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1

Introduction

1.1

This Consultation Statement sets out how Hart District Council has undertaken community
participation and stakeholder involvement in the production of the emerging Local Plan, and
how such efforts have shaped the Plan and the main issues raised by consultations and
representations. It is a requirement set out by the Town and Country Planning (Local Planning)
(England) Regulations 2012 and must accompany the Regulation 22 submission Local Plan.
This statement must set out:
i)
ii)
iii)
iv)
v)

vi)
1.2

which bodies and persons the local planning authority invited to make
representations under regulation 18,
how those bodies and persons were invited to make representations under regulation
18,
a summary of the main issues raised by the representations made pursuant to
regulation 18,
how any representations made pursuant to regulation 18 have been taken into
account;
if representations were made pursuant to regulation 20, the number of
representations made and a summary of the main issues raised in those
representations; and
if no representations were made in regulation 20, that no such representations were
made.

It is important to note that consultations have been undertaken within the context of
Paragraph 155 of the National Planning Policy Framework which states:
“Early and meaningful engagement and collaboration with neighbourhoods, local
organisations and businesses is essential. A wide section of the community should be
proactively engaged, so that Local Plans as far as possible, reflect a collective vision and a set
of agreed priorities for the sustainable development of the area, including those contained in
any neighbourhood plans that have been made.”

1.3

Aside from demonstrating compliance with the aforementioned Regulations this statement
also highlights how Hart has met the requirements of Paragraph 155 of the National Planning
Policy Framework (NPPF) and the adopted Statement of Community Involvement1.

1.4

A detailed timetable for the production of Development Plan Documents (DPD) can be found
in the Local Development Scheme2.

1
2

https://www.hart.gov.uk/Current-planning-policy-guidance
https://www.hart.gov.uk/Emerging-planning-policy-guidance
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2

Conformity with the Statement of Community Involvement

2.1

The Statement of Community Involvement (SCI)3 guides the approach to consultation stages
throughout the preparation of the Local Plan. It sets out how the community should be
engaged in the Local Plan process and at what stages that involvement should take place. The
SCI was originally published in September 2006. Subsequently it has been updated to take into
account new Regulations and policy guidance with the most up to date version being
approved for publication by the Council in July 2014. In April 2017, there were amendments
made to Appendix D of the SCI to take account of changes to consultation procedures for
planning applications.

2.2

The SCI establishes public participation as a valuable part of the production of Development
Plan Documents. Early discussions with statutory consultees as well as continued engagement
with the local community has been undertaken by the Council.

2.3

For the preparation of a Local Plan the SCI identifies the following statutory requirements that
must happen as part of any public consultation:




2.4

In addition the SCI identifies the following additional (non-statutory) engagement that is
optional and may be undertaken:







2.5

Statutory and general consultation bodies (as appropriate and identified in the SCI) are
notified and invited to comment on what the document ought to contain.
Consider whether to invite comments from local residents or businesses.
Consider any representations received.

Place details of consultation on Council website.
Place details of consultation in libraries and parish council offices.
Consult stakeholders.
Consider engagement with community forums.
Consider holding public exhibitions.
Consider whether to consult on policy options in the document.

The Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012 prescribe a series
of ‘Specific and General Consultation Bodies’ that the Council should consult with during each
consultation stage. The list below outlines the specific organisations and other bodies that the
Council consider to have an interest in the preparation of planning documents within Hart:









The Coal Authority
The Environment Agency
Historic England
The Highways Agency
The Homes and Communities Agency
Natural England
Adjoining Local Planning Authorities
Town and Parish Councils within Hart District as well as those adjoining the district

3

https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_pol
icy/Statement%20of%20Community%20Involvement%20Amended%20July%202017.pdf
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2.6

Hampshire County Council
Hampshire Police Authority
NHS Hampshire and Hampshire Community Health Care
Network Rail
NHS South Central Strategic Health Authority
Surrey County Council
Relevant gas and electricity providers
Relevant sewerage and water providers
Relevant telecommunications providers or those who own or control electronic
communications apparatus located within Hart District

The full list of all statutory bodies contacted can be viewed in Appendix 1. The general
consultation bodies are also identified in the Regulations and relate to voluntary organisations
representing certain groups within the community. The general consultation bodies are:




















Amenity groups (including the Society for the Protection of Ancient Buildings, the
Georgian Group, the Victorian Society and the Twentieth Century Society)
Civic Societies
Community groups and residents associations
Countryside / Conservation groups
Development and property owning interests
Disability groups
Ethnic minority groups (to include the National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups)
Health groups and organisations
Housing interest groups and Housing Associations
Local business groups
Older persons groups
Educational organisations
Sport and recreation bodies and organisations
Other groups / individuals (to include the residents of Hart District)
Parish Plan groups
Religious groups
Surrey and Hampshire Canal Society
The Theatres Trust
Youth groups

2.7

The Council maintains a database of these Specific and General Consultation Bodies together
with local organisations that have expressed an interest in being consulted on or being kept
informed of the development of planning policy. This database is live and continuously
updated. There are currently 2,089 individuals on the contact database which includes 75
statutory bodies, 237 general consultation bodies, 172 planning agents and developers, 75
companies and businesses, as well as local residents, landowners and other individuals with
an interest in the Local Plan.

2.8

The methods of communication used to notify interested parties on the consultation database
is via email and post, depending on the individual/organisation/business preferred contact
method. There are also other varied methods of communication to be as inclusive as possible
(table 1).
6

Website www.hart.gov.uk

Emails and letters

Hart District Council Offices
Local Libraries

Town/Parish Council offices

Press releases / adverts
Hart News

Where information can be accessed and documents downloaded.
The dedicated planning pages are kept up to date and a dedicated
consultations page has information above previous consultations.
Sent to all statutory and non-statutory consultees as well as
individuals and businesses that have requested to be kept
informed of Local Plan updates.
Printed copies of consultation documents were available to view
at the Council offices
Printed copies of consultation documents were available to view
at all three libraries across the district. View the Hampshire
County Council website4 for opening times of these libraries.
Printed copies of consultation documents were available to view
at all Town and Parish Councils which had an office. Opening times
of these offices varied between each location.
To ensure the Council communicates as widely as possible.
An article informing of forthcoming consultations were published
in Hart News, the Council’s half yearly publication and is
distributed to households and businesses within the district. The
publication is also available online.

Table 1: Methods of communication used for consultations

Duty to Cooperate
2.9

The ‘Duty to Cooperate’ is set out in Section 110 of the Localism Act 2011 which states that it
applies to all Local Planning Authorities, National Park Authorities and County Councils in
England. A list of the Duty to Cooperate bodies consulted can be viewed in Appendix 2. A
separate statement has been prepared detailing how the Council has fulfilled this obligation
with regards to the preparation of the Local Plan.

Consultation
2.10

The Hart Local Plan has been through four rounds of consultation to receive feedback from
the public and stakeholders - see table 2. Each of the stages were subject to public
consultation in accordance with the SCI and statutory requirements. Such bodies were also
duly notified and the documents made available in accordance with the Regulation 35 of the
Town and Country Planning (Local Planning) (England) Regulations 2012.

Consultation Stage
Housing Development Options Paper
Refined Options for Delivering New Homes
Draft Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites
2011-2032
Proposed Submission Hart Local Plan:
Strategy and Sites 2016-2032

Regulation
Regulation 18

Consultation Dates
14 August – 10 October 2014
4 February – 18 March 2016
26 April – 9 June 2017

Regulation 19

9 February – 26 March 2018

Table 2: Schedule of key consultation dates

2.11

4

Over the four consultations undertaken the Council has consulted for a total of 26 weeks and
given the community significant opportunities to provide input and comment on the emerging

https://www.hants.gov.uk/librariesandarchives/library/libraryfinder?search=yes
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Local Plan. Over 6,500 responses from individuals / companies / organisations have been
inputted over all four rounds of consultation.
2.12

At each stage of consultation, responses were recorded, considered and taken into account.
With respect to the Regulation 18 consultations, resulting changes were incorporated into the
Proposed Submission Version of the Local Plan (Regulation 19). Any changes to the Local Plan
following the Regulation 19 stage are set out in a Schedule of Proposed Modifications to the
Hart Local Plan5.

2.13

Each stage of consultation is detailed in this document in the context of how it was promoted
and what responses were received. Throughout the process there has also been Member
input and involvement.

2.14

In additional to these ‘formal’ stages of consultation, additional engagement was undertaken
throughout the process, particularly with statutory bodies and Duty to Cooperate bodies.
These informed the development of the Plan and the evidence base. The outcome of
discussions with Duty to Cooperate bodies is set out in the Duty to Cooperate Statement.
Table 3 shows stakeholder involvement in the evidence base.

Evidence Base
Sustainability Appraisal Scoping
Report 2014

Sustainability Appraisal of Housing
Development Options 2014
Interim Sustainability Appraisal
Report 2017
Strategic Housing Market
Assessment 2014

Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment 2016
Strategic Housing Land Availability
Assessment 2018
Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessment 2016
Employment Land Review 2015
Employment Land Review 2016
Green Infrastructure Strategy 2017

Stakeholder Involvement
Consultation on the scope of the Sustainability Appraisal
took place between 10 April and 16 May 2014 including the
three statutory environmental consultees Environment
Agency, English Heritage (now Historic England) and Natural
England.
Consultation was undertaken alongside the Paper 14 August
– 10 October 2014.
Consultation was undertaken alongside the draft plan 26
April – 9 June 2017.
 Stakeholder consultation on the SHMA methodology
was undertaken in March 2014.
 Stakeholder event held on 25 March 2014 included a mix
of local authority officers, Councillors, house builders
and registered providers.
 Draft SHMA available for consultation May 2014
A joint methodology was prepared for the local authorities
within the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Housing
Market Area to ensure consistency when preparing a
Strategic Land Availability Assessment.
Consultation with Hampshire Gypsy Liaison, adjoining local
authorities, interviews with residents of gypsy and traveller
sites.
Stakeholder Event was held at Rushmoor Borough Council’s
offices in November 2014 including with commercial agents
and M3 Local Enterprise Partnership.
Stakeholder consultation undertaken in two stages:
 Initial e mail consultation November 2016

5

The Schedule of Proposed Modifications can be found at: www.hart.gov.uk/local-plan-examination-library2018
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Evidence Base

Open Space Study 2016
Built Facilities Strategy 2016
Playing Pitch Strategy 2016

Infrastructure Delivery Plan 2018

Retail, Leisure and Town Centres
Study 2015
Habitat Regulation assessment
2018
Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath
Water Cycle Study 2017
North Hampshire Transport Model
Evidence Base, Hart Revised Local
Plan – NHTM modelling.

Stakeholder Involvement
 Stakeholder workshop held at the Harlington, Fleet on
30 November 2016.
In order to understand the needs and perceptions of the
local community regarding levels of provision a programme
of consultation was undertaken as part of the Open Space
Study. This entailed online surveys, meetings and workshops
with stakeholders. Two workshops were hosted by HDC in
April 2014 and in March 2015.
For the Sports Built Facility Strategy an electronic survey was
distributed to 47 National Governing Bodies for Sport, sport
clubs, Primary /secondary schools and community groups to
understand their views on current provision. Responses
were received from 35 bodies.
Between April 2017 and December 2017 meetings held with
the following bodies:
 Hampshire County Council – Education
 Hampshire County Council – Strategic Planning Team
 Hampshire County Council – Highways
 Natural England
 Stagecoach
 North East Hampshire & Farnham Clinical
Commissioning Group
 North Hampshire Clinical Commissioning Group
 South East Water (telephone conversation and email
exchange)
Household survey undertaken in September 2014.
Natural England invited to comment on the draft HRA
including June 2018 update.
Consultation undertaken with the Environment Agency
during study period.
Meetings held with Hampshire County Council and Highways
England during preparation and comments invited on the
draft report.

Table 3: Stakeholder involvement in the Local Plan evidence base
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3

Housing Options Paper: 14 August – 10 October 2014

3.1

The Housing Options Paper6 was the first stage of consultation and it made the public aware
of the Council’s intention to prepare a Local Plan for Hart. It provided an opportunity for
interested parties to voice their opinion on what direction strategic growth in Hart would take.
The paper was supported by a Sustainability Appraisal of the Options and a range of other
evidence which was made available on the Council’s website.

3.2

The paper sought views on different options for delivering future growth, namely:
Option 1 – Settlement Focus
Option 2 – Dispersal Strategy
Option 3 – Focused Growth (Strategic Urban Extension)
Option 4 – Focused Growth (New Settlement)
Option 5 – Focusing development away from the Thames Basin Heaths Zone of Influence

Figure 1: Housing Development Options Paper 2014 front cover

How the Consultation was undertaken
3.3

The consultation lasted for an eight week period from 14 August to 10 October 2014. The
consultation was formally notified in accordance with Regulation 18 and all documents were
made available in accordance with Regulation 35. The consultation was also consistent with
the procedures set out in the SCI. Table 4 sets out how the Council engaged with the
community for this consultation.

Information Source
Council website
Hart District Council offices

Method
Publish and advertise consultation document, summary
leaflet and response form (online form available)
Printed copies of the consultation material were
available to view at Hart District Council offices

6

https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_pol
icy/Local_Plan/HDC%20Development%20Options%20Paper.pdf
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Information Source
Parish Council Offices and Libraries

Letters and Emails

Hart News

Social media
Public Exhibitions (drop-in workshops)

Method
Printed copies of the consultation material were
available to view at all libraries and parish council
offices across the district
Notification to all persons or businesses on the
consultation database (approximately 800 groups and
individuals at the time of the consultation)
Specific letters sent to the duty to co-operate bodies
An article publicising the consultation included in the
Council’s half yearly publication which is delivered to
every household in the District
Notification on Facebook and Twitter
Held at 4 different locations throughout Hart District:
 9 September 2014 10:30am-7:30pm – Elizabeth
Hall, Hook
 10 September 2014 10:30am-7pm – Cross Barn,
Odiham
 15 September 2014 10:30am-7:30pm – Monteagle
Community Hall, Yateley
 30 September 2014 10:30am-8pm – Hart District
Council Offices, Fleet

Table 4: Methods for promoting the Housing Options consultation

3.4

There were 684 representations to the consultation received through a mix of online
responses, paper questionnaires, letters and emails. The individual responses can be viewed
online at https://www.hart.gov.uk/local-plan-consultation-responses

3.5

Of those who used the online questionnaire to respond, 55% of individuals were male, 36%
were female and 9% did not specify their gender (figure 2).

Did not
specify
9%

Female
36%

Male
55%

Figure 2: Responses to ‘What is your gender?’

3.6

Responses to the question on age revealed one person was under 18, 1% were aged 18-24,
5% were 25-34, 13% were 35-44, 16% were 45-54, 21% were aged 55-64, 31% were over 65,
and 13% did not specify an age (figure 3).
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Under 18
0%

18 - 24
1%

25 - 34
5%

Did not
specify
13%

35 - 44
13%

45 - 54
16%

65 +
31%

55 - 64
21%

Figure 3: Responses to ‘What is your age?’

Summary of Main Issues Raised
3.7

The response form used for this consultation and the summary leaflet can be found in
Appendices 3 and 4 respectively. The individual responses and a full summary of the responses
can be found on the Hart District Council website7.

Growth Options
3.8

Respondents were asked to rank their preference on the future growth options (as set out in
paragraph 3.2). Option 1 (settlement focus) and Option 4 (new settlement) emerged as the
two preferred options followed by Option 3 (strategic sites), Option 2 (dispersal) and Option
5 (SPA avoidance) in that order.

3.9

There were a number of comments suggesting that a combination of options would be
needed. In particular (but not solely), the following combinations were put forward, although
there were also comments against options 3 and 4 as being not viable, and options 1, 2 and 3
as not able to provide sustainable infrastructure:
 A combination of Options 1 and 3
 A combination of Options 1 and 4
 A combination of Options 4 and 5
 A combination of Options 2 and 4

3.10

When asked whether even the smallest villages should see some development, 322
respondents said ‘Yes’, 151 said ‘No’, and 59 answered ‘Don’t Know’.

3.11

There were a number of comments which questioned the need for the number of new homes
proposed, but also comments supporting the level of housing, or a higher number, being met.
Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Council’s alerted Hart to a potential shortfall in their ability to
meet their own respective housing need. There were mixed comments on the need to protect
the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area, and there were additional comments

7

https://www.hart.gov.uk/local-plan-consultation-responses and
https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_poli
cy/Summary%20of%20Responses%20to%20Housing%20Options%20paper_0.pdf
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relating to the need to involve residents; to prepare a plan as soon as possible; to focus on
brownfield land and protect greenfield sites, and the need to take account of existing
expansion plans. There were also a number of detailed comments setting out concerns about
existing infrastructure and the need to ensure that new development must be supported with
appropriate infrastructure alongside it.
Infrastructure
3.12

Key stakeholders responded to the consultation. Hampshire County Council (HCC) preferred
strategic developments to dispersal as it offers more scope for on-site school provision. In
particular, HCC stated that the new settlement option provides the best opportunity to
provide additional primary schools and to consider the provision of a new secondary school.
Thames Water identified several areas with capacity issues in different parts of the district,
and on the implications of different options. Large-scale development, particularly a new
settlement, offered the best opportunity to deliver infrastructure solutions particularly for
waste water.

Evidence
3.13

There were a number of representations made challenging the Strategic Housing Market
Assessment (SHMA) methodology and suggestions that the District’s housing need is higher.

3.14

There were sites submitted to the Council for potential development across the District. The
sites were later assessed as part of the Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment
(SHLAA).

Actions Taken / Key Changes
3.15

The decision was made after the consultation to follow a combination of growth strategies
and to test an option including creating a new settlement. Based on the availability and
suitability of potential sites the new settlement would be centred on the Winchfield area. As
well as the preference for a new settlement in the consultation results, an important factor in
reaching this outcome was HCC’s partiality for larger focused developments in order to help
meet the long-term educational needs of Hart. This preferred approach was agreed at a Full
Council meeting8 as a strategy to be tested and not a final decision.

3.16

The Council also continued to work with both Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Borough Council’s
to assess their ability to meet their own housing need.

8

27 November 2014 Full Council:
https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Council_meetings/M_Archive/14%2011%20Counc
il.pdf
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4

Refined Options for Delivering New Homes: 4 February – 18
March 2016

4.1

The Refined Options for Delivering New Homes consultation9 was originally run from 23
November 2015 to 15 January 2016. However due to a technical issue the consultation was
stopped on 14 January 2016 and re-run in February – March 2016 for a six week period. This
consultation built on the previous responses to the Housing Options consultation.

4.2

After establishing the key priority of delivering new homes on brownfield land, it was
considered unlikely that there will be enough brownfield land to meet all the district’s housing
need. The Refined Options for Delivering New Homes paper set out some alternative
approaches for building on greenfield land and also asked for comments on individual sites.

4.3

Respondents were asked to rank the following approaches in order of preference:
Approach 1 – Disperse development throughout towns and villages
Approach 2 – Strategic Urban Extensions at main settlements (Namely: West of Hook; Pale
Lane, Fleet; and West of Fleet)
Approach 3 – A new settlement at Winchfield

4.4

The paper also sought comments on an early draft of the vision and key issues for the
emerging Local Plan, and the need for different types of housing: affordable and starter
homes; custom and self-build; homes for older people; and travelling communities. There was
also a call for sites conducted during this consultation period.

Figure 4: Refined Options for Delivering New Homes 2016 front cover

How the Consultation was undertaken
4.5

The consultation ran from 4 February to 18 March 2016 (six weeks) and was formally notified
in accordance with Regulation 18. All documents were made available in accordance with

9

https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Consultations/Local_Plan_Feb_2016/Refined%20
Options%20for%20Delivering%20New%20Homes%202016%20v2.6.pdf
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Regulation 35 and were consistent with the procedures set out in the SCI. Table 5 sets out
how the Council engaged with the community for this consultation.
Information Source
Council website
Hart District Council offices
Parish Council offices and Libraries

Letters and Emails

Leaflets
Hart News

Social media

Method
Publish and advertise consultation document, summary
leaflet and response form
Printed copies of the consultation material were available to
view at Hart District Council offices
Printed copies of the consultation material were available to
view at all libraries and parish council offices across the
district
Notification to all persons or businesses on the consultation
database
Specific letters sent to the duty to co-operate bodies
A Refined Options consultation summary newsletter was
delivered to all households in the district (Appendix 6)
An article publicising the consultation included in the
Council’s half yearly publication which is delivered to every
household in the District
Notification on Facebook and Twitter

Table 5: Methods for promoting the Refined Housing Options consultation

4.6

There were 4,481 responses to the consultation received through a mix of online responses,
paper questionnaires, letters and emails.

Summary of the Main Issues Raised
4.7

The response form, leaflet and a full summary of the main comments for this consultation can
be viewed in Appendices 5, 6 and 7 respectively. The comments are available to view online10.

Alternative Approaches for Growth
4.8

Respondents were asked to rank which approach would be preferable to deliver new homes
in Hart (as set out in paragraph 4.3). An overwhelming majority voted for a new settlement at
Winchfield, followed by the urban centres of Fleet and Hook, in locations close to public
transport and services and facilities and, infill development in existing villages and edge of
settlement sites.

4.9

Respondents were then asked to rank Approaches 4 to 7 in order of preference.
Approach 4: combined approaches 1 and 2
Approach 5: combined approaches 2 and 3
Approach 6: combined approaches 3 and 1
Approach 7: combine all three approaches

4.10

The preferred combination of responses were for Approach 6 (40%) followed by Approach 4
(35%), Approach 5 (21%) and Approach 7 (4%).

10

Comments available at https://www.hart.gov.uk/local-plan-housing-options-results-2016 and a formal
summary of these responses is available at
https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_poli
cy/Local_Plan/Refined%20Options%20for%20Housing%20Full%20Summary%20of%20Responses.pdf
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4.11

Many communities were concerned about the level of development in the villages on the basis
of limited infrastructure to support additional homes, impact on the countryside, SANGS and
on the historic environment, traffic generation and pollution and flooding.

4.12

Whilst there was general support for the new settlement, there were concerns regarding
coalescence of settlements, impact of the character and identity of nearby villages and limited
infrastructure.

Housing Need
4.13

Many objected to housing numbers and meeting the unmet need from other local authorities
in the Housing Market Area (HMA) arguing that the SHMA, population projections and
methodology were out of date.

4.14

The main comments on meeting the housing needs of specialist groups was that sheltered
housing should be near shops and facilities and Hart had already exceeded its quota for this
type of housing. The majority of comments were in agreement that there were sufficient sites
in Hart to cater for travellers.

Actions Taken / Key Changes
4.15

The results of this consultation were taken into account when shaping the Regulation 18 Draft
Plan for consultation (see below) which included two new communities (Hartland Village and
Murrell Green), some smaller strategic sites (Cross Farm, Crookham Village for elderly
accommodation and Sun Park, re-using previously developed land) and some smaller
‘dispersal’ sites at the more sustainable villages within the District.

4.16

Specific policies were developed for affordable housing (SC8), specialist housing for older
persons (SC10), Custom and self-build (SC7) and a policy on Gypsy and traveller sites (SC11).

4.17

Following concerns regarding coalescence of towns and villages, especially if a new settlement
was proposed, a policy was included in the Draft Local Plan on Gaps between Settlements
(MG6).

4.18

The Council updated the SHMA to inform the Draft Local Plan which included up to date
population projections.

4.19

New sites were submitted following the call for sites exercise. Sites were assessed through
the SHLAA which informed the Draft Local Plan.

16

5

Draft Hart Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2011-2032: 26 April –
9 June 2017

5.1

This consultation was the first draft of the local plan document showing all the proposed
policies and allocations. The Draft Local Plan11 set out the vision and strategy for the district.
It was informed by previous consultations and a robust evidence base. The Draft Plan was
supported by an Interim Sustainability Appraisal Report and a range of other evidence which
was made available on the Council’s website.

5.2

The consultation sought views on the chapters and policies contained within the Draft Local
Plan.

Figure 5: Draft Local Plan 2017 front cover

How the Consultation was undertaken
5.3

The consultation was undertaken between 26 April and 9 June 2017 (six weeks). The
consultation was formally notified in accordance with Regulation 18 and all documents were
made available in accordance with Regulation 35. The consultation was also consistent with
the procedures set out in the SCI. Table 6 sets out how the Council engaged with the
community for this consultation.

Information Source
Council website

Hart District Council offices

Method
Publish and advertise
consultation document,
summary leaflet and response
form (online form available)
Printed copies of the
consultation material were
available to view at Hart
District Council offices

11

Outcome
6,689 page views on the draft
local plan.
2,028 page views on the
consultation response form

https://www.hart.gov.uk/sites/default/files/4_The_Council/Policies_and_published_documents/Planning_p
olicy/Local_Plan/Draft%20Local%20Plan%20Strategy%20and%20Sites%202011-2032.pdf
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Information Source
Parish Council Offices and
Libraries

Letters and Emails

Poster and leaflets

Social media

Method
Printed copies of the
consultation material were
available to view at all libraries
and parish council offices
across the district
Notification to all persons or
businesses on the consultation
database

Leaflet sent to all properties
on the Council Tax/ Business
Rates address list, in addition
to a selection of residents in
Riseley and Rushmoor
(Appendix 8)
Facebook: Publish promoted
to target residents, specifically
targeting hard to reach groups
(young people)
Twitter: Publish key messages
throughout the consultation.
Aimed at residents and
business
Linked In: Publish key
messages throughout the
consultation

Press releases

Business eNews Updates

Public Exhibitions (drop-in
workshops)

Press release published
announcing the launch of the
consultation
Provide information for
businesses on where they can
respond to the consultation

Held at 6 different locations
throughout Hart District:
 Tuesday 2 May 2-8pm –
Hook Community Centre
 Wednesday 3 May 2-8pm
– The Harlington, Fleet
 Monday 8 May 2-8pm –
Victoria Hall, Hartley
Wintney
18

Outcome

Email sent to: 40 statutory
bodies, 243 non-statutory
consultees, 215 planning
consultants & agents, 87
companies and businesses,
1541 individuals and
landowners
36,000 leaflets sent directly to
all households. In addition,
they were sent to properties
outside of the borough at
Riseley (70 properties) and
Farnborough.
Facebook: The total reach for
the campaign was 8,272
people. In total, there were
151 clicks, 37 likes and 12
people shared the content
Twitter: The total reach for the
campaign was 79,005. There
was a total of 150 clicks. In
total 44 people retweeted
messages
Linked In: 1,443 impressions
with 11 clicks to the website
for more information
2,835 visits to news article on
website
May 2017 of HDC publication
‘Hart for Business’ update –
sent to 1,569 businesses – 371
read email and 28 clicks onto
the draft LP consultation

Information Source

Method
 Wednesday 10 May 2-8pm
– The Tythings, Yateley
 Thursday 11 May 2-8pm –
Ridley Hall, South
Warnborough
 Monday 15 May 4:30-8pm
– Hawley Leisure Centre

Outcome

Table 6: Methods for promoting the Draft Hart Local Plan consultation

5.4

There were 1,226 responses to the consultation generating 2,313 representations. The
majority of responses were made using the online form with the remainder being submitted
via post or email. The responses can be viewed online at https://www.hart.gov.uk/draft-localplan-responses-2017 and all the consultation material including the exhibition display boards
are available at https://www.hart.gov.uk/Evidence-base.

5.5

Of the 613 who responded to the gender equalities question 323 (53%) were male and 245
(40%) were female. 45 individuals (7%) preferred not to answer (figure 6).
I would
rather
not
answer
7%

Female
40%

Male
53%

Figure 6: Responses to ‘What is your gender?’

5.6

There were 624 responses to the age related category question. 149 were in the 65-74 age
group followed by 137 in the 55-64 age group, 111 in the 45-55, 11 in the 18-24, 28 in the 2534 and 67 preferred not to say. Overall 338 (54%) were aged over 55 (figure 7).

19

I would
rather not
answer
11%

Under 18
1%

18 - 24
2%

25 - 34
4%

35 - 44
10%

75 +
8%

45 - 54
18%
65 - 74
24%
55 - 64
22%

Figure 7: Responses to ‘Which age category are you?’

5.7

Of those who responded to the ethnic group monitoring question, 558 identified as white,
402 of whom identified as White British. Five identified as being of mixed ethnic groups, two
Asian, one Gypsy and 72 preferred not to reveal their ethnic group (figure 8).
Other I would
0% rather not
answer
Asian or
11%
Asian British
0%
Mixed or
Multiple
Ethnic
Groups
1%

White
88%

Figure 8: Responses to ‘How would you describe your ethnic group?’

5.8

22 (4%) of the 579 respondents to the ‘do you consider yourself to have a disability?’ question
considered themselves as having a disability, 48 individuals preferred not to answer (figure 9).
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I would
rather
not
answer
8%

Yes
4%

No
88%

Figure 9: Responses to ‘Do you consider yourself to have a disability?’

Summary of Main Issues Raised
5.9

The response form, consultation leaflet and a summary of the main comments raised can be
found in Appendices 8, 9 and 10 respectively. The individual responses made can be viewed
on the Council’s website12. A detailed summary of the main issues raised and how the Council
has responded to them is also available13.

5.10

There were concerns that there was an over-provision of housing numbers beyond the SHMA
figure and the affordable housing uplift was not needed. Conversely, other comments
considered there was a lack of sufficiently deliverable allocations to meet the full Objectively
Assessed Housing Need (OAHN) for the District within the plan period, and that the OAHN
should be higher.

Proposed Sites and New Settlement
5.11

Various comments were made regarding the 11 proposed allocations in the Draft Plan,
especially three of the strategic sites: Hartland Park; Murrell Green; and Land at Cross Farm.
The main objections to Hartland Park was the failure of the site to deliver 40% affordable
housing, and the over-reliance on the site to deliver 1,500 dwellings over the plan period.
Objections to Murrell Green related to the need for a new settlement in principle as well as
other detailed concerns. There were also concerns regarding developing Murrell Green
instead of Winchfield, in line with the outcome of the 2016 Refined Options for Delivering
New Homes Consultation. Comments on the proposed site at Cross Farm questioned the need
for additional specialist accommodation for older persons as there are many care homes and
elderly facilities already in the area. Other comments on the sites related to inappropriate
scale and the impact on the historic and natural environment.

5.12

Representations were made promoting sites for inclusion in the Local Plan. There were seven
new sites submitted for consideration which the Council assessed as part of a SHLAA update.

12
13

Individual responses available at https://www.hart.gov.uk/draft-local-plan-responses-2017
Summary of the main issues raised is available at www.hart.gov.uk/local-plan-examination-library-2018
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Comments on Policies
5.13

Concerns were raised about the appropriate infrastructure needed to support the new
settlement and strategic sites. A need to improve public transport, roads and cycle paths was
emphasised to allow for increased capacity being brought about as a result of new
development.

5.14

There was support for the principle of settlement gaps and for particular gap designations.
There were also objections to a number of gaps which included a lack of supporting evidence.

5.15

The Safeguarding Employment Land policy was criticised for safeguarding employment sites
in areas with an over-supply of low grade office space such as Fleet. Many supported the
redevelopment of brownfield sites for residential uses.

Evidence
5.16

Objections to the evidence base included a lack of a robust SA, Transport Assessment (TA),
Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) and HRA.

Actions Taken / Key Changes
Housing Numbers and Sites
5.17

Following the close of consultation the Government consulted on a new standard
methodology for calculating local housing need14. In preparing the proposed Submission
version of the Local Plan the Council has taken this methodology as a starting point but with
an uplift to provide contingency for the methodology changing and other factors including
affordable housing delivery (see Appendix 2 to the Proposed Submission Local Plan).

5.18

The plan period was brought forward from 2011 to 2016 in order to be consistent with the
Government’s new methodology. These changes had a consequential effect on the number
of new homes required over the plan period, and the plan was amended such that all draft
housing allocations were deleted with the exception of Hartland Village making the best use
of previously developed land (Policy SS2). The allocation at Murrell Green was replaced by an
area of search for a new settlement to meet longer term needs in the Murrell
Green/Winchfield area. This will be brought forward through a separate DPD (see Policy SS3).

Other Changes
5.19

A number of policies were amended following the outcome of consultation and completion
of the evidence base.

14

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/652888/Planning_for_Ho
mes_Consultation_Document.pdf
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6

Hart Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016-2032 Proposed
Submission Version: 9 February – 26 March 2018

6.1

This consultation publicised the final version of the Hart Local Plan before submission to the
Planning Inspectorate, i.e. the Regulation 19 Publication stage. It was informed by previous
consultations and a robust evidence base including a Sustainability Report, Habitat
Regulations Assessment, Transport Assessment, Infrastructure Delivery Plan and four Topic
Papers.

6.2

At this stage of the process, the Council were seeking views on the following three issues to
be considered by the Planning Inspector:




Whether the plan complies with the legal requirements;
whether the legal duty to co-operate has happened; and
whether the plan is ‘sound’, the following criteria will be considered by the Planning
Inspector:
 Positively prepared – the plan should be prepared based on a strategic which seeks to
meet objectively assessed development and infrastructure requirements, including
unmet requirements from neighbouring authorities where it is reasonable to do so
and consistent with achieving sustainable development.
 Justified – the plan should be the most appropriate strategy, when considered against
the reasonable alternatives, based on proportionate evidence.
 Effective – the plan should be deliverable over its period and based on effective joint
working on cross-boundary strategic priorities.
 Consistent with national policy – the plan should enable the delivery of sustainable
development in accordance with the policies in the Framework.

Figure 10: Local Plan Strategy and Sites 2016-2032 Proposed Submission Version front cover
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How the Consultation was undertaken
6.3

The consultation was undertaken between 9 February and 26 March 2018 (six weeks). The
consultation was formally notified in accordance with Regulation 19 and all documents were
made available in accordance with Regulation 35. The consultation was also consistent with
the procedures set out in the SCI. Table 7 sets out how the Council engaged with the
community for this consultation.

Information Source
Council website

Hart District Council offices

Parish Council Offices and
Libraries

Letters and Emails

Social media

Press releases

Business eNews Updates

Method
Publish and advertise
consultation document,
evidence base and response
form
Printed copies of the
consultation material were
available to view at Hart
District Council offices
Printed copies of the
consultation material were
available to view at all libraries
and parish council offices
across the district
Notification to all persons or
businesses on the consultation
database

Facebook: Publish promoted
to target residents, specifically
targeting hard to reach groups
(young people)

Twitter: Publish key messages
throughout the consultation.
Aimed at residents and
business
Press release published
announcing the launch of the
consultation
Provide information for
businesses on where they can
respond to the consultation

Outcome
6,272 page views on the local
plan publication page.

Emails or letters sent to:
statutory bodies, nonstatutory consultees, planning
consultants & agents,
companies and businesses,
individuals and landowners
Facebook: The total reach for
the campaign was 1,801
people. In total, there were 42
clicks, 9 likes and 8 people
shared the content
Twitter: The total reach for the
campaign was 27,006. There
was a total of 42 clicks. In total
10 people retweeted messages
1,191 visits to news article on
website
February 2018 of HDC
publication ‘Hart for Business’
update – sent to 1,817
businesses and there were 27
clicks onto the Local Plan
consultation webpage

Table 7: Methods for promoting the Proposed Submission Hart Local Plan consultation
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6.4

The response form was based on the Planning Inspectorate suggested form and guidance note
to use at publication stage. The form was divided into two: Part A for personal details of the
individual / agent and; Part B representation(s) submission. These can be viewed in Appendix
11.

6.5

There were 294 responses to the consultation generating 982 representations. The majority
of responses were sent in via email with the remainder being submitted by post. The
responses can be viewed online at https://www.hart.gov.uk/local-plan-representations-2018
and the consultation material is available at https://www.hart.gov.uk/Local-Plan-Publication2018.

6.6

Of the 153 persons who responded to the gender equalities question, 88 (58%) were male and
50 (33%) were female. 15 individuals (10%) preferred not to answer (figure 11). Percentages
may not add up to 100 due to rounding.
Rather
not
answer
9%

Female
33%

Male
58%

Figure 11: Responses to ‘What is your gender?’

6.7

There were 154 responses to the age related category question. One was in the 18-24 age
group, five were aged 25-34, 13 were 35-44, 18 were 45-54, 37 were aged 55-64, 41 were in
the 65-74 age group, and 19 were aged 75 or over (figure 12). 20 persons preferred not to say
and there were no responses were submitted from individuals under 18 years of age.
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Under 18
0%

75 +
12%

Rather
not
answer
12%

18 - 24
1%

25 - 34
4%

35 - 44
8%
45 - 54
12%

55 - 64
24%

65 - 74
27%

Figure 12: Responses to ‘Which age category are you?’

6.8

135 of the 155 respondents (87%) to the disability question said they considered themselves
as not having a disability (figure 13). 5 persons considered themselves as having a disability
(3%) and 15 (10%) preferred not to answer.
Rather
not
answer
10%

Have a
disability
3%

Do not
have a
disability
87%

Figure 13: Responses to ‘Do you consider yourself to have a disability?’

6.9

Of the 150 persons who responded to the ethnic group monitoring question 132 (88%)
identified as White and 18 (12%) stated they would rather not answer (figure 14). Of those
who identified as White, 98% identified as White British, 1% as White Irish and 1% stated other
White background.
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Rather
not
answer
12%

Other White
background
1%

White Irish
1%

White
British
98%

White
88%

Figure 14: Responses to ‘How would you describe your ethnic group?’

Summary of the Main Issues Raised
6.10

The response form can be found in Appendix 11. The individual responses made can be viewed
on the Council’s website15. Table 9 below sets out a summary of the main issues raised through
the consultation.

Main Issues
Hart District Council Response
Policy SS1 – Spatial Strategy and Distribution of Growth
The Housing numbers are too low. Draft
National Planning Practice Guidance (NPPG)
transitional arrangements mean that the
Plan will be examined against the current
NPPF, SHMA and OAHN approach, and not
the new NPPF and standard methodology
for assessing housing needs. This means the
Plan does not comply with national policy
and should be re-worked based on current
NPPF and NPPG.

The housing numbers are too high. The
Government’s proposed methodology gives
Hart a figure of 292 dwellings per annum,
but the Plan uplifts to 388 dwellings per
annum. This is unnecessary as the standard
methodology factors in issues such as
affordability.
15

In preparing the Regulation 19 Plan Hart followed the
transitional arrangements in the Government’s ‘Planning for
the Right Homes in the Right Places’ and is consequently
proceeding with a plan based on the new methodology. To
change approach again, or wait for the NPPF transitional
period to expire would necessitate further consultation and
unnecessarily delay the Plan, contrary to the Government’s
objective of getting Plans in place as soon as possible.
Notwithstanding the above:
a) The NPPF does not restrict the use of alternative evidence
to inform the economic, social and environmental
characteristics and prospects of an area, such as the draft
NPPF’s new methodology, providing its use is justified;
and
b) The housing target in the Plan of 388 homes per annum
exceeds the OAHN of 382 homes per annum, and there is
sufficient planned housing supply to meet the OAHN for
Hart as identified in the SHMA.
Further explanation is provided in the Housing Target Topic
Paper.
The rationale for the housing target is set out at Appendix 2 of
the Local Plan. It explains that there is a need to provide a
contingency as the standard methodology is draft and could
change, and the datasets behind the methodology could be
updated. In addition a higher target will help ensure that the
supply of affordable housing is boosted to better address
local needs, provides a buffer to ensure the minimum

Individual responses available at https://www.hart.gov.uk/local-plan-representations-2018
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There is insufficient flexibility in terms of
the overall supply, which is only slightly
higher than the target. Additional sites are
therefore needed.

The Plan is overly reliant on a single
strategic site (Hartland Village in SS2) to
meet the housing target. The trajectory for
Hartland Park is over-optimistic. Additional
sites should be allocated around the district
at its settlements based on the settlement
hierarchy to provide added flexibility and to
ensure a more mixed strategy that has less
risks of delivery and better meets needs
around the district.
The Plan does not address Surrey Heath’s
housing shortfall.

The Plan period is not 15 years from
adoption and not compliant with paragraph
157 of the NPPF. Consequently the housing

Hart District Council Response
government target is met, and it reflects the reality that
supply is expected to significantly exceed the Government
figure in any event. Further explanation is provided in the
Housing Target Topic Paper.
The buffer between housing target (6,208) and planned
supply (6,401) is 193 dwellings. However the buffer between
the supply and the Government’s figure is substantial.
Furthermore it must be recognised that the trajectory is
frontloaded, so that in the first part of the plan period there is
a large degree of over-supply against the housing target
providing a significant degree of flexibility during the first half
of the plan period (the Plan shows a 9.74 years supply against
the 5 year requirement at 1 April 2018, based on 388 homes
per annum).
In addition, in subsequent years from around the middle of
the plan period we would expect the new settlement at
Murrell Green/Winchfield to start delivering homes.
There is also the fact that the Plan must be reviewed within 5
years and housing need and supply addressed as required
through that process.
Most of the new housing that has been identified to meet the
housing target will actually be at existing settlements in the
form of committed sites or windfalls. The strategy overall is
thus very mixed without an over-reliance on Hartland Village.
(see footnote 50 at Appendix 2 of the Plan (page 141).
The trajectory at Hartland Village has been revised in light of
latest information from the developer – it is now less
‘optimistic’ in the next year or two, but overall the quantum
to be delivered within the plan period remains at
approximately 1,428 homes.
Surrey Heath has indicated in its Regulation 18 consultation
(June 2018) that it currently has a shortfall of 731 units which
could arise from 2028. This figure has not been tested
through consultation or examination, nor agreed with Hart
and Rushmoor (the housing market area partners).
Surrey Heath are undertaking a call for sites and this figure
could fall. Thus any potential shortfall in Surrey Heath has yet
to be demonstrated, but if a shortfall does materialise then
there is adequate provision in the local plan to address that
shortfall:
 Hart is planning to exceed its Government requirements
by around 1,500 homes, roughly double the Surrey Heath
potential shortfall;
 A new settlement is being planned at Murrell
Green/Winchfield in addition to the housing supply
figures identified in the Plan, with delivery anticipated
from the middle of the Plan period;
 A review of the Plan will be triggered if need be.
For these reasons neither Rushmoor nor Surrey Heath have
objected. For further information see the Duty to Cooperate
Statement and relevant Topic Papers.
There is no absolute requirement to plan 15 years from
adoption. The plan period to 2032 reflects much of the
evidence base. Nevertheless the Council is clearly committed
to long term strategic planning through the commitment to a
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Hart District Council Response

number should be increased accordingly
and additional sites added.

new settlement at Policy SS3. The Council wishes to start
planning for the new settlement in anticipation of housing
needs arising at a future date.
Town centre regeneration is encouraged but will not solve the
long term housing issues on its own nor solve the problem
that significant new growth needs to be accompanied by a
secondary school.
The employment areas are designated in light of the
identified need to maintain a supply of employment land
across the functional economic area (see Employment Land
Review). Article 4 directions are being served to ensure that
residential developments will require planning permission in
future.
The nature of the district means that a lot of land is always
promoted for development, but the fact is it is not all needed
and choices need to be made. The Sustainability Appraisal
justifies the selection of the strategy.

There should be greater emphasis on
regeneration of town centres and use of
previously developed land rather than
protecting employment areas that have
empty offices on them and which are being
converted to residential flats through
permitted development rights.

A number of ‘omission’ sites were
promoted, generally making the points the
set out above, critiquing the sustainability
appraisal, and promoting a particular site as
being needed and a sustainable option for
housing growth.

Policy SS2 – Hartland Village
The redevelopment of the site would create
major pressure on Fleet's very congested
roads and supporting infrastructure.
The redevelopment of the site would
impact on the Strategic Gap

The minimal provision of 20% affordable
housing is too low
The minimal provision of 20% affordable
housing is too high/ unreasonable and a
review mechanism should not be required
for each phase of the development.

The hybrid planning application proposes off-site highways
improvements and contributions towards sustainable
transport initiatives, therefore any additional impact as a
result of the increase in traffic would be suitably mitigated.
Although located within the Strategic Gap, the existing site
did not ‘prevent the coalescence of settlements’ nor ‘protect
their separate identity’ and as such, the proposed residential
development would not conflict with the Strategic Gap
policies.
The hybrid application rigorously tested the viability of the
redevelopment of Hartland Village through an open book
assessment and confirmed that unless other developer
contributions are foregone, the Hartland Village development
could not deliver more than the 20% affordable homes. The
draft S106 Planning Obligation does not include any review
mechanism to enable the viability of the scheme to be
retested, and therefore it would be appropriate to remove
reference to a review mechanism within paragraph 122.

Policy SS3 – New Settlement at the Murrell Green/Winchfield Area of Search
No additional housing is required before
2032 to achieve 388 dwellings per annum.
The first review of the Local Plan in 5 years’
time is a more appropriate time to decide if
a new settlement is needed. Making a
decision now rules out other future options
which may arise.

Available locations close to existing towns
and villages with better transport and

Planning for a new settlement is a long term process. It is
unlikely there will be no further housing requirements to
address when the Plan is reviewed, which needs to happen
within 5 years. Due to the long lead in times associated with
a new settlement, rather than wait and see if it is needed, the
Council wants to start planning now, so that it is not too late
for a new settlement to address future housing needs if/when
they arise.
Including the Area of Search in the Local Plan enables the
Council to move forward from the process of establishing
broadly where in the district the new settlement should be
and undertake the work required to ensure that any
settlement is suitably planned to create a high-quality
sustainable community.
Identifying a location for a new settlement has been
considered and tested throughout the Plan process and has
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infrastructure should be developed rather
than a new settlement to help support
shops and services

been subject to both the Sustainability Appraisal process and
public consultation. The Council has agreed therefore that its
future strategy for meeting long term development needs is
to develop a new settlement.
The regeneration of Fleet town centre would not be of a scale
sufficient to meet all future housing and supporting
infrastructure needs. Nor is it conducive to the provision of a
new secondary school. The provision of additional residential
uses within Fleet Town Centre however is not precluded by
Policy SS3 and is supported by other Local Plan policies.
The evidence base is sufficient to support a high level Area of
Search allocation (in particular see the Sustainability Appraisal
Report, the SA addendum June 2018 and the Housing Spatial
Strategy Topic Paper). More detailed evidence will be
collected as part of preparing more detailed proposals for the
New Settlement DPD.
Through the SHLAA and earlier consultations on the Plan
there has been plenty of opportunity for other options to
come forward. Lodge Farm near Odiham emerged as an
option early on in the plan process was discounted due to
constraints, predominantly flood risk, and was then no longer
promoted. Subsequently the Rye Common option emerged
which has been considered and was tested in the SA process
and is considered to be a weaker option than Murrell
Green/Winchfield.
Existing secondary schools are being expanded to meet
additional demand generated through the Plan period, where
physically and financially viable. The ability for existing
secondary schools to meet future demand (beyond the Plan
period) will be limited and therefore a new secondary school
will be required to accommodate any significant housing
growth.
Further work associated with the preparation of a new
settlement DPD will determine the nature of the
development, its size, form, the level of infrastructure
required to support it and how it will be funded.
The Sustainability Appraisal work associated with this Plan has
taken into account constraints at the appropriate level of
detail. The constraints will again be considered through the
New Settlement DPD.

Future development needs should be met
through regenerating Fleet Town Centre
now the housing numbers are lower.

The Policy is not underpinned by up to date
evidence.

The Area of Search is not the result of an
exhaustive test of sites within the district.

It has not been demonstrated a new
secondary school is needed. Need should be
met through expanding existing schools.

There is no indication of infrastructure costs
and developer contributions will not meet
these.
There are many constraints not taken into
account:
 Impacts on the character, heritage,
culture and landscape at Winchfield
and Hartley Wintney
 Coalescence of settlements between
the new settlement, Hook and Hartley
Wintney
 Transport issues – upgrading of
Winchfield Station, public transport,
and traffic congestion
 Air pollution from road congestion on
the A30 impacting on the SPA and
public health
 High voltage power lines and gas lines

The Area of Search does not define a precise boundary for
development but a location where more detailed work will be
undertaken. Within and around the Area of Search,
settlement gaps, SANG and other open space will identified to
prevent coalescence with other settlements. This is clarified in
a modification that provides a paragraph within the
supporting text that specifically relates to gaps.

Policy H2 – Affordable Housing
The affordable housing definition should be
amended to reflect the draft NPPF 2018

Until such time as the draft NPPF is finalised it would be
premature to amend Policy H2 or the affordable housing
definition in Appendix 1 Glossary.
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The Sustainability Appraisal has been
criticised for the way it deals with the new
settlement area of search, both in terms of
its absence from the main set of options
considered, and the comparative appraisal
at Appendix 3.

The SA has been updated to include the new settlement in
the assessments.

Policy H3 – Rural Exception Sites
There should be no need for up to 30%
market housing.

An element of market housing would only be considered in
light of a viability assessment which would maximise
affordable subsidised rent to meet the identified local housing
needs.

Policy H5 – Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople
The evidence underpinning the proposed
gypsy and traveller policy is not robust, it is
not consistent with national policy and is
unsound.

In the new definition (Planning Policy for
Traveller Sites, CLG, 2015) of "gypsies and
travellers" there is no longer reference to
them having ceased to travel permanently.
This has a damaging effect on those who
have stopped travelling permanently as
they no longer fall within the definition of
"gypsy and traveller" and will no longer be
able to rely on the CLG planning policy
guidance to promote site provision. The
definition indirectly discriminates against
disabled or elderly Romani Gypsies and Irish
Travellers, and single woman who are more
likely to be carers for disabled and elderly
relatives. This discrimination is contrary to
the Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) and
the Equality Act 2010. As the DPD relies on
the revised definition it is itself unsound,
not robust and not consistent with national
policy expressed in the PSED.
The Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
Assessment (GTAA) asserts that of the 31
households assessed on gypsy and traveller
sites in Hart only 4 come within the revised
definition. Some questions in the household
interviews were misleading. The timing of
the fieldwork data collection was
inappropriate and not in accordance with
the Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation
Needs Assessments Guidance (CLG, 2007) it artificially reduces the real extent of need.
The GTAA does not factor in any need
arising from gypsies and travellers living in
bricks and mortar housing who wish to live
on a site if one was available. The pitch
supply issue is questioned as there are no
public pitches in Hart, having been sold by

The GTAA methodology has been found sound in various local
plan examinations. The evidence to support levels of current
and future need for gypsies, travellers and travelling
showpeople has been identified in the GTAA and is
considered to be sound, accurate and robust, and consistent
with national policy including the PPTS and NPPF.
The current definition of Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling
Showpeople for the purposes of the planning system and the
assessment of housing need is that found in Annex 1 of the
PPTS (2015). The GTAA needs to consider what constitutes
travelling which has been determined through case law by
testing the meaning of “nomadic”. These rulings imply that
the planning definition will only include those who travel (or
have ceased to travel temporarily) for work purposes and in
doing so stay away from their usual place of residence.

Some 36 interviews were completed from a total of 54
pitches and plots, giving a response rate of 67%. It is also
important to look at the contact rate ie. those pitches which
were occupied at the time of the fieldwork. Only a small
number of households were travelling away so the contact
rate was much higher at 85%.

A rigorous approach was applied to seeking contacts with
bricks and mortar households, by using various sources of
information such as the Traveller Education Team, a local
housing association and the Council’s Housing Register. The
GTAA acknowledges that there are no longer any public sites
in Hampshire but the study was able to determine that the
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the County Council to a private
management company in 2015. There is
reference to planning permissions granted
since the base date of August 2016 but
there is no reference to unauthorised sites.
Reference is made to appeal decisions
which include GTAA issues about the
definition of Gypsy and Travellers and
related matters. The GTAA for the Royal
Borough of Windsor and Maidenhead (May
2018) assessed non-PPTS Gypsies and
Travellers and the draft NPPF requires local
authorities to also consider those
households who do not meet the definition.

two former public sites in Hart were still operating on a
commercial renting basis, and a potential supply of pitches
from these sites was appropriate to include.

The GTAA concludes that households that do not meet the
planning definition are Gypsies and Travellers in the ethnic
sense of those words and Travelling Showpeople in the
cultural sense of those words. They do not meet the planning
definition but the GTAA has assessed these households
through interviews and summarises the findings at Appendix
B of the GTAA.

Policy H6 – Internal Space Standards for New Homes
The proposed adoption of nationally
described space standards is unjustified and
does not address a clearly evidenced need.
It would affect site yield and the viability of
schemes. Evidence should be provided on
the size and type of dwellings currently
being built in the Hart.

The Council has now undertaken an assessment of the type
and size of dwellings recently permitted, some of which have
since been built in Hart. The evidence shows that a significant
proportion of dwellings, particularly in the affordable housing
sector, fall considerably short of the standards. The evidence
and justification are outlined in more detail in the
accompanying Topic Paper, which also shows that adopting
the standards would not affect the viability of schemes.

Policy ED1 – New Employment
The policy does not promote any major new
employment sites thus constricting new
employment floorspace in the district.
Employment should be encouraged to
support sustainability.

The Employment Land Review does not identify a need for
further employment land allocations to meet needs arising
over the Plan period. Strategic and Local Employment Areas
are protected for employment use and new development will
take place through regeneration and redevelopment. Policy
SS3 allows for the allocation of land for employment uses,
with the size and type of the allocation dependant on needs
establish at that time.

Policy ED2 – Safeguarding Employment Land and Premises (B-Use Classes)
The policy protects major employment sites
from redevelopment despite issues of no
objectively assessed need, poor quality and
low occupancy e.g. Ancells Farm, Bartley
Wood and Meadows Business Park.
Protecting poor quality employment sites
will create pressure for greenfield
development.

The Employment Land Review recommends identifying
Strategic and Locally Important Employment Areas based on a
review of each employment area taking into account
occupancy, areas lost to residential development etc. The
Plan reflects this evidence.

Policy ED4 – Town District and Local Centres
The policy restricts residential development
in centres

The policy does not confirm investment
from the Council into the centres

Policy ED4 is silent regarding housing provision. Both the
NPPF and the draft NPPF recognise that residential
development can play an important role in ensuring the
vitality of centres and promote policies to encourage
residential development on appropriate sites within centres.
A minor modification to policy ED5 and ED6 is proposed to
expressly include residential within Town Centres. As ED4
provides guidance on the retail hierarchy, reference to
residential within this policy is not required.
Paragraphs 238 and 247 acknowledge further work will be
undertaken to identify key projects through DPDs and/or
Neighbourhood Plans, to enable the Council to focus
investment into the centres appropriately.
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Main Issues
Hart District Council Response
Policy NBE1 – Development in the Countryside
The policy restricts the ability to provide
needed market housing in rural areas

The intention of the policy is to maintain the existing open
nature of the countryside, protect and enhance rural
landscape character, prevent the coalescence of settlements
and resist the encroachment of inappropriate development
into rural areas. The countryside is therefore subject to a
more restrictive policy approach. Policy H3 ‘Rural Exception
Sites’ identifies that an element of market housing will be
supported where at least 70% of the total number of
proposed dwellings would be affordable housing solely for
subsidised rent.

Policy NBE2 – Gaps between Settlements
Designation of gaps should not be through a
neighbourhood plan.
There is a requirement for gaps in certain
locations but these are not identified by the
policy.

National policy allows for gaps to be identified through a
neighbourhood plan.
The NPPF indirectly provides justification for gaps within
paragraphs 17 and 157. The criteria for establishing gaps is set
out in the topic paper. Gaps are focused only in areas where
there is a genuine need for the policy such as where
settlements are close together and where there is a genuine
risk that development would threaten physical or visual
coalescence. Gaps should not cover large areas or countryside
where some development could clearly take place without
harm to the separate identity of settlements.

Policy NBE4 – Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area
Work to implement an Article 4 direction to
block development on brownfield sites has
commenced. The SANG policy may be
unlawful.

The SANG policy should be deleted.
Development should be directed to those
areas where potential adverse effects can
be avoided without the need for mitigation
measures. Review the sites outside Thames
Basin Heath 5km mitigation zone.
The Council should be providing more
strategic SANG.
The policy applies an overly restrictive
approach to development as it does not
allow for “exceptional circumstances” and is
therefore not reflective of the Saved South
East Plan policy NRM6, existing national
policy or guidance.
SPA adverse impact mitigation measures
requiring SANG’s were a stop gap measure
following the saving of the TBHSPA related
policy from the cancelled South East Plan.
They are not based on sound science or
legislation. Under no circumstances should

The Article 4 Direction is a procedure outside of the Local Plan
process. Its purpose is to retain employment uses within
Strategic and Local Employment Sites. The Council own SANG
and administer allocations as a Council corporate asset. The
allocation criteria is based on the Council’s corporate
objectives. This is entirely separate to planning policy. Third
parties can bring forward their own SANG solutions or pursue
alternative measures to mitigate the impact of development
on the SPA. The Council’s administration of its own SANG
does not affect Policy NBE4’s lawfulness.
A policy on SANG is required to meet UK and European
legislation.
The SA (2018) confirms that there are a range of constraints in
the two largest settlements beyond the SPA 5km zone
(Odiham and North Warnborough). These relate to landscape,
heritage and access/traffic. The Council’s Local Plan main
strategy is to provide a new community at Hartland Village.
The Habitats Regulations Assessment confirms there is an
adequate supply of SANG for the Local Plan period.
Part a) of the policy allows for an Appropriate Assessment
which considers ‘Imperative Reasons of Overriding Public
Interest’ for development which may concern a protected
site.

The Council follows the requirements set out in South East
Plan Policy NRM6 and the Thames Basin Heath Special
Protection Area Delivery Framework. The last paragraph of
policy NBE4 allows for alternative mitigation measures. The
Council are also committed to a Local Plan Review in 5 years
which will take new circumstances into account.
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Main Issues

Hart District Council Response

the Local Plan include a permanent SANG
requirement when appropriate assessment
is an alternative option.

Policy NBE9 – Historic Environment
The Policy needs to provide more detail to
reflect guidance in the NPPF to provide
criteria against which planning applications
can be assessed.
Policy I1 – Infrastructure
Policy I2 – Green Infrastructure
Policy I5 – Community Facilities
The infrastructure is inadequate to cope
with all the extra housing proposed, which
will be exacerbated by the new settlement
Infrastructure should be in place before
development starts
There is an infrastructure funding gap

Modification to the wording of the policy is proposed to
provide consistency with national policy and legislation.

The Infrastructure Delivery Plan identifies key infrastructure
projects required to deliver the Local Plan and development.
It identifies where the infrastructure funding has been
secured, and where it is not secured, the likely source.
Developers are expected to be the main contributor to
infrastructure provision. The mechanism to securing
developer contributions is through Section 106 legal
agreements, which also stipulate the phasing of development
to ensure infrastructure is delivered in a timely fashion.
Applicants for planning permission will be expected to
demonstrate that there is sufficient infrastructure to
accommodate new development proposal.

Policy I4 – Open space, sport and recreation
Concern that open space standards are
excessive and may potentially affect the
viability of proposals

The open standards were recommended by the Hart Open
Space Study, October 2016. The study reviewed existing
provision of open space, alongside comments received
through consultation and provided detailed evidence on
public open space and recreational provision. Nationally
recognised provision standards have also been considered.

Appendix 2 Housing Numbers and Trajectory
Hartland Park delivery rates are unrealistic
The Plan is overly reliant on a single
strategic site (Hartland Village in Policy SS2)
to meet the housing target.

The Council's five year land supply is very healthy and as a
result the housing supply for the plan period is frontloaded, in
other words in the first part of the plan period there is a large
degree of over-supply against housing targets. This provides a
significant degree of flexibility in the event that any sites are
delayed.
Notwithstanding the above, the delivery rates for Hartland
Village were obtained from the phasing schedule submitted
with the site’s planning application. The Council will continue
to engage with the developer and update any phasing
assumptions as necessary. Current information from the
developer indicates that the delivery of the site is on
schedule.

Proposed Changes to the Adopted Policies Maps
Settlement boundaries are out of date and
The Strategy and Sites Local Plan is a strategic document and
not presently based on justified
settlement boundaries will be reviewed in a comprehensive
information. A settlement boundary review
manner within the Development Management DPD which will
should be undertaken.
be prepared following this Plan.
Table 9: Summary of the main issues raised through the Proposed Submission Local Plan consultation
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Actions Taken / Key Changes
6.11

Some representations and updates have resulted in the Council making Proposed
Modifications to the Local Plan16. No fundamental changes are proposed, but there are minor
changes to policies, supporting text, and some maps.

6.12

Further sustainability appraisal work was commissioned to address some of the comments
raised, in particular the way the new settlement area of search was dealt with.

6.13

The topic papers that were published at the Regulation 19 stage have been updated or
clarified, or supplemented with new evidence, in particular the topic papers on housing
standards.

6.14

Two new topic papers have been prepared on housing numbers and housing spatial strategy
to clarify and support the approach taken in the Plan.

16

www.hart.gov.uk/local-plan-examination-library-2018
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Appendix 1: Statutory bodies consulted
The Coal Authority
The Environment Agency
Historic England
The Highways Agency
Homes and Communities Agency
Natural England
Rushmoor Borough Council
Surrey Heath Borough Council
Bracknell Forest Borough Council
Wokingham Borough Council
Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council
East Hants District Council
Waverley District Council
Hampshire County Council
Surrey County Council
Blackwater & Hawley Town Council
Bramshill Parish Council
Church Crookham Parish Council
Crondall Parish Council
Crookham Village Parish Council
Dogmersfield Parish Council
Elvetham Heath Parish Council
Eversley Parish Council
Ewshot Parish Council
Fleet Town Council
Greywell Parish Council
Hartley Wintney Parish Council
Heckfield Parish Council
Hook Parish Council
Long Sutton & Well Parish Council
Mattingley Parish Council
Odiham Parish Council
Rotherwick Parish Council
South Warnborough Parish Council
Winchfield Parish Council
Yateley Town Council
Beech Hill Parish Council (Parish/Town Council
in adjoining authority)
Bentley Parish Council (Parish/Town Council
in adjoining authority)
Farnham Town Council (Parish/Town Council
in adjoining authority)
Finchampstead Parish Council (Parish/Town
Council in adjoining authority)

Froyle Parish Council (Parish/Town Council in
adjoining authority)
Hartley Wespall Parish Council (Parish/Town
Council in adjoining authority)
Mapledurwell and Up Nately Parish Council
(Parish/Town Council in adjoining authority)
Newnham Parish Council (Parish/Town
Council in adjoining authority)
Old Basing Parish Council (Parish/Town
Council in adjoining authority)
Sandhurst Town Council (Parish/Town Council
in adjoining authority)
Shalden Parish Council (Parish/Town Council
in adjoining authority)
Stratfield Saye Parish Council (Parish/Town
Council in adjoining authority)
Stratfield Turgis Parish Council (Parish/Town
Council in adjoining authority)
Swallowfield Parish Council (Parish/Town
Council in adjoining authority)
Upton Grey Parish Council (Parish/Town
Council in adjoining authority)
Weston Corbett and Weston Patrick Parish
Council (Parish/Town Council in adjoining
authority)
Hampshire Police Authority
NHS Hampshire and Hampshire Community
Health Care
Network Rail
NHS South Central Strategic Health Authority
British Gas
British Telecom
BT Group plc
EE
Hutchison 3G UK Limited
National Grid UK
SSE Power
SSE Power Distribution Limited
Telefonica UK Limited (O2)
Three
T-Mobile/Orange (UK) Ltd (Now EE)
Virgin Media
Vodaphone and O2
South East Water
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South East Water
Southern Electric
Southern Gas Network (Scotia Gas Networks)
Thames Water
The British Wind Energy Association
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Appendix 2: Duty to Cooperate bodies consulted
Rushmoor Borough Council
Surrey Heath Borough Council
Bracknell Forest Borough Council
Wokingham Borough Council
Basingstoke and Deane Borough Council
East Hants District Council
Waverley District Council
Hampshire County Council
Surrey County Council
Environment Agency
English Heritage
Natural England
The Mayor of London
Civil Aviation Authority
Homes and Communities Agency
NHS North East Hampshire & Farnham CCG
NHS North Hampshire CCG
Office of Rail Regulation
Highways Authority
Enterprise M3 Local Enterprise Partnership
Hampshire and Isle of Wight Local Nature Partnership
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Appendix 3: Response Form for the Housing Development Options
Consultation
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Appendix 4: Housing Development Options Summary Leaflet
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Appendix 5: Response Form for the Refined Options for Delivering
New Homes Consultation
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Appendix 6: Refined Options for Delivering New Homes Leaflet
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Appendix 7: Summary of Main Comments from the Refined Options for Delivering New Homes
Consultation
Key issue

Summary of comments

How they were addressed in drafting the Local Plan

Q1. Do you have comments on how to
meet the needs of specialist groups
such as affordable and Starter Homes,
Custom or self-build homes, specialist
homes for older people, and sites for
the Travelling Community? Where are
these sites?

Affordable and starter homes. There was a consensus
that this type of housing should be reserved for young
people and those on low incomes and that it should be
integrated within larger development schemes and well
served by public transport and facilities.

Specific policies have been developed for affordable housing
(SC8), specialist housing for older persons (SC10), Custom
and self-build (SC7) and a policy on Gypsy and traveller sites
(SC11) to be included in the draft local plan.

Custom and self-build. The general view was that
people with resources for this type of housing should
not be explicitly catered for and every new
development should have plots for self-build.
Specialist housing for older persons. There was a
general consensus that sheltered housing should be
near shops and facilities and Hart had already exceeded
its quota for this type of housing.
Sites for the Travelling community. The majority were in
agreement that there was sufficient sites in Hart to
cater for travellers.

Q2. Where are the sites within Hart
District that you think maybe
appropriate for:
a) Affordable and starter homes?

A majority voted for a new settlement at Winchfield,
followed by the urban centres of Fleet and Hook, in
locations close to public transport and services and
facilities and, infill development in existing villages and
edge of settlement sites.

b) Custom and self-build homes?
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The Spatial Strategy (SSI) proposes the allocation of 4 key
strategic sites at Hartland Village, Murrell Green, Cross Farm
and Sun Park. In addition a limited amount of development
has been proposed within the more sustainable villages (SC5)
within the District. All large development schemes will be

Key issue
c) Homes for older persons?
d) Travelling communities?
Q3 Do you agree with the current
Settlement Hierarchy – Yes or No? If
not, how should it be changed?

Q4. Of the three possible approaches
that could deliver new homes in Hart,
which one should we prioritise to
deliver the majority of our housing
needs? Please rank your choice in order
of preference:

Summary of comments

How they were addressed in drafting the Local Plan

Sites for travelling communities. The majority view was
that there are sufficient sites allocated within Hart and
new allocations should either be expansion of existing
sites, or locations away from existing communities.
There was general support for the settlement hierarchy
(55%) however there were concerns that it was out of
date and flawed as it excluded smaller settlements from
future growth. In addition, there were comments
seeking to redefine settlements within the hierarchy.
E.g., Hook as a tier 3 settlement and Dogmersfield as a
tier 5 settlement.

required to include the full range of housing to meet all
housing needs.

59% supported Approach 3- a new settlement, with
47% supporting the urban extension (2) and dispersed
approach (1), respectively.

Further technical studies and site assessment work has been
undertaken and a new spatial policy SSI has set out an
alternative location for the new settlement in the Regulation
18 Draft Hart Local Plan- Strategy and Sites, 2011-2032
document.

The preferred combination of responses were for
Approach 6 (40%) followed by Approach 7 (49%),
Approach 5 (32%) and Approach 4 (52%).

New settlements are the next most sustainable location for
growth. They have the advantage of focusing growth so that
development can support higher levels of service provision

No changes have been proposed to the settlement hierarchy.

Approach 1: Disperse development
throughout the towns and villages in
parishes
Approach 2: Strategic urban extensions
at main settlements
Approach 3: A new settlement at
Winchfield.
Q5. If you need to combine approaches,
which combinations do you prefer?
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Key issue

Summary of comments

How they were addressed in drafting the Local Plan

Please rank you choice in order of
preference:

and greater infrastructure improvements. The draft Local
Plan (Regulation 18) sets out 4 new key strategic allocations
at Hartland Park, Murrell Green, Cross Farm and Sun Park.
These are supported by Policy SC5 which identifies site
allocations within the more sustainable villages within the
district to meet housing need.

Approach 4: combined approaches 1
and 2
Approach 5: combined approaches 2
and 3
Approach 6: combined approaches 3
and 1
Approach 7: combine all three
approaches.
Q6 The New Homes Sites Booklet
115 sites were identified through the SHLAA, by parish,
shows, by Parish, sites that are available with sites either being shortlisted for allocation or
for the development of new homes. Do rejected.
you have any comments on any of these
sites?

New sites that were proposed following the call for sites
exercise, and were assessed through the SHLAA. If suitable
they were included in new policy SC5.

Q7. Additional comments

Many communities were concerned about the level of
development in the villages on the basis of limited
infrastructure to support additional homes, impact on
the countryside, SANGS and on the historic
environment, traffic generation and pollution and
flooding.

Hart District Council has developed a settlement hierarchy,
categorising the settlements within the District by the
services and facilities they offer taking account of
employment opportunities, schools, health services,
recreation and leisure opportunities, and population. All our
towns and villages are categorised by ‘tiers’. The draft local
plan will be directing new development to the most
sustainable locations (Policy SC5).

Q8. We have identified a set of key
issues for the Local Plan in table 1 on
page 5. Do you agree with them?

General support for a new settlement but concerns
about compatibility of growth on the existing local

Additional technical studies have been commissioned to
assess potential impacts on the road network, the natural
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Key issue

Summary of comments

How they were addressed in drafting the Local Plan

infrastructure and impact of growth on both the natural
and built environments.

environment and capacity of existing infrastructure these will
inform the next draft of the local plan.

Q9. We have drafted a vision setting out
how the district might look by 2032 on
page 6. To what extent do you agree
with it?

Whilst there is general support for a new settlement to
accommodate Harts future population growth, there is
significant resistance to a new settlement at Winchfield
for reasons of coalescence, impact on the character and
identity of nearby settlements and limited
infrastructure.

The location of the new settlement requires further
investigation by the council in terms of availability, suitability
and deliverability. The draft Local Plan identifies 3 potential
locations for a new settlement –Winchfield, Murrell Green
and Rye Common.

Q10. We have identified some draft
strategic priorities for the Local Plan in
table 2 on page 7 & 8. Do you agree
with them?

Strategic priorities which received the most responses
were:

In meeting housing needs Hart Council has undertaken
relevant technical studies to assess housing need and supply
from all sources including previously used land. The new
Spatial Strategy (SSI) is informed by these technical studies.

Many objected to housing numbers and meeting unmet
need from other local authorities in our HMA on the
basis of an out of date SHMA Study, population
projections and methodology for assessing local
housing need.
Concerns were expressed over building on green field
sites and not planning sustainably for future
generations, with many citing other sources of land
supply - brownfield sites, vacant employment sites and
infill development.
Objections to the new settlement at Winchfield centred
on infrastructure costs of road improvements, the need
for a new school and the need to work with HCC.
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Appendix 8: Response form for the Draft Hart Local Plan Strategy
and Sites 2011-2032 Consultation
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Appendix 9: Draft Local Plan Leaflet
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Appendix 10: Summary of Main Comments from the Regulation 18 Draft Local Plan
Key Comments

How they were addressed in drafting the Local Plan (Regulation 19)

SS1: Spatial Strategy. General support for the spatial strategy and a
new settlement but concerns about the over-reliance on four
strategic sites to deliver the majority of the housing requirement for
the District, over-provision of housing numbers beyond the SHMA
figure and the lack of sufficiently identified allocations to meet the full
OAHN for the District within the plan period, including comments that
the OAHN should be higher.

The Spatial Strategy proposed the allocation of 4 key strategic sites at Hartland
Village, Murrell Green (new settlement), Cross Farm and Sun Park. In addition a
limited amount of development was proposed within the more sustainable villages
within the District.

Comments were also made either regarding the need to make further
provision to meet housing needs across the HMA, or that the Council
should not have to make provision for any unmet needs from
elsewhere in the HMA.
Support for the use of previously developed land.

In September 2017 the Government consulted on “Right homes in the Right places”
proposals for a standard methodology for calculating local housing need. This
consultation identified a new approach to calculating local housing need, which has
resulted in changes to the housing targets meaning that the delivery of a new
settlement is not needed in the same timescale as previously anticipated. In addition
it is clear from the representations on the Plan that further work needs to be
undertaken to properly assess the location and scale of development of a new
settlement. New settlements are the next most sustainable locations for growth. They
have the advantages of focusing growth so that developments can support provision
of appropriate levels of service provision and new infrastructure. In particular they
can support the provision of new secondary schools and help support high quality
public transport measures that result in a higher proportion of journeys being made
by non-car modes than with more dispersed village development.
As such, the spatial strategy has now been amended to reflect a revised timescale
consistent with the new methodology and a revised housing target. The Plan now
includes one strategic allocated site at Hartland Park (Policy SS2), and an area of
search for a new settlement to meet long term development needs (new policy SS3).
Other allocations in the Draft Local Plan now either have planning permission or have
been deleted.
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Key Comments

How they were addressed in drafting the Local Plan (Regulation 19)

MG1: Managing Growth. Objections relate to housing numbers over
the plan period and an unsustainable local plan.

This policy has been renumbered and reworded as SD1. A definition of Sustainable
Development has been added into the Glossary.

MG2: Previously Developed Land. Use of previously developed land
was supported. Objections related to not allowing for considerations
of sustainability, lack of a clear housing distribution policy and the
need for greenfield development to meet housing needs.
MG3: Housing-led. A number of detailed points were made on the
criteria within the policy and comments of support and objection to
the identified strategic sites.
MG5: Development in the countryside. Comments sought
clarification on the definition of the countryside and acceptable uses
in the countryside. A number of comments related to the need to
protect specific areas of countryside.

Reference to the use of previously developed land has been added into Policy SS1 and
this Policy deleted.

MG6: Gaps between settlements. There was support for the principle
of gaps and for particular gap designations. There was also objection
to a number of the gaps, including a lack of evidence and the need to
ensure delivery of the housing allocation. A number of comments also
requested additional gaps be identified.

The draft Local Plan covers the overall strategic policy for gaps rather than detailed
gap boundary reviews. Precise settlement gap boundaries will be reviewed and
defined in the next full review of the Local Plan and through Neighbourhood Plans,
where these are being prepared.

As set out previously changes have been made to the allocation of strategic sites and
this Policy has therefore been deleted.
This policy has been renumbered as Policy NBE1. The supporting text sets out the
reasons why the countryside should not be developed.

The Policy has been amended to delete reference to the gaps between Murrell Green
and Hook and Hartley Wintney following deletion of the new settlement allocation at
Murrell Green and replacement with an area of search Policy.
This policy has been renumbered NBE2.

Sustainable Communities. Policies SC1-SC4. The strategic allocations
were subject to considerable comment and objections made to
Murrell Green, Cross Farm and Hartland Park for the following
reasons:

As set out under SS1 with the introduction of the new approach to calculating local
housing need, this has resulted in changes to the housing targets meaning that the
allocation of some of the Draft Plan sites and delivery of a new settlement is not
needed in the same timescale as previously anticipated.
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Key Comments

How they were addressed in drafting the Local Plan (Regulation 19)



Hartland Park has been retained as a Strategic allocation, making the best use of
previously developed land (Policy SS2). Some amendments have been made to this
Policy and to the supporting text. Sun Park has received planning permission and is
now in the housing commitments.





SC1: Hartland Park. Main objections to the failure of the site to
deliver 40% affordable housing; the over-reliance on this site to
deliver 1,500 new dwellings over the plan period and other
detailed land-use issues.
SC2: Murrell Green. Objections related to the need for a new
settlement in principle, specific concerns regarding development
at Murrell Green, and representations that Winchfield is a better
location in line with the outcome of the 2016 public consultation.
SC3: Land at Cross Farm. Main objections related to the need for
additional specialist accommodation site allocation- affordable
housing provision, development of a strategic gap, the need for
additional specialist accommodation for older persons as there
are many care homes and elderly facilities in the area;
inappropriate scale and impact on the historic and natural
environment and impact on the M3.

SC5: Land allocations for new homes. Site specific objections were
received to the allocation of sites identifies in SC5. There was support
for the use of the settlement hierarchy where settlements are tiered
according to services and facilities.
A number of additional sites were proposed for allocation.
SC6: Mix for Market Housing. There was a level of support for this
Policy. Objections included the requirements being too onerous,
issues of viability and the need for a minimum size threshold.
SC8: Affordable Housing. Many objected to the “uplift” above the
OAN as being unjustified and not needed, others suggested a greater
uplift of 20% will be needed.

The proposal for a new settlement at Murrell Green has been replaced by an area of
search at Murrell Green/Winchfield for a new settlement to meet long term
development needs, beyond this plan period (new Policy SS3).

The smaller sites included within Draft Policy SC5 either now have permission or are
no longer proposed as housing allocations having regard to changes in the housing
numbers and other evidence.
A further 25 additional sites were submitted for consideration. These sites have been
subject to assessment in the latest SHLAA but none are proposed for allocation. This
Policy has been deleted.
A number of changes have been made to the criteria in this Policy to provide
clarification. The requirements have been tested through the Viability Study.
Comments on the housing target are dealt with in relation to Policy SS1.
A number of changes have been made to the wording of the Policy and text to provide
clarification. The Policy has been renumbered H2.
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Key Comments

How they were addressed in drafting the Local Plan (Regulation 19)

A number of comments suggested policy was too inflexible, expressed
concerns about the requirement for accessible housing and that it
affected the viability of specialist housing.
SC10: Specialist Housing. Issues were raised over the number of
additional bed-spaces needed over the plan period and the lack of
evidence to support this figure and the lack of a target for sheltered,
enhanced sheltered and extra care sector. Developers promoting this
type of housing cited the SANG policy as a barrier to delivery of
additional older persons accommodation.

Policy and supporting text has been amended to take account of issues raised and
provide further clarity. Policy has been re-numbered H4.

ED1: New Employment. Comments included objections to the
protection of brownfield land for use as residential, the justification
for additional allocations, site specific comments, and the general
approach to the economy being too restrained.
ED2: Safeguarding Employment land and premises. Concerns related
to the safeguarding of all strategic employment sites in areas with an
over-supply of low grade office space such as Fleet. In addition, many
support the redevelopment of brownfield sites for residential.

Minor wording changes have been made to this Policy to clarify the approach to the
countryside.

ED4: Town District and Local Centres. In addition to support for this
Policy, comments related to questioning the level of floorspace
involved and comments on specific centres, particularly Fleet, Hook
and Blackwater.
NE1: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area. In addition to
comments of support, detailed comments were made seeking
clarification and changes to individual criteria.

Minor amendments have been made to this Policy to delete reference to new local
centres as part of the strategic sites and to add in reference to local neighbourhood
facilities.

The Employment Land Review 2016 identifies that there is a sufficient land supply to
meet employment needs over the Plan period and the Plan's focus is therefore on
protection, regeneration and renewal of existing premises within defined areas.
Following representations, Rawlings Depot, Hook has been deleted from the list of
Locally Important Employment Areas and Beacon Hill Road, Church Crookham has
been added.

A number of amendments were made to the Policy to provide clarification and
respond to representations made.
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Key Comments

How they were addressed in drafting the Local Plan (Regulation 19)

I1: Infrastructure. There was support for the need to provide
additional infrastructure. Concerns related to an assessment of
viability, the need for further detail on specific infrastructure needs,
and the lack of an Infrastructure Delivery Plan.

Consideration of specific infrastructure requirements for a particular development
will be made on a case by case basis and will be informed by an 'Infrastructure
Delivery Plan' (IDP). An IDP has been published with the proposed Submission Local
Plan and will inform preparation of the 'Community Infrastructure Levy' which will
enable the Council to receive funds from new development towards delivery of
infrastructure, particularly infrastructure that is required in combination as a result of
a number of individual developments.

I3: Transport Infrastructure. Comments related to the need for
transport infrastructure improvements, for a review of car parking
standards and for improvements to walking and cycling.

This policy identifies transport related infrastructure requirements that will be
required from all development. It does not specify individual site schemes; these will
be considered on a site by site basis and where relevant in conjunction with the IDP,
the Hampshire Local Transport Plan and responses from statutory consultees
including Hampshire County Council in its capacity as the Local Highway Authority. It
is not therefore necessary for the policy to be amended to specify individual
infrastructure requirements.

Other Policies

Minor amendments have been made to all policies to provide further clarification and
in response to comments from stakeholders.

Comments were made on all policies as set out in the Summary of
Responses.

A number of policies have been deleted:
MG2 – Previously Developed Land – the intent of this Policy has been incorporated
into Policy SS1.
MG3 – Housing Led – deleted as all but one Strategic allocation is deleted.
MG4 – Employment Led – allocation either deleted or incorporated into Employment
Policies.
SC2 – Murrell Green – as set out above.
SC3 – Land at Cross Farm – as set out above
SC4 – Sun Park – planning permission in principle.
SC5 – Land allocations for new homes – as set out above.
SC7 – Self and Custom Build – incorporated into Policy H1
ED5/6 – Primary/Secondary frontages in Fleet Town Centre – to be defined in the
Fleet Neighbourhood Plan or a subsequent Local Plan document.
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Key Comments

How they were addressed in drafting the Local Plan (Regulation 19)
ED8 – Local Centres – combined with ED6 District Centres
I8 – Strategic SANG – deleted following deletion of Strategic sites.

Evidence base
Objections related to:
- the SHMA figure as being too high and the uplift not being justified;
- the lack of a robust sustainability appraisal;
- the lack of an updated SHLAA which fails to deliver additional
suitable sites to meet housing requirements over the plan period;
- outstanding evidence such as a transport assessment, infrastructure
delivery plan and HRA.

A review of the SHMA methodology has been undertaken on behalf of the HMA
authorities and is published alongside the Proposed Submission Local Plan. This
concludes that the OAHN is robust. However, since publication of the Draft Local Plan,
the Government has consulted on a new standardised methodology to assess local
housing needs. As set out in the response to Policy SS1 this has been used as the
starting point for the calculation of housing needs.
The sustainability work undertaken by the Council is an important consideration in
testing the Plan’s overall approach and the settlement options. Revisions to the
spatial strategy means that specific new settlement sites have not been tested in the
Proposed Submission version of the Plan, this has now been tested on 'areas' of
search.
An updated SHLAA, updated Sustainability Appraisal, a Transport Assessment, Habitat
Regulations Assessment and an Infrastructure Delivery Plan have been prepared to
support the Hart’s spatial strategy and policies within the Proposed Submission Local
Plan.
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