher growth option (Option 8) - it is possible to update the reasonable spatial strategy
alternatives, i.e. update Table 6.3 of the SA Report. The updated reasonable spatial strategy
alternatives are presented below, as Table 2.2, and across the subsequent maps.

2.4.2

The alternatives are as per those presented in Table 6.3 of the SA Report, except that  a new row/variable has been added (“MG/W New Settlement AoS”) and consequentially four
new spatial strategy options have been added, namely Options 1b, 2b, 3b and 4b; and
 a new higher growth option has been added, namely Option 8.
N.B. whilst there are also conceivably options 5b, 6b, 7b and 8b, these options are ruled-out
as providing an unreasonably high quantum of housing. Were the Hart Local Plan to allocate
land to deliver in excess of 480 dpa, then there would not be a need to also identify a New
Settlement AoS.
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Table 2.2: The updated reasonable alternatives (August 2018)
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

Do minimum

Non-strategic

Pale Lane

W. of Hook

Pale Lane +

3a

4a

1a
5

Variables

Allocations

2b

3b

4b

Option 8

Pale Lane +
W. of Hook

All

1174
3373
150
276
1428

1174
3373
150
276
1428

1174
3373
150
276
1428

1174
3373
150
276
1428

1174
3373
150
276
1428

1174
3373
150
276
1428

1174
3373
150
276
1428

Pale Lane, Fleet

-

-

700

-

700

-

700

700

S. of Church Crookham, Fleet

-

200

-

-

200

200

-

200

West of Hook

-

90

-

790

90

790

790

790

West of Yateley

-

170

-

-

170

170

-

170

East of Yateley

-

25

-

-

25

25

-

25

North West of Crondall

-

65

-

-

65

65

-

65

North of Reading Rd, Eversley

-

25

-

-

25

25

-

25

Long Sutton or S Warnborough

-

25

-

-

25

25

-

25

No

No

No

No

MG/W New Settlement AoS?
Total
Total p.a.
% over 292 dpa
% over 382 dpa

6

2a

W. of Hook +
non-strategic
non-strategic

Option 7

1174
3373
150
276
1428

Completions
Commitments6
Urban brownfield
Windfall
Hartland Park

5

1b

Option 6

N.B the figures for
the ‘b’ options are
minima, as the new
settlement will be
in addition.

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

No

Yes

6401

7001

7101

7191

7701

7701

7891

8401

400

438

444

449

481

481

493

525

37%

50%

52%

54%

65%

65%

69%

80%

5%

15%

16%

18%

26%

26%

29%

37%

Homes built since the start of the plan period.
Homes in the pipeline, i.e. with planning permission (outline or full) and allocations within made Neighbourhood Plans.
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WHAT ARE THE SA FINDINGS AT THIS STAGE?

3.1

Introduction

3.1.1

This chapter presents appraisal findings in relation to the updated reasonable alternatives.
The appraisal is an update on that presented within Chapter 7 of the SA Report in that: A)
there are four additional options; and B) account has been taken of latest evidence and
understanding, in particular evidence submitted through representations.

3.2

Methodology

3.2.1

For each of the alternatives, the assessment identifies / evaluates ‘likely significant effects’ on
the baseline, drawing on the sustainability topics / objectives identified through scoping (see
Chapter 1) as a methodological framework. To reiterate, the sustainability topics are:


Accessibility



Housing



Biodiversity



Historic environment



Climate change mitigation



Land and other resources



Communities



Landscape



Employment and the economy



Transport



Flood risk / climate change adaptation



Water

3.2.2

Red shading is used to indicate significant negative effects, whilst green shading is used to
indicate significant positive effects. Every effort is made to predict effects accurately;
however, this is inherently challenging given uncertainty regarding how policy will be
implemented in practice. The ability to predict effects accurately is also limited by
understanding of the baseline (now and in the future under a ‘no plan’ scenario). In light of
this, there is an inevitable need to make considerable assumptions regarding how policy will
be implemented ‘on the ground’ and what the effect on particular receptors will be. Where
there is a need to rely on assumptions in order to reach a conclusion on a ‘significant effect’
this is made explicit in the appraisal text. Where it is not possible to predict likely significant
effects on the basis of reasonable assumptions, efforts are made to comment on the relative
merits of the alternatives in more general terms and to indicate a rank of preference. This is
helpful, as it enables a distinction to be made between the alternatives even where it is not
possible to distinguish between them in terms of ‘significant effects’.

3.2.3

It is also important to note that effects are predicted taking into account the criteria presented
7
within Regulations.
So, for example, account is taken of the duration, frequency and
reversibility of effects. Cumulative effects are also considered (i.e. effects resulting from
implementation of the strategy in combination with other on-going or planned activity).
What is the baseline?

3.2.4

The appraisal presented below involves appraising the reasonable alternatives ‘against’ the
baseline, i.e. a scenaro whereby there is no Local Plan. However, it is important to note that
Option 1 is a scenario very close to the baseline. On this basis, it is inevitably difficult, if not
impossible, to conclude that Option 1 will result in any significant effect (on the baseline).

3.2.5

The other point to note is that the baseline situation is assumed to be one whereby there is
increased pressure for additional development sites in the latter part of the plan period, as
8
supply tails off, and noting the likelihood that housing needs will be revised upwards and/or
Hart will be asked to provide for unmet needs from elsewhere.

7
8

Schedule 1 of the Environmental Assessment of Plans and Programmes Regulations 2004
See the latest submitted housing trajectory (i.e. the trajectory associated with Option 1b) on pg. 29 of examination document CD11.
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Timing of a new settlement
3.2.6

Another important assumption relates to the timing of a new settlement. It is not possible to be
8
certain, and this is reflected in the fact that the Council’s submitted housing trajectory does
not show delivery from a new settlement in the plan period; however, for the purposes of
appraisal, it is fair to assume that perhaps 1,500 homes would be delivered in the plan period.

3.3

Appraisal findings

3.3.1

Appraisal findings are presented below within 12 separate tables (each table dealing with a
specific sustainability topic) with a final table drawing conclusions. The appraisal methodology
is explained above, but to reiterate:
For each sustainability topic the performance of each option is categorised in terms of
‘significant effects (using red / green) and also ranked in order of preference. Also, ‘ = ’ is used
to denote instances of all alternatives performing on a par; and ‘ N/a ’ is used to denote
instances where the objective in question is not applicable, because there is no relationship
between it and the sustainability topic in question.

Sustainability Topic: Accessibility
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

a

Rank
Significant
effects?

b

2
No

a

b

a

b

a

b

4

3

4

3

4

3

Yes

Option 5

Option 6

Pale Lane W. Hook +
+ non-strat non-strat

6

5

Option 7

Option 8

Pale Lane
+ W Hook

All

5

6

No

There is a need to support delivery of new community infrastructure, to the benefit of new and
potentially also existing communities, plus there is a need to deliver housing in locations well
linked to higher order centres (e.g. Fleet).
Having made these initial points, the following bullet points consider the allocation options that
are a ‘variable’ across the reasonable alternatives, with a final bullet point then discussing the
merits of a new settlement within the MG/W AoS  Pale Lane (Options 3a/b, 5, 7 & 8) - distant from Fleet town centre (c.2.5km); however, the
proposals include improved pedestrian links to services and facilities (including a supermarket)
Discussion
at nearby Elvetham Heath, plus an on-site community hub and primary school.
of issues
and sites

 West of Hook (Options 4a/b, 6, 7 & 8) - Owen’s Farm is somewhat distant from the town
centre (c.1.9km by road), but the proposed community facility and primary school helps to
reduce concerns in this respect. Residents would also have good access to Basingstoke.
 Non-strategic sites (Options 2a/b, 5, 6 & 8) - none would deliver a primary school, although it
is noted that one of the sites previously considered in Long Sutton could feasibly support
expansion of the primary school (which also serves South Warnborough). Hampshire County
Council were supportive of growth at Yateley, Eversley and Crondall, from a schools capacity
perspective, when consulted in 2017, on the basis that there is existing schools capacity
(Yateley and Eversley) or potential for expansion of the primary school (Crondall).
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More generally, Crondall, Eversley and Long Sutton / South Warnborough are all ‘tier 4’
villages within the settlement hierarchy, which indicates very limited services/facilities available
locally. Crondall and Long Sutton are also notable for having a very limited (or nil) bus service.
Focusing on ‘West of Yateley’, the proposed linked scheme would create new walking and
cycling links between the Eversley and Yateley; however, the centre of Yateley is some way
distant (c.1km), as is Eversley primary school (c.1km).
Finally, with regards to ‘South of Church Crookham’, whilst there is no district or local centre
within the southern part of Fleet, certain new services and facilities are being delivered as part
of the adjacent new Crookham Park scheme - including expansion of Church Crookham Junior
School, in 2019, to 150 places per year group - which may have capacity. Also, a scheme at
Watery Lane (‘Albany Park’) has permission for 300 homes and includes certain facilities
including a GP surgery, which should be within walking distance. Recent representations from
site promoters also suggest good access to the number 10 bus service; however, that service
runs along Gally Hill Road, some way to the north (potentially >800m) of the sites in question.
 MG/W (the ‘b’ options) - there will be good potential to achieve the necessary critical mass to
deliver supporting services, facilities and infrastructure, to include a new secondary school in a
good location (i.e. accessible to the residents within the new settlement and from existing
settlements nearby (Fleet, Hook and Hartley Wintney). This is an important consideration,
with Hampshire County Council tentatively supportive, stating through their Reg 19
representation that they would: “welcome early engagement with Hart officers regarding the
Area of Search and the future potential provision of new primary and secondary schools.”
Basingstoke and Deane BC were firmly supportive in their representation, stating: “BDBC
supports the principle of establishing an infrastructure-rich new settlement that would enable
Hart’s future housing needs to be met in a comprehensive manner. In particular, BDBC
supports the opportunity… to meet secondary educational needs.”
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, bus and
walking/cycling links; however, there is remains uncertainty at this stage. In respect of bus
travel, Stagecoach (the primary provider of bus services in the District) responded to the
Regulation 18 consultation (April 2017) stating strong support for “a transit orientated
development around Winchfield Station”. Furthermore, the site promoters, within their most
recent representation, report the outcome of a May 2017 meeting with Stagecoach, which
served to confirm the aspiration for a new bus service linking the new settlement with
Basingstoke and Hook via the A30. Current services are limited.
It is difficult to differentiate the alternatives, and this is reflected in several being ranked broadly
on a par. However, on balance, it is fair to Option 1b as performing best, as it would involve
expediting delivery of a new secondary school, whilst minimising pressure on existing capacity.
Option 1a then performs second-best, again due to the secondary school issue, i.e. on the basis
that it would involve minimal pressure on existing / planned schools capacity.
Options 5 and 8 perform worst, following similar reasoning. Whilst it is recognised that there are
Conclusion arguments in favour of maximising growth at Fleet, as the District’s main town, a concentration of
9
on RAs
new development would create concerns in respect of secondary school capacity.
With regards to effect significance, there is considerable uncertainty, but on balance  Significant positive effects are predicted for Option 1b only.
 Significant negative effects are not predicted for any option, as the significance of the
secondary school capacity issue is not entirely clear. There might feasibly be options for
addressing capacity concerns in the future, without a new settlement.
9

A representation recently received from the promoter of Pale Lane states: “Following detailed discussions with Hampshire County
Council, it has been confirmed that through the already planned expansion of Calthorpe Secondary School and the future capability of
further expansion within the site, the school would have sufficient capacity to accommodate the secondary age child yield generated
from the three large developments in Fleet – Hartland Park, Netherhouse Copse and Pale Lane.” However, under Option 5 there would
be growth over-and-above the three schemes listed. Furthermore, it is appropriate to apply a precautionary approach, and as such to
identify Option 3 as performing worse than Option 1, despite this representation.
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Sustainability Topic: Biodiversity
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

a

Rank
Significant
effects?

b

2

a

b

A

b

a

b

4

3

4

3

4

3

No

Option 5

Option 6

Pale Lane W. Hook +
+ non-strat non-strat

5

5

Option 7

Option 8

Pale Lane
+ W Hook

All

5

6

Yes

A key consideration is the need to avoid significant adverse effects on the Thames Basin Heaths
Special Protection Area (TBHSPA), which in practice involves: A) directing growth to less
sensitive locations, i.e. locations beyond the 5km and 7km buffers that have been defined; and
B) ensuring that there is potential to deliver sufficient Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace
(SANG) to mitigate increased recreational pressure. There is a need to ensure avoidance and
mitigation in-line with South East Plan Policy NRM6 and the TBHSPA Delivery Framework.
Having made these initial points, the following discussion considers the allocation options that
are a ‘variable’ across the reasonable alternatives, before turning attention to the MG/W AoS.
The majority of sites in question could potentially adversely affect the TBHSPA, with Long
Sutton / South Warnborough (Options 2a/b, 5, 6 & 8) the only settlements beyond 7km.
West of Hook (Options 2a/b, 4, 5, 6, 7 & 8) is notable for mostly being located just outside of the

Discussion
5km buffer; however, the site falls within the 7km buffer, and hence SANG is necessary. Natural
of issues
England recently agreed the SANG proposed as part of a planning application (refused) for a
and sites

700 home scheme at Owen’s Farm (the western-most, and largest, part of the West of Hook
cluster of three sites). At 9.79ha, the capacity of the SANG is more than sufficient to meet the
needs of the Owen’s Farm site (which necessitates 3.44ha, in purely quantitative terms), such
that there would likely be more than sufficient capacity to support a West of Hook joint scheme
(790 homes). The SANG could link to a recently approved smaller SANG to the east, and
access to College Copse (ancient woodland SINC) would be prohibited, because of its sensitivity
to recreational impacts, noting that it forms part of an important cluster of ancient woodlands
10
northwest of Hook. Another consideration is the close proximity of Hook Common SSSI to the
south, which would be accessible via a bridge over the railway; however, this is the northwestern part of the common, with the bulk of the common further to the south/east, beyond the
A30. Impacts to the Common were not highlighted as a major concern through the recent
Owen’s Farm planning application.

10

Application 17/02317/OUT - https://publicaccess.hart.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=OWZDDNHZ0EL00 (see SANG Management Plan, consultation
response from Natural England, and comments from the Hart Biodiversity Officer)
POST SUBMISSION INTERIM SA REPORT

23

SA of the Hart Local Plan

A strategic urban extension at Pale Lane (Options 3a/b, 5, 7 & 8) would be notably closer to the
TBHSPA, but would deliver sufficient SANG to mitigate recreational impacts. Natural England
recently agreed a 14ha SANG proposal put forward as part of a planning application (refused;
currently at appeal), noting that the quantitative requirement is for 13.78 ha. In qualitative terms,
the SANG management plan submitted by the promoter states: “The quality of the proposed
SANG location derives from its landscape setting (a hillside facing away from the Proposed
Development with rural views), the potential of the SANG to support a semi-natural landscape
with a mosaic of native vegetation, the incorporation of existing mature woodland at the north of
the site, and the provision of a 2.4 km walk on surfaced paths, additional informal paths,
viewpoints, benches, parking and footpath access, and areas of amenity grassland.” Relative to
the proposed West of Hook SANG, the Pale Lane SANG does benefit from being less linear in
nature (such that there is the potential for a truly circular walk), and the potential to support the
early successional ‘heathy’ habitat that has developed onsite due to past use as a motocross
track is also notable; however, the SANG would not link to the nearby existing Country Park
SANG to the south of Pale Lane. Finally, it is important to note that Pale Lane has considerable
on-site biodiversity constraints, including two SINCs and two other woodland patches. Perhaps
the greatest concern relates to impacts to Parkfield Copse SINC, which has an important ground
flora, in the local context, that is sensitive to disturbance through trampling. The woodland could
benefit from increased management; however, it would suffer from decreased functional linkages
11
to the other (numerous) small woodland patches north and west of Fleet.
A SANG proposal is also associated with one of the non-strategic sites (Options 2a/b, 5, 6 & 8),
namely West of Yateley, which whilst in close proximity to the SPA (c.1km), would deliver a large
SANG comprising part of the gap between Yateley and Eversley. However, other non-strategic
sites (Options 2, 5 and 6) would not deliver SANG, namely North of Reading Road, Eversley
(c.1.5km to the SPA; also adjacent to a SINC and with significant onsite vegetation), NW of
Crondall (within the 5km buffer; plus an ancient woodland SINC is adjacent) and Hop Garden / W
of Varndell Rd, Hook (just outside the 5km SPA buffer; notable onsite biodiversity constraints).
Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for a new settlement in the
MG/W area through a subsequent DPD (the ‘b’ options), the area of search is within the 5km
TBHSPA buffer; however, there is an opportunity to deliver effective SANG, and it is noted that
the nearest component of the SPA is some way distant, to the north of Hartley Wintney. It is also
clear that the quality of SANG provision could be high, given the potential to deliver a ‘riverside
parkland’ within the Whitewater Valley east of Hook, which is a designated Biodiversity
Opportunity Area (BOA), which might well be able to connect with other SANG east of Hook.
Aside from the TBHSPA, the area is constrained by Odiham Common Site and Basingstoke
Canal SSSIs to the south, and a number of locally important Sites of Importance for Nature
Conservation (SINCs) - see further discussion within Appendix I. However, a scheme of this
scale could give rise to opportunities to deliver targeted enhancements to habitats, potentially
contributing to a ‘net gain’ in biodiversity at the wider landscape scale (albeit there would be a
need for detailed work to substantiate any claim of a net gain, taking account of landscape scale
metrics and objectives). Finally, it is important to note recent representations received from two
key consultees  Natural England - did not object, and primarily sought to highlight the need for subsequent
detailed consideration of the new settlement to include “an individual Habitats Regulation
Assessment, ensuring that appropriate SANG and Strategic Access Management and
Monitoring (SAMM) mitigation is in place and that air quality impacts upon European
designated sites are also fully assessed.”

11

Application 16/03129/OUT- https://publicaccess.hart.gov.uk/onlineapplications/applicationDetails.do?activeTab=documents&keyVal=OGSPKYHZN5500 (see SANG Management Plan, consultation
response from Natural England, and comments from the Delegated Report of Feb 2018)
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 Hampshire Wildlife Trust - are strongly supportive, stating: “It is our considered opinion that
large scale developments, with extensive areas of green infrastructure present better
opportunities to deliver net gains in biodiversity and for the Health and Wellbeing of local
residents. Smaller develop proposals that are added on to existing communties do not provide
the opportunity to deliver the large scale green infrastructure that we consider is required to
maintain and enhance multiuse landcscapes which function as ecologcal corridors for wildlife
and enable people to engage with the natural environment. To this end we provide our vision
which sets out the opportunities that may exist should a new community at Murrell Green be
taken forward.” The representation goes on to present a vision document, including a helpful
map of constraints and opportunities, which is reproduced within Appendix II of this report.
In conclusion, the sensitive nature of Hart District means that lower growth is supported, from a
biodiversity perspective, albeit the effect could feasibly be to increase pressure on other parts of
the HMA, which in general is a heavily constrained area.
With regards to the question of a new settlement AoS, there is a need to place considerable
weight on the representations received from Natural England and (to a lesser extent) Hampshire
Wildlife Trust and, as such, conclude that the ‘B’ options are preferable to the ‘A’ options. This
conclusion reflects an understanding that the baseline situation is one whereby there will be
increased pressure for additional urban extensions in the long term, in the absence of a new
Conclusion
settlement. However, this conclusion does nonetheless reflect a considerable degree of
on RAs
uncertainty, recognising that the AoS includes extensive habitats of local importance, and is in
proximity to habitats of national and international importance. It will be of crucial for the DPD to
be progressed with biodiversity as a foremost consideration.
With regards to effect significance, a precautionary approach (and one that is consistent with the
conclusion reached in the SA Report) suggests a need to highlight all options, other than Options
1a/b, as having the potential to result in significant negative effects, given the potential for
impacts to the TBHSPA, the SSSIs and locally important habitats. Plan-level HRA work has
been completed to test the likely effectiveness of SANG mitigation measures for Option 1 only.

Sustainability Topic: Climate change mitigation
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

a

Rank

2

b

a

b

A

b

a

b

7

4

4

3

4

3

Significant
effects?

Option 5

Option 6

Pale Lane W. Hook +
+ non-strat non-strat

5

5

Option 7

Option 8

Pale Lane
+ W Hook

All

3

6

No
A key climate change mitigation consideration relates to the potential to affect average per capita
transport-related CO2 emissions, which are relatively high in Hart, reflecting the district’s rural
character; however, this is considered under ‘Transport’ below.
Instead, the discussion here focuses on the potential to support renewable or low carbon energy
infrastructure, and hence minimise per capita CO 2 emissions from the built environment. In
practice, this means supporting larger scale developments, of several hundred homes (or
clusters of smaller developments that can be developed in a coordinated way), as development
at scale enables delivery of the necessary infrastructure.
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In light of these points, options involving strategic extensions at West of Hook or Pale Lane
(Options 3a/b, 4a/b, 5, 6, 7 & 8) potentially perform well. Both schemes would be in excess of
500 homes, which could potentially give rise to some (limited) opportunity to design-in low
carbon infrastructure and/or achieve higher standards of sustainable design and construction.
However, there is little certainty in practice, going by what has been proposed recently through
planning applications. The current application at Owen’s Farm (a large site that would comprise
the bulk of a West of Hook strategic site) does not include any proposals related to minimising
CO2 emissions from the built environment, whilst the Sustainability Statement submitted as part
of the current planning application for 700 homes at Pale Lane is somewhat non-committal,
stating: “Various low-carbon and renewable technologies are considered appropriate including
the possible use of solar hot water heating panels, photovoltaic panels, flue-gas and waste-water
heat recovery system for the dwellings and air source heat pumps for the non-residential
element. A combined heat and power unit will also be considered for the school building.”
Discussion Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for a new settlement in the
of issues
MG/W area through a subsequent DPD, there should be excellent potential to achieve the
and sites

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 MG/W site promoters to date have been noncommittal, with the promoter of land to the east suggesting (through the 2017 Draft Plan
consultation) that the “unconstrained nature of the site means further opportunities for renewable
energy will be 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. With regards to latest representations (Regulation 19), neither MG/W site
promoter references low carbon infrastructure (indeed, there are no references to opportunities
in respect of ‘carbon’ or ‘energy’); however, there is mention of an established relationship with
Bosch that will - it is suggested - ensure Smart Living opportunities are fully realised.
In conclusion, Option 1b performs best, albeit it is recognised that there is much uncertainty
regarding what can and will be achieved (in respect of lowered per capita CO2 emissions from
the built environment), and benefits would not be realised in the short term.

Conclusion It is very difficult to differentiate the other alternatives. On balance, it is suggested that growth at
on RAs
strategic sites (Pale Lane / West of Hook) is preferable to dispersal of growth between non-

strategic sites; however, this is marginal, given what has been proposed at either site to date.
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.
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Sustainability Topic: Communities
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

a

b

a

b

A

b

a

Option 5

Option 6

Pale Lane W. Hook +
+ non-strat non-strat

Option 7

Option 8

Pale Lane
+ W Hook

All

b

=

Rank
Significant
effects?

No

Aside from implications for ‘accessibility’, which are discussed above, there are limited further
points to make. Points primarily relate to matters of environmental health and safety.
The Pale Lane strategic site (Options 3a/b, 5, 7 & 8) is constrained by its proximity to the M3 and
the railway line running west from Fleet; however, there is good potential for mitigation, with the
Design and Access Statement submitted as part of the current planning application proposing “To reduce the noise associated with the M3, a suitably specified 3.5m high acoustic barrier
located on the northern boundary of the Site, at the edge of the M3 carriageway, would be
effective at reducing sound levels across the Site.
To reduce the noise effects associated with passing trains along the railway line, dwellings are
to be situated at least 60m away from noise source....
To reduce the internal noise effects on dwellings facing the main noise sources (i.e. the M3,
Fleet Road and the railway line) it is likely that uprated acoustic glazing and alternative forms
of ventilation may be required. If private amenity space is to be located in these areas the
orientation of the dwellings should be used to acoustically shield the amenity space...”
Several of the sites in question are potentially also somewhat problematic from a road safety
Discussion perspective, including Owen’s Farm (West of Hook; Options 4a/b, 6, 7 & 8). The Design and
of issues
Access Statement submitted as part of the current Owen’s Farm planning application explains and sites

“The main pedestrian access will be from Newnham Road. As no footway provisions currently
exist, a footway will be provided to link with the existing footway at Seton Drive… Hook town
centre is located approximately 1.2km east of the site… While there are no specific cycle
facilities in the local area, the local highway network is considered to be of a suitable and safe
standard to encourage cycle use… The nearest bus stop to the site is located approximately
800m to the east…”
Also, it is noted that the North of Crondall non-strategic site is not supported by Crondall Parish
Council, who stated through the 2017 Draft Local Plan consultation that, amongst other things,
development would: “ruin the site’s amenity value for Scouts from across the District (it is a
central focus for activities)”.
Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for a new settlement in the
MG/W area (through a daughter DPD), there are a number of issues relating to noise pollution
(associated with the M3, A30 and the railway); a gas pipeline passing through the west of the
area, a high voltage power line and road safety (notably A) the narrow railway underpass, to the
east of Winchfield station; and B) footpath / cyclepath links along the A30 and/or B3016). See
Appendix I for further discussion of these issues.
In conclusion, there are some specific concerns associated certain sites; however, these

Conclusion
concerns are judged to be of limited significance, given potential for mitigation. On balance, the
on RAs

alternatives are judged to perform broadly on a par, and significant effects are not deemed likely.
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Sustainability Topic: Employment and the economy
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

a

A

a

a

Rank

2

b

b

2

Significant
effects?

2

b

Option 5

Option 6

Option 7

Pale Lane W. Hook + Pale Lane
+ non-strat non-strat + W Hook

Option 8
All

b

2

2

2

2

2

No
None of the sites proposed for allocation under the alternatives would involve delivery of new
employment land; however, a new settlement in the MG/W area (the ‘b’ options) could deliver an
extension to Murrell Green Business Park, and employment floorspace as part of a mixed use
local centre close to Winchfield Station (see further discussion within Appendix I). This is
supported, in light of the following ELR findings –
“Consider the identification of additional employment land, particularly for industrial and
warehousing uses, given the relatively tight supply of such land...”

Discussion
of issues
and sites

“There appears to be strong demand from small flexible businesses / light industrial premises
to support rural enterprises and SMEs. The types of premises vary significantly from basic
converted agricultural barns providing storage/workshop space, to purpose-built light industrial
/ storage units, such as those at Murrell Green Business Park located on the A30 between
Hook and Hartley Witney. Occupancy rates at such accommodation are high demonstrating
that there is demand for such accommodation.”
“It is also important that the FEA [Functional Economic Area] provides a range of affordable
floorspace for small high growth start-up businesses, by… [s]eeking to resist the loss of
premises that provide suitable accommodation for SMEs… [and seeking] to provide smaller
units within larger employment sites, residential or mixed-use schemes that come forward.”
Another factor that potentially enables some differentiation between the alternatives is need to
concentrate housing growth in proximity to employment growth, which in practice means in
proximity to Fleet and Hook. It might also be suggested that housing growth in the rural area is
to be supported from a perspective of wishing to support rural business and the rural economy.

In conclusion, the ‘B’ options are judged to perform well, as a new settlement should deliver
new employment land. Other factors discussed above (e.g. focusing housing growth at the main
settlements) are deemed less significant, and so do not have a bearing on the ranking. Also, the
Conclusion matter of total housing quantum does not have a bearing on the ranking of the alternatives, given
that Hart is not recognised a ‘hotspot’ for employment growth within the region or sub-region.
on RAs
Significant effects are not predicted, noting that any new employment land delivered as part of
the new settlement, whilst broadly in accordance with ELR findings/recommendations, would be
of limited strategic significance.
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Sustainability Topic: Flood risk and other climate change adaptation issues
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

a

b

a

b

A

b

a

Option 5

Option 6

Pale Lane W. Hook +
+ non-strat non-strat

Option 7

Option 8

Pale Lane
+ W Hook

All

b

=

Rank
Significant
effects?

No
The Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) identifies a range of flood risk areas
across the District. Taking each of the allocation options in turn  Pale Lane - the River Hart floodplain skirts the site, and encroaches to within a short distance
of the railway underpass that would provide access/egress, with the underpass also at high
risk of surface water flooding (1 in 30 year). However, the site promoters have stated, through
their Regulation 19 representation, that the underpass is a non-issue as it is not proposed as
the site’s main point of access/egress. As part of a recent planning application (refused; at
appeal), the proposed drainage strategy was agreed by all relevant parties, including the
County Council, as the Lead Flood Authority.
 West of Hook - Owen’s Farm is notable for having a relatively high area affected by surface
water flood risk, however, much of this is within the lower risk zone (1 in 1000 year). Again, no
major concerns were raised as part of a recent planning application (refused).

Discussion  South of Church Crookham - falls within a ‘Causal Area’ (as does the entirety of Fleet, and
of issues
indeed the majority of the eastern half of the District). Surface water flood risk (albeit mainly
and sites
low probability, 1 in 1000 year) is quite extensive to the west of Ewshot Road.

 West of Yateley - a tributary of the River Blackwater skirts the site. Also within a Causal Area.
 East of Yateley - within a Causal Area.
 North West of Crondall - groundwater flood risk is an issue in this part of the District, and
Crondall also falls within a Causal Area.
 North of Reading Road, Eversley - groundwater flood risk is an issue in this broad area.
 Long Sutton / South Warnborough - no major constraints.
Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for a new settlement in the
MG/W area through a separate DPD (the ‘b’ options), there are significant flood risk constraints
(fluvial, surface water and groundwater); however, there is confidence in the ability to masterplan
a new settlement that avoids these constraints, given the scale of the AoS (see further
discussion within Appendix I).
In conclusion, as there are quite extensive issues relating to flood risk in the District; however,
at all of the sites in question it would seem that there is likely to be good potential to avoid or
Conclusion mitigate flood risk, through layout/masterplanning and also through implementation of
on RAs
Sustainable Drainage Systems (SuDS). As such, the alternatives are judged to perform broadly
on a par, and significant effects are not predicted. N.B. this is a departure from the conclusion
reached within the SA Report, reflecting latest understanding, including from representations.
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Sustainability Topic: Historic environment
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

a

Rank
Significant
effects?

b

2

a

b

A

b

a

b

4

3

4

3

4

3

No

Option 5

Option 6

Pale Lane W. Hook +
+ non-strat non-strat

5

5

Option 7

Option 8

Pale Lane
+ W Hook

All

5

6

Yes

Firstly, giving consideration to the two strategic urban extension allocation options reflected
across the alternatives (Pale Lane and West of Hook), both sites are notably constrained.
 The main constraint at Pale Lane is the listed farmhouse close to the eastern edge of the site,
which would likely be enveloped by development. There might the potential for mitigation,
through sensitive masterplanning; however, this is thought to be a challenge with a 700 home
scheme, recognising the need to also find sufficient land within the site for other uses,
including SANG. The site promoters, through their Regulation 19 representation, state: “The
Heritage Impact Assessment that accompanied the planning application for the Pale Lane site
identified that the impact on the listed farmhouse which is considered to be of medium
significance would be conserved through both the incorporation of green spaces in the
immediate vicinity and where appropriate, strengthening of existing field boundaries to
preserve the immediate setting of the building, with the overall significance of impact on the
setting being assessed as moderate.” However, heritage was cited as a key reason for
refusing a recent planning application (currently at appeal) for a 700 home scheme at the site,
noting the proposal to bring residential development to within 43m of the listed building, and to
Discussion
within 24m of its curtilage, and also to bring ‘the primary school site’ even closer.
of issues
and sites

 The heritage issues at West of Hook are quite different, in that they are more indirect. The
main concern is that development of Owen’s Farm would erode the landscape gap that
currently separates the Newnham CA from the western edge of Hook. Also, the Rotherwick
CA is a fairly short distance to the north, with Grade II* listed Tylney Hall at its southern extent
(also classified as a historic park and garden); however there are intervening landscape
features (woodland and mature trees). Site promoters argue that “there is no ‘sense’ of gap
when driving between Hook and Newnham”. Site promoters also suggest that “development of
this land will provide a significant benefit in terms of providing a link to Rotherwick and
Newnham”; however, it is not clear that such a link is welcomed from a heritage perspective.
With regards to the package of non-strategic sites, the first point to make is that any
development at Long Sutton or South Warnborough would likely have a bearing on the setting of
a conservation area. Secondly, West of Yateley would involve development in close proximity to
three CAs: Yateley, Up Green and Eversley Cross. Finally, it is noted that Stillers Farm is a
listed building, the setting of which could be significantly affected by a scheme to the South of
Church Crookham. The latest conceptual masterplan received shows a landscape buffer
between the farmhouse and new built development; however, there might still be an impact.
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Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for a new settlement in the
MG/W area through a separate DPD, there are a range of notable heritage constraints given
listed buildings and a conservation area; and, more generally, a rural landscape with historic
character. Appendix I presents a detailed discussion, but perhaps a foremost consideration is
that Historic England (the national advisory body) has not objected to the AoS, with their
Regulation 19 representation stating: “According to our records the Area of Search includes a
number of listed buildings/structures and is within the setting of the Grade II Registered Historic
Park and Garden of Dogmersfield Park. We therefore welcome, in principle, high level principle
j), “conserves and where possible enhances the character, significance and setting of heritage
assets”… Historic England would welcome the opportunity to be involved with the preparation of
12
the proposed DPD and masterplan for this new settlement.”
In conclusion, as there are quite extensive heritage constraints to expansion of settlements in
the District, it is appropriate to conclude that Option 1 performs well relative to the options that
would involve formally allocating land for development. Beyond that it is quite difficult to
differentiate the alternatives. It might be suggested that Pale Lane performs relatively well, as
there would be an impact to only one listed building, however, this argument is not supported, as
it seems likely that the impact to the listed building, as a valued asset, would be significant.
With regards to the question of a new settlement AoS, there is a need to place considerable
weight on the lack of any objection from Historic England, and as such conclude that the ‘B’
Conclusion
options are preferable to the ‘A’ options. This conclusion reflects an understanding that the
on RAs
baseline situation is one whereby there will be increased pressure for additional urban
extensions in the long term, in the absence of a new settlement. However, this conclusion does
nonetheless reflect a considerable degree of uncertainty, recognising that the AoS is associated
with considerable heritage value.
With regards to effect significance, it is difficult to draw conclusions. Under all options there will
be good potential for mitigation through appropriate design, layout and landscaping. At this
stage it is appropriate to ‘flag’ the potential for all options other than Option 1 to result in
significant negative effects; however, there would be good potential to avoid/mitigate impacts.

12

N.B. the Historic England representation also states: “[T]he Hampshire Historic Environment Record and Hampshire Landscape
Character Assessment should be consulted for non-designated archaeological sites and historic landscapes. The latter would accord
paragraph 170 of the National Planning Policy Framework”. Also, the representation states: “Where appropriate, landscape character
assessments should also be prepared, integrated with assessment of historic landscape character, and for areas where there are major
expansion options assessments of landscape sensitivity.” With regards to archaeology, there are not thought to be any major issues, in
light of work completed by the site promoters, and it is noted that HCC did not comment, through their Regulation 19 representation.
With regards to landscape considerations - see further discussion below, under ‘Landscape’.
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Sustainability Topic: Housing

Rank

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

a

b

a

5

2

4

b

Significant
No
effects?

a

4

b

a

Option 5

Option 6

Option 7

Pale Lane W. Hook + Pale Lane
+ non-strat non-strat + W Hook

Option 8
All

b

4

3

3

3

2

Yes

A key consideration is the need to meet housing needs over the plan period, and maintain a
robust ‘housing trajectory’, i.e. maintain a situation whereby there is a five year supply of
deliverable sites. This is important, as in the absence of a five year land supply the housing
policies of the Local Plan would be considered ‘out of date’ leaving the Council in a much weaker
position to refuse speculative planning applications for housing in the countryside.
On this basis, higher growth options (i.e. Options 5 to 8) can certainly be seen to perform very
well. These options would involve providing for a large contingency over-and-above the housing
needs figure, regardless of whether such needs are understood from the standard methodology
in Planning Practice Guidance, or the OAHN figure identified in the SHMA. A sizeable
contingency can help to ensure a robust housing trajectory, given the risk of one or more sites
not delivering as anticipated.
The highest growth options would involve allocation of sites sufficient to deliver well in excess of
housing needs, such that the Council might commit to being monitored against a housing target
in excess of needs, with a view to meeting affordable housing needs more fully. This is an
important consideration, given the extent of affordable housing needs that exist (see discussion
under ‘Housing quanta’ in Section 6.2 of the SA Report). Higher growth options could also assist
Discussion with addressing any unmet needs that might arise from neighbouring areas; however, no such
13
of issues
unmet needs are known to exist at the current time.
and sites
Options 5, 6 and 8 potentially perform best, as they would involve a diverse array of sites,
leading to high confidence regarding the housing trajectory. Sites would also be spread
geographically, which should mean that ‘very local’ housing needs are met (i.e. needs of
particular settlements, albeit such needs are largely unquantified). However, having said this, it
is noted that all villages have the potential to allocate sites for housing themselves, through a
Neighbourhood Plan, in order to meet specific needs that arise locally (and the practice of
14
settlement specific Housing Needs Assessments, to understand such needs, is improving).
Furthermore Policy H3 (Rural Exception Sites) allows for local affordable housing needs to be at
villages, including an element of market housing as an incentive for bringing such sites forward.
It is also noted that representations received from one of the ‘South of Church Crookham’ site
promoters suggests that the site is particularly well placed to deliver affordable housing, with a
firm commitment made as follows: “The delivery of affordable housing would be straight forward
to achieve with existing relationships already established with a number of Housing Associations
already involved in the QEB site. This would enable the rolling provision of affordable housing in
this location. Taylor Wimpey would deliver 40% in line with emerging policy.” However, there is
nothing to suggest that affordable housing delivery at other sites would be less straightforward,
or that policy requirements would not be met.

13

Hart is in a Housing Market Area with Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Borough Councils. Rushmoor Borough Council is meeting its own
needs through its Local Plan. As for Surrey Heath, the Council has recently published a Regulation 18 Draft Plan stating an unmet need
of 731 homes in total, but at the same time is also undertaking a ‘call for sites’, which serves to indicate that the figure could decrease.
There is also the possibility of being asked - under the Duty to Cooperate - to provide for unmet needs arising from outside of the HMA,
including from London; however, there is currently little precedent of such ‘beyond HMA’ arrangements nationally and no authorities
outside the HMA have asked Hart to meet a demonstrated unmet housing need.
14
See https://neighbourhoodplanning.org/toolkits-and-guidance/undertake-housing-needs-assessment-hna/
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Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for a new settlement in the
MG/W area through a separate DPD, this is supported, recognising that  The current housing trajectory (i.e. the trajectory for Option 1a) shows that, whilst there are
enough homes planned to meet needs across the plan period, delivery rates reduce in the
latter part of the plan period. The new settlement would help boost supply at that time.
 There is always a risk that local housing need for Hart will be revised upwards, leading to the
need for an early review of the Local Plan and/or that Hart is asked to provide for unmet
housing needs from elsewhere within the Housing Market Area (which comprises Hart,
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath) or other neighbouring areas.
 There will likely continue to be a need to build significant numbers of new homes beyond 2032.
 There will be excellent potential to deliver a good housing mix, including specialist
accommodation, self/custom build plots and affordable housing.
Importantly, the AoS proposal is supported by both other authorities within the HMA, with the
following statements made through Regulation 19 representations  “Surrey Heath Borough Council is persuaded that these measures, together with the proposed
monitoring framework and commitment to joint working between Hart, Surrey Heath and
Rushmoor set out within the current Hart Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016-2032 Proposed
Submission Version consultation document (also enshrined in the Statement of Common
Ground recently completed between the three authorities to underpin the Rushmoor Local
Plan), will enable any demonstrated unmet need arising from Surrey Heath to be addressed
elsewhere within the Housing Market Area.”
 “Based on the policies in the Hart PSLP, including the identified area of search for a new
settlement, [Rushmoor Borough Council] is also confident that Hart District Council will be
willing to seek to accommodate any demonstrated unmet need in the HMA, should it arise.”
In conclusion, the ranking of the alternatives reflects the broad size of the contingency/buffer,
and the mix of sites proposed. The ‘B’ options perform strongly, as planning for a new
Conclusion settlement certainly equates to a proactive approach to long-term planning for housing needs.
on RAs
With regards to effect significance, all options other than Option 1a (which is essentially the
baseline situation) would lead to significant positive effects, as there would be a land supply in
place sufficient to provide for housing needs, plus a suitably large contingency.

Sustainability Topic: Land and other resources
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

a

b

Rank
Significant
effects?

Discuss’n
of issues
and sites

No

A

b

a

b

a

b

3

3

3

3

2

2

Yes

No

Option 5

Option 6

Pale Lane W. Hook +
+ non-strat non-strat

5

Option 7

Option 8

Pale Lane
+ W Hook

All

4

5

4
Yes

There is a need to avoid loss of higher quality (‘best and most versatile’) agricultural land. In this
respect, all undeveloped land in Hart is either Grade 2 (very good quality), Grade 3 (good to
moderate quality) or Grade 4 (moderate quality) in the Agricultural Land Classification, according
to the nationally available ‘Provisional Agricultural Land Quality’ dataset. The data-set shows
there to be three patches of Grade 2 agricultural land, in the south of the district.
The national data-set is of very low resolution, which means that it is difficult to apply it to the
appraisal of individual sites, and in turn difficult to apply it to the appraisal of the spatial strategy
alternatives. However, it is possible to take from the dataset that sites at Long Sutton and
South Warnborough are not likely to comprise lower quality Grade 4 land.
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The other available dataset is known as the ‘Post 1988’ dataset. This dataset is an accurate
reflection of agricultural land quality, on the basis that it reflects the findings of field surveys.
However, the data-set is very patchy, with data only being available for a small proportion of the
district. Of the allocation options that are a variable across the alternatives, data is available
(either from magic.gov.uk or from information submitted as part of recent planning applications)
for just three sites  West of Hook - comprises grade 3b
 West of Yateley - comprises mainly grade 3a, with some grade 3b
 Pale Lane - comprises mainly grade 3a, with some grade 2 (i.e. all is BMV).
It is also important to note that two of the non-strategic site options - North of the Reading
Road, Eversley and East of Yateley - are well vegetated, and seemingly not in agricultural use.
With regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for a new settlement in the MG/W,
whilst the national data-set shows there to be a concentration of Grade 4 land in Winchfield area,
broadly associated with the centre of the area (where there is a high density of woodland,
potentially indicative of poorer soils), the dataset also 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 relates to the sterilisation of known mineral resources, taking account
of areas safeguarded by the Hampshire Minerals & Waste Plan 2013. In this respect, it is noted
that two of the non-strategic sites under consideration for allocation - North of Reading Road,
Eversley and Northwest of Crondall - falls within a safeguarding area for either sharp sand and
gravel or clay. Also, 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). However, it is difficult to conclude that these
safeguarded areas represent a significant constraint to development, given that there will be
alternative locations within the safeguarding areas that can be quarried, and also given the
possibility of extracting the mineral resource prior to developing the site for housing.
In conclusion, it is appropriate to conclude that Option 1 performs best, with options involving
West of Hook also performing well, as this is a relatively unconstrained location, in terms of this
topic. On the basis of the same reasoning, those options involving higher growth without West of
Hook perform least well.
Conclus’n
on RAs

The ‘A’ and ‘B’ options are judged to perform on a par, noting that there is the potential for the
AoS to contain BMV agricultural land (and noting that use of land for SANG does effectively
equate to loss of agricultural land in perpetuity).
With regards to effect significance, options involving development of Pale Lane and/or the
package of smaller sites would lead to significant negative effects, due to the extent of BMV
agricultural land lost.
[N.B. whilst the SA Report concluded ‘significant positive effects’ for Option 1a, on reflection it is
more appropriate to conclude no significant effects, as Option 1a is essentially the baseline.]
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Sustainability Topic: Landscape
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

a

Rank

b

A

b

a

b

a

b

3

3

2

2

3

3

Significant
effects?

Option 5

Option 6

Pale Lane W. Hook +
+ non-strat non-strat

4

5

Option 7

Option 8

Pale Lane
+ W Hook

All

4

6

No
Both of the strategic site allocation options are associated with some landscape sensitivity,
although there is notable variability. West of Hook is more constrained, as development would
significantly reduce the landscape gap that currently exists between Hook and Newnham. Also
there are public rights of way running through the site and in close proximity, which are likely to
be well used and appreciated, given their proximity to residential areas in Hook/Newnham. Pale
Lane is relatively unconstrained, although it would likely be visible (through screening
vegetation) from the railway and from the A323, and, of course, the character of Pale Lane - as a
rural lane complete with railway arch and a WWII pillbox - would be changed. The likelihood is
that there would be built development on the highest, north-eastern part of the site; however, it is
not clear that this, in itself, has major implications for views from any sensitive receptor(s). There
is a notable lack of footpaths in the area, which helps.
With regards to the smaller urban extension allocation options, points to note are –
 West of Hook - Land West of Varndell Road & Land off Hop Garden Road, Hook are
associated with similar issues to Owen’s Farm, albeit on a much smaller scale. Development
would have an urbanising effect on the gap that currently exists between Hook and Newnham.
 West of Yateley – would impact on the Yateley/Eversley gap; however, delivery of SANG
could also help to secure the gap in the long term, and the two built elements of the proposed
scheme both integrate relatively well with the existing built form.

Discussion  Land NW of Crondall - would extend the linear form of the village north to a considerable
extent; however, the site is screened from the road by a tree belt. The site is not supported by
of issues
Crondall Parish Council, who stated through the 2017 Draft Local Plan consultation that,
and sites

amongst other things, development would: “constitute ribbon development linking Crondall to
Bowling Alley and destroy the existing gap between these areas. It rises above the existing
road and is very poorly screened by a thin row of trees”.

 North of Reading Road, Eversley - would extend the linear built form over Eversley Centre,
and result in the loss of what is seemingly secondary (i.e. non-ancient) woodland in a
prominent location directly opposite the primary school.
 East of Yateley - would erode the Yateley / Blackwater landscape gap; however, there is
existing vegetation that could be used for effective sceening.
 South of Church Crookham - falls within the current designated gap between Church
Crookham and Ewshot, as defined by Saved Policy CON21 of the adopted Hart Local Plan;
however, falls outside of the indicative gap proposed by the Draft Local Plan (2017). The
proposed revised gap reflects the extent of recently designated SANG.
 Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for a new settlement in the
MG/W area, through a follow-on 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
significant sensitivities within the wider area. See Appendix I for further detailed discussion.

POST SUBMISSION INTERIM SA REPORT

35

SA of the Hart Local Plan

In conclusion, as there are quite extensive landscape constraints to expansion of settlements in
the District, it is appropriate to conclude that Option 1 performs well, with Option 3 performing
second best, as Pale Lane is a relatively unconstrained location.
With regards to the question of a new settlement AoS, it is very difficult to draw a strong
conclusion. On one hand, much of the land within the MG/W AoS has clear landscape
Conclusion
value/sensitivity; however, on the other hand, a clear motivation for progressing a new settlement
on RAs
is that it will negate the need for further extensions to existing settlements, which would likely
impact on landscapes that are highly valued by local communities. On balance, the ‘A’ and ‘B’
options are judged to perform broadly on a par.
With regards to effect significance, it is not possible to conclude the likelihood of significant
negative effects, as there would be no impacts to designated landscapes.

Sustainability Topic: Transport
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

a

Rank

b

A

b

a

b

a

b

3

3

2

2

2

2

Significant
effects?

Option 5

Option 6

Pale Lane W. Hook +
+ non-strat non-strat

5

5

Option 7

Option 8

Pale Lane
+ W Hook

All

4

6

No
There is a need to minimise the need to travel, and support ‘modal shift’ away from the private
car, and instead towards walking, cycling and use of public transport. Having made these initial
points, there is a need to consider each of the locations that are a ‘variable’ across the
reasonable alternatives -

 Pale Lane (Options 3a/b, 5, 7 & 8) - distant from Fleet town centre (c.2.5km); however, the
proposals include improved pedestrian links to services and facilities (including a supermarket)
at nearby Elvetham Heath and a new community hub and primary school on-site. The site is
fairly well linked to the strategic road network, and lies on an existing bus route (see map of
routes within Appendix III); however, some ‘rat-running’ west, to M3 J5 might be expected, and
Discussion
there are concerns regarding the cumulative effects of growth at locations along the A323 /
of issues
A30 corridor, should Pale Lane come forward alongside a new settlement in central Hart.
and sites
 West of Hook (Options 4a/b, 6, 7 & 8) - there are some issues with the quality of pedestrian
connections between the large, far west site (Owen’s Farm) and the centre of Hook, with the
most direct road (Newnham Lane) lacking a footpath; however, there is potential to establish
new routes. Owen’s Farm is somewhat distant from the town centre (c.1.9km by road), but the
proposed community facility and primary school helps to reduce concerns in this respect.
Residents would also have relatively good access to services and facilities in Basingstoke.
Well linked to the strategic road network; however, Hampshire CC has highlighted the potential
for traffic congestion at the London Road / Old School Road junction, due to travel in the
direction of M3 Junction 5, and on the motorway junction itself.
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 Non-strategic sites (Options 2a/b, 5, 6 & 8) - Crondall, Eversley and Long Sutton / South
Warnborough are all ‘tier 4’ villages within the settlement hierarchy, which indicates limited
services/facilities available locally, which in turn indicates a likelihood of needing to travel
regularly to a higher order centre. Of these settlements, Long Sutton and South Warnborough
are notable for being particularly distant from a higher order centre; and Crondall and Long
Sutton are notable for having a very limited (or nil) bus service. Focusing on ‘West of Yateley’,
the proposed linked scheme would create new walking and cycling links between the Eversley
and Yateley, and there is a bus service through Eversley to Yateley and beyond (also passing
the East of Yateley site); however, the centre of Yateley is some way distant (c.1km), as is
Eversley primary school (c.1km).
Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for a new settlement in the
MG/W are, through a follow-on DPD, 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 I for further
detailed discussion. Importantly, the MG/W AoS proposal is tentatively supported by HCC, who
stated through their Regulation 19 representation that:
“The Highway Authority welcomes HDCs approach to planning for the future plan period in
defining an “area of interest” in Murrell Green / Winchfield, and requests active involvement in
the planning of the settlement to ensure that highway capacity and the opportunities for
sustainable transport are considered at the Master planning stage for a comprehensive and
integrated development. There are known pinch points on the highway and rail network in this
part of the district which will require careful consideration. The County Council therefore
recommends that a joint infrastructure master plan is prepared. In the planning of this
development it is imperative that infrastructure and service requirements are identified and
planned at the earliest possible opportunity....”
Also of note is the representation received from Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council, who
state: “BDBC would like to see the impacts upon transport and infrastructure explored… in
particular along the A30 corridor in BDBC, in Hook, and at junction 5 of the M3.”
In conclusion, it is appropriate to conclude that Option 1 performs best, with higher growth
options, and options involving the non-strategic sites, performing less well. N.B. this is a
departure from the conclusion reached within the SA Report, reflecting latest understanding,
15
including from representations.
With regards to the question of a new settlement AoS, it is (once again) challenging to draw a
conclusion. On one hand, this is a relatively good location for a new settlement, from a transport
perspective (in the context of the South East of England, where traffic issues are fairly
ubiquitous); however, on the other hand, the need to plan around on-site and nearby constraints
Conclusion (e.g. woodland, the M3 and the railway) is less than ideal. Clearly there will be traffic
on RAs
implications for a number of roads and junctions, including those approaching the M3 junctions,
and the M3 junctions themselves. No major objections have been received to date; however, all
parties recognise the need for further detailed transport modelling (only Option 1a has, so far,
been subjected to modelling work), taking account of mitigation measures, including significant
upgrades to road infrastructure, and measures to support walking, cycling and use of public
transport. On balance, the ‘A’ and ‘B’ options are judged to perform broadly on a par.
It is not possible to conclude ‘significant’ negative effects as there is no robust evidence to show
that ‘severe’ congestion will result for the reasonable options taken as a whole (this is the key
policy test established by the NPPF).

15

The appraisal presented within the SA Report found West of Hook to be a preferable location to Pale Lane; however, on reflection
there is insufficient evidence to justify this conclusion.
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Sustainability Topic: Water
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

a

Rank

b

a

b

a

b

a

b

3

3

2

2

2

2

Significant
effects?

Option 5

Option 6

Pale Lane W. Hook +
+ non-strat non-strat

3

3

Option 7

Option 8

Pale Lane
+ W Hook

All

2

3

No
The Water Cycle Study (WCS) has highlighted that capacity of Waste Water Treatment Works
(WwTW) in the north of the district (Eversley WwTW) is a potential issue for housing growth,
which serves to indicate an issue for Options 3a/b, 5, 6 & 8. However, upgrades to the works at
Eversley could potentially be phased in line with housing growth and to the standard required to
avoid deterioration in the status of the River Blackwater.
The Study also identifies “very high” sewer network constraints for Pale Lane (Options 3a/b, 5, 7
& 8); however, latest understanding is that there is no major issue, with the site promoters
explaining, through their Reg 19 representation, that: “There are no material constraints; there
were no objections to the Pale Lane Application proposals from the Thames Water Waste Water
and Drainage team… Furthermore, Sustainable Drainage Systems and works to surrounding
culverts will improve the current drainage situation in the local area...”

The emerging WCS also notes the risk of impacts to sensitive groundwater in the south of the
district; however, in practice this is unlikely to be a constraint given that polluting development
(e.g. industry) is unlikely. For proposed residential development in these areas (which is at a
relatively small level for all options) SuDS would need to be designed to avoid polluting the
Discussion groundwater sources, within identified protection zones.
of issues
Finally, with regards to the proposal to bring forward an allocation for a new settlement in the
and sites
MG/W area through a follow-on DPD, Thames Water recommended, through their Regulation 19
representation, that:
“a mini Integrated Water Management Strategy (IWMS) is produced to support the
development promotion. An IWMS was completed about a year ago by the site promoters and
the preferred option was to provide a new sewage treatment works (STW) to serve the new
settlement. We advised that they would probably need to demonstrate to the Environment
Agency that they couldn’t get the flows to Fleet STW (being the closest STW) before they
would approve a new STW. We have not received any updates since. It is therefore
important that an IWMS is progressed and agreed with Thames Water and the Environment
Agency. The scope of the IWMS should include: Assessment of the existing water supply
infrastructure in the local area; Assessment of the existing sewerage and drainage
infrastructure in the local area; Consideration of the likely range of demands for water supply,
sewerage and drainage through the development phases; Proposals for a range of options to
minimise drinking water demand, maximise grey/rainwater re-use, maximise the use of
sustainable drainage systems; Assess the spatial implications of any required infrastructure;
and Assess the outline costs and programming of any required infrastructure.”
In conclusion, there are few constraints to growth that would affect one option more than
another, but the matter of constraints at Eversley WwTW enables some differentiation between
Conclusion the alternatives. The ‘a’ and ‘b’ options are judged to perform on a par.
on RAs
Significant effects are not predicted for any of the options at this early stage in the plan-making
process, because it is possible that all of the potential impacts could be overcome through
appropriate investment in waste water and drainage infrastructure.
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Summary findings and conclusions
Categorisation and rank
Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

Pale Lane W. Hook + Pale Lane
+ nonnon-strat + W Hook
strat

Topic

a

Accessibility

b

Option 6

Option 7

Option 8
All

a

b

a

b

a

b

2

4

3

4

3

4

3

6

5

5

6

Biodiversity

2

4

3

4

3

4

3

5

5

5

6

Climate change
mitigation

2

7

4

4

3

4

3

5

5

3

6

Communities

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

Employment
and the
economy

2

2

2

2

2

Flood risk /
climate change
adaptation

=

Historic
environment

2

Housing

5

=

2

=

2

2

2

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

=

4

3

4

3

4

3

5

5

5

6

3

3

3

2

4

4

4

Land and other
resources

3

3

3

3

2

2

5

4

4

5

Landscape

3

3

2

2

3

3

4

5

4

6

Transport

3

3

2

2

2

2

5

5

4

6

Water

3

3

2

2

2

2

3

3

2

3

Summary and conclusions
The appraisal shows Options 1b (‘do minimum’ allocations plus a MG/W new settlement AoS) to perform
best in terms of the greatest number of objectives. This, in itself, does not directly enable a conclusion to be
reached that Option 1b performs best overall (because there is no assumption that all objectives have equal
importance); however, it is does provide an indication of the overall strength of this option.
The appraisal shows strongest support for Option 1b in respect of ‘Accessibility’. This is on the basis that the
new settlement would deliver a secondary school, thereby avoiding (or at least significantly mitigating) the
capacity constraints that are otherwise anticipated under the baseline scenario (which is essentially Option
1a), and which would be worsened under Options 2 to 8.
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Categorisation and rank

Topic

Option 1

Option 2

Option 3

Option 4

Option 5

Do min

Non-strat

Pale Lane

W. Hook

Pale Lane W. Hook + Pale Lane
+ nonnon-strat + W Hook
strat

a

b

a

b

a

b

a

b

Option 6

Option 7

Option 8
All

In terms of a number of objectives (biodiversity, landscape, heritage, land, landscape, transport, water) the
new settlement AoS is supported (to varying degrees) despite the AoS being associated with notable
issues/constraints. This is because, under a baseline scenario, an absence of a new settlement (or delays to
delivering a new settlement) would lead to increased pressure (in the long term, i.e. either in the latter part of
this plan period, or in the next plan period) for further urban extensions, which would themselves be subject
to considerable issues/constraints (plus in-combination effects would be likely).
Having made these initial points, the following points summarise other key messages from the appraisal Accessibility - the order of preference, and conclusion on significant effects, reflects the school capacity
issue discussed above. Option 5 performs worst as a concentration of new development at Fleet would load
pressure on Calthorpe Secondary School.
Biodiversity - the sensitive nature of Hart District means that lower growth is supported, from a biodiversity
perspective, albeit the effect could be to increase pressure on other parts of the heavily constrained HMA.
Climate change mitigation - a new settlement is supported, despite there being uncertainty regarding what
would be delivered in respect of low carbon infrastructure. The potential to deliver low carbon infrastructure
also serves to suggest that growth at strategic sites (i.e. Pale Lane and/or West of Hook) is preferable to
dispersal of growth between non-strategic sites; however, this is marginal, and uncertain.
Communities - there are some specific concerns associated with certain sites, e.g. in respect of road safety;
however, concerns are judged to be of limited significance, given mitigation potential.
Employment and the economy - it is only a new settlement that would deliver new employment land,
however, this would likely be of limited strategic significance.
Flood risk - whilst there are quite extensive issues across the District, all of the sites in question are subject
to limited constraint, such that there would be good potential to avoid or mitigate risk.
Historic environment - the order of preference, and conclusion on significant effects, reflect the extent of
heritage assets / issues that constrain settlement expansion in the District.
Housing - all options would provide for housing needs, whether such needs are understood from the
standard methodology in Planning Practice Guidance, or the OAHN figure identified in the SHMA, with a
‘contingency’ to account for unanticipated delivery problems. The highest growth options would involve
allocation of sites sufficient to deliver well in excess of housing needs, such that the Council might commit to
being monitored against a housing target in excess of needs, with a view to meeting affordable housing
needs more fully. Higher growth options could also assist with addressing any unmet needs that might arise
from neighbouring areas; however, no such unmet needs are known to exist at the current time.
Land - the order of preference, and conclusion on significant effects, reflects an understanding that West of
Hook is relatively unconstrained, in that it does not comprise ‘best and most versatile’ agricultural land.
Landscape - the order of preference reflects the extent of sensitivities across the District, and also an
understanding that Pale Lane would appear relatively unconstrained in this respect (i.e. would impact to a
lesser extent than West of Hook or the non-strategic sites package).
Transport - the order of preference reflects the extent of transport/traffic issues across the District, and also
an understanding that housing growth at Pale Lane or West of Hook would be preferable to dispersed growth
across a package of non-strategic sites. A new settlement at MG/W would benefit from proxiimity to
Winchfield train station; however, there is a need for further work to understanding traffic issues/impacts.
Water - there are few constraints to growth that would affect one option more than another, but the matter of
constraints at Eversley WwTW enables some differentiation.
In conclusion, all alternatives are associated with certain ‘pros and cons’. The intention is for the Council
and stakeholders to take this understanding into account when considering how best to ‘trade-off’ between
competing objectives, and establish the ‘most sustainable’ option.
N.B. the Council’s position is presented within the submitted ‘topic papers’ and will be elaborated upon within
hearing statements. However, suffice to say here, that Option 1b is the Council’s preferred option.
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4

WHAT ARE THE NEXT STEPS?

4.1.1

As explained above (para 1.2.3), the aim of this Post Submission Interim SA Report is to
present an appraisal of spatial strategy alternatives, with a view to informing the examination.

4.1.2

The examination will involve public hearings, at which time there will be the potential to
discuss the Local Plan spatial strategy, informed by this Post Submission Interim SA Report,
the SA Report (2018; see discussion above, at para 1.2.4), and other evidence. There will
also be the potential to make written representations, guided by the ‘Matters, Issues and
Questions’ raised by the Inspector tasked with presiding over the examination.

4.1.3

Subsequent to hearings the Inspector will determine whether the plan is sound, or requires
modifications. Once found to be ‘sound’ the plan will be adopted by the Council.
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APPENDIX I – NEW SETTLEMENT AREA OF SEARCH ALTERNATIVES
Introduction
As discussed within Section 2, above, prior to identifying Murrell Green / Winchfield as the only ‘reasonable’
New Settlement AoS option, that should feature within the reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, there was
a need to go through a process of considering alternatives.
This Appendix 1) Identifies alternative New Settlement AoSs
2) Presents an appraisal of the alternative New Settlement AoSs
3) Presents the Council’s reasons for supporting Murrell Green / Winchfield as the preferred AoS.
Identifying alternatives
As discussed within Section 2.2, two new settlement locations are being actively promoted at the current
time: Murrell Green / Winchfield; and Rye Common. These two locations can be considered mutually
exclusive alternatives, on the assumption that the aim is to identify a single AoS through the Local Plan.
Appendix III of the SA Report (2018) presented an appraisal of these two alternative locations, on the
assumption that any new settlement ultimately supported at Murrell Green / Winchfield would be
considerably larger than any new settlement ultimately supported at Rye Common. This was a reasonable
assumption to make, given what has been promoted to the Council; however, this approach was criticised,
by some parties, on the basis of the alternatives not being comparable.
As such, at the current time, the following alternatives are subjected to appraisal Option

Assumptions

1) Murrell / Green Winchfield

A large new settlement, to include a secondary school, in accordance with
what is being promoted at the current time.

2) Rye Common (small)

A small new settlement (no secondary school), in accordance with what is
being promoted at the current time.

3) Rye Common (larger)

A larger new settlement, to include a secondary school (despite no such
scheme having been actively promoted to the Council, and any such
16
scheme being of questionable deliverability, in reasonable timeframes).

Appraising alternatives
An appraisal of the New Settlement AoS alternatives is presented below. The methodological approach to
appraisal is as per that described in Section 3, above. In summary:
For each sustainability topic the performance of each option is categorised in terms of ‘significant
effects (using red / green) and also ranked in order of preference. Also, ‘ = ’ is used to denote
instances of all alternatives performing on a par; and ‘ N/a ’ is used to denote instances where the
objective in question is not applicable, because there is no relationship between it and the
sustainability topic in question.
The appraisal has sought to take account of all available evidence. This includes representations
received from site promoters and objectors; however, it is recognised that such evidence must be
utilised with caution, noting that more time and resources have gone into building the evidence-base
for and against MG/W).

16

The Rye Common promoters have stated that: “There is land around the initial Rye Garden Community to allow it to expand in all
directions without causing any risks of coalescence.” However, beyond that there is no information on deliverability.
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Sustainability Topic: Accessibility
Murrell Green / Winchfield

Rank
Significant
effects?

Yes

Rye Common (small)

Rye Common (larger)

3

2

Yes

No

MG/W
There would 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, including by rail), and
potentially as part of an early phase of development. It is also fair to conclude that there would
be the potential to support a larger secondary school. This could lead to increased financial
viability, curriculum choice and range of facilities (see further discussion, below).
However, the degree of ‘self-containment’ achieved would be limited. Residents would need to
travel to access many community services / facilities in Hart, and beyond (notably Basingstoke).
In this respect, residents would benefit from access to Winchfield train station. It may also be
fair to say that residents would benefit from good road and walking/cycling links; however, there
is uncertainty at this stage / a need for further work (see discussion below, under ‘communities’).
Rye Common
A smaller new settlement of up to 1,900 homes has been proposed at Rye Common (Option 2),
with the proposed concept masterplan not proposing a secondary school. The latest
representation received from the promoter states: “Although not demonstrated on the illustrative
masterplan, there is capacity within the site to also provide a secondary school.” However,
1,900 homes is significantly below the threshold level that typically proves necessary in order to
Discussion
enable delivery of a secondary school. Hampshire County Council stated, through their
Regulation 19 representation, that: “The long term viability of a new secondary school is best
17
achieved when meeting the demand from new developments with circa 5000 dwellings.” On
balance it is not clear that the scheme would be suited to delivering a secondary school,
resulting in a need for children to travel to Robert Mays Secondary School in Odiham (which is
programmed to expand to 270 places per year group in 2018).
A larger scheme (Option 3) would increase the likelihood of delivering a secondary school;
however, there is little certainty. The latest representation received from the site promoter does
not specify the amount of additional land that might be made available, and prove suitable, for
expanding the proposed scheme, to an extent whereby a secondary school would be delivered.
More generally, the Rye Common AoS is located in a rural area, c.2.5km east of Odiham, and
10km west of Farnham. The site is located off the A287; however, there is no existing bus route
along this road, and no footpath or cycle path. The site promoters suggest that the existing
footpath to Odiham “could also be suitable for cyclists during summer months”; however, it is not
clear that this is the case, as the route is a footpath (only). It is difficult to envisage a scheme of
this scale delivering significant transport infrastructure upgrades (beyond those necessary to
access the site by car), or support an effective new bus service. One primary access point is
proposed (although the possibility of a second is suggested), which could necessitate any bus
route having to make a ‘loop’ from the A287, to the local centre and then back.

17

This matter was also recently considered by an Inspector examining a Local Plan in Essex, referred to a threshold of “3,000 houses or
4,000 dwellings (houses and flats)” before going on to state that this would “support only a four-form entry secondary school, the
minimum size that [Essex County Council] regard as financially viable… In setting the [settlement size] threshold it was legitimate, in
my view, for the [plan-maker] to take account of the increased financial viability, curriculum choice and range of facilities that a larger
secondary school could provide.”
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In conclusion, a new settlement within the MG/W AoS is the preferable option, given: A) the
potential to achieve a critical mass sufficient to deliver a viable secondary school, to the benefit
of residents of the new settlement and existing residents; and B) the potential for the new
settlement to be quite well linked to higher order centres.
Significant positive effects are predicted, given the secondary school capacity issues that exist
(or at least which can be anticipated in the long term), whilst significant negative effects are
predicted for the smaller Rye Common option, given the isolation of this site and no certainty
regarding the potential to achieve a high quality bus service.

Sustainability Topic: Biodiversity
Murrell Green / Winchfield

Rank

Rye Common (small)

3

Significant
effects?

Rye Common (larger)

2
No

A key consideration is the need to avoid significant adverse effects on the Thames Basin Heaths
Special Protection Area (TBHSPA), which in practice involves: A) directing growth to less
sensitive locations, i.e. locations beyond the 5km and 7km buffers that have been defined; and
B) ensuring that there is potential to deliver sufficient Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace
(SANG) to mitigate increased recreational pressure. There is a need to ensure avoidance and
mitigation in-line with South East Plan Policy NRM6 and the TBHSPA Delivery Framework.
Both the MG/W and Rye Common areas benefit from being relatively distant from the SPA, in
the Hart context (recognising that the only part of the District beyond the 7km buffer is the far
south, which is very rural and hence not be suited to a new settlement). However, the MG/W
AoS (Option 1) is still comfortably within the 5km buffer (the nearest part of the SPA is found to
the north of Hartley Wintney), and Rye Common itself is right on the edge of the 5km buffer.
With regards to Option 2, the proposed scheme involves delivering the majority of housing
beyond the buffer, whilst it is fair to assume that some of the additional housing under Option 3
would be to the west, and as such beyond the 5km buffer.
SANG would be required as part of a new settlement at either location, and there would
seemingly be good potential to deliver sufficient - and suitably high quality - SANG at either.
Discussion  MG/W AoS - 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.
 Rye Common - there is the opportunity to deliver a parkland SANG in very close proximity to a
local centre.
Aside from the TBHSPA, there are a range of other constraints to consider. Within the MG/W
AoS there are two primary considerations. Firstly, there is a very high density of woodland close
to Winchfield Station, most of which is ancient woodland locally designated as a Site of
Importance for Nature Conservation (SINC). Focusing on the ancient woodland only, there can
be seen to be 7 to 10 blocks (one is dissected into three parts by the M3 and railway), which will
clearly function together as an ‘ecological network’ to some extent, especially recognising that
each woodland is buffered by non-ancient woodland designated as a SINC, plus further nondesignated woodland. Secondly, there is a risk of impacts to Odiham Common 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 would be easily accessed from the new settlement, with
increased traffic through the SSSI likely; however, SANG could act as a buffer.
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As for Rye Common, there are fewer on-site and nearby constraints; however, the site is
nonetheless constrained by its adjacency to Rye Common, which is a designated SINC, and the
presence of three small ancient woodland SINCs adjacent to the site. Small isolated woodland
blocks are typical of this part of the District, so it might be that there is a need to consider the
matter of maintaining/enhancing ecological connectivity at the landscape scale. There would be
a concern that any enlarged scheme (Option 3) would involve surrounding at least one of these
woodland blocks with built development.
Finally, it is important to note recent representations received from two key consultees broadly
supportive of the MG/W AoS proposal (see Section 3, above); however, equally there is a need
to note that these consultees were not directly asked for views on Rye Common.
In conclusion, Rye Common is the preferable location, from a biodiversity perspective, although
there are concerns regarding the impacts to existing woodland blocks that would result from a
larger scheme under Option 3. 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 (to include targeted habitat
creation). On this basis, significant negative effects are not predicted.

Sustainability Topic: Climate change mitigation
Murrell Green / Winchfield

Rye Common (small)

Rye Common (larger)

2

Rank
Significant
effects?

No
A key climate change mitigation consideration relates to the potential to affect average per
capita transport-related CO2 emissions, which are relatively high in Hart, reflecting the District’s
rural character; however, this is considered under ‘Transport’ below. Instead, the discussion
here focuses on the potential to support renewable or low carbon energy infrastructure, and
hence minimise per capita CO2 emissions from the built environment. In practice, this means
supporting larger scale developments, as development at scale enables delivery of the
necessary infrastructure.

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 (CHP) generation (potentially even fuelled by
biomass, which might even be locally sourced), with a network of piping to provide ‘district
heating’. However, clearly a larger scheme (i.e. Option 1 or 3) is preferable. There are reasons
to suggest that the MG/W AoS is better suited to delivering a larger scheme; however, this is
uncertain, plus there is a need to consider that the scheme might be spread over a large area
(i.e. with the large woodland blocks separating neighbourhoods), such that there is reduced
Discussion opportunity for district heating. There is also possibly greater potential to incorporate a large
new secondary school and employment land in the MG/W area (Option 1), which could be
supportive of district heating (due to increased demand for heat across the day).
However, it is noted that proposals received from MG/W site promoters to date have been noncommittal, with the promoter of land to the east suggesting (through the 2017 Draft Plan
consultation) that the “unconstrained nature of the site means further opportunities for renewable
energy will be 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. With regards to latest representations (Regulation 19), neither MG/W site
promoter references low carbon infrastructure (indeed, there are no references to opportunities
in respect of ‘carbon’ or ‘energy’); however, there is mention of an established relationship with
Bosch that will - it is suggested - ensure Smart Living opportunities are fully realised.
In comparison, the Regulation 19 representation received from the Rye Common promotor does
allude to opportunities to deliver low carbon infrastructure, but there is no concrete proposal that
suggests that Rye Common will be more likely to deliver low carbon infrastructure than MG/W.
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In conclusion, any option could potentially support low per capita CO2 emissions from the built
environment, but there would be greatest opportunity at a larger scheme.
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.

Sustainability Topic: Communities
Murrell Green / Winchfield

Rank

Rye Common (small)

2

Significant
effects?

Rye Common (larger)

2
No

Aside from implications for ‘accessibility’, which are discussed above, there are a number of
further points to make regarding key issues for new and existing communities, in relation to the
MG/W AoS (Option 1) in particular  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. Latest representations received
from the Murrell Green site promoters (Lightwood) include the findings of modelling work, and
(seemingly, after accounting for an apparent typo) concludes that the triangle of land falling
between the motorway and railway is unsuitable for residential uses, with this finding then
followed through into the latest proposed conceptual masterplan.
However, latest
representations received from the Winchfield site promoters are vague, stating only that “some
mitigation may be required in relation to properties close to the M3 and railway line.” On this
basis, there remains a concern regarding noise pollution - after mitigation - that would affect
residential properties located between the motorway and railway line.
 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 latest
representation from the site promoter refers to a feasibility study (January 2018), which finds
“no technical impediments to a diversion and estimated the cost of 3.1m inc. VAT. The cost of
the works will be borne by land value uplift.” The representation also explains that the reDiscussion
routed pipe will be strengthened, relative to the existing pipe laid in the 1960s, such that the
hazard zone either side of the pipe will likely be reduced to just 3m.
 Pylons - One line of electricity pylons (thought to be high voltage) runs through the western
(Murrell Green) part of the area, and another through the western (Winchfield) part of the area.
The Murrell Green site promoters confirm, through their most recent representation, that the
pylons will remain in-situ, which is likely to be acceptable given that the pylons follow the
Whitewater Valley, which is suited for use as SANG; however, the pylons are not addressed
within the latest representations received from the Winchfield site promoters, and it is apparent
that the pylons pass through an area of land that is proposed for residential use. It may well
be feasible and viable to run the cables underground; however, this needs to be confirmed.
 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. These concerns were raised within the SA Report (2018), and are not explicitly
responded to within the representations subsequently received from the site promoters;
however, there is some comfort in respect of (B), in that the representation received from the
Murrell Green site promoter states: “There are also a number of smaller local improvement
schemes within the vicinity of the site which mainly relate to pedestrian and cyclist
improvements, the main scheme is the Hook to Hartley Wintney walking and cycling scheme.”
There is a need for more details on these proposed/planned upgrades.
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In contrast, Rye Common appears to be less constrained; however, there is currently a lack of
detailed evidence. For example, if a larger scheme were to involve expansion to the east (as
has been indicated to be a possibility) then the existing double row of electricity pylons (which
link to the electricity sub station to the north of the A287) could well be a constraint. Also, there
could be issues in respect of proximity to RAF Odiham, in particular under Option 3. The runway
is orientated in alignment with the southern edge of the site (albeit RAF Odiham is a helicopter
base), and there is a need to consider that the MOD could object to any creation of new open
water (the proposed masterplan does propose new open water, for SuDS purposes).
In conclusion, there are some notable constraints within the MG/W AoS; however, there should
be good potential to avoid/mitigate any risks, and so significant negative effects are not
predicted. Some concerns are also raised in respect of an expanded Rye Common scheme.

Sustainability Topic: Employment and the economy
Murrell Green / Winchfield

Rank
Significant
effects?

Rye Common (small)

Rye Common (larger)

2

2

No
Within the MG/W AoS there has - over recent years - been an understanding that there is the
potential to deliver significant new employment land, potentially in the region of 7ha.
Specifically, going by past proposals received from site promoters, there is the potential to
deliver a c.3.5 ha extension to the existing Murrell Green Business Park at the area’s western
extent, and also c.3.5 ha of new employment close to Winchfield station, as part of a mixed use
local centre. This principle is reflected in the Regulation 19 representations received from the
MG/W promoters, although there is perhaps something of a lack of detail. New employment
land supply, of the nature described, is supported in light of the following key findings of the
Employment Land Review (ELR, 2017) –
“Consider the identification of additional employment land, particularly for industrial and
warehousing uses, given the relatively tight supply of such land, and the need to provide
opportunities for choice.”

Discussion

“There appears to be strong demand from small flexible businesses / light industrial
premises to support rural enterprises and SMEs. The types of premises vary significantly
from basic converted agricultural barns providing storage/workshop space, to purpose-built
light industrial / storage units, such as those at Murrell Green Business Park located on the
A30 between Hook and Hartley Witney. Occupancy rates at such accommodation are high
demonstrating that there is demand for such accommodation.”
“It is also important that the FEA [Functional Economic Area] provides a range of affordable
floorspace for small high growth start-up businesses, by… [s]eeking to resist the loss of
premises that provide suitable accommodation for SMEs… [and seeking] to provide smaller
units within larger employment sites, residential or mixed-use schemes that come forward.”
N.B. the SA Report mentioned the possibility of examining the potential to deliver new ‘B8’
(warehousing and logistics) employment uses at the site, given that supply of this type of
employment land is ‘tight’ (having accounted for Hartland Park delivering housing rather than
employment), and given that Greater London Authority (GLA) has written to Hart ‘seeking clarity’
on Hart’s ambitions in respect of meeting needs for “industry/ warehousing/ freight/logistics”.
However, no representations on this matter were received at the Regulation 19 stage, hence it is
accepted that there is no firm evidence to suggest a need, or MG/W as a suitable location.
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Finally, another (important) consideration is that residents of a new settlement centred on
Winchfield station would be able to commute by train to Fleet and Hook (where there is a
significant employment cluster at the town’s south-eastern extent, potentially within walking
distance of a new settlement); as well as to employment centres further afield, e.g. Farnborough
and Basingstoke.
With respect to Rye Common, the proposal in the past has been to deliver c.4 ha of “rural
employment space, providing opportunity to provide for small-scale rural businesses and thereby
meeting the greatest need in the district.” The latest representation includes a conceptual
masterplan proposing an employment area, although there is (as per MG/W) perhaps something
of a lack of detailed proposals. The proposal is supported, in light of the ELR statements above,
although the need for ‘small-scale rural business’ space is perhaps somewhat unproven.
Finally, with regards to an expanded Rye Common scheme (Option 3), whilst the site’s location
within c.2km of M3 J5 could indicate the potential to deliver a strategic employment site it is not
possible to assume that this would be the case (e.g. landscape constraints come to mind).
Equally, it is difficult to assume that a larger scheme would contribute more significantly to
meeting the needs of ‘small-scale rural businesses’, as the extent of such needs will be limited.
In conclusion, whilst all three options can deliver employment to help meet local needs, there
would appear to be a marginally greater opportunity to support economic/employment objectives
- as understood from the ELR - through a new settlement at MG/W.
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 sub-regional Functional Economic Area comprising Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey
Heath), with the overall supply of employment land being approximately in balance with demand
(in total quantitative terms, i.e. before account is taken of qualitative considerations). A need for
additional employment land in the future, over-and-above the need identified by the ELR, might
well be anticipated; however, there cannot be any certainty.

Sustainability Topic: Flood risk and other climate change adaptation issues

Rank

Murrell Green / Winchfield

Rye Common (small)

Rye Common (larger)

=

=

=

Significant
effects?

No
The Council’s Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (SFRA) identifies a range of flood risk related
issues / constraints across the District. The study shows there to be fluvial flood risk along rivers
and streams, as well as flood risk from surface water flows and groundwater.

Fluvial flood risk constrains the very western extremity (River Whitewater), and very eastern
extremity (River Hart), of the MG/W AoS; however, the constrained areas of land might lend
themselves to use as SANG. There are also numerous surface water flood risk channels, with a
higher concentration in the eastern half of the area; however, there would be good potential to
avoid these areas through careful masterplanning, and mitigate through implementation of
Discussion
sustainable drainage systems (SuDS). There may also be an element of groundwater flood risk,
but this is less of an issue in this part of Hart, reflecting the geology.
A final consideration is the matter of increased surface-water run-off leading to increased off-site
flood risk. In this respect, it is important to note that severe flooding has occurred at Phoenix
Green in recent times, and that as a result the current proposal is to safeguard an area of land
immediately south of Phoenix Green, through the Local Plan, so that it might be used to deliver a
flood alleviation scheme. There is little reason to suggest that surface water flows from a MG/W
new settlement could affect Phoenix Green; however, this would need to be confirmed.
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The Rye Common area is unconstrained by fluvial flood risk; however, the lowest part of the
site, to the north, is associated with a degree of groundwater flood risk, reflecting the geology
(this is the junction of the chalk bedrock associated with the Hampshire Downs, and superficial
deposits associated with the north of Hart), and there is also a surface water flood risk channel
that passes south to north, through the centre of the site.
In conclusion, it is not clear that flood risk would be a major constraint to development at either
location, although the matter of off-site flood risk at Phoenix Green needs further detailed
examination. There will be good potential to avoid/mitigate any risk that exists, and hence
significant negative effects are not predicted.

Sustainability Topic: Historic environment

Rank

Murrell Green / Winchfield

Rye Common (small)

Rye Common (larger)

?

?

?

Significant
effects?

No
Dealing first with the MG/W AoS

18

-

 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,
Discussion
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 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.

18

N.B. this text is materially unchanged from the SA Report, with no comments having been received on the text, through consultation.

POST SUBMISSION INTERIM SA REPORT

49

SA of the Hart Local Plan

It is also important to note that Historic England (the national advisory body) has not objected to
the AoS, with their Regulation 19 representation stating: “According to our records the Area of
Search includes a number of listed buildings/structures and is within the setting of the Grade II
Registered Historic Park and Garden of Dogmersfield Park. We therefore welcome, in principle,
high level principle j), “conserves and where possible enhances the character, significance and
setting of heritage assets”… Historic England would welcome the opportunity to be involved with
the preparation of the proposed DPD and masterplan for this new settlement.” However, this
finding must be tempered with the understanding that Historic England has not provided a view
on Rye Common. It is also noted that the Historic England representation states, in relation to
19
MG/W, that:
 “[T]he Hampshire Historic Environment Record and Hampshire Landscape Character
Assessment should be consulted for non-designated archaeological sites and historic
landscapes.”; and
 “Where appropriate, landscape character assessments should also be prepared, integrated
with assessment of historic landscape character, and for areas where there are major
expansion options assessments of landscape sensitivity”.
With regards to the proposed 1,900 home scheme at Rye Common, there are relatively few
concerns regarding impacts to a conservation area, on the basis that the Crondall Conservation
Area is located at least 1km to the east, with intervening vegetation and no direct road or walking
links between the site and Crondall (albeit the site promoter has suggested the possibility of
further expanding the site to the east). However, there are significant concerns regarding
impacts to the string of nine listed buildings at the site’s northern extent, associated with Great
and Little Rye Farms, and Rye Common itself, which is a large designated common land (albeit
not as large as Odiham or Hook Commons). However, the site promoters state, through their
most recent representation, that “There are eight Grade II listed buildings, but these are located beyond the site’s northern
boundary, separated from the site by fields in pasture that form their immediate setting. As
such this is not a constraint to development.”
With regards to a potential expanded scheme (Option 3), it seems likely that there would be
additional risk of impacts to a listed building no-matter what the direction of expansion, with
isolated listed farmhouses to the west, south and east.
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. With regards to Rye Common, clearly a larger
scheme would increase the risk of impacts to heritage assets; however, it is very difficult to
conclude on the magnitude of impacts relative to a scheme in the MG/W area. As such, an
uncertain order of preference is concluded.
The likelihood is that any option would result in negative impacts to more than one nationally
designated asset, even after mitigation; however, the number of assets impacted would be quite
small, in the District context, and so significant negative effects are not predicted. The
significance of the cluster at Rye Common, and the potential for impacts to this cluster, is one
matter worthy of further detailed examination.

1919

With regards to archaeology, there are not thought to be any major issues, in light of work completed by the site promoters, and it is
noted that HCC did not comment, through their Regulation 19 representation. With regards to landscape considerations - see further
discussion below, under ‘Landscape’.
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Sustainability Topic: Housing
Murrell Green / Winchfield

Rye Common (small)

Rye Common (larger)

2

Rank
Significant
effects?

Yes

Planning for a new settlement in Hart is strongly supported from a ‘housing perspective’, albeit
current understanding is that a new settlement is not needed in order to deliver sufficient
housing to meet needs within the current plan period (2016 to 2032).
Specifically, planning for a new settlement is supported as: 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 affordable housing. It might also feasibly transpire that there is a
need to allocate a site, or sites, for Gypsy and Travellers or Travelling Showpeople (there is
currently understood, on the basis of the 2016 GTAA, to be no such need), in which case there
might be merit to the option of allocating within / along-side a new settlement.
In short, planning now for a new settlement in the future is supported as: there may be a need to
build significant additional homes; Hart’s preferred approach to delivering significant additional
homes is to deliver a new settlement; and new settlements have a long ‘lead in time’.
Focusing on the two competing sites / areas, the first point to note is that a larger scheme
(Options 1 and 3) is supported. It is not always appropriate to conclude that a larger site is
preferable to a smaller site in respect of meeting housing needs (because the smaller site might
Discussion be delivered in combination with other sites, to good effect); however, in this instance recognising that the forthcoming DPD will focus on allocating land for a new settlement only - it
is appropriate to conclude that allocation of a larger site performs best.
The MG/W AoS is also notable for its relative proximity to existing towns (Fleet, Hook, Hartley
Wintney), from where housing needs will arise. Rye Common is more distant from existing
towns, albeit still quite well linked to Fleet, and with Farnham (a constrained town, albeit one that
is proposed to be a focus of growth through the Waverley Local Plan) 10km to the east.
A final notable consideration relates to land ownership (which in turn can be a factor affecting
deliverability). Regulation 19 representations state the following  [Rye Common] is in single ownership, meaning that there would be no ownership problems
associated with its deliverability (as is often the case on sites in multiple ownerships).
 Land at Murrell Green is primarily controlled by Lightwood Land. They, and the landowners,
have been collaborating for several years to get the Murrell Green to this advanced stage.
Elsewhere in the area of search the land at Winchfield is controlled by Gallagher and Barratt.
The pattern of control is relatively simple, enabling new settlement will be delivered in a coordinated and comprehensive way.
In conclusion, any new settlement is strongly supported and would likely lead to significant
positive effects, with Options 1 and 3 supported given the greater number of homes involved.
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Sustainability Topic: Land and other resources

Rank

Murrell Green / Winchfield

Rye Common (small)

Rye Common (larger)

=

=

=

Significant
effects?

Yes

There is a need to avoid loss of higher quality (‘best and most versatile’; BMV) agricultural land.
In this respect, all undeveloped land in Hart is either Grade 2 (very good quality), Grade 3 (good
to moderate quality) or Grade 4 (moderate quality) in the Agricultural Land Classification,
according to the nationally available ‘Provisional Agricultural Land Quality’ dataset. The data-set
shows there to be three patches of Grade 2 agricultural land, in the south of the district.
The national data-set is of very low resolution, which means that it is difficult to apply it to the
appraisal of individual sites; however, it is noted that the dataset shows there to be a
concentration of Grade 4 land in MG/W AoS, broadly associated with the centre of the site
(where there is a high density of woodland, potentially indicative of poorer soils). 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. As for Rye Common, the dataset shows the site to comprise
mostly Grade 3, with a finger of Grade 2 stretching into the eastern part.
The other available dataset is known as the ‘Post 1988’ dataset. This dataset is an accurate
reflection of agricultural land quality, on the basis that the methodology involves field surveys.
This dataset also differentiates between grade 3a and 3b, whilst the national dataset does not
(an important consideration, as the NPPF defines BMV land as that which is Grade 1 to 3a).
However, the data-set is very patchy, with data only being available for a small proportion of the
District. No data is available for Rye Common; however, some data is available for the MG/W
AoS, which 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, which is found to comprise Grade 3a.
Finally, turning to information provided through most recent representations received from the
Discussion
site promoters  representations received from the MG/W site promoters do not reference agricultural land
quality; whilst
 the representation received from the Rye Common site promoter states: “The site, as with the
majority of Hart District, comprises Grade 3 agricultural land. Therefore, the development of
this site will not have a material impact on the quantity of Best and Most Versatile Agricultural
land available within the district.” In fact, there is no way to be certain that this is the case,
ahead of detailed work (able to differentiate between grade 3a and grade 3b) using the Post
1988 methodology.
In conclusion, it is difficult to differentiate between the alternatives with any confidence, but it
seems likely that both would lead to significant loss of best and most versatile agricultural land
(and it is worth bearing in mind that even land used for SANG would probably not be kept in
agricultural use; although it might feasibly be reverted to agricultural use in the future), and
hence would lead to significant negative effects.
N.B. Another consideration relates to the sterilisation of known mineral resources, taking
account of areas safeguarded by the Hampshire Minerals & Waste Plan 2013. In this respect, it
is noted that: the eastern part of the MG/W AoS falls within a sharp sand and gravel
safeguarding area (this is primarily land at risk of flooding, which would be used for SANG);
whilst the northern part of the Rye Common site falls within a clay safeguarding area (it is noted
that the OS map shows several disused pits in the area). It is difficult to conclude that these
safeguarded areas represent a significant constraint to development, given that there will be
alternative locations within the safeguarding areas that can be quarried, and also given the
possibility of extracting the mineral resource prior to developing the site for housing.
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Sustainability Topic: Landscape
Murrell Green / Winchfield

Rank
Significant
effects?

Rye Common (small)

Rye Common (larger)

2

3

No

MG/W AoS
The Hart Landscape Capacity Study (2016) finds the majority of land in Hart has ‘low’ capacity;
however, in the vicinity of Winchfield station: land to the east, between the railway and
motorway, has ‘medium/high’ capacity; land to the west has ‘medium’ capacity’; and land to the
east, south of the railway, has ‘medium/low’ capacity.
The more sensitive land (east of the station, south of the railway) has a strongly rural character,
particularly the eastern part in the vicinity of Winchfield Hurst, St. Mary’s Church and the
Basingstoke Canal. There would also be a need for significant re-modelling of the rural road
network, with attendant landscape / character implications. However, the topography of the site
is suited to development, insofar as it may prevent long views into developed areas. There are
also some urbanising influences, including a high-voltage power line. The Three Castles Path
long-distance trail passes through this area, although mostly along a road.
As for the landscape to the west of the station, there are ‘urbanising influences’ in the form of the
railway, the A30 and some built development; however, this is gently sloping land, rising from
the west / northwest to a ridgeline in the vicinity of the woodland and housing (and the
motorway) at Shapley Heath. For this reason, this parcel of land is less ‘contained’ within the
landscape, and there is the potential for some longer distance views into the site, notably from
the recently permitted housing development (550 homes) at North East Hook, and there would
also be some views from the A30, which runs along the west / northwestern boundary (i.e. the
low point), given hedgerow gaps. There is also something of a remnant parkland character to
Discussion parts of the landscape, in the vicinity of Winchfield Lodge, which potentially increases sensitivity.
Finally, there is a concern regarding visual coalescence with Hartley Wintney (Hook would be
well-buffered by the Whitewater Valley); however, there is existing woodland to the south of
Hartley Wintney (Phoenix Green) which would help to ensure some visual separation, as
experienced from the A30. Overall, there is some uncertainty regarding the ‘medium’ capacity
rating assigned to this land, with the conclusion having been criticised through a Landscape and
Visual Assessment completed by the site promoters of land to the east of the station.
In conclusion, it is fair to say that there is good landscape capacity in the centre of the area,
around the railway station, given urbanising influences (most notably the railway and M3) and
extensive woodland, but that sensitivities increase markedly further to the west and east. There
are also naturally concerns regarding a perception of settlement coalescence along the A30
corridor; however, there is confidence that SANG delivery will minimise this risk.
N.B. the above text is unchanged from that published within the SA Report, noting that no
comments were received on this text through Regulation 19 representations. Useful new
evidence has emerged, however, through the representation received from Winchfield Parish
Council. Specifically, the Parish Council representation includes the findings of a landscape
evaluation of the MG/W area as a whole, the key summary findings of which are presented
within Appendix II of this report. The study identifies quite a substantial area as being subject to
relatively lower constraint (albeit still “significantly constrained”), with this land being found to the
north of the M3, and the great majority being found to the west of Winchfield train station (within
both Winchfield parish and Hook Parish).
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Rye Common
Falls at the northern edge of the ‘Hampshire Downs’ National Character Area, which stretches
south from the A287, to encompass the southern part of Hart District, and beyond - south to
Winchester and west to Salisbury Plain. As a rolling chalk landscape, the southern part of Hart
District is valued in the local context. The Hart Landscape Capacity Study (2016) assigns ‘low’
capacity to a landscape parcel comprising the Rye Common site and surrounding land
(stretching as far east as Crondall), discussing: a complex geology at the northern edge of the
chalk; typical chalk scenery, with rolling land forms and large scale field patterns; extensive
views from high locations; a rural village fringe to Crondall; and a good PRoW network.
However, the Study does also note that linear copses along the A287 provide some enclosure,
which would be to the benefit of the proposed scheme.
The site of the proposed 1,900 home scheme rises to the south, to a high point of 120m, with
Horsedown Hill - a prominent and accessible high point in the wider landscape (165m) - a further
1km to the south. The proposed masterplan refers to dense vegetation and “4-5m high
hedgerows” screening views, but no detailed analysis is available. The Regulation 19
representation received from the site promoter states: “Views into the site are generally
restricted to limited close-range views and long distance views from the hills south of Fleet to the
east. A ridgeline screens views from the west, meaning that the site is not visible from Odiham,
whilst landforms and tree belts screen views from the north, south and east. The eastern portion
of the site has been identified as the most visually prominent, and can be seen from the distant
hills to the south of Fleet, to the north-east. The sensitivity of this part of the site has been taken
into consideration in preparing the masterplan, with SANG and a village green located in this
part of the site.”
An extended scheme (Option 3) would lead to added concerns, although it is not clear that there
would be a need to develop land that is particularly visually prominent, and it would still be fair to
assume that a strong landscape buffer between the scheme and Crondall would remain.
Conclusion
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.

Sustainability Topic: Transport
Murrell Green / Winchfield

Rank
Significant
effects?

Rye Common (small)

Rye Common (larger)

3

2

No
There are a range of issues to raise in respect of the MG/W AoS  Self-containment - would be relatively high, given the potential to deliver a sizeable new
settlement, with a secondary school, more than one primary school and local centre, and
employment on-site (see discussion under ‘Economy and employment’).

Discussion  Polycentric - there might be a need for such a layout, given constraints in the form of the M3
motorway, the railway, woodland, existing housing, and land ownership issues. Moreover,
these constraints would act as a barrier to movement between component neighbourhoods.
For example, a resident travelling from the eastern part of the area (near Winchfield Hurst) to
the western part of the area (e.g. to the Business Park) would need to pass under a narrow
railway underpass, east of Winchfield Station, which is a notable constraint to safe movement.
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 Winchfield station - residents would have good access to a rail service, where peak time
services are currently at capacity in the direction of Fleet and London, but with capacity in the
20
direction of Basingstoke, Winchester, Southampton and Portsmouth.
TFL highlighted
(through 2017 Draft Plan consultation) that “Crossrail 2 would release capacity on rail corridors
that are used by trains to/from Fleet and Hook”.
 Strategic road network - the A30 is in proximity, as is Junction 5 of the M3, and no objections
have been raised by Hampshire County Council or Highways England (see below). However,
there will undoubtedly be traffic sensitivities, and technical barriers to over-come, potentially
leading to a need for costly road infrastructure upgrades. It is not clear that development
would give rise to any particular opportunities to deliver new strategic road infrastructure to
improve the current situation; however, this is a matter that might warrant further exploration.
 Local traffic - there are inevitably concerns regarding traffic through Hook and Hartley Wintney
(A30) and through Odiham Common SSSI (B3016), which will require detailed investigation.
Minimising increased traffic through Hook would necessitate increased reliance on the B3016.
 Rural roads - land to the east of the railway station is further from the strategic road network,
and associated with a network of notably rural roads. Impacts on rural roads and nearby
villages, including risks of ‘rat-running’ would need to be considered
 Walking / cycling - there is the potential for walking and cycling access to Hook and Hartley
Wintney; however, the Whitewater Valley is a barrier to movement towards Hook, with the
alternative route being along the A30. There is uncertainty regarding the suitability of the A30
route for walking/cycling (including for school children), and the potential for upgrades.
 Bus services - There is currently a limited bus service along the A30, with three routes offering
either one or two services per day between Monday and Friday. Stagecoach, the main bus
operator, supports “sufficient critical mass to restore bus services within the wider A30 corridor
between Basingstoke, Hook and Fleet, when looked at in combination with demands arising
from the development strategy elsewhere.”
It is also important to note that the MG/W AoS proposal is tentatively supported by HCC, who
stated through their Regulation 19 representation that: “The Highway Authority welcomes HDCs
approach to planning for the future plan period in defining an “area of interest” in Murrell Green /
Winchfield, and requests active involvement in the planning of the settlement to ensure that
highway capacity and the opportunities for sustainable transport are considered at the Master
planning stage for a comprehensive and integrated development. There are known pinch points
on the highway and rail network in this part of the district which will require careful consideration.
The County Council therefore recommends that a joint infrastructure master plan is prepared. In
the planning of this development it is imperative that infrastructure and service requirements are
identified and planned at the earliest possible opportunity....” Also of note is the representation
received from Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council, who state: “BDBC would like to see the
impacts upon transport and infrastructure explored… in particular along the A30 corridor in
BDBC, in Hook, and at junction 5 of the M3.” However, it is important to recognise that neither
consultee has submitted views on Rye Common.
In respect of Rye Common, a smaller new settlement of up to 1,900 homes has been proposed,
with no proposal to deliver a secondary school (although the possibility of further expansion in
the long term has been suggested). As such, there will be a need for a notably higher proportion
of trips to be offsite. Furthermore, the site is located in a rural area, c.2.5km east of Odiham,
and 10km west of Farnham. The site is located off the A287 between Odiham and Farnham;
however, there is no existing bus route along this road, and no footpath or cycle path. It is
difficult to envisage a scheme of this scale delivering significant offsite transport infrastructure
upgrades, or indeed supporting a new bus service. One primary access point is proposed
(although the possibility of a second is suggested), which could necessitate a bus loop from the
A287, to the local centre and then back to the A287. A larger scheme (Option 3) would increase
the chances of securing a quality bus service; however, the fact would remain that the site is
relatively poorly located in transport terms.

20

This message was reported to the Murrell Green site promoters during a meeting with Network Rail and South Western Trains in
August 2016; see the Murrell Green Garden community Feasibility and Deliverability Document, July 2017.
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In conclusion, Rye Common performs very poorly, from a transport perspective. There would
be a very high degree of car dependency amongst, and so it appropriate to conclude the
likelihood of ‘significant negative effects’. Conversely, there are significant opportunities
associated with a new settlement in the MG/W AoS, with the potential to achieve a fairly good
degree of self-containment, and levels of walking, cycling and public transport use amongst
residents that are high, in the Hart context. There may also be the potential to deliver transport
upgrades that benefit existing communities / the wider District.
However, it is not possible to go as far as to suggest ‘significant positive effects’, ahead of
further work. There are numerous constraints and issues to be over-come in relation to
movement within the site, and from the site to surrounding towns and other destinations (notably
the M3 motorway junctions). Detailed transport modelling is yet to be completed.
Sustainability Topic: Water

Rank

Murrell Green / Winchfield

Rye Common (small)

Rye Common (larger)

=

=

=

Significant
effects?

No
Considerations are as follows  MG/W AoS - a new settlement would either need to provide its own WwTW, or transfer
wastewater to Fleet via new/improved infrastructure. There will be cost implications under
either option; and there is also a need to explore the potential environmental impacts carefully,
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 Hart Water Cycle
Study (WCS) only considers growth options associated with a new settlement at Murrell
Green, 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.

Discussion

It is also noted that Thames Water recommended, through their Regulation 19 representation,
that: “a mini Integrated Water Management Strategy (IWMS) is produced to support the
development promotion… We advis[e] that they would probably need to demonstrate to the
Environment Agency that they couldn’t get the flows to Fleet STW (being the closest STW)
before they would approve a new STW… The scope of the IWMS should include:
Assessment of the existing water supply infrastructure in the local area; Assessment of the
existing sewerage and drainage infrastructure in the local area; Consideration of the likely
range of demands for water supply, sewerage and drainage through the development phases;
Proposals for a range of options to minimise drinking water demand, maximise grey/rainwater
re-use, maximise the use of sustainable drainage systems....” It would seem fair to conclude
that Thames Water has not raised any significant concerns; however, it is important to note
that the Thames Water has not expressed any views on Rye Common.
 Rye Common - there is some uncertainty, as the WCS did not examine this option; however,
the WCS does note that nearby Crondall WwTW has capacity headroom. The WCS also
suggests the presence of a WwTW at Rye Common itself; however, this is not immediately
apparent from the OS map or satellite imagery. The latest representation received from the
site promoter provides no further information.
N.B. there are groundwater sensitivities in the south of the District, associated with the chalk
geology, and in particular Rye Common falls within the outer zone of a groundwater source
protection zone, due to the presence of a pumping station at Mill Lane; however, this is not
likely to be a major constraint to non-polluting (e.g. residential) development.
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.
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Summary findings and conclusions
Categorisation and rank
Topic

Murrell Green / Winchfield

Accessibility

Biodiversity

Rye Common (larger)

3

2

3

Climate change
mitigation

Communities

Rye Common (small)

2

2

2

Employment and
the economy

2

2

Flood risk / climate
change adaptation

=

=

=

Historic
environment

?

?

?

2

Housing

Land and other
resources

=

=

Landscape

2

3

Transport

3

2

=

=

Water

=

=

Summary and conclusions
The first point to note is that the appraisal shows Options 1 (MG/W) to perform well in terms of the greatest
number of objectives, and also to perform ‘significantly’ better in terms of one objective (‘Accessibility’). This,
in itself, does not directly enable a conclusion to be reached that Option 1 performs ‘best’ overall (as there is
no assumption that the objectives have equal importance); however, it is does provide an indication.
Taking each topic in turn –
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 Accessibility – a new settlement within the MG/W AoS is the preferable option, given: A) the potential to
achieve a critical mass sufficient to deliver a large secondary school, to the benefit of residents of the new
settlement and existing residents; and B) the potential for the new settlement to be quite well linked to
higher order centres. Significant positive effects are predicted, given the secondary school capacity issues
that exist (or at least which can be anticipated in the long term), whilst significant negative effects are
predicted for the smaller Rye Common option, given the isolation of this site and no certainty regarding the
potential to achieve a high quality bus service.
 Biodiversity - Rye Common is the preferable location, from a biodiversity perspective, although there are
concerns regarding the impacts to existing woodland blocks that would result from a larger scheme under
Option 3. 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 (to include targeted habitat creation). On this basis, significant negative effects are
not predicted.
 Climate change mitigation –any option could potentially support low per capita CO 2 emissions from the
built environment, but a larger scheme would lead to greatest opportunity. The need for a ‘polycentric’
layout at MG/W could prove a hindrance, but there should be good opportunity nonetheless.
 Communities – there are some notable constraints within the MG/W AoS; however, there should be good
potential to avoid/mitigate any risks, and so significant negative effects are not predicted. There are also
some concerns associated with a larger Rye Common scheme, including given proximity to RAF Odiham.
 Employment and the economy – 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. However, this is
perhaps somewhat marginal, with Rye Common also able to deliver targeted new employment space.
 Flood risk / climate change adaptation – it is not clear that flood risk would be a major constraint to
development at either location. There will be good potential to avoid/mitigate any risk that exists.
 Historic environment – 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. With regards to Rye Common, a larger scheme would increase
the risk of impacts to heritage assets; however, it is very difficult to conclude on the magnitude of impacts
relative to a scheme in the MG/W area. As such, an uncertain order of preference is concluded. The
significance of the cluster at Rye Common is one matter worthy of further detailed examination.
 Housing – any new settlement is strongly supported and would likely lead to significant positive effects.
 Land and other resources – it is difficult to differentiate between the alternatives with any confidence, but
it seems likely that all options would lead to significant loss of best and most versatile agricultural land.
 Landscape - both areas are constrained, but Rye Common is seemingly more constrained, given its
location at the northern extent of the Hampshire Downs National Character Area.
 Transport – Rye Common performs very poorly, from a transport perspective. There would be a very high
degree of car dependency amongst residents, and so it appropriate to conclude the likelihood of
‘significant negative effects’. Conversely, there are significant opportunities associated with a new
settlement in the MG/W AoS, with the potential to achieve levels of walking, cycling and public transport
use amongst residents that are high, in the Hart context. There may also be the potential to deliver
transport upgrades that benefit existing communities / the wider District. However, it is not possible to go
as far as to suggest ‘significant positive effects’, ahead of further work.
 Water - there is a degree of uncertainty regarding the infrastructure upgrades needed to deal with
wastewater arising from a new settlement in the MG/W AoS; however, the likelihood is that any new
settlement would enable sufficient investment in water infrastructure.
In conclusion, all alternatives are associated with certain ‘pros and cons’. The intention is for the Council to
take this understanding into account when considering how best to ‘trade-off’ between competing objectives,
and establish the ‘most sustainable’ option. The Council’s response to the appraisal is presented below.
N.B. examination participants might also wish to express their views, albeit mindful that these alternatives
are not presented as the reasonable alternatives at the current time.
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Selecting the preferred option
In light of the analysis presented above, the Council selected MG/W as the preferred AoS to take forward for
further consideration as part of the reasonable spatial strategy alternatives, for the following reasons “Murrell Green / Winchfield (MG/W) is the preferred location for a New Settlement AoS. The option of a
new settlement in the MG/W area has been examined closely over a number of years, with a considerable
evidence-base having built-up in support of the contention that there is the potential to deliver a sustainable
major new community: utilising Winchfield Station; able to deliver a new secondary school to serve new
and existing communities; and able to avoid or sufficiently mitigate impacts to existing communities and the
environment.
The Council has maintained an open mind to the possibility of delivering a new settlement in an alternative
location, and has been open to considering any and all proposals received from land owners. The Council
recognises that there are certain arguments for an alternative location, but on balance favours MG/W.
The main alternative option that has emerged as reasonably in contention is the option of a new settlement
at Rye Common, which would likely be of a smaller scale, although it is noted that the possibility of a larger
scheme cannot be ruled out.
With a view to exploring the merits of alternatives, the MG/W option has been subjected to appraisal
alongside two potential Rye Common schemes. The appraisal broadly finds “all alternatives to be
associated with pros and cons”, which is not surprising. The appraisal draws its strongest conclusion in
respect of ‘Accessibility’, finding MG/W to significantly outperform both Rye Common options on the basis
that MG/W can deliver a secondary school to meet identified strategic objectives, in a way that Rye
Common cannot (in all likelihood).
The appraisal also finds MG/W to perform best in ‘Landscape’ and ‘Transport’ terms, but is not able to
conclude a ‘significant’ difference in effects. The Council concurs that MG/W performs best in terms of
both landscape and transport, and, in terms of the latter, would suggest that the relative merits of MG/W
should be assigned considerable weight. Whilst a new settlement will always give rise to a range of
transport infrastructure-related challenges, MG/W is relatively well located, close to the railway station at
Winchfield.
The appraisal finds Rye Common options to perform best in respect of two objectives (‘Biodiversity’ and
‘Communities’), but in both instances the appraisal reflects a precautionary approach, in that low reliance is
placed on the potential for avoidance and mitigation at MG/W. The Council believes that there is excellent
potential to avoid or suitably mitigate all of the impacts highlighted by the SA, at MG/W, and so places
limited weight on the suggestion that Rye Common is a preferable location in respect of these two
objectives.
Ultimately, the appraisal serves to confirm that the option of a new settlement in the Rye Common area is
clearly sequentially less preferable to the option of a new settlement in the MG/W area. On this basis, the
Council concludes that the option of a new settlement in the Rye Common area should be screened out of
further consideration.”
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APPENDIX II – MAPS
The following figures are referred two within analysis.
Figure A: Outcomes of landscape capacity work commissioned by Winchfield Parish Council

Figure B: Biodiversity sensitivities and opportunities, as highlighted by the Hampshire Wildlife Trust
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Figure C: Stagecoach bus services in and around Fleet
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