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Purpose of this document
This document (CD6b) provides a detailed summary of the representations made on the Regulation
18 Hart Draft Local Plan Strategy and Sites and a response as to how the issues raised have been
taken into account. It is effectively part of the Statement required under Regulation 22(1)(c) and as
such is referred to in paragraph 5.9 of the Consultation Statement (CD6a). The issues raised are set
out under various policy or other headings.
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Introduction
General Comments
______________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 17

Number of objections: 2

Number of general comments: 14

Number of supports: 1

______________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/Comments






Support the recognition of Duty to Co-operate with neighbouring authorities and
acknowledgement that housing is a cross boundary issue. Reference to meeting neighbouring
authorities’ unmet need is weak and only two authorities are mentioned. Suggest an uplift is
required to meet unmet housing need from London and a reference is added on meeting unmet
need from Runnymede.
Support the uplift to Hart's housing target to address the need for affordable rented properties.
The mechanism to maximise delivery of affordable housing should continue to be explored
through Duty to Cooperate.
From a strategic transport perspective, Crossrail 2 would increase capacity on rail corridors that
are used by trains to/from Fleet and Hook and thereby could help support future development
within the District.

Justification/Policy Wording






It is not clear all the authorities in the HMA will meet their own needs. Need may arise from
Surrey Heath BC and there may be unmet housing needs. There is limited evidence on the
degree of co-operation between Boroughs in the HMA to address housing needs strategically
other than the preparation of a shared evidence base. Further evidence is needed to show that
Hart is working effectively with neighbouring Boroughs and has a shared long term strategy for
meeting future housing needs in the HMA.
Holding objection on the basis that 1) In accordance with the duty co-operate, it has been
confirmed that not all reasonable measures have been taken to demonstrate that all unmet
housing need is consumed across its own Housing Market Area (HMA). Under the Duty to
Cooperate must undertake discussions with Wokingham Borough Council, to consider the
strategic infrastructure requirements and infrastructure delivery implications of the proposed
housing site allocations at Eversley, Yateley and Land adjacent to Riseley will have upon
Wokingham Borough. 2) Hart also has a “duty to cooperate” with Neighbourhood Plans and
should present evidence to demonstrate that it has done and continues to do so.
Need to ensure the issue of SANG provision has been adequately considered as part of the duty
to cooperate in order to ensure that Hart and neighbouring authorities can mitigate against
harm to the Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Areas ensuring the housing requirement can
be met in the plan period without being undermined by a lack of available SANG sites.
Accommodating un-met need through a further Development Plan Document is not a sound
approach. If there is any doubt cast over the need to accommodate un-met needs from other
Authorities, certainty must be created by this plan. More flexibility needs to be built into this
Plan through further safeguarded housing allocations if the need arises.
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Rushmoor has indicated it can meet its share of the housing target. It is reasonable therefore to
reduce the overall SHMA target for the whole Housing Market Area (HMA), releasing pressure
on Surrey Heath and Rushmoor as ‘additional flexibility’ is no longer required.
Hart should make up housing shortfalls in other areas. The boundaries of the authorities should
be maintained as they currently are.

Hart District Council Response
Since the Regulation 18 stage Hart has changed approach and used the Government’s standard
methodology for establishing housing needs. The Plan contains the policies and mechanisms to
ensure that needs across the HMA will be met. A Duty to Co-operate Statement has been published
alongside the proposed Submission Version of the Local Plan.
Hart has undertaken additional work on infrastructure including a Transport Assessment which looks
across the district boundary to consider impacts in adjoining areas.
With regards to unmet housing need from London- Hart has not been asked by any London
authorities including the GLA to accommodate any unmet needs. While it is accepted that there are
links between London and Hart, in terms of commuting for example, it is unrealistic to expect an
individual authority in the South East to unilaterally incorporate an element of additional housing to
assist London. If London has unmet needs to be met elsewhere this needs a strategic, coordinated
approach.

Evidence Base
______________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 42

Number of objections: 35

Number of general comments: 4

Number of supports: 3

______________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/ Comments






The SHMA undertaken jointly with Rushmoor and Surrey Heath has considered long-term
historic migration trends. This is welcomed. The Council should note the latest population and
household projections. The Councils commitment to meeting its housing need in full is
supported and the consideration of the new settlement as part of this reflects a strategic longerterm approach.
Support the Sustainability Appraisal (SA) and the emphasis on sustainability throughout the
Draft Local Plan. A greater emphasis should be placed on health and wellbeing through
conducting a Health Impact Assessment on the local plan or including this more explicitly within
the SA.
Support the inclusion of the Strategic Flood Risk Assessment (Level 1 and 2 and Sequential Test
Addendum) and Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Water Cycle Study as part of the documents
forming your evidence base supporting your local plan.
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Understand that a Habitats Regulations Assessment will be completed for the Local Plan and
would be happy to provide further comments on this.

Housing
The affordable housing uplift is arbitrary and not justified. Including a large contingency will
mandate the houses are built, possibly unnecessarily.
The SHMA has under-estimated the objective assessment of housing need (OAHN) of Hart
District and the wider HMA by not correctly applying changing migration patterns between
London and the South East, not making adjustments for market signals which could reasonably
be expected to improve affordability and not satisfactorily addressing affordable housing needs.
The OAHN has been calculated to actually be 607dpa.
There is a lack of consideration of overall sustainability - power, water, sewerage, railways,
education, highways, health etc. Development should not be planned before all other agencies
have considered their own resources.
Neither the Local Plan nor Sustainability Appraisal contains a financial assessment of the
alternative means of providing the housing need.
Welcome the use of the Sedgefield method for assessing five year housing land supply.
However, the Council's five year housing land supply does not reflect the Council’s draft Local
Plan. It must be updated to reflect the delivery of 10,185 new homes at 485 dwellings per
annum, especially if the plan period is to remain as 2011 to 2031. The Council is using a mix of
targets from the South East Plan and the OAN from the 2015 SHMA and is inconsistent with the
draft Local Plan. It is unclear if any allowance has been made for non-delivery of sites and the
impact this would have on the Council’s five year housing land supply. A 10% non-delivery rate
of current planning permissions should be factored in.
A full review of the SHMA is needed to include both analysis of Rushmoor and Surrey Heath,
include influences on housing need from outside the HMA and to review its timespan.
The forecasts predict the population will grow to 99,100 by 2021. These forecasts are not
identified or justified, and are fundamental to the Local Plan. It is assumed the forecasts take no
account of the likely reduction in immigration (or possible increase in emigration) as a
consequence of Brexit or otherwise.
Object to more employment growth. Other adjacent centres are better placed like Reading,
Basingstoke and Camberley. Any growth in Hart will be modest reflecting national trends. It is
absurd when the SHMA makes a further increase to the housing target to take account of future
jobs growth. The projections of 1,200 jobs per annum is far more than the 1998-2015 average of
1,029 and the report itself states that it is unrealistic to expect recent jobs growth to continue at
the same rate. There should be no jobs growth uplift in the SHMA. Increasing the target by 2,000
dwellings is inappropriate.

Hart District Council Response
A review of the SHMA methodology has been undertaken on behalf of the HMA authorities
(December 2017) and concludes that the OAHN is robust. However, the Submission Plan is based on
the standard methodology for calculating housing needs which the Government consulted on1 after
the Regulation 18 stage.

1

Planning for the right homes in the right places, CLG, September 2017
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Sustainability Appraisal
The Sustainability Appraisal concluded that the preferred option put forward in the Council’s
emerging Local Plan is not sufficiently justified over and above others.
The Sustainability Appraisal does not provide a robust assessment of the impact that these
allocations will have on the respective settlements. Nor does it consider the impact of not
allocating development according to the Council’s own vision statement noting that; “Historic
villages such as Odiham and Hartley Wintney will be vibrant centres providing facilities for
residents and visitors.”
The Sustainability Appraisal and the Plan are not aligned. A combined option has been chosen in
the current version of the Plan but this option and the reasonable alternatives to it (as presented
in the Refined Housing Options 2016) have not been tested. The Sustainability Appraisal’s
approach should be revised to fully consider a variety of options and to not exclude medium
sized settlements as potentially suitable locations for development.
The SA does not provide detailed criteria or a scoring mechanism, limiting its objectiveness and
ability to compare reasonable alternatives.
The Sustainability Appraisal evaluates 6 ‘reasonable alternative’ strategies for meeting the
uplifted requirement of 10,185 homes. It does not regard the OAN figure of 8,022 dwellings as a
reasonable alternative. This should not be rejected as a reasonable alternative so the significant
sustainability effects of planning for the additional housing can be fully appraised. There is no
direct comparison between Murrell Green and Winchfield in the SA. For example, by the
identification of additional Options 2a, 3a, 4a and 5a that would in effect swap 1,800 homes at
Murrell Green for the same number at Winchfield
The Sustainability Appraisal fails to utilise the settlement hierarchy when formulating the spatial
strategy. Current approach has not been justified. The Sustainability Appraisal has not fully
considered medium sized sites and thus fails to bring enough forward for inclusion in the Draft
Hart Local Plan. The Sustainability Appraisal’s approach should be revised to fully consider a
variety of options.
The sustainability appraisal should consider the impact of the local plan beyond the current
Local Plan period to include, for example where new settlements have scope for further
expansion in the future. There is no clear explanation for choices of one option over another and
is subjective. Options 2 to 5 (which include Murrell Green) are not in line with the option chosen
by the majority for a new settlement at Winchfield of 3000+ houses (Option 6). The dispersal
strategy was a secondary choice, not the primary choice so little weight should be accorded to it.
Winchfield could be re-examined as an initial site for 1,800 homes which would provide the
scope for future expansion beyond the Local Plan period.
The SA notes the allocation of brownfield sites (such as Hartland Village) can potentially give rise
to a degree of risk in respect of delivery due to considerable lead-in times, as infrastructure
upgrades are completed, and measures are put in place to mitigate constraints. However, it is
anticipated completion of the first phase of development (189 units) will be by the end of 2020.
The sustainability assessment is weak on flood risk and climate change mitigation.
There are concerns in the robustness of the SA. The SA does not provide detailed criteria or a
scoring mechanism, limiting its objectiveness and ability to compare reasonable alternatives. The
SA only appraised 3,000 dwellings at Winchfield, with a comparable quantum of development to
Murrell Green not considered. As such, Winchfield performs worse in some instances
throughout the SA due to its larger size.

Hart District Council Response
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The sustainability work undertaken by the Council is an important consideration in testing the Plan’s
overall approach and the settlement options. The ‘Interim’ Report published at Regulation 18 stage
was revised and updated taking into account a number of factors including comments made at Reg
18. The full SA report was published at Regulation 19 stage.





















Other Evidence
The November 2016 SHLAA considers 212 sites for development and has only partially been
updated since the previous iteration, focused on sites that have been allocated for development
within the Plan. There is no further assessment to unallocated sites.
The SHLAA is flawed causing failures in strategy and approach to site allocations and plan
deliverability issues. The SHLAA should be updated to assess all sites, not just the allocations.
More sites deemed suitable for development should be included in the Plan.
The evidence base is incomplete. A Transport Assessment, Infrastructure Delivery Plan and a
Habitats Regulation Assessment are needed. The validity and effectiveness of the current
consultation is therefore compromised.
With no reference to a specific historic environment evidence base, Historic England cannot be
satisfied that the Local Plan is based on adequate, up-to-date and relevant evidence about the
historic environment” to enable the Plan to be consistent with national policy. Would welcome
a reference to non-designated heritage assets, including those identified on local lists as being of
local importance, archaeological finds noted on the Hampshire Historic Environment Record and
historic landscapes such as the Forest of Eversley.
It would be useful to understand better the Councils view on wider land requirements for
employment, and in particular industry/ warehousing/freight/ logistics as well as the potential
scope for the relocation of relevant uses where mutual benefits can be achieved.
HCC are not able to support the Plan at this early draft stage without having reviewed a
Transport Assessment. HCC therefore place a holding objection until able to review a Transport
Assessment and understand the methodology and process that has been followed to determine
the proposed development sites and identify appropriate mitigation measures.
In relation to the new settlement option, a mini Integrated Water Management Strategy (IWMS)
should be produced and specifically referred to. For all other major developments a detailed
drainage strategy early on in the development planning process is required. This should be
produced before the planning application is submitted.
Para 67. Both Southern Water & Thames Water need to specify their approach regards Hart.
Does it cover all future housing requirements in all three boroughs?
Need for an infrastructure plan. In particular need joint work with water companies, and review
of current road network, also need to consider need for a new hospital.
A deliverable long term vision for the district is needed within the HMA.
The District Council should progress a single plan for the District.
There needs to be a specific statement on the Royal Engineers establishment at Hawley. 2) Para
38, figure 3 the figures are 16 years out of date.

Hart District Council Response
The evidence base has continued to develop throughout the plan process. The Council wanted to
consult and seek views before finalising the strategy and then completing the evidence base in full.
Subsequent to the Reg 18 stage, and once the development strategy had been agreed, a Transport
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Assessment, Infrastructure Delivery Plan and other studies were published with the Regulation 19
stage. In addition the Council’s website will be updated and made clearer with regards to the
Historic Environment evidence base.

Vision and Objectives
____________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 15

Number of objections: 5

Number of general comments: 4

Number of supports: 6

______________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/comments
Vision






Support the Council’s Vision which prioritises the use of previously developed land to meet
future housing needs and for the development of Hartland Village as a new neighbourhood and
community focused development.
Support, particularly the intention to respect the separate character and identity of settlements
and landscapes.
Support but concerned that does not meet Key Issue 6.
Support for a Hart Urban Regeneration project.

Objectives
 Objective 3- Welcome the objectives around affordable housing and meeting the needs of all,
especially older people. Latest Hampshire County Council Population Forecasts predict a 15%
increase in over 65’s between 2016 and 2023. By 2023 over 65’s will make up 21% of the
borough’s population.
 Objective 5 – support.
 Objective 6 – supported but questions Councils role in delivery and timing of transport
improvements.
 Objective 8 - support as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and
clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment.
 Objective 9- Welcome the objective to maximise opportunities for walking, cycling and
accessible public transport. Would also be appropriate to include considerations of road safety.
 Objective 10 – support, would like to see emphasis on a 'net gain' in biodiversity.
 Objective 12- Support the objective to promote healthy communities. However, this should
include reference to health and the objective does not encompass the role local planning can
have in restricting health-damaging environments and facilities. For example, avoiding
concentration of unhealthy food outlets.
 Support references to education infrastructure in the plan’s vision and objectives, particularly
regarding the delivery of a secondary school and a primary school as part of the Murrell Green
development, and Policies SC1 and I9 as a means of securing additional education provision.
 Support the objectives, particularly those for significant housing development to meet needs.
Given strong emphasis within the objectives on significant housing development, we question
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why more development has not been apportioned to Fleet, the main centre and a sustainable
location.






















Justification/ Policy wording
The current ‘Vision and Objectives’ do not provide any significant aspirations relating to the
economy. The Plan recognises areas of economic decline, such as the office market in Hook, but
does not propose intervention to address this. The Plan fails to plan for enough job growth and
employment land to ensure continued economic growth.
Several aspects of the Plan’s vision are based on restricting to future housing growth and do not
allow for the flexible use of land. The Council should not give priority to PDL over the
development of sustainable greenfield sites. Over reliance on brownfield land may restrict
housing delivery. If a brownfield first approach is applied the Council may struggle to
demonstrate a robust 5-year housing land supply consistent with national policy.
The Local Plan Vision and Objectives fail to take advantage of the opportunity to modernise
Hart’s urban centres whilst protecting Hart’s countryside. The Vision should be centered on Fleet
and regenerating other urban centres. There should be improvements to the retail, cultural and
recreational amenities in the district. The council should develop plans for a theatre and cinema
in Fleet as part of an attractive mixed-use redevelopment.
Do not support the proposed level of housing.
The vision is unachievable as the quality of life and the environment will be severely and
negatively impacted without appropriate infrastructure. The Vision is not supported by the
strategic proposals.
Why will the rural economy only support ‘a range of micro-businesses’? Local plans should
‘support the sustainable growth and expansion of all types of businesses and enterprise in rural
areas’.
Amendments suggested relating to reference to 5 years housing supply and to meeting full
objectively assessed housing needs. Not necessary to make reference to not excluding places
due to service and infrastructure provision.
Should embody the vision for the Forest of Eversley.
Plan lacks a sense of purpose.
Objectives
Objective 2 – Object to development at Murrell Green.
Objective 5 – there should be more focus on using employment land for housing rather than
protecting it.
Objective 9- fails to address the many shortfalls in current infrastructure and there is a lack of
policies to protect the Conservation Areas.
Objective 9 – amendments proposed to focus development around existing high quality
transport infrastructure.
Key Issues



Key Issue 11- The Local Plan should acknowledge that the waters across Hart District are at the
head of the Loddon catchment – these headwaters feed the rivers and streams downstream,
meaning that enhancements and protection across Hart District are not only of direct benefit,
but also benefit the downstream waterbodies into which they flow. Equally any pollution of
Page 10 of 85

these waters or damage to their ecology is not only a loss to Hart, but may cause downstream
impacts throughout the Loddon Catchment.
Hart District Council Response
A number of amendments have been made to the Vision and Objectives to reflect changes in the
overall Spatial Strategy and to provide clarity in response to the representations made.

Our Settlement Hierarchy
____________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 6

Number of objections: 3

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 3

______________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses














Support/comments
Support the settlement hierarchy contained within the Draft Local Plan.
Support the identification of Hartley Wintney as a ‘Secondary Local Service Centre’. However,
concerned that the settlement hierarchy is based on outdated evidence
Support the Councils statement that “Development of all kinds needs to be managed and
directed to the most sustainable locations in the District in line with the Spatial Strategy” (para
137). However, do not consider this objective is being met when consideration is given to
allocate land within Tier 4 and 5 settlements rather than Hartley Wintney, a more sustainable
settlement.
Justification/ Policy wording
Some of the identified larger villages (tier 4) do not benefit from regular bus services and are
likely to be car dependent. Development at such locations would contribute to further carborne movements and congestion. Development at Hook and Hartley Wintney might create
sufficient critical mass to restore bus services in the wider A30 corridor between (Basingstoke).
Winchfield rail station provides an opportunity for low-carbon, sustainable travel that would be
an alternative for journeys to work, and other regular trips. Capacity on the line east of
Camberley is very limited but this is not true of destinations within the HMA, to the west
towards Basingstoke, Winchester and the South Coast. A new settlement with the station at its
heart would make walking and cycling attractive options for residents. Only Winchfield can offer
immediate convenient access to the station by walking and cycling.
Concern with the distribution of homes in the settlement hierarchy with some of the larger
settlements receiving a disproportionate level of growth for the settlement size and ability to
take growth. Further sites should be allocated at Yateley.
Object to the use of settlement boundaries that would preclude otherwise sustainable
development from coming forward. A criterion based assessment for development should be
used.
The settlement hierarchy is flawed. Mill Lane shares facilities in the same way as, for example,
Eversley Cross/Up Green or Odiham/North Warnborough. The appendix to the hierarchy lists no
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facilities at Mill Lane, whereas it has an M&S in the petrol station, a variety of employment and a
cafe and restaurant at the golf club which are open to the public. Mill Lane should therefore be a
tier 3 settlement and be added to table 4.
Settlements are identified in the settlement hierarchy as being more sustainable and having
higher levels of services and infrastructure but the housing distribution strategy doesn’t reflect
this.
The Draft Hart Local Plan excludes villages that have Neighbourhood Plans. There is no rationale
to this. A clearer housing distribution policy should be developed and the approach to housing
distribution adjusted to include the settlement hierarchy. It is also recommended that windfall
sites are removed from the housing calculations.

Hart District Council Response
The settlement hierarchy is an evidence base study that helps us understand the nature of the
district and its settlements. It does not follow that the spatial development strategy should follow
the hierarchy.
In light of issues raised regarding the settlement hierarchy, and in light of the change in strategy
from the Reg 18 stage to the Reg 19 stage, the Settlement Hierarchy was moved from the Spatial
Strategy section into the Context section. This was because the hierarchy was actually of little
relevance to the new strategy (the only site allocation being Hartland Village SS2) and was presented
purely to help the reader understand the Plan’s context.
At the submission stage a further change is proposed which removes the hierarchy in the Plan,
recognising that it could become superseded by new work, albeit it is referred to in a footnote.
Where there is an adopted neighbourhood plan which includes housing allocations, these have been
included within the sources of supply.

Our Spatial Strategy
Policy SS1 Spatial Strategy
______________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 148

Number of objections: 62

Number of general comments: 10

Number of supports: 76

______________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/Comments
Overall Strategy


Support the whole plan. Support the selection of the old NGTE land at Pyestock for major
development; likewise the land at Murrell Farm. Welcome full account is taken of the
Odiham NDP.
Page 12 of 85























Support much of the local plan and no allocation to Dogmersfield. Welcome the protection
it brings to small communities against developments located within the countryside and to
the Dogmersfield conservation area including the proposed development gap between
Crookham Village and Dogmersfield.
Generally supportive of the proposed spatial strategy which represents a good balance
between maximising brownfield opportunities and making a positive range of allocations
which aim to meet identified needs for the District.
Support the proposed spatial strategy which seeks the development of small sites in a
distributed manner across the District, in addition to the provision of a new settlement.
Support rejection of urban extensions.
No objections to housing sites.
Support the overarching spatial strategy of delivering homes through a variety of
development options, distributing growth throughout the plan period and including
development at the edge of existing settlements. However, there are some concerns
regarding HDC’s proposed strategy for development at the edge of existing settlements,
with not all sites allocated and some to be determined through the Neighbourhood Plan,
raising concerns regarding the deliverability of the proposed dwellings.
Support the policy decision to uplift the housing requirement being planned for during the
plan period to help meet priority need for subsidised affordable rented homes. However,
question whether this could in fact be taken further to meet more of the affordable need of
the District.
Surrey Heath Borough Council supports the approach set out in the Spatial Strategy to meet
OAHN for Hart over the plan period. Surrey Heath is severely constrained and current
information suggests it is unlikely that Surrey Heath will be in a position to meet the OAHN
for the Borough. Requests that Hart recognises in developing the spatial strategy and
policies to deliver housing that these are flexible enough to meet any demonstrated unmet
need arising in Surrey Heath.
Support the uplift. Consider the figure should be seen as a minimum and may need to
increase further in light of necessary changes to the plan period as well as the outcomes of
ongoing duty to co-operate discussions.
Support development of brownfield sites for housing.
Support delivery target of 10,175 homes (485dpa) and welcome the decision to go beyond
the minimum needs suggested by the demographic projections. Using the 2012 SNPP as the
starting point to assess needs reflects migratory patterns that are not typical for area. The
starting point for any assessment of need may not be the SNPP but the longer term scenario
considering population growth of 13% compared to the 8.2% growth forecast in the SNPP.
This better reflects future growth in population within Hart. Further work should be
undertaken. The target may need to be increased in order to meet housing needs.
Supports the allocation of sites to provide 10,185 dwellings a figure above the SHMA
requirement to cater for subsidised affordable rent. Any unmet need in the Housing Market
Area should be met within that area in the first instance. May need to allocate additional
safeguarded sites to ensure the HMA need is met in full.

Justification/Policy wording
Object to the quantum of development for Fleet. All of the brownfield sites are located
inside the settlement boundary and therefore are already afforded the principle of
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development. The Draft Local Plan should remove specific settlement figures from
paragraph 109, as this information is not justified through site allocations or supported by
empirical evidence.
Object to the claims in the Draft Local Plans regarding strategic urban extensions.
There is an error in the numbered list ‘New Homes’ contained within policy 136 due to a
repetition of “Completions (1st April 2011 up to 31st January 2017)”.
Excessive over provision of housing numbers - already overburdened infrastructure and
travel links. Should not use sites such as Pale Lane, Winchfield or Murrell Green - urban
extensions offer far better opportunity for integration of new housing. New secondary
school is red herring - not within remit of such plans.
Object to building 10,185 new dwellings over the plan period 2011-2032.
Is not objectively assessed, in that it vastly over-achieves against Government housing policy
and demands of demographic change. Hart’s decision to increase the target by 2,000
dwellings, to cater for Affordable Housing, is inappropriate. The breakdown of the additional
figure shows some half of the total is market housing which, by definition in Hart, is not
affordable.
Strategic Housing Market Assessment target of 8,022 is based on the market needs for Hart,
together with Rushmoor and Surrey Heath, so this should be the maximum within Hart’s
Local Plan.
By definition, the SHMA includes Affordable Housing.
Concern is raised over the redevelopment of the Lismoyne Hotel site (SHL195) on the
perimeter of the North Fleet Conservation Area. This would be uncharacteristic of the
prescribed densities for the Conservation Area and diminish the character of this “green
site.” The extent of the Conservation Area is being progressively eroded by inappropriate
development.
The housing figures should be expressed as being “at least” 10,185 dwellings (consistent
with Policy SS1) and additional sites should be allocated or the plan will not achieve the level
of development envisaged and so the plan will not be deliverable. The Council should not
expect additional development to come forward from windfalls. Should allocate sites at
sustainable settlements (such as Hartley Wintney).
The Plan period should expire in 2033/34 and consequently the housing requirement should
increase incrementally by the annual requirement.
It is unclear how these figures have been arrived at. It is assumed that part b) of the Policy
relates to Permissions and refers to a figure of 3,144 dwellings. It is not clear whether this
figure incorporates a 10-20% discount to allow for under delivery of previously approved
dwellings. 3,720 dwellings from four strategic allocations in Policy MG3 are relied upon.
Question the delivery of 1,800 dwellings at Murrell Green and 611 from smaller sites.
Incorrect reference to Policy SC9 (should be SC10).
The housing target is a significant under estimate on demographic need, adjustment for
market signals, affordable need and economic-led need. This is flawed and there is planned
to be a substantial shortfall in the amount of housing provided in the District. There could be
a requirement to meet any unmet need given the constraints faced with the Thames Basin
Heaths Special Protection Area (TBHSPA) and the Green Belt from Surrey Heath. This could
be around 2,000 dwellings. Allowance for this increases the housing requirement to 14,500
dwellings over the Plan period. There is a potential unmet need of between 2,000- 4,000
homes based on the SHMA OAHN.
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Object to the spatial strategy as it does not include strategic urban extensions which are
considered to be the most sustainable spatial development strategy. These will deliver the
evident shortfall in housing delivery of between 2,000 and 4,000 dwellings.
On the basis of the locally derived 485 dpa requirement set out in the draft Local Plan, the
Council is unable to demonstrate a five year supply of deliverable housing land. Accordingly,
the Council should look to allocate and allow for the early release of appropriate
development opportunities including those that make efficient use of previously developed
land and buildings.
The council's position appears to be that it will not boost supply for Hart's own affordable
housing objectives or take unmet need from elsewhere in the HMA (paras 97-98). There is a
need to secure a shared understanding/strategy within the HMA prior to publishing the
Regulation 19 Plan. One such solution would be shared policy wording within each Local Plan
in the HMA on strategic housing supply matters. This would enable all Plans to proceed on
slightly different timeframe but within the ‘contractual’ terms of a common approach. At
present, given that the Council has presented a strong rationale for boosting for its own
internal affordable needs it will be difficult to pull-back from this if the Surrey Heath supply
situation persists, as seems likely.
Object on the basis the Plan does not include sufficient allocations to positively plan for the
full OAHN for the District within the Plan period. There should be a full review of the SHMA
to include both analysis of Rushmoor and Surrey Heath, influences on housing need from
outside the HMA and also to review its timespan.
The components of supply set out in Policy SC5 exactly equal the overall proposed
requirement. Consequently, there is zero flexibility in the Council’s suggested supply over
the plan period. This underlines the need for further allocations and the potential for reserve
site allocations in order to ensure the identified at least housing requirement is indeed
achieved in a plan led manner.
Object to the proposed allocations and distribution of development proposed in the Plan,
including its failure to be able to demonstrate a 5-year housing land supply upon adoption.
Object as the SHMA for Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath is based upon the 2012 household
projections.
Question the use of the term ‘subject to the availability of deliverable avoidance and
mitigation measures in respect of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area.’ It is not
clear what the implications would be if sufficient avoidance and mitigation measures were
not available, particularly whether the Council’s housing requirements for the plan period
would still be met. This point should be further explored to ensure there are sufficient
mechanisms available and in the Council’s control to deliver the amount of SANG needed to
meet expected housing growth in the district and wider HMA.
The plan is heavily reliant on large strategic sites that may or may not deliver the housing
requirements in a timely manner. The intentions of national policy are clear and the
application of a phasing policy without proper evidence is in conflict national policy. Should
the Council fail to deliver these strategic sites at the end of the plan period, there is little
flexibility or opportunity provided to ensure that the housing requirement can be met in full.
The phasing elements of the strategic allocations are therefore unsound and should be
deleted.
The annual housing target of 485 homes to the end of the plan period 2032 will place
additional pressure on social infrastructure such as educational facilities.
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The dwelling requirement should be at least between 11,482 and 12,347 net additional
homes over the Local Plan period. This will ensure that sufficient affordable homes will be
delivered and is based on an affordable housing delivery of between 20% and 25% through
market led development.
Notes the Council is planning to meet its OAHN together with an uplift to help meet the
priority need for subsidised affordable rented homes. Welcome the development of a
Statement of Common Ground to set out clearly the position on meeting respective housing
needs.
It is queried if a) and b) should both read completions or if b) should relate to permissions
Amend bullet point 2 in SS1 the additional allowance d) or where it secures the delivery of
new homes in accordance with Policy SC5.
Criteria f) should not be quantified as potential capacity from rural exception sites is
unknown.
There is a lack of clarity on the definition of `local`. It should be defined as ‘local need from
the host settlement’ to ensure that the policy is not ambiguous.
A new settlement around Winchfield Railway Station was favoured by the majority of those
responding to the 2016 public consultation. It was demonstrated it was a sustainable
location in terms of transport, environment and had an ability to grow beyond the current
Plan Period. Winchfield is controlled by a single consortium and is preferable to Murrell
Green for a new settlement especially as no evidence has been provided that Murrell Green
would meet any of the sustainability tests or be deliverable in the early part of the Plan
Period. The draft Hart Local Plan does not recognise the current community of about 600
homes around Winchfield Railway Station (e.g. Figure 5, Spatial Strategy, omits Winchfield).
Planning to ‘over deliver’ against the target identified in the Strategic Housing Market Area
Assessment is supported. However, the identified supply falls short of the delivery target
(10,185 over the Plan Period). Planning for under provision is an unsound approach. More
flexibility can be achieved by including SHLAA site 204 (Shapley Ranch) as an allocation. The
windfall allowance, needs to be robustly justified.
Object as HDC has failed to demonstrate that the proposed adjustments to the overall
housing requirement beyond the identified OAN for Hart of 382 dpa are justified based upon
sound demographic evidence in order to boost the supply of affordable housing. Particularly,
given that the figure identified in the SHMA Update already took account of boosting
affordable housing delivery. It is not evident that the new settlement option identified in
the Draft Plan is required to meet Hart’s future housing needs. If HDC accepts the OAHN
figure of 8,022 dwellings Murrell Green would not be required as a housing allocation site as
HDC’s housing supply would have already exceeded the OAHN figure. Furthermore, a new
settlement at Winchfield would also be unnecessary, and unsuitable due to its associated
flood risk. It would also be incapable of assisting HDC boosting short-term affordable
housing delivery.
There is no rational explanation as to why an extra 2000 houses are sought above the 2016
SHMA assessment. Such a level of development will be catastrophic for the environment and
residents alike.
10,185 represents a massive 27% uplift on the true OAHN, solely, it is stated, to allow for
more Affordable Houses. That true OAHN itself included an ‘objectively assessed’
requirement for Affordable Houses – was that assessment therefore materially flawed?
What other elements of the assessment may be equally flawed?
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The minimum figure has now risen to over 8,000 without any indication as to why. There is
clearly no mandate to go above 10,000, or support, for this.
Object to the uplift in housing numbers. Whilst it is acceptable to have contingency
sites they should not be added into the requirement as this risks the houses being built
when they are not needed. Site allocations should be managed throughout the Plan
timescale. Contingencies should change according to circumstance as the Plan nears
adoption.
No houses have been allocated to Winchfield at all given the amount of land available in the
SHLAA.
Policy SS1 seeks to deliver in the region of 1,200 bedspaces. Contend that the actual
requirement is higher than that indicated by the Local Plan.
Scale and Distribution of Growth has not been positively prepared, nor is it effective as it
does not meet the OAHN of the District as required by paragraph 47 of the NPPF. An
increase in the emerging housing requirement should be made from 10,185 from 2011 to
2032 to 11,713.
The 2016 Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) has identified a ‘need’ of 8,022 new
dwellings over the plan period. The DCLG forecasts result in a need of 4,473 homes resulting
in housing need significantly above requirements. The DCLG 2014 based forecasts should be
used as the starting point. The adjustments used for jobs growth and affordable housing
uplift are too high. The housing target should be revised downwards accordingly. Further
increasing the target by 2000 dwellings is unnecessary. Additional flexibility for Rushmoor
and Surrey Heath is not required. Building more housing will not impact on house prices nor
lead to more houses being built. The spatial strategy can be easily adjusted to take account
of the final housing target agreed. Too many sites have been allocated if the housing
requirement is reduced.
Footnotes 6 and 7,have no reference to other known, available and deliverable brownfield
sites, identified in the SHLAA It gives an incorrect and under estimate of available brownfield
capacity besides those in Table 3. Table 3 total is not complete. It should be expanded to
include the supply from all SHLAA sites that are capable of contributing to the District’s need
over the Plan period. The site at Mill Lane Ref SHL179, has a capacity for 33 dwellings.
Consequently the 2,030 total should be increased to 2,063 at least.
The Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) target of 8,022 is based on the market
needs for Hart, together with Rushmoor and Surrey Heath, so this should be the maximum
housing figure.
The SHMA includes affordable housing.
The Plan lacks a clear and coherent housing distribution policy based on justifiable evidence.
The preference is to develop brownfield land and the necessity of greenfield sites is
emphasised to help meet housing needs. The general approach is for the greenfield sites to
be adjacent to existing settlements, but then rules out urban extensions to settlements
identified as being sustainable settlements.
Object to protection of brownfield sites from redevelopment where they suffer from high
vacancy rates. The policy cannot stop conversion of offices to apartments as no planning
permission is needed. These developments bring no S106 or CIL contributions for
infrastructure and don't provide an attractive sense of place. Preventing proper
redevelopment vital infrastructure funding is not available. It is acknowledged that there is
an over-supply of low grade office space.
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Amend policy. Bullet point 2 c) should add ‘…including in a Neighbourhood Plan.’ New
Homes c) should add: ‘…including sites considered by the SHLAA to be deliverable within the
Plan period’. The figure of 210 should be increased to 240 to enable the inclusion of a site at
Mill Lane, Crondall. The minimum total of 10,185 should be increased to at least 10,215.

Retail


Query the floorspace quoted in Policy SS1 are at variance with the conclusions of the Retail,
Leisure and Town Centres Study 2015 commissioned by the District Council. If the projected
new floor space is a simple pro-rata on the number of additional homes to be developed in
the plan period, this further exposes the issue of development without due consideration of
the supporting infrastructure. The proposed additional convenience and comparison retail
space, focused on Fleet Town centre, represents an increase on existing space of around
140% and 35% respectively. There is no available development space of these proportions
within the Fleet Town Centre. There is no overall economic strategy for Hart for retail and
the service sectors and development cannot be continually focused on Fleet and
development cannot be planned without fully appreciating the infrastructure requirements
to support the plan.

Hart District Council Response
Housing
1. Housing numbers - A review of the SHMA was commissioned in 2017 to establish whether
the OAHN in the SHMA is still robust. It concludes that it is, if you are following the
associated national practice guidance. However the range of views and objections to the
housing number illustrate the very problem that the Government is seeking to address by
introducing a standard methodology. The Council changed approach between Reg 18 and
Reg 19 stages replacing the SHMA OAHN approach (and associated uplifts) with the
Government’s proposed standard methodology, following the transitional arrangements in
‘Planning for the right homes in the right places’.
2. The plan period - This follows the 2016 base date that was used for the Governments
indicative figures under the proposed standard methodology set out in Planning for the
Right Homes in the Right Places. The 2032 end date remains as per the Reg 18 Plan in line
with evidence on other topics e.g. Employment Land Review. It is not considered absolutely
necessary to move the end date to 15 years from adoption as it would result in a
disproportionate amount of cost and delay, and it is not an absolute requirement in the
NPPF.
3. Meeting unmet housing need in the HMA - A duty to cooperate statement explains the
position on DtC issues having considered the points made in representations.
4. SPA/SANG - Any housing target must be caveated that delivery will be subject to SPA
mitigation being in place. The Habitat Regulations Assessment justifies the Plan in terms of
impacts on SPA. The Duty to cooperate statement shows the joint working on SANG that has
taken place and continues to take place.
5. Housing Distribution and New settlement. The Council looked again at the sites included in
the Reg 18 Plan in light of representations made, monitoring data for housing completions
and permissions, and in the context of a new lower housing need figure generated by the
standard methodology. Subsequently the strategy was revisited so that the only allocation
needed is Hartland Village (see Policy SS3 in Proposed Submission Version). The approach to
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the new settlement changed so that rather than allocating a site for 1,800 homes, a process
for a DPD is established to plan a new settlement comprehensively in anticipation of
additional housing needs arising in future.
6. The target of 1,200 bedspaces (older persons housing) has been replaced with a discussion
of the need for different types of specialist housing for elderly at paragraph 195 of the Reg
19 Plan, to better reflect the evidence in the SHMA. The need for accommodation for the
elderly is addressed through Policies H1, H4, and SS3.
Retail
1.
The Council considers that the proposed floorspace figures are in line with the evidence
base, including the need to focus additional floorspace in Fleet.

Managing Growth
Policy MG1 Sustainable Development
______________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 28

Number of objections: 25

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 3

______________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses



Should define 'Sustainable Development'
Object to Policy MG1 and the supporting paragraphs (77, 95 and 101) and decision to build
10,185 dwellings over the plan period 2011-2032. The decision to increase the target by 2,000
dwellings to cater for affordable housing, is inappropriate. Half of the additional total is in fact
market housing. Therefore, it is not objectively assessed, as it over-achieves against Government
housing policy and demands of demographic change. The job growth adjustment is unjustifiable
as there are no new industrial premises and the offices in Fleet are empty and being converted
into dwellings.

*Other comments made against this Policy related to the overall spatial strategy, housing numbers
and choice of sites and have been summarised against Policy SS1.
Hart District Council Response
No changes have been made to this Policy as it reflects national planning policy. Some edits have
been made to the supporting text and a definition of Sustainable Development has been added into
the Glossary.

Policy MG2 Previously Developed Land
______________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 27

Number of objections: 20
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Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 7

______________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
















Support/comments
Support Policy MG2 and the approach to prioritising the use of previously developed land.
Support Policy MG2 but the reference to locations not within or immediately adjacent to the
defined settlement boundaries contradicts the first part of the policy in that it potentially
prohibits the development of brownfield land because it may be in more isolated locations in
transport terms. The policy does not allow for a thorough assessment of sustainability and is too
narrowly defined to transport matters. It should be redrafted to recognise that development of
brownfield land will be a priority. Reference to sustainability of sites outside defined settlement
boundaries should recognise that sustainability assessment of sites must relate to social,
environmental and economic factors.
Support redevelopment of brownfield land but object to redevelopment such as office
conversions which provide no infrastructure funding, and provide no mix of dwellings other than
1 & 2 bedroom flats.

Justification/ Policy wording
Object to protecting all brownfield sites.
Object to 2000 additional dwellings. If there is a need for so many houses they should be built
in brownfield locations to regenerate areas such as Pyestock.
More use should be made of brownfield sites. There is an oversupply of office space which could
be used for good quality affordable housing.
Object to further development on greenfield sites. There is scope to redevelop on land within
Fleet and the other larger centres. Brownfield sites should NOT be protected. Urban extensions
are not needed, if full use is made of brownfield sites.
The graph of housing demand on page 147 shows no slowing down of the house building rate
into the future. This linear projection is likely to overwhelm the provisions in this plan.
Brownfield land can only account for a small proportion of this future need and there will be
ongoing erosion of greenfield land, including buffer zones.
The Plan lacks a clear and coherent housing distribution policy based on justifiable evidence. The
approach to develop brownfield land will not be sustainable if a higher housing need is
identified. Further sustainable sites suitable for residential development e.g. Fleet and Church
Crookham may be needed.
More greenfield sites should be allocated on the edge of existing settlements and brought
forward quickly to meet demand for new housing. At least 1,500 homes are needed to meet the
Duty to Co-operate in relation to Surrey Heath and there are not sufficient brownfield sites
available.

Hart District Council Response
The support for the redevelopment of brownfield sites is noted and reflected within the Spatial
Strategy. This Policy has been deleted and some revised wording incorporated into the Spatial
Strategy Policy. Comments regarding the re-use of employment sites for housing are noted, however
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the need for housing must be balanced against the need to ensure an adequate supply of
employment land and opportunities within the District.

Policy MG3 Housing-led
______________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 16

Number of objections: 4

Number of general comments: 3

Number of supports: 9

______________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses














Support/comments
Support policy.
Support wording of Policy MG3 and allocation of Sun Park. Some detail in the Policy should be
within the supporting text. Bullet point 4 repeats national policy. Local planning authorities
should make a judgement as to whether a development proposal would generate ‘significant
amounts of movement’ on a case by case basis.
Support the allocation of strategic sites but to reduce risks associated with the delivery of a
small number of strategic sites, the Local Plan should allocate a greater number of smaller
housing sites which can be delivered more quickly and are less susceptible to delays e.g. sites
such as at Odiham/ Broad Oak.
Support Policy principle of re-using both Hartland Village and Sun Park for residential
development. Given the proximity of these allocations to Rushmoor’s boundary, the importance
of delivering adequate infrastructure such as school places, access to healthcare services, open
space, and on and off-site transport measures as part of the implementation of these proposals
is critical.
Support Policy and consider criteria (e) and (f) are fundamental to boosting the supply of these
specific types of housing for which there is significant demand. The site at Wintney Court,
Hartley Wintney should be allocated as a strategic site within the plan due to the similarities
which exist between the aims of the site and those of the age-specific Cross Farm proposal.
Although the proposal is smaller and does not extend to that of a care village, it will expand on
the plan’s range of specialist housing, deliver community facilities and a SANG.
Support allocation of Hartland Village but inclusion of the need for a comprehensive masterplan
should be deleted.
Support development of “brown field” sites if to the same standards as other potential sites and
where its impacts are judged on the same standards as any other site. The development of
brown field land should not be to the detriment of the surrounding area. There is concern over
the term “viably developed” which is a euphemism for over developed. Welcome the setting of a
site for a new secondary school as a strategic priority.
Support brownfield sites. Diagram and text should be re-ordered. Need to show the site within
the district context. Need to avoid a through route. Screening is not needed to the west, north
and east. Capacity could be 2-3000 homes. There is no provision for a church, GP surgery or
monument to commemorate those who worked at NGTE. Provision needed for travel to the
railway station and Fleet.
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Support policy as it provides sufficient guidance to assist in masterplanning of the strategic
allocations without being overly prescriptive or onerous. Support the allocation of additional
employment land at Murrell Green Business Park for employment uses. Unclear why this is
restricted to B1c uses and do not consider this to be justified.
Support policy and the housing led approach with the requirement for a comprehensive
masterplan for Hartland Village and Murrell Green.
Justification/Policy wording
Object to the identification of Murrell Green MG3 as a preferable location for a strategic new
settlement over Winchfield.
Object to policy as it does not include sufficient allocations to meet the full OAHN within the
Plan period and is not in accordance with the NPPF. Support paragraph 290 and its aim, and the
focus of development near the most sustainable settlements, in particular, focusing new
development at/around Fleet and Church Crookham. Land west of Ewshot Lane is a suitable
housing site to provide up to 150 dwellings.
The new housing requirement is not proportionally spread. Fleet and Yateley account for a
shortfall of over 3000 new homes. To protect the rural nature of Hart the principle should be
established for the housing allocations to be split proportionally between all settlements and
parishes.
The figure of 66 houses for Crondall has been derived from one of the sites (SHLAA74) identified
in the 2015 SHLAA. Some of the underlying assumptions on which inclusion of this SHLAA was
originally justified are incorrect. The quantum (and location) of Crondall’s contribution should be
determined from its emerging Neighbourhood Plan.
Cross Farm is not strategic and should be removed from the policy.
Requests that the policy be amended to reflect the need to mitigate impacts on both the local
and strategic network, in line with the DfT Circular 02/2013 and Local Plan Policy I3.
Object to the site allocations as the overall housing requirement has been overstated and too
many sites have been allocated for development. If, the lower housing target is not adopted, an
objection is raised to all the green field sites identified and in particular, Murrell Green.

Hart District Council Response
The overall housing requirement has reduced in scale with the move to the new standard
methodology. Coupled with a significant number of sites already in the supply this has meant that
all the housing allocations in the Reg 18 Plan have been deleted with the exception of Hartland
Village, a previously developed vacant site allocated for a new community (Policy SS2 in Reg 19
Plan). The allocation for a new community at Murrell Green has effectively been subsumed within
the Area of Search for a new settlement (Policy SS3 in Reg 19 Plan).

Policy MG4 Employment Land
______________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 4

Number of objections: 2

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 2

______________________________________________________________________________
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Summary of Responses







Support/comments
Agree that the majority of new employment development should be on existing and on the
employment allocations identified in Policy MG4.
Support the approach in providing for employment needs by regenerating existing employment
areas.
Support the allocation of additional land at Eversley Storage but propose amending the policy
wording to read ¬Eversley Storage is allocated as a locally important employment site that can
expand by 2.02ha.
Justification/ Policy wording
Hook's development is excessive and not supported by the required infrastructure additions. If
Murrell Green is built this will divert much needed infrastructure improvements from Hook.
The additional employment land identified under Policy MG4 is totally inadequate to meet the
demands of the projected increased population. There is no coherent employment policy.

Hart District Council Response
Support for the allocations is noted. This Policy has been deleted and the reference to the
employment allocation at Eversley Storage incorporated into Policy ED2. Reference to the
employment allocation at the new settlement has been deleted in line with deletion of the proposed
new settlement at Murrell Green. Reference to employment at the new settlement has been
incorporated into a new policy SS3 covering an area of search for a new settlement at Murrell
Green/Winchfield. The approach to employment development is in line with the evidence identified
in the Employment Land Review.

Policy MG5 Development in the Countryside
______________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 37

Number of objections: 17

Number of general comments: 4

Number of supports: 16

______________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses




Support/comments
Support Policy and protection of the countryside/natural environment/green infrastructure
assets.
The policy wording provides sufficient flexibility to enable the main types of development likely
to take place in the countryside.
Support small scale development in the countryside as long as there is the necessary
infrastructure; that the development enhances the location, is fitting for a small village, is not
urbanising, and that the typical street scene is maintained; and that the community and services,
schools and doctors etc. can cope.

Justification/Policy wording
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Object to the exclusion of reference to mixed tenure developments within the wording of MG5
sub-para. f) as provided by SC9. It should be amended to read: ‘f) providing mixed tenure and
affordable…’
Concern that development allowed through MG5 could adversely affect the separation between
Hook and Rotherwick particularly along the B3349.
Given the strategic and sub-regional importance of the expansion of Cody Technology Park,
there should be a specific policy to deal with this site and its further expansion to meet
requirements for additional employment land.
Land south of Riseley should remain open countryside.
General comment on the countryside and strategic gaps between developments which play
important roles in providing functioning ecological networks and provide a variety of habitats for
a diverse range of species. Whilst these may lie outside of designated sites and the species
within them are not afforded any particular protection, they are all part of a functioning
ecosystem and their function and value for wildlife should be acknowledged in the text of this
policy.
The development of the Wintney Court would be supported by the proposed policy but it is
nevertheless considered that the site should be allocated as a strategic site.
The definition of countryside needs further clarification beyond just being outside settlement
boundaries. It is unclear how much countryside is in agricultural use and is fully accessible to
public? A much clearer policy on why land should not be developed needs to be drafted.

Hart District Council Response
The countryside policy seeks to maintain the existing open nature of the countryside and to set out
the small scale development which may be appropriate to support the rural area's needs. Affordable
housing is covered by Policies in the Housing Chapter. Other policies in the Plan cover housing,
infrastructure requirements and employment development.
The supporting text refers to ecological habitats.
Policy is renumbered Policy NBE1.

Policy MG6 Gaps between Settlements
______________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 181

Number of objections: 58

Number of general comments: 15

Number of supports: 105

______________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses


Support/Comments
Support policy to preserve existing gaps to help prevent coalescence of settlements and
maintain their separate identity. With the allocation at Firgrove Road there is potential for a
strategic approach to development in this part of this District provided across site SHL272 and
the land at Marsh Lane. Consideration should be given to this strategic approach including
allocating the land and associated SANG at Marsh Lane.
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Support policy and the proposed gaps, seeking to prevent any physical or visual coalescence of
Hook with nearby areas.
Support policy to maintain local gaps, particularly between Hook and Newnham and Hook and
Rotherwick and Newnham and Rotherwick
Support policy identifying a gap between Crookham Village and Fleet/Church Crookham but the
Cross Farm proposal would place a dominating modern development of uniform housing plus
multi-storey blocks hard up against the linear historic old village and its heritage assets - hence
effectively eliminating the gap.
Support settlement gap between Sandhurst and Yateley/Blackwater.
Support settlement gaps to maintain the identity of towns and villages. The gap between Darby
Green and Yateley preserves the distinct identities of these two areas. The gap appears to be
included as part of the ‘Yateley/Blackwater/Sandhurst’ Settlement Gap shown in “Figure 5.
However, it is not explicitly obvious from the description.
Broadly support the policy but believe that where a settlement gap is already relatively narrow,
the Plan should go to further to recognise their importance by identifying where development of
the gaps would not be permitted. The Yateley/Blackwater/Sandhurst and Hawley to
Farnborough Settlement Gaps are examples of gaps under threat which require further
protection against development. In the interim whilst the Neighbourhood Plan is being
developed, the Local Plan should provide this protection.
Support policy in seeking to protect the countryside and the green infrastructure assets that
exist within them, such as public rights of way, for examples, at Eversley Footpath 16, Heckfield
Footpath 501, South Warnborough and Yateley (Eversley Restricted Byway 28).
Support para 160 which recognises gaps with public rights of way such as Hook/ Newnham
provide highly valued recreational facilities.
Maintaining local gaps is important to keep separate sense of community.
Support Local Gap between Hook and Newnham. No development should take place outside
the western boundary of Hook encroaching on the Local Gap.
Support gaps in perpetuity including Murrell Green to Hook and Murrell Green to Hartley
Wintney as part of the Murrell Green allocation.
Support policy for strategic gap between North Warnborough and Greywell.
Support policy and recommend the defined gaps have strong defensible boundaries. Where a
housing allocation is being proposed within a previously defined gap – Hartland Village,
Crookham Village, Yateley any new boundary to development must be more defensible, in
planning terms, than the existing one. If this cannot be achieved, the proposed new housing
allocation should be deleted.
Support the principle of the identification of gaps in these locations and the identification of
gaps between Hawley and Farnborough and Fleet and Farnborough.
Support maintaining a settlement gap between Eversley and Yateley, and Eversley Centre and
Eversley Cross.
Support gap at Owen’s Farm between Hook and Hart’s western boundary. It is noted that the
modest growth proposed in Hook and the precise boundaries of the Gap will be determined
through the Hook Neighbourhood Plan.

Policy/boundaries/identified gaps


Gaps between settlements, and SANG should be included on the Proposals Map. Brook House is
not located in a settlement gap. The indicative masterplan for Brook House provides a strong
defensible boundary at the north of the site in the form of SANG and public open space,
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meaning that there is no risk of future encroachment of development further north. The policy
should include flexibility for additional Strategic SANG sites.
Object to policy as it is not justified, effective and is also inflexible. The gaps have been identified
with regard to an emerging housing requirement figure that does not accord with OAHN and the
policy is not effective because allocations fall within the local gaps.
Object to any proposal to bridge the gap between Hook and Newnham which must remain to
preserve the separate identities of the two settlements
There is a clear conflict between sites proposed for allocation and those areas to be safeguarded
as a local gap. The allocated sites which are also situated in a gap as identified in Policy MG6
should be removed from the Plan.
Object to the designation of the North Warnborough-Greywell Local Gap as it has no supporting
evidence in either the Odiham Neighbourhood Plan or the Draft Hart Local Plan. The Greywell to
North Warnborough Local Gap was removed from the Neighbourhood Plan and there is no
justification for reinstating it. The Landscape Capacity Study identifies the ability of the
landscape in this area to support a level of development.
The gaps are carried over from the adopted Local Plan without any assessment of their
continued merit or changes as a result of new development since the 2006 Plan was adopted. It
is noted the extent of the gaps will be determined through the Hart Local Plan: Development
Management Policies or Neighbourhood Plans, but such changes could affect decisions
regarding the location of new development and for this reason should be considered at this
stage.
In the context of land west of Ewshot Lane, Church Crookham, a large proportion of the western
part of the site to the west of Ewshot Lane is designated as a Local Gap under saved Policy CON
21. Change to gap boundary suggested. Development of the site would have little impact on the
functioning of the local gap. The policy should either be replaced by a criteria based approach or
the boundaries of the Local Gap changed to reflect the boundaries around the site west of
Ewshot Lane, Church Crookham.
Object to the boundaries of the gaps not being defined now as it does not give the necessary
clarity to steer development. The boundaries should either be fully defined or the policy should
be removed.
New development can often be located in countryside gaps without leading to the physical or
visual merging of settlements, eroding the sense of separation between them or resulting in the
loss of openness and character. There is no evidence supporting the extent of the current
countryside gap designations. Some identified gaps have been carried over from the Hart Local
Plan 1996-2006 Saved Policies.
The countryside and gaps between developments play important roles in providing functioning
ecological networks and provide a variety of habitats for a diverse range of species. Whilst these
may lie outside of designated sites and the species within them are not afforded any particular
protection, they are all part of a functioning ecosystem and their function and value for wildlife
should be acknowledged in the text of this policy.
Object to leaving the designation of gaps to the Neighbourhood Plan process. Support the
safeguarding of SANG land at Murrell Green and its transfer to the Council for utilisation by
other appropriate residential development
The QinetiQ site falls within the identified gap between Fleet and Farnborough. However the
proposed extension of the existing allocation does not undermine this as there is built
development on the site and it is heavily screened. This approach has already been accepted in
respect of the redevelopment of the National Grid site to the north.
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Object to policy. There should be a reference to the principle of development being acceptable
at Hartland village even though it is located in the ‘Fleet to Farnborough’ Settlement Gap.
Cross Farm allocation would create a high density development immediately adjacent to the
historic buildings in the historic village conservation area. As such it would eliminate the
designated gap altogether, resulting in the unacceptable coalescence of the two settlements.
Policy should be reworded to be more in line with the extant CON21 to allow more flexibility in
determining acceptable development within the gaps.
Amend policy by removing the ‘North Warnborough to Greywell’ gap, on the basis that it is not
required and that the physical restrictions of the Whitewater Valley are sufficient to prevent
coalescence or inappropriate development.
Keep Local Gaps to maintain Hook and Newnham as separate villages. No further development
should take place outside the existing western boundary of Hook.
Object to allocation of Murrell Green as it effectively coalesces Hartley Wintney and Hook.
The policy should be clear that development west of Hook is not appropriate, to protect the
space between the settlements of Hook and Newnham.
Object to the erosion of the gap between Hook and Hartley Wintney by the Murrell Green new
settlement proposal, which will create 2 much smaller gaps. An urban extension at Hook Nursery
would have a minimal impact upon existing gaps and will be unlikely to erode the open
countryside.
Object to further development in Yateley which will remove the gap to Eversley Cross. This will
effectively merge the 2 villages together.
Object to the proposed gaps either side of Murrell Green as these are too small and will
subsequently be developed.
New Gaps
There should be a Local Gap between Hook and Winchfield, Hook and Newnham, Hook and
Rotherwick
Should add a gap between Hook and Rotherwick.
There should be an additional gap to prevent the coalescence of Crondall with Crookham Village,
Church Crookham and other settlements.
A gap should be added between Crondall and Bowling Abbey/Church Crookham.
Amend policy to maintain a strategic gap between Crondall and the existing and any future
developments to the North
Amend policy to provide a gap between the proposed Murrell Green development and
Potbridge to the south of the railway line.

Hart District Council Response
Gaps seek to prevent coalescence or damage to the separate identities of settlements. Designating
settlement gaps does not prevent meeting housing needs because the Plan seeks to overprovide
housing beyond levels required by the draft Government standardised housing requirement. For
clarification, the purpose of Gaps is not to provide SANG but land that is set aside as SANG may lie
within a designated Gap between settlements.
Indicative locations of the Gaps will be added to the Policies Map as well as the Key Diagram. This
Local Plan covers the overall strategic policy and site allocations rather than detailed gap boundary
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reviews. Precise settlement gap boundaries will be reviewed and defined in the next Local Plan and
through Neighbourhood Plans, where these are being prepared.
Cross Farm (Policy SC3) and Murrell Green (Policy SC2) site allocations are to be deleted from the
Plan. Longer term development needs will be met by an area of search for a new settlement. Any
new settlement gaps will be identified as part of masterplanning work which will be undertaken
alongside the preparation of a New Settlement DPD. The following gaps are therefore deleted
i. Murrell Green to Hook and ii. Murrell Green to Hartley Wintney.
Descriptions of each gap are covered in the supporting evidence studies.
A reference to the policy is added referring to preventing coalescence between settlements. This is
to amplify the criteria for assessing whether proposals would diminish the physical or visual
separation of settlements or compromise the integrity of the gap individually or cumulatively with
other developments.
It is proposed to retain the proposed Gap between North Warnborough and Greywell which
comprises a single field in agricultural use to prevent settlement coalescence. No changes are
proposed to the indicative gaps between Hook and Newnham or between Yateley and Eversley
Cross.
Rotherwick and Hook, Crondall and Crookham village are separated by a significant areas of
countryside and coalescence is unlikely. A gap is therefore not needed.
The policy is renumbered NBE2 and a Gaps Topic Paper has been prepared to support the Proposed
Submission Local Plan.

Sustainable Communities
Policy SC1 Hartland Village
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 61

Number of objections: 40

Number of general comments: 2

Number of supports: 19

__________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses




Support/comments
Support allocation of Hartland Village as a suitable and sustainable location and confirm, its
delivery as set out at in draft Policy SC1. Amend policy to confirm that the first phase of the
development will be completed by Q4 2020. Several minor amendments will aid legibility.
Additional reference to healthcare suggested in text. Identifies a replacement Plan for Figure
6.
Support point i) which ensures the development will be safe from flooding. However, this
site has flood zones 3 and 2 adjacent to the west boundary. Developers will be required to
demonstrate in a site-specific Flood Risk Assessment how flood risk will be managed over
the development lifetime taking account of climate change and reflect recommendations
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included in the Level 2 SFRA. The policy should ensure any adverse impacts of pollution are
adequately considered and mitigated.
Support development at Hartland Village and Sun Park.
Support point g) as it will not be possible to avoid or mitigate adverse effects of the
adjoining SINC request further information on how this site can be taken forward.
The draft policy aligns with evidence base findings and is therefore supported.
Delivery over Plan period
Object to policy. Object to the Council’s reliance on this site to deliver 1,500 dwellings within
the Plan period and its ability to deliver housing units by 2021/22 due to issues including
contamination, land remediation, infrastructure requirements and time needed for reserved
matters/public consultation. We would suggest a maximum delivery of 1,100 dwellings
during the plan period.
Object to the reliance on this site to deliver 1,500 dwellings within the Plan period and its
ability to deliver housing units by 2021/22. Suggest a maximum delivery of 1,100 dwellings
during the plan period, resulting in an under supply of housing by 400 units over the plan
period.
Two strategic sites together total 71% of the total remaining housing requirement to be
identified (4,591 dwellings). The sites also represent 32.4% of the total housing requirement
for the district. Failure of these sites to deliver housing at the rate expected, or non-delivery
of the schemes would put the Council’s housing land supply position and the achievement of
the policy requirements of the emerging Local Plan at risk.
It is uncertain whether a consortium has been set up so if not, commencement of
construction is likely to be delayed.
A shortfall across these two sites of around 850 sites has been calculated (Murrell Green and
Hartland Village). This shortfall could be met through additional allocations such as Searls
Farm.
Justification/Policy wording
Hartland Park must provide the full 40% affordable dwellings in line with Hart Council’s
policy (so as not to add further pressure to uplift the overall numbers).
The policy is 40% affordable housing but only half that number including a likely figure of
less than 20% will be provided at Hartland Park
Hartland Park, for instance, is proposed at only 20% affordable (a shortfall of 300 affordable
units that will need to be met elsewhere). Full affordable provision should be made on
strategic sites.
1500 dwellings is too high due to traffic issues, living environment, density and character of
the surrounding area.
Kennels Lane is not ideal as the major route towards J4A of the M3. It is strongly suggested
that major improvements to this route should form part of the proposals for the Hartland
Park site.
A priority for the Council is achieving affordable housing. Current use will affect Hartland
Park viability and ability to deliver affordable housing. This is one reason why Hook Nursery,
should be considered more favourably, as it has a lower existing use value.
There are no designated heritage assets on or around this site.
A large area of the site is within the minerals and waste consultation area (MWCA) sand and
gravel (superficial) layer. It is expected that a mineral assessment is undertaken and
opportunities for mineral extraction considered and maximised.
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Emerging ESFA Forward Loan Fund supports school delivery. This may be of interest to the
Council.
Part of this site is within 400m of the Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area (SPA).
The policy should ensure that there is no net increase in residential development within the
400m zone. We would suggest including wording such as that under policy SC4 e).
Wording should be added to the policy to avoid a biodiversity net loss.
Criteria should be added to the policy to require appropriate noise surveys to be undertaken
in association with the MoD to ensure the noise levels experienced by residents in the new
development are acceptable and require appropriate mitigation if required.
The site is within the aerodrome height safeguarding consultation zone and any
development over 91.4m should be referred to the Defence Infrastructure Organisation
Safeguarding Team (DIO) along with any SuDs schemes for the site.
Object to policy. The site is located in the Fleet to Farnborough Gap and the development
will require a detailed Landscape and Visual Impact Assessment. Therefore, there is
uncertainty on site capacity. It is considered that there will be a shortfall of around 350
dwellings that will not be delivered within the plan period.
Proposed SANG not directly linked to the development site is not considered will mitigate
impacts on the TBHSPA nor the adjacent Bramshot Heath SINC. Therefore housing numbers
should be reduced on the site and provide more open space.
A transport assessment will need to demonstrate any impacts on the A327, M3 junction 4a
and Aldershot Road are acceptable. Any adverse impacts to the safe and efficient operation
of the Strategic Road Network be appropriately considered, managed and mitigated, in line
with NPPF and Circular 02/2013
Local team sport provision is already stressed with no available land to increase capacity in
the immediate area.
The close proximity to Fleet Pond Nature Reserve is of significant concern. The shortest
route for walking or cycling to Fleet Station or Fleet Town Centre is through the Nature
Reserve.
Light emissions from the development will have the potential to negatively impact on the
biodiversity of the Nature Reserve.
The hard surfaces will make the control of surface water run-off difficult
The current planning application indicates only 20% affordable housing provision based
upon viability.
1000sq m of convenience floor space is unlikely to support 1500 dwellings and place further
demand on the surrounding retail centres.
Concern on the thinning of the woodland margins. Maintenance of the gap should be
through appropriate development in terms of height and lighting, the retention and
reinforcement of the woodland margin within the site. Avoidance of coalescence.
The site is within the 5 km SPA buffer zone, the southern end of the site is within the 400m
exclusion zone.
The development has inadequate primary and secondary school provision, and inadequate
sports grounds facilities.
The Diagram and text should be re-ordered. Need to show the site within the district
context. Screening is not needed to the west, north and east. Capacity could be 2-3000
homes. There is no provision for a church, GP surgery or monument to commemorate those
who worked at NGTE. Provision needed for travel to the railway station and Fleet.
It is not clear how the current Hartland Village proposal will “enhance the quality of life
within the district” contradicting the objectives of the Plan.
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Hart District Council Response
The development of Hartland village is consistent with the overall vision and objectives of the Local
Plan and it is therefore considered the development will enhance the quality of life in the district
over the Plan period. This policy is renamed SS2 in Proposed Submission Local Plan: Strategy and
Sites.
i.

Housing
A hybrid application has been submitted in relation to Hartland Village and proposes outline
consent for 1500 dwellings, a local centre, up to 2,655sqm retail/commercial and
community floorspace and on and off site SANG. The full application element of the hybrid
proposes 181 dwellings, as a first phase. 20% affordable housing is proposed. The
application has a Planning Committee resolution to grant consent subject to a legal
agreement, which is currently being drafted. It is considered that with a lead in time to clear
the site and carry out remediation, the provision of 1,428 dwellings is achievable within the
plan period, with 72 dwellings provided beyond the plan period.

ii.

Policy
The existing supporting text makes clear that a Transport Assessment and Travel Plans will
be required and that vehicle access is expected to be from existing access points at Ively
Road and Bramshott Lane.
The Planning Committee resolution to grant consent for Hartland Village includes a
condition requiring that, in consultation with the County Mineral Planning Authority,
opportunities for minerals extraction are maximised. As such no modifications are proposed
to the policy.
The existing supporting text makes reference to provision off site for secondary education
and this is proposed to be added to the policy.
A new bullet point is added to the policy to make it clear that there will be no residential
development permitted within the 400m exclusion zone of the Thames Basin Heath Special
Protection Area.
The supporting text is added makes reference seeking avoidance of a loss in biodiversity and
encourages biodiversity enhancements.
A new bullet point has been added to the policy covering noise pollution and supporting text
added that makes reference to the need for a noise survey to be undertaken in association
with the Ministry of Defence and for mitigation to be put in place where necessary. As such
no modifications are proposed to the policy.
The Planning Committee resolution to grant consent for Hartland Village includes a
condition restricting development to the agreed parameter plans, including height. The
resolution to grant consent also includes a condition to provide details of the Sustainable
Urban Drainage Scheme. As such no modifications are proposed to the policy.
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Policy SC1 requires avoidance of adverse effects on Fleet Pond SSSI. Bullet point g) seeks
avoidance of any adverse effects on sites important to biodiversity. This would include
impacts from lighting. In the Proposed Submission Local Plan: Strategy and Sites, the
criterion becomes (j.
The policy contains wording in bullet point i) requiring a reduction in surface water run-off
from existing levels. In the Proposed Submission Local Plan: Strategy and Sites, the criterion
becomes (l.
Policy SC1 bullet point c) covers community use and other services and this includes
churches, GP services and other appropriate uses. In the Proposed Submission Local Plan:
Strategy and Sites, the criterion becomes (b.
Policy SC1 bullet point e) requires good permanent screening and to minimise the visual
impact of the development in order to reduce its impact on the Fleet to Farnborough Gap.
Any proposal must satisfy this requirement. In the Proposed Submission Local Plan: Strategy
and Sites, the criterion becomes f) and g).
Policy SC1 requires provision of a primary school and early years within the development.
iii.

Supporting Text
The provision of healthcare facilities either on or off site is a requirement of the policy and a
reference will be added in the supporting text relating to the potential location in the local
centre.
Reference to the requirement for a Flood Risk Assessment is set out in para 185. Additional
wording is proposed to make reference to the need to take into account climate change and
specific site assessment. In the Proposed Submission Local Plan: Strategy and Sites, the
paragraph becomes 135.
Provision for travel to the station and to Fleet are covered in the supporting text at
paragraph 183. In the Proposed Submission Local Plan: Strategy and Sites, the paragraph
becomes 133.
The supporting text requires a full landscape impact assessment and Policy SC1 bullet point
e) makes clear visual impact of the development on the surrounding area must be minimised
and a landscape strategy is required. (In the Proposed Submission Local Plan: Strategy and
Sites, the criterion becomes f)). The policy requires provision of SANG and that if this is off
site, it must be close by and accessible. A planning application will need to justify the
proposal against this criteria. The same criteria h) also requires avoidance, mitigation or
compensation for any adverse effects on SINCs. In the Proposed Submission Local Plan:
Strategy and Sites, the criterion becomes j).
The evidence base proposes to focus retail development in the Plan period in Fleet town
centre. Policy ED4 provides for the development of new local centres as part of larger
developments appropriate in scale to the level of growth proposed. The supporting text to
Policy SC1 gives a guideline figure of 1000sqm of convenience floorspace which will meet
some of the identified needs for convenience floorspace. Any development proposed will
need to undertake a Retail Impact Assessment where it exceeds 1,000sqm.
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The Hart District Council Playing Pitch Strategy 2015-2032 sets out the priority schemes to
meet needs over the Plan period. Hartland village is not identified as a location to meet
playing pitch needs. Open space requirements are required by Policy SC1.
iv.

Other
Consideration of any adverse pollution impacts from development are dealt with under
Policy NBE5. In the Proposed Submission Local Plan: Strategy and Sites, the policy becomes
NBE12.
The order of the policy, text and schematic development framework is considered to be
clear and appropriate.

Policy SC2 Murrell Green
___________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 428
Number of objections: 369
Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 59

__________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses












Support/comments
Support Murrell Green allocation.
Support the overall allocation but the land available for residential development is incorrect.
Areas to the north east have been omitted from the concept plan. The detailed policy
wording would be better informed by the masterplan. The criteria are repetitive and all need
to be justified.
Support inclusion of a new settlement at Murrell Green and the approach of greenfield
development as part of a comprehensive spatial strategy delivering sites in a range of
locations and sizes to meet local needs. However, the failure to recognise the overriding
benefits of allocating Winchfield is a key shortcoming of the Plan.
Support point j). This point should reflect the recommendations included in the Level 2
SFRA. Support point c) but there should be reference to the retention or provision of an
undeveloped buffer zone along the River Whitewater on the western boundary of the site
allocation. The policy should ensure any adverse impacts of pollution are adequately
considered and mitigated. Point l) should require developers to work closely with Thames
Water on the preparation of a detailed drainage strategy. Should add existing trees and
hedgerows should also be conserved and enhanced.
Support Murrell Green as less prone to flooding than Winchfield.
Support policy as there should not be any urban extensions - they have been rejected in
previous consultation and will not deliver a school or any other infrastructure
Support Hart's consideration of the options for a new settlement and believe it should be at
Winchfield rather than Murrell Green.
Support development, at Hartland, Murrell Green, and Sun Park. Hartland and Sun Park are
'brownfield' sites and housing developments here will be a sensible change of use. Although
Murrell Green is farmland, it has less character than other possible 'greenfield' sites such as
Winchfield
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Murrell Green - Has got to be the best place to put a new village. There's not enough room
in Hook and it will provide new shops nearby.
Support the Murrell Green proposal based upon (1) additional road links to the B3016 will
be developed (this will be needed to manage traffic demand); (2) no additional development
will take place in Hartley Wintney (the village has already grown significantly due to St
Mary's park and Rifle Range); (3) that Bramshill will not be developed (this is not mentioned
explicitly in the consultation); and (4) that a clear and distinct gap will be maintained
between Murrell Green and Hartley Wintney.
Support new settlement at Winchfield as the only viable solution that provides sufficient
critical mass to deliver a much needed secondary school, and other essential infrastructure.
The inclusion of Hartland Park dilutes the viability of a larger new settlement which would
be capable of delivering a strategic solution to Hart’s housing need and providing all the
essential infrastructure provision that a new community settlement would bring. Object to
Murrell Green.
Delivery over Plan period
The plan is over reliant on two large scale sites. Failure of these sites to deliver housing at
the rate expected, puts the Council’s housing land supply position at significant risk.
It is not clear Murrell Green can be fully delivered during the plan period, due to long lead in
times, need for developer consortium. Suggest a maximum of 900 dwellings can be achieved
during the Plan period from this site, resulting in an under supply of housing by 900 units
over the plan period. Significant off-site improvements are required to the local road
network, including the M3 motorway.
An alternative site will be required to meet an estimated shortfall of 200 homes.
Object to policy as approximately 1,400 units on these sites will not come forward during the
plan period.
Object to policy as only 1,100 dwellings could be delivered in the plan period.
Alternative locations
Options not in line with the results of the earlier public consultation in 2016. The option
chosen by the vast majority of respondents was for a new settlement at Winchfield.
Winchfield should be re-examined as an initial site for 1800 homes and then for future
expansion beyond 2032 as necessary i.e. future proof for future growth. The affordable
housing uplift is arbitrary and not justified.
The Plan is deficient in not providing a transparent comparison between Murrell Green and
Winchfield. Winchfield has greater potential with a capacity of 2,300 dwellings, the capacity
to deliver a secondary school, 1,800 dwellings in the plan period and longer term
development potential. It is close to the station and its central location for a large
population residing within three miles of the proposed school reduces the need for public
school transport. It could meet most of its social needs and encourage walking and cycling to
schools and the station.
Murrell Green is not a sustainable location especially in terms of transport or space to grow
in the future. It is poorly related to any existing settlement or train station and is unlikely to
make the fullest possible use of public transport when compared to the reasonable
alternative of allocations at west Hook.
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Murrell Green was not included in the previous round of public consultation in 2016 where a
new settlement at Winchfield was revealed as the preferred option. The landholding in
Policy SC2 was not consulted on as a standalone site.
Murrell Green is not the best location to meet strategic housing needs. The approach is
unsound. Given severe congestion and the scale of development proposed, the best use
needs to be made of sustainable transport opportunities. Murrell Green would generate a
lower proportion of rail-based trips than the proposals at Winchfield, leading to a lower
number of car journeys than for Murrell Green. All “reasonable alternatives” for strategic
options for development have not been transparently considered.
Object to policy. Winchfield is preferred over Murrell Green because of its sustainable
location; a railway station with a good level of service; it can be a free standing settlement;
its facilities and services can be designed from the outset to provide flexibility to be
expanded in future. If Winchfield is not considered, a new site accommodating 3000
properties with space for future expansion should be proposed.
It makes economic sense to develop larger site infrastructure at Winchfield rather than fully
develop Murrell Green on a smaller, limited scale followed by Winchfield at some future
date.
Murrell Green is not the best option available. A like for like comparison of 1,800 dwellings
at Murrell Green and Winchfield is required. At Murrell Green, there is no scope for post2032 expansion. Hart should look again at a smaller settlement of 1,800 at Winchfield which
would have scope for expansion after 2032.
Rye Common is a better location.
Strategic urban extensions cannot be discounted from consideration. They can be delivered
more quickly as they have easier access to infrastructure connections and need less
investment in resources and finance.
The strategy proposed is not sustainable nor deliverable and not justified by the evidence
base. The Plan strategy should be based on sustainable urban extensions, which are capable
of meeting the level of development identified for Murrell Green but in a form that
integrates and complements existing settlements eg. Land to the west of Hook at Owens
Farm.
Murrell Farm should be replaced by Elvetham Chase, together with other sites as necessary.
Why has the site of Winchfield which can provide 3000 houses as a new home settlement
been dropped from plan and instead multiple locations across Hart having now to shoulder
this burden instead? With the infrastructure planned plus the existing station, albeit
requiring some work to improve it, Winchfield should be considered as an ideal location for
these much needed homes.
Object to Murrell Green. At previous consultations, Winchfield was and is the preferred
option. Winchfield could be on a smaller scale and increased at a later date if required.
Building Murrell Green with additional schools and shops will render Hook Centre as an
unusable area. Hook Centre needs rejuvenation. Murrell Green is too close to Hook with its
subsequent adverse traffic impact on the A30 which is already overloaded.
Support Winchfield West being excluded but question the weight put on Winchfield East vs
Murrell Green as access to the train station from Murrell Green is restricted by the need to
cross the M3 and the railway line whereas Winchfield East has direct multi access to the
train station. Other sites in Fleet are better suited and there has been an increase in older
people sites built in Fleet in the recent years.
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Justification/Policy wording
A designated heritage asset on this site is a Grade II listed milestone on the A30 on the
northern boundary of the site. Welcome criterion g). The Hampshire Historic Environment
Record and Hampshire Landscape Character Assessment should be consulted for nondesignated archaeological sites and historic landscapes. Where appropriate, landscape
character assessments should be prepared.
The proposal is inappropriate in an area of rich and diverse countryside. The biodiversity and
rare habitats cannot be maintained with this level of development. Impacts on ecology,
levels of traffic, health services and public transport must be mitigated. There is no evidence
the additional housing is needed. Clarification on point f) is needed and point k) to identify
the current risk of flooding.
Object to policy as the development threatens the character and value of Hartley Wintney
and risks turning it into another conurbation.
A new village centre at Murrell Green will adversely affect improvements to Hook’s
regeneration and existing services and infrastructure.
The plan fails to cover the potential for a new settlement at Winchfield.
Murrell Green should be deleted from the plan. The site is unsuitable because it effectively
coalesces Hartley Wintney and Hook; the High Pressure Gas Pipeline has not been
considered in the proposals; there is no confirmation that the land required is available; it is
not deliverable and there have been previous appeals on the site. There is no evidence a
new secondary school is required.
Concerned about additional traffic on the A30. Limited employment opportunities on the
site will mean that most residents of working age will rely on personal transport to get to
work or primary shopping areas.
Capacity should be reduced to 800 homes which should be located near Phoenix Green.
There are traffic issues with access onto the A30 and lighting is needed on the footpath to
Winchfield station. It is unclear if infrastructure for services/utilities is available and how a
park and ride will be funded. No provision is made for a church.
Object as the site is in a poor location for such a development and schools; concerns re the
impact on road and rail infrastructure, the local landscape; loss of a rural community; need
for additional infrastructure (doctors surgeries, shops, buses, dentists); coalescence with
adjoining settlements, the site's planning history. Brownfield sites should be prioritised
instead.
Murrell Green must demonstrate it can support a new 7 form entry secondary school site, at
least a 3 form entry primary school, be viable for the development of 1800 houses and
provide the required amount of affordable housing. If Murrell Green is included, then there
should be protection of woods, old hedges and individual trees. A substantial green gap
must remain between Hartley Wintney and development at Murrell Green, and the layout of
buildings must respect the landscape.
The site is located in the gap between Hook and Hartley Wintney. Development here would
erode the existing gap. The proposed public open space will play a minimal role in
maintaining separation of the settlements.
Delete Murrell Green and Winchfield as new settlements.
Object to policy. The site cannot easily be integrated into existing infrastructure. Links to
wider facilities would be limited. It will require substantial infrastructure and investment and
with no agreement in place and the number of landowners involved, delivery will take
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considerable time. A buffer will be required to mitigate against noise and air pollution,
reducing capacity.
There should be a further heading titled `Healthcare` and confirmation that subject to need,
the development will provide either on or off site care to meet needs arising from the
development.
There has been limited transport analysis undertaken so the site’s feasibility has not been
sufficiently tested in terms of the impact 1,800 dwellings and the associated number of
travel movements on the local road network.
Winchfield train station car park is at capacity and it is unclear what mitigation will be
offered.
With phasing the development, there is concern that infrastructure could be brought
forward in a piecemeal fashion.
The site should include land north of the A30 (London Road) to provide specialist housing for
older people. It would assist in early delivery of housing and contribute to the delivery of the
Council’s key objectives.
Murrell Green is heavily constrained by physical barriers and land availability. Murrell Green
would have an adverse impact on the environment, affect living standards and road access
to Fleet at peak traffic times.
Object to policy. The area cannot take any further development of any type.
Object to Policy. 1500 dwellings on 29 hectares is too high. The number should be reduced
to 1000 with 500 allocated to the Winchfield site.
A ‘contingency development site’ is needed in the plan period. This would need to be a
larger ‘New Settlement’ type site like Winchfield,
A new settlement is not an option because the infrastructure projects are extensive and the
costs will be substantial with no evidence that infrastructure can be funded. If there is not a
deliverable supply of new housing land over the plan period, housing pressures will build up
in settlements across the District. The Plan would therefore be ineffective and not meet the
soundness criteria. However if a new settlement is justified then Murrell Green is the most
appropriate option based on its site assessment process.
Given the potential impact of the site on the M3, it is requested that any adverse impacts to
the safe and efficient operation of the SRN be appropriately considered, managed and
mitigated.
The proposed land use class of employment land at Murrells Green would not allow for the
proposed relocation of the Rawlings Haulage business. This should be changed or the site
extended.
Murrell Green will compete with Hook when Hook’s Neighbourhood Plan is trying to
improve Hook's centre. Hook village centre requires investment in new shops, cafes, services
and therefore these should be located there and not in a separate settlement
Murrell Green is not required as the housing proposed exceeds the amount shown as
needed in the SHMA
Site issues relating to land assembly, site constraints (including a gas pipeline, agreement
with Network Rail regarding a railway line crossing, delivery and funding of education
facilities and access arrangements) are likely to affect delivery. This may affect overall
delivery of a significant proportion of housing. Achieving a land equalisation agreement that
all landowners sign up to is likely to be a lengthy process.
The site includes an area of ancient woodland. It is also in close proximity to the Odiham
Common with Bagwell Green and Shaw SSSI and the Hook Common and Bartley Heath SSSI.
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Any direct or indirect impacts on these sites should be avoided or mitigated. 2. We also note
a typographical error in paragraph 204 which should read ‘flood’.
The emerging ESFA Forward Loan Fund will support delivery of schools at an early stage as
part of large residential and mixed use developments.
The site is not in the safeguarded sites layer, or the defined mineral safeguarded layer.
Hampshire County Council Library Service would like to explore at an early opportunity
whether additional services are required for any strategic development sites.
Amend paragraph 193 - the reference should be to SC10.
Policy is too detailed at this stage and the masterplanning of the allocation, together with
additional technical work will better inform this.
The absence of a developer agreement and lack of leadership from a developer with a
proven track record of delivering complex sites such as this, means HDC is not able to
confirm the site is deliverable and available.
Policy I8 is distinct from SC2 yet SC2 is currently written to incorporate the 36ha of SANG
land identified in I8 within it. However, the policies map keeps the policy areas separate.
This inconsistency needs to be rectified.
Murrell Green should not have been considered without further interim consultation.
Object to policy due to the impact of the proposed 1800 houses on the car traffic around
Hook.
Development at Murrell Green will have a detrimental effect on the coalescence between
Hartley Wintney and Hook. In particular the large area proposed for a school directly
reduces the gap between the villages. Object to the siting of the school and feel that other
locations should be considered closer to Hook centre. The proposed school site must
continue to be a green space so that coalescence does not happen.
There is no requirement for a new settlement at Murrell Green or anywhere else. A new
secondary school should not be the justification for a new settlement. Schools should be
built only to meet proven demand. Development should be to the east of Fleet, and schools
should be provided there as necessary.
Further building on the edges of Hook should not be allowed and a 'green belt' should be
established around the built-up area so that Hook residents can still access the countryside
without lengthy walks through 'new build'. Local footpaths must be preserved.
The local plan seeks to “prevent the coalescence of settlements”. However, the allocation of
1,800 dwellings in a new settlement at Murrell Green, will significantly infill and irreversibly
harm, the open gap between Hook and Hartley Wintney. The new development will be
highly visible and intrusive.

Hart District Council Response
As set out elsewhere, the way in which housing need is calculated has changed. This 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.
The option of a new settlement has again been tested through the SA process. Whilst the benefits of
a new settlement are still supported by the Council, particularly in terms of the ability to deliver
large scale infrastructure, a specific allocation has been deleted from the Submission Plan. A new
Policy (SS3) identifies a broad area of search for a new settlement covering Murrell Green and
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Winchfield. Rye Common was also tested in the SA process but discounted. The location and form of
the new settlement starting with the Area of Search set out in the Strategy and Sites DPD will be
progressed in detail through a further Development Plan Document. There will be further public
engagement during this process.

Policy SC3 Land at Cross Farm
__________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 148

Number of objections: 138

Number of general comments: 6

Number of supports: 4

__________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses














Support/comments
Support the safeguarding of land at Cross Farm as SANG and its transfer into the ownership
of the Council to support appropriate residential development.
Support point h) – flooding. For clarity, this point should also reflect the recommendations
included in the Level 2 SFRA. 2. The policy should refer to the retention or provision of an
undeveloped buffer zone along the River Hart located on the western boundary of the site
allocation. The policy should ensure that any adverse impacts of pollution are adequately
considered and mitigated.
Good housebuilding solution except for the care home.
Support the principle of a retirement village in the district although not necessarily in this
location (It is not close to shops etc. and might be better placed in Fleet or Yateley.
Support the plan for a care village in Crookham village but have concerns that the
infrastructure, particularly that roads around this plan are below the necessary standard.
The roads are too narrow and in poor condition. They are already struggling with the existing
traffic. The canal bridge in The Street is also a bottle neck.
Support principle of a retirement village in the district but not necessarily the location
selected (SC3). Concerned about traffic impacts.
Justification/ Policy wording
Cross Farm should not be allocated as a strategic site nor a core part of the spatial strategy.
Other sites could provide the housing numbers/facilities proposed. Cross Farm performs
poorly against sustainability objectives and departs from the village's traditional form. It
would ruin the distinctive built and historic environment of Crookham and undermine
heritage assets; be contrary to Crookham village Conservation Area Statement; have a
negative impact on the natural environment; lead to a loss of biodiversity; and ruin the
character of the landscape. The SANG land is often waterlogged. The location does not have
the facilities or public transport necessary for a care village.
No alternative options to Cross Farm have been considered.
SC3 is unsound as it is incompatible to develop Cross Farm within a gap (MG6). It is not
possible to achieve criteria e) and f). The level of development is inconsistent with the
proposed allocation on the edge of settlements when Crookham Village is allocated 100.
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A care home in this location will generate traffic. It needs to be located in a more central
location. Should use a redundant office building.
The scale of development would swamp the village and reduce the gap between
settlements.
The policy must provide 40% affordable housing. It must be demonstrated there is a need
for ‘specialist accommodation for older persons’ as there are many other care homes and
elderly facilities in the area (current and under construction) and whether residents will be
able to access local facilities and public transport.
The impact must be assessed on Crookham Village and the surrounding area, in terms of
impact on the natural environment, gap between settlements and development outside the
settlement boundary, traffic and the number of dwellings to be accommodated on this site.
Strongly object to Policy SC3 as is isolated and not a sustainable location. The impact on
Crossways junction has not been sufficiently considered. Removing trees and the verge will
affect the character of the conservation area. The proposed natural greenspace will have a
detrimental impact on security and privacy, wildlife, footpaths and rights of way. The
Conservation Area status has been ignored and protected views will be destroyed.
The scale is inappropriate and will overwhelm Crookham village. A retirement village is
transient in nature and will not have a positive impact on the population.
Public facilities in the village are limited with a single village store. The views from the Street
through character houses to open farmland, creates character. Integration potential is poor.
Public access to the SANG is poor, and attracting others to the village to access public SANG
will exacerbate traffic problems.
The whole site should be allocated as SANG to support development in other parts of the
District.
Cross Farm is contrary to the Plan's vision.
Given the potential impact of the site on the M3, it is requested that any adverse impacts to
the safe and efficient operation of the SRN be appropriately considered, managed and
mitigated, in line with NPPF and Circular 02/2013
Many Grade II and locally listed buildings immediately adjacent to the proposed care village
would suffer significant harm to their historic linear-village setting adjacent to open fields.
This site includes an area of Registered Common Land. This is covered by the Commons Act
2006 and will have rights of access by the public which must be considered in the proposed
use of the site and may also affect the capacity of the proposed SANG area.
The less-boggy higher area of the Cross Farm site should be considered for designation as a
Strategic SANG to provide offsets for other sites. This would preserve the setting and
maintain the integrity of the southern gap for the village.
A proportion of this site is within the MWCA sand and gravel (superficial) layer and
Hampshire County Council would need to be consulted at the application stage.
Development at Cross Farm will alter the linear character of Crookham Village. This
fundamental change in the form of the settlement will not be overcome by the scale, height,
massing, layout and materials of new buildings being in-keeping with, the existing buildings
in the village. In addition to the designated heritage assets identified, the Hampshire Historic
Environment Record and Hampshire Landscape Character Assessment should be consulted
for non-designated archaeological sites and historic landscapes on all proposed greenfield
sites.
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Cross Farm is in a Local Gap. The Council have therefore considered a proportional
development within a designated Local Gap would not result in the coalescence or damage
the separate identity of Fleet and Crookham based on its individual merits.
Criterion e) does not accord with national policy and should replace `protect` with
‘preserve’. The requirement for a heritage statement is overly onerous.
Question the current trajectory of delivery in the first five years of the plan period.
There is unplanned development along Odiham Road and areas like this along major roads
should be used instead.
Cross Farm development would destroy an area of outstanding natural beauty
The needs of elderly people would be better met in a new settlement.
Infrastructure not able to cope with increase in population.
Potential residents age should be raised to 70+ and they should not possess a car. A rural
site such as Clare Park would be more suitable.
No evidence that the older population is higher than the South East or England
Cross Farm development drainage and runoff would impact local houses and wildlife.
The SHLAA stated Cross Farm site was 'not currently developable' and 'residential
development will not be permitted'. The site was not considered suitable as it does `not
relate well to the existing settlement and has no defensible boundary.
The inclusion of Cross Farm is arbitrary and illogical. Water runs from fields down the access
lane at Cross Farm and along footpath near Forge Cottages. Over 300 objections were
received to the planning application.
The proposed 100 dwellings could be incorporated into the Winchfield site.
Cross Farm has come forward with no affordable housing so it is questionable if it is viable.
Extra traffic would be unmanageable on country roads eg. Crondall Road.
Cross Farm is outside the current settlement boundary.
No provision is made for affordable housing making it difficult for local people to afford. The
facility would likely import richer elderly from elsewhere instead.
Concerned about the traffic impact on the Hook Road and onto the M3.
This proposal will urbanise the village and bring into focus the expected increase of traffic.
There are plenty of care homes and assisted living accommodation without the need for this
proposal.
Crookham village is too small to incorporate a development the size of the Cross Farm site
that is proposed. There are not the facilities or public transport to accommodate older
people.
Object to policy. The proposal is not strategic and would be better located nearer amenities,
services and transport nodes.
Cross Farm is not a suitable ‘strategic site’. The policy is inappropriately detailed and not
strategic. The need has already been met. Local roads cannot support such an increase in
traffic. The proposed development seriously detracts from significant views and from the
recreational value of well-used footpaths, reducing their rural character.
Object to policy. The use of the land for development is completely contrary to Hart's
strategy which appears to stress the importance of local gap, landscape character and
environment. The traffic created by such a development and the inappropriate access from
Crondall Road represents a huge safety risk.
Object to Crookham Village as it would breach a settlement boundary (contrary to Policy
MG5) and impact the conservation area. The local area is already well provided for in terms
of care and retirement homes. This development would increase traffic, and impact on the
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junction of The Street with Crondall Road, an important historical and visual element of the
village. The development would be visible for miles around.
Crookham Village is a conservation area. The scale of development proposed would swamp
the village and would breach the settlement boundary (contrary to Policy MG5) and reduce
the gap between settlements. The village has no public transport, or facilities for older
people who would therefore be reliant on cars, increasing the traffic, and making the
development unsustainable.

Hart District Council Response
This site has been deleted in response to concerns about the impact of the development particularly
on the Conservation Area.

Policy SC4 Sun Park
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 18

Number of objections: 11

Number of general comments: 1

Number of supports 6

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses










Support/comments
Policy supported.
Support the development of brownfield sites for housing. However, the Local Plan should go
further to ensure at least 40% affordable housing, of which 5% is accessible and adaptable
homes. No through-road connecting the Minley Road A327 and Sandy Lane in Farnborough
should be provided. The policy should include it as a requirement. A more sustainable and
pleasant development for residents may be created by instead having access to the Sun Park
site from Sandy Lane through the Phase I development.
Support the proposed allocation of Sun Park. It is fully justified, and will deliver homes to
meet the needs in Hart. The site is brownfield land in a sustainable location, well connected
to highways and public transport and will make a valuable a contribution to enable the
delivery of a five-year land supply. Strongly support the principles and aims in the draft
policy.
Justification/Policy wording
Is Sun Park viable as the application has come forward with no affordable housing provision?
Bullet point c) should be revised as the pedestrian and cycle links may only be provided
where they do not conflict with required mitigation measures for the Thames Basin Heaths
SPA. The site must not link to Public Rights of Way which lead towards the SPA.
The northern part of this site is approximately 240m from the boundary of the Thames Basin
Heaths SPA and a public footpath leads directly from the site to the SPA. Robust mitigation
measures are needed. The measures to avoid and mitigate detrimental impacts on the SPA
should explicitly include the provision of an on-site, or immediately adjacent SANG.
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The proposed density of 50dph is substantial and unachievable. The site density should be
reviewed.
Para 217 repeats policy SC8 and is not site specific so should be deleted.
Affordable Housing (Paragraph 217) is repetitive and should be deleted
Para 218 delete first two sentences and should only require the submission of a site specific
flood risk assessment which will adequately determine the exact levels of flood risk and
identify any appropriate mitigation measures.
Para 220 should be amended to adjust the requirement to achieve a net gain in biodiversity
where possible.
Amend policy to reflect the need to migrate impacts on both the local and strategic road
network. It is unclear how the definition of "significant negative impact" should be defined
and to confirm that the site is deliverable, the Local Plan should demonstrate the sites
impact on the SRN.
The proposed site is within the mineral buffer layer and not the defined safeguarded
minerals layer.
Policy amendments identified including: Bring forward delivery to 2018/2019, Paragraph (e)
should include a caveat allowing different linear thresholds, or alternative mitigations
measures where exceptional local circumstances allow, Paragraph (f): The requirement for
the development to, ‘protect areas of established woodland’ is unjustified.
There should be a requirement in Policy SC4 for development at Sun Park to respect the
setting of Minley Manor.
Support criterion d) (flooding). Add that a site-specific FRA is required to support any
planning application for this site. This point should also reflect the recommendations
included in the Level 2 SFRA. 2. The policy should refer to the retention or provision of an
undeveloped buffer zone along the Hawley Lake Stream (designated as a main river) located
on the north eastern boundary of the site. Hawley Lake Stream could be enhanced through a
restoration scheme to reinstate a more natural channel profile providing biodiversity
enhancements and would help to attenuate rainwater runoff and trap sediment from
entering the watercourse.
The point of access from the site onto the roundabout which forms part of the access to the
M3 at Junction 4A is of concern. Any traffic considerations should be in combination with
Hartland Village. Single road access/egress to a 320 home estate is dangerous. Fire or other
incidents involving the one road entry blockage, requires the Emergency Services to have a
second road from Sandy Lane to enable them to reach houses on the east of the site.
Policy should be amended to make clear statement that Sun Park is part of Hart. Is a
settlement gap possible?

Hart District Council Response
Planning permission for 313 residential dwellings was granted on this site on 15th January 2018 and
has therefore been deleted as an allocation but is included within the housing supply.

Policy SC5 Land Allocations for New Homes
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 182

Number of objections: 149

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 33
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_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/ Comment















Support development at Love Lane and Marsh Lane, Yateley. Would benefit from extended
school capacity and a footpath along Firgrove Road connecting Yateley with the open spaces
and the new development west of Marsh Lane.
Strongly support allocation at Eversley Road, Yateley. Additional flood surveys demonstrate
that the site can accommodate 100 dwellings alongside SANG rather than the 88 dwellings
currently identified. The policy should remove reference to the site's phasing requirements.
Support sites allocated within Eversley. The site boundary should be amended to reflect
CEMEX landownership.
South Warnborough- Support objectives on affordable housing and meeting the needs of all,
especially older people. Welcome the objective to maximise opportunities for walking,
cycling and accessible public transport but should include consideration of road safety.
Support the promotion of healthy communities with provision of leisure, sport and green
infrastructure. Should add reference to the role local planning can have in restricting healthdamaging environments and facilities e.g. avoiding concentration of unhealthy food outlets.
Support the uplift to the housing requirement and consider the need for affordable housing
within Hart justifies this. Object to no additional housing growth at Hartley Wintney which
will impact on house prices in the settlement. Other similar settlement and many tier 4
settlements have been allocated housing.
Support the recognition of walking and cycling opportunities and accessibility of public
transport but would be keen to see some work to improve road safety.
Support policy. However, strategic sites need to ensure the necessary infrastructure is in
place so there is no delay in providing housing. Other sites can be delivered more quickly.
The emerging plan should optimise development options to the west of Yateley to provide a
buffer to allow infrastructure provision for the strategic sites.
Support the re-use of the settlement hierarchy where settlements are tiered according to
services and facilities.
Support that policies generally align with the Rotherwick Neighbourhood Development Plan
and seeks to protect and enhance the natural and historic environment, and conserve the
countryside and open spaces, whilst preserving the separate character of settlements and
heritage assets.

Proposed New Site Allocations






Propose allocation of land at White House Farm, Hook as it is a deliverable and logical
expansion of the town.
Propose allocation of land at Shapley Ranch, Hartley Wintney as the site is suitable, available
and deliverable. Allocation is needed due to uncertainties on the adoption and delivery of
the Neighbourhood Plan.
Propose allocation of land at Baileys Farm and Bridge Farm to provide residential land and
Odiham Copse SSSI. Would meet the unmet need within Surrey Heath.
Propose allocation of land north of Deptford Lane, North Warnborough as the site is
available, achievable and deliverable within a 5 year period. The site is appropriate to
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support housing provision for older people in an accessible location on the edge of a
sustainable settlement.
Propose allocation of land at Grange Farm as there is no justification as to why it has been
discounted and no land is allocated at Hartley Wintney.
Propose allocation of Grove Farm as it would deliver a further 423 homes to help meet
housing need giving greater flexibility to adapt to rapid change, particularly if any other sites
are slower to deliver or do not come forward at all.
Propose allocation of Stillers Farm/Land at QEB - Site SHL90 as the site is a logical extension
to the QEB development and will provide good access to services and facilities. The SHLAA
2016 assessment is out of date.
Propose allocation at Elvetham Chase as the site is sustainable, deliverable, viable, suitable
and available. It should replace Murrell Farm.
Propose allocation of land at Brook House due to lower than assessed flood risk and
developer interest in the development.
Propose allocation at Warbrook House to contribute to housing need.
Propose allocation at Hook Nursery to help meet the housing needs of Surrey Heath and
deliver the housing target in a robust manner. Allocate more greenfield and edge-of settlement sites such as Hook Nursery, to fully meet housing need in an environmentally
friendly way.
Propose allocation at land East of Mill Lane, Yateley as the site is sustainable, available and
deliverable.
Propose allocation at ‘Land East of Reading Road, Hook’ as the site provides an opportunity
to logically extend Hook without adversely impacting on constraints surrounding the
settlement.
Propose allocation at Wintney Court to provide a specialist housing scheme in a sustainable
location.
Propose allocation west of Varndell Road, Hook as it offers a deliverable opportunity for a
medium density housing scheme.
Propose allocation at `Land at the Millmede and The Oakmede, Minley Road, Fleet.
Propose allocation at Oakfield Farm, Hartley Wintney as it is a sustainable, deliverable
brownfield location suitable for affordable and market housing.
Propose allocation north of Thackham Lane, Hartley Wintney.
Propose allocation at Mill Lane Crondall which has capacity for 33 dwellings and is a
brownfield location suitable for housing.
Propose allocation to the west of the Totters Lane, Murrell Green which could be delivered
in its own right if the Council chose to progress an alternative spatial strategy as the plan
progresses. The site can be delivered as an extension to Hook and can come forward early in
the plan period.
Propose allocation for land at Hollybush Lane, land west of the Fielders and land at St Paul's
Field to contribute to the housing target early in the Plan and deliver local infrastructure.
Propose allocation at Marsh Lane which will provide SANG, preserve the gap between
Eversley and Yateley and strategic pedestrian linkages through green infrastructure
provision.
Propose allocation on land south of Hamilton House, Broad Oak/Odiham to meet housing
needs to achieve a sufficient supply.
Propose allocation at Searles Farm.
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Propose allocation of land at Bramshill House and gardens for 250 dwellings to meet the
housing shortfall.

Hook







Allocations at Hook ignore Bartley Wood and business property conversions. These are
brownfield sites and should be mentioned.
Delete reference to the 87 homes identified for Hook.
Sites for 87 dwellings through the Hook Neighbourhood Plan, is considered too small. This is
supported by the Hook NP website, which says it is planning for up to 3,500 additional
homes.
The allocation of an additional 87 dwellings beyond the proposed new settlement at Hook is
not justified and should be deleted. This should be re-allocated to Yateley.
There are no policies to help Hook grow in a sustainable way alongside site allocations.

Yateley









Object to 88 new homes at Yateley due to issues of traffic, pollution, pressure on GP
surgeries, effect on wildlife and ecology, loss of countryside and capacity of schools.
Construction will bring noise and dust to the area. Should be assessment of heritage values
and reassessment of conservation areas. The development does not address need for
housing for younger people. The separation between Yateley and Eversley will be lost.
The apportion of housing at Yateley should be increased to around 300 dwellings.
Consider Yateley has not been given sufficient regard for its sustainability and capability for
growth and the approach taken has been different to Hook.
Object to allocation at `Land between Eversley Road and Firgrove Road as it would have
impacts on flood risk, settlement separation, proximity to Conservation Area and landscape.
Strongly object to the proposed alignment of the settlement boundary at Yateley. The
proposed change is not logical as it leaves a site surrounded by built development on three
sides.
The site is bordered by restricted byway 28. An appropriate green buffer is expected to
preserve rural character and biodiversity. A developer contribution is expected towards
enhancing the local rights of way network.

Eversley






Allocations at Eversley have severe visual impact and the allocation of 124 dwellings when
there are more sustainable sites available is inappropriate.
Object to Eversley development as it does not have infrastructure to cope with more
residents. The B3272 floods regularly because of water levels and lack of drainage. Utilities
will not be able to cope when combined with other development. It will ruin the quaint
village feel and adversely impact on schools and roads.
The Eversley Centre allocation has the possibility to encroach on the Southern Gas Networks
High Pressure Pipeline – HSE Reference 7083 Bramshill/The Devil’s Highway(P086)
There are low numbers of housing in the northern part of the district and of those allocated,
too many are allocated to Eversley. Object to allocations at Eversley - Cemex A and B as they
are disproportionate to the size of Eversley and have significant landscape and character
impacts and significant planning issues. There are alternative sites in more sustainable
locations. Concern that the ability of the site to deliver SANG has been afforded too much
weight.
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Object to the boundary at Cemex allocation due to impact on property and too many houses
in a village location. Wildlife interest on the site.
Object to sites for 124 dwellings in Eversley Centre and 88 homes adjacent to parish
boundary with Yateley. Sites will rely on infrastructure investment for highways, sewerage
systems and school places.
Eversley centre – footpath 16 borders the edge of the site and an appropriate green buffer is
needed to preserve its rural character. Would also require a contribution towards enhancing
local rights of way network minimising recreational damage to Lower Eversley Copse
Eversley Centre – This site is adjacent to ancient woodland. Any direct or indirect impacts on
this site should be avoided or mitigated.

Riseley




Strongly object to development at Riseley as it ignores objections by parish councils and
Wokingham Borough Council. The site assessment, Dec 2016 states development is not
sustainable as it would rely on facilities provided by Wokingham. There are no facilities or
schools at Riseley; it will lead to overloaded roads; concern on the adequacy of wastewater
network; the site is in Flood Zone 1; the planning history has not been considered; and the
importance of site as heritage asset has not been considered.
Heckfield footpath 501 runs along the northern border of the site and a green buffer is
expected to preserve rural character and biodiversity value.

South Warnborough



A number of rights of way are located near the site. A developer contribution is expected to
mitigate increased recreational pressure.
The settlement has few services and facilities so the sites should be reviewed and alternative
sites allocated.

North Warnborough


Allocation of 119 dwellings is too low as it is outside Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection
Area and has good transport links. Numbers should not be tied to the Neighbourhood Plan.

Crondall


SHL74 would link Crondall and Bowling Alley destroying the gap between them. There are
significant groundwater issues and transport and sewerage issues and ruin the amenity
value for Scouts.

Justification/Policy wording





The SHLAA should be updated to assess all sites, not just the site allocations.
There is a lack of detail on the development criteria and capacity figures for each site. It is
questioned whether densities ranging from 13dph to 24dph are an efficient use of land. This
does not correspond with the SHLAA 2016 which suggests a starting point of 30dph. A
further review of the sites excluded through the ‘high level assessment’ should be
considered to see whether they could enhance or maintain the vitality of rural communities.
Object to the allocation of sites proposed as they oppose the spatial strategy which directs
development to the most sustainable locations.
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There is no flexibility in the housing supply. If one site were to under deliver (or be delayed),
the overall requirement would not be met. Further allocations are needed and potentially
reserve sites.
The policy provides no sites for development at Hook or Crondall. No certainty is provided
for the development of the dwellings within Hook and Crondall, requiring the
Neighbourhood Plans to consider a substantial number of development sites and potentially
delaying development that could otherwise be delivered earlier in the Plan period.
The back loading of land supply threatens the deliverability of the plan. If the strategic sites
fail to be delivered at the end of the plan period, there is little flexibility or opportunity to
ensure that the housing requirement can be met in full.
It should be recognised the site at Granary Field in Long Sutton and Well has a maximum
capacity of 10 dwellings due to infrastructure and traffic constraints
Amend second sentence to reflect that if allocated sites are not adequately progressed
through neighbourhood plans then sites in Hartley Wintney can be progressed. No precise
number of dwellings can be ascribed as the Neighbourhood Plan is not sufficiently
advanced`.
Policy SC5 identifies a specific dwelling capacity for villages and Parishes including where,
the Neighbourhood Plan is at an early stage. This prevents villages with available capacity
from meeting their optimal provision. Mill Lane has day to day facilities that compare to the
main villages and puts it in the same category as Eversley Cross/Up Green, which are treated
as two settlements. A consistent approach must be applied. The last two sentences should
be deleted.
The proposed density is too high and out of keeping with the rest of Hart.

Hart District Council Response
As set out elsewhere, the approach to the assessment of local housing need has changed since
consultation on the Draft Hart Local Plan which has resulted in changes to the number of new homes
that are required. This means that in addition to existing commitments, a windfall allowance,
delivery of previously developed land within settlements and the allocation of Hartland Village there
is no need for the allocation of additional sites on the edge of settlements. The Riseley site now has
planning permission (16/02989/OUT) and is included in the housing supply.

Policy SC6 Mix for Market Housing
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 10

Number of objections: 5

Number of general comments: 1

Number of supports: 4

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses



Support/comments
Support - The approach aligns with the findings of the joint evidence base.
The intention to provide accessible homes is supported but the specific level of dwellings to
be delivered needs to be clearly justified.
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Support seeking a mix of housing types and often the planned growth settlement on
greenfield sites that allows development at a mix of densities.
Support policy SC6 but amend b) to remove reference to `typically more than 50%` as 2 or 3
bed properties and amend `high proportion` to `appropriate proportion`. There is limited
evidence provided to support this approach.

Policy wording
Object to criterion b) which places an unjustified, onerous requirement on housing mix
which changes over time and requirements should be in line with the latest housing needs
evidence. Without sufficient justification b) is not justified and the Plan would be unsound.
Object to the policy as it is overly restrictive and does not include a minimum size threshold.
Delete (b). If retained amend to “unless this would be inappropriate because of the specialist
nature of the proposed housing and/or design considerations or evidence is provided which
supports an alternative housing mix”.
The requirement for 2 and 3 bed properties is not specific enough. The SHMA shows the
greatest need is for 3+ bed properties. There should be a separate policy for 2 and 3 bed
properties. Conflict between Policy and paragraph 230.

Hart District Council Response
Policy has been redrafted in response to comments raised and included in a new Housing Policies
Chapter in the restructured document. Criterion (b) in relation to the requirement for new housing
sites 'to include a high proportion (typically more than 50%) of two- and three-bedroom
properties...' has been deleted. The policy and text has been amended to state that the Council will
broadly negotiate the provision having regard to the Council’s most up-to-date evidence on housing
need, currently in the 2016 SHMA. The proposed changes introduce flexibility into the Policy for
sites with significant development constraints where the housing mix requirement cannot be met.

Policy SC7 Self and Custom Build Homes
________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 7

Number of objections: 5

Number of general comments: 1
Number of supports: 1
_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses





Support/comments
Support Policy
Justification/ Policy wording
Object to requirement for 5% of developable plots as self and custom build. No evidence
(including viability) is provided to justify such an unmet need.
Amend policy to seek custom build on a wider range of sites, including small schemes in
rural villages
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Clarification is requested on `full consent`, as it is not clear if this refers to the full strategic
site, or the first reserved matters at a site. It is not clear how the Policy will be enforced,
without delaying other development at the site. Guidance on how these units will be
masterplanned is also requested.
Object - The caveat that where plots have been made available and marketed for at least 12
months and have not sold, then the plot should remain on the market as self or custom build
or be offered to the Council or an RSL is unnecessary/introduces uncertainty. If the self-build
requirement has been over-estimated then the developer should be able to sell the plot on
the open market.
Object to requirement for plots allocated for custom and self-build housing on strategic sites
not sold within 12 months to either remain on the open market or be offered to the local
authority or a Registered Social Landlord. If the self-build element is to be offered for sale to
the RSL or local authority at a discount, as with affordable housing, this should be factored
into the viability assessment. The approach is unnecessary and introduces uncertainty. The
self-build plots could revert to the developer after 12 months.
Policy SC7 should be deleted. Alternatively, standalone self-build sites should be allocated so
that the delivery of large and strategic sites is not prejudiced.
Object to policy. There is no flexibility on the timescale for the development of these sites
within the phases of a strategic allocation. It requires work to start on site within 12 months
and for occupation to occur within 3 years. This policy is unworkable. Self and custom build
is best delivered on smaller infill sites.

Hart District Council Response
The Policy was deleted and is now covered under a new housing Policy H1. A number of
amendments have been made:





Criterion (d) introduced in Policy H1 requiring at least 5% of plots on sites of 20 or more
dwellings gross to be provided as serviced plots for custom and self build;
Deletion of requirement for '…the plot should remain on the market as self or custom build
or be offered to the Council or an RSL...' A two year marketing period was suggested in the
Proposed Submission Local Plan but a 1 year period is considered more realistic.
Deletion of 6th paragraph in Policy requiring development to start within one year and for
the dwelling to be occupied within 3 years.

Policy SC8 Affordable Housing
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 45

Number of objections: 31

Number of general comments: 2

Number of supports: 12

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses



Support/Comments
Support meeting affordable housing needs within Hart.
Support policy but require all strategic sites to deliver 40% affordable homes (with 5% being
accessible and adaptable homes), and delete the clause “subject to viability”.
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Support policy. Greenfield sites provide an opportunity to provide the maximum number of
affordable homes as they do not have the same development costs as brownfield sites.
Support policy but a reference to affordable rent and starter homes should be included
within Policy SC8.
Support the policy which states that the development of strategic sites should deliver 40%
affordable housing and this provision must be protected by the Local Plan.
Support policy but the policy should be amended to include the requirement that a certain
percentage of the 40% affordable homes are required to have an additional financial subsidy
to enable them to be accessed by households that are unable to access normal affordable
housing due to financial constraints.
Justification/Policy wording


















Affordable housing uplift
The “affordable housing” uplift is not justified and not needed. Developments approved
should provide the 40% affordable housing requirement, including 5% of which should be
accessible and adaptable, or should not be permitted. Alternative ways of boosting
affordable housing should be considered before an uplift.
The “affordable housing uplift” is claimed is a contingency figure. This means the houses are
built even if they are not necessary. They will not necessarily be “affordable” homes.
Object to approach to over provide housing in order to obtain additional social housing.
That policy means that 60% of the over development will be unrequired larger houses. If
there is a shortfall in social housing either increase the percentage of social housing in each
development or run a specific project. By removing these 1200 unrequired houses from the
plan a highly contentious new settlement is not required.
Meeting full affordable housing needs is unachievable. Need realistic assumptions on the
ability of the market to deliver and absorb increased rates of affordable housing delivery.
Viability needs to be taken into account.
Is the financial contribution towards part dwellings only the calculated build cost or also the
land cost?
Without a supply of suitable land for affordable housing, cash contributions will not secure
additional homes.
Affordable housing is not the only issue what about suitable housing for older people.
60% of affordable homes will be market homes. There is no strategy to ensure affordable
home are only occupied by those with a continuing need.
Policy conflicts with sustainable development sections as brownfield land has no developer
contributions.
Query how the district can afford to finance/administer an increase in affordable rented
homes, unless a developer carries the burden?
Object to policy requiring “at least” 40% affordable housing as the approach does not
provide certainty and some developments may be expected to provide significantly more
than 40%. Applicants should only be required to provide the stipulated amount of
affordable housing subject to it being viable. Delete `at least`
The supporting text to Policy SC8 assumes specialist accommodation for older people falls
within Use Class C3 and as such will be liable to the requirements to provide affordable
housing. The definition of extra care housing should be set out in the supporting text. The
viability report fails to set out a threshold above which the Council would accept a scheme
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as falling within Class C2 and this should be in the policy text. The viability report accepts
that 25% is the threshold at which the difference applies and this should be set out in the
affordable housing policy. It is not clear if they are viable to deliver. This is a failing of the
evidence base and further viability modelling is needed.
Object to policy as it is not sufficiently flexible. The policy should include a ‘target’,
consistent with overarching affordable housing policy.
The uplift to meet affordable housing needs is noted but no further figure for the Duty to
Cooperate has been added. This would equate to at least, 600 dwellings.
Previously developed sites, have high existing use values. This makes it difficult to achieve
viable development when added to other requirements. It is highly likely that the amount of
affordable housing expected will not, in actuality, be delivered on the ground e.g. Hartland
village.
Object to policy. The Council’s monitoring evidence demonstrates that a justified and
effective affordable housing target from market led development should be between 20%
and 25%. The most justified target would be 20%. The policy should be amended.
Requirement for 5% affordable housing to meet the accessibility standard of part M4(2)
needs justification by viability evidence.
Object to policy- the 40% affordable housing requirement is too high and off site
contributions may be more appropriate. A staggered level between urban and rural areas
and windfall and strategic sites should be considered.
Amend bullet point b) by stating that tenure mix should respond to local housing needs.
It is unclear if Policy SC8 is based on net or gross numbers.
Delete the word `gross`
Affordable is ill defined and non-mandatory thus houses can be of developers’ design and
out of the reach of many.
New developments are not delivering anywhere near the proportion of affordable dwellings
needed and this has led to the need to provide a considerable uplift in overall housing
numbers.

Hart District Council Response
Below is the Council’s response to representations made and changes considered necessary:








The Local Plan Viability Assessment, December 2016 concluded that the introduction of the
requirements of the Policy in terms of both the percentage of affordable housing and the
tenure split would not put at risk the viability of new development schemes of 11 or more
dwellings.
The homes should be restricted for use by future eligible households
Further clarification has been provided within the Policy relating to circumstances when
delivery of less than 40% affordable housing will be considered
The 40% affordable housing threshold applies to brownfield and greenfield sites with a net
gain of 11 or more dwellings.
Bullet point (b) has been amended. The tenure split should respond to the most up to date
evidence concerning local housing need
Affordable housing is defined in the Glossary
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Extra care housing is defined in the Glossary of terms and the different types of care,
sheltered and supported accommodation needs (Class C2 and C3) have been clarified in the
explanatory text supporting the policy on specialist and supported housing.
In terms of Class C2 – Residential Institutions, applicants for planning permission will be
expected to provide evidence in terms of the impact on project viability, or of physical or
environmental factors that would make the site unsuitable to meeting the requirement.

Policy SC9 Rural Exception Sites
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 6

Number of objections: 2

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 4

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses









Support/comments
Support policy and its aim to provide more affordable homes for local residents.
Support policy. The mechanism has proven to be effective in the past and helps sustain
rural communities. Key workers can access local affordable housing, thus reducing travel
and increasing social cohesion.
Policy wording/justification
Object to sub para i) which has a percentage split. This should be deleted as it is not justified
and should be replaced by an assessment on a site-by-site basis.
Object to policy as Starter Homes can support the need for affordable market housing across
the range of tenures available. Sub para i) should be deleted.
SC9 the final sentence of the Policy and paragraph 246 should be deleted.
Unclear on the justification for the `at least 70%` reference. This should be removed.
Concerned that lack of clarity on interpretation of ‘local’ for the application of SC9 could
result in unintended development in countryside. The draft Local Plan identifies a significant
need for more affordable housing across the District, while the spatial strategy anticipates
several instances where communities might be considered local to one another, e.g. Murrell
Green, Hook, Newnham and/or Rotherwick. The application of ‘local’ for this policy needs
clarification.

Hart District Council Response
Policy has been amended and renumbered H3 to reflect comments:





New Policy H3 allows for a proportion (not more than 30%) of market housing to come
forward on rural exception sites if it helps to deliver the rest of the development. This is
considered justified in order to incentivise the delivery of such sites.
‘Local’ applies to a specifically identified need highlighted in a housing needs study normally
relating to a small village.
Reference to starter homes in the policy has been deleted.
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Policy SC10 Specialist Housing
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 18

Number of objections: 8

Number of general comments: 3

Number of supports: 7

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses





















Support/comments
Support policy aims. Amend policy by reducing the number of criteria as this is excessively
restrictive.
Support policy and general wording but question the requirement for an open book
assessment to justify older persons’ housing located outside of settlement boundaries as
such developments are located in accordance sub-clause a).
Support policy seeking to increase specialist housing across the Borough. However, the
policy focuses on ‘housing’ rather than care accommodation.
Support for policy. Recognise the need for approximately 50 units of elderly
accommodation, with a full-time warden.
Support policy approach seeking allocations adjacent to existing settlements.
Support the focus on providing the right types of dwelling to meet the specific needs of the
elderly within the existing settlements where there are existing facilities.
Overall in general in agreement with these proposals. The District must prepare for an
expanding population, along with an increase in both young and elderly.
The principle of the policy is supported but the wording and general approach need revision.
Justification/ Policy wording
Table 5 estimates the need for specialist accommodation over the plan period as 1157 bed
spaces. No evidence is presented to demonstrate the unfilled requirement. With the
provision in recent years, much of the requirement may already have been met. Without
this there is no convincing case for a large village at Cross Farm or anywhere else.
Object to policy as it is not effective or positively prepared as it is the protocol for the
interim release of SANG acting as a barrier to delivery of older persons accommodation.
Amend paragraph 252 to change the reference from Policy SC9 to SC10.
In survey work undertaken, larger houses are in demand rather than smaller ones. Not
enough focus on bungalows or disabled housing.
Object to locational requirements under point (a). c) should be reworded to reflect the
different types of specialist accommodation.
Object to policy as all types of accommodation have the same policy requirements. The
current wording focuses on sheltered and/ or retirement housing and retirement villages.
Object to policy. The first paragraph should be expanded to refer to care accommodation.
Sub point (a) should be reworded to state that it does not apply to care home
accommodation.
Object to sub points (b) and c) as the policy is biased towards those who need limited
support and have a large degree of independence. Those in care accommodation benefit
from most of the services and activities located within the facility thus containing the impact
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of care accommodation within the site. Other matters can be controlled via policies on
design, landscape and other environmental matters. Sub point (c) should be re-worded to
reflect the different types of specialist accommodation.
Object to policy and supporting text. The SHMA indicates the majority of the increased
demand is in the sheltered, enhanced sheltered and extra care which can be considered part
of the mainstream housing requirement. The policy should establish a target for
accommodation in accordance with the figures set out in the SHMA. Should be cross
reference to SS1 and Policy MG5. The policy approach relies on delivery from the three
strategic sites. The approach is confusing as it relies on demonstrating that there are no
other viable or alternative sites available anywhere in the District, despite no delivery target
in the policy.
Object to policy. Reference should be made to the importance of Lifetime Homes or Part M4
(2) of the Building Regulations. The requirements at Murrell Green and Hartland Village to
have between 5-10% of housing built to these standards and that 5% is an optional standard
across the district but higher thresholds throughout are needed in order to prepare for the
older population.
Para 94 references the 2016 SHMA, the format has changed from the 2014 SHMA in that the
categories aren’t broken down into Market and Affordable. There is no explanation for this
change in level of detail.

Hart District Council Response
The policy has been re-referenced H4, and explanatory text amended to take account of issues and
comments raised as follows:





Criterion (c) which includes a requirement for an open book viability assessment has been
deleted. The Council will support the delivery of specialist housing in suitable locations.
The needs of the elderly disabled, bungalows and accessible homes have been taken into
account in the amended policy and supporting text.
Any specialist housing schemes will need to meet other policies in the plan relating to design
and space standards.
The Policy and text takes into account the findings of the 2016 SHMA. It is recognised that
the majority of housing for older people falling within the sheltered and extra care sector is
considered part of the mainstream housing provision.

Policy SC11 Gypsies, Travellers and Travelling Showpeople
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 7

Number of objections: 0

Number of general comments: 2

Number of supports: 5

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses


Support/comments
Support policy approach. If new information about the 4 unknown households and their
needs emerges, additional pitch provision should be made.
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Support criterion d (impact on amenity and natural and historic environment) as part of the
positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and clear strategy for enhancing,
the historic environment.
Support inclusion of criteria d) and e). However, policy should also ensure sites are not
located in areas of high risk of flooding. The following wording is suggested `The site is not
located in an area of high risk of flooding as defined by the district's SFRA.
Justification/ Policy wording
Would welcome an additional criterion “would not have an adverse impact on the
significance of heritage assets”.
Any need to accommodate more pitches should be challenged as the district already
accommodates more than its fair share.

Hart District Council Response





Criterion added to ensure pitches avoid areas liable to high risk from flooding
Heritage assets are covered under criterion (d) of the policy where development which
would have an adverse impact on the historic environment would not be acceptable. The
impact of development on heritage assets is also considered under proposed and
renumbered Policies NBE8 – Historic Environment and criterion (e) of renumbered Policy
NBE9.
Provision to meet the needs of Gypsy and Travellers will be in accordance with the Council's
most up to date assessment of need as identified in The Gypsy and Traveller
Accommodation Assessment (GTTA).

Sustainable Economic Development
Policy ED1 New Employment
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 17
Number of objections: 10
Number of general comments: 1
Number of supports: 3
________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses





Support/comments
The approach to protecting employment land is supported
Support the aim to maintain and enhance employment in the district. It is sensible to place
employment close to housing or risk large increases in commuter movements placing
unnecessary addition burden on road and public transport infrastructure.
There is sufficient employment space to meet future demands in the Functional Economic
Area but land supply is limited for industrial and warehousing uses. Full employment needs
should be met within the FEA. Support policy.
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Justification/ Policy wording
No evidence is provided to justify the land allocations or that additional floorspace is
needed.
Criteria b) is defined too narrowly and there is no reference to sustainable leisure and
tourism opportunities in the countryside. The supporting text is too onerous.
Conversions from offices lead to poor quality housing and parking issues. It reduces space
for employment uses. Article 4 exemptions should be sought to prevent changes from
employment allocations to housing.
Object to the protection of brownfield employment sites from redevelopment.
Object to policy. It fails to support economies across the district. The policy focuses on
remaining a rural community and fails to plan for the future. The approach on the economy
is too restrained and does not recognise areas of economic decline e.g. office market in
Hook or the changes in office space needs within the district. This will lead to economic
decline. It should plan for job growth but fails to plan for enough employment land. The
evidence base and approach should be reviewed. The council should meet full economic
needs.
The Draft Local Plan identifies part of QinetiQ’s site as a Strategic Employment Area known
as Cody Park. However, a large part of the site is not allocated, although part of the site is
allocated for employment in the adopted Local Plan. If the site proposed by QinetiQ is
designated as a Strategic Employment Area (SEA), QinetiQ supports this policy.
Object to policy. There are no significant new employment land designations and significant
losses through conversion of existing office space.
The policy is not protecting Bartley Wood Business Park in Hook. The offices at this site are
gradually being converted into poor quality homes in an area that has poor connectivity to
the village centre. The designation of the Rawlings site in the centre of Hook as a locally
important employment area would sever two new residential developments from the centre
of Hook. A mixed-use retail and residential development is being currently progressed for
this site which is consistent with the draft Neighbourhood Plan Policies and is supported by
the Parish Council. Hence, the designation of the existing Rawlings Depot as a Locally
Important Employment site must be withdrawn.
Provision must be made for the relocation/expansion of Rawlings haulage business.
Para 269 - typo in line 1. ED1 does not list the site at Elvetham railway Bridge to Hartley
Whitney nor The Stables site at Church Crookham or the industrial areas on A287 Odiham
Road and between Odiham centre, those buildings behind Redfields Garden Centre and the
Public Lord Wandsworth School. Para 289 - Basingstoke and Farnborough are close by and
connected by train and road to Fleet. A reference to internet shopping should be made.
Object to considerable employment sites being given over to housing primarily in Fleet and
Hook. It is essential that local employment sites are provided to minimise the additional
burden on road and public transport that increased commuting trips would bring.

Hart District Council Response
The policy seeks to protect land for employment provision, underpinning sustainable development
by providing opportunities for people to work locally in a range of employment sectors. The
Employment Land Review 2016 (ELR) identifies there is sufficient land to meet employment needs
over the Plan period, though supply for industrial and warehousing uses is limited. Additional land
allocations have not been identified, though the Locally Important Employment Area at Eversley
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Storage will include a larger area to allow for expansion adding to the floorspace identified in the
ELR. Also, the employment area at Beacon Hill, Fleet has been added as a Locally Important
Employment Area as it was assessed in the ELR.
The policy focus is on regeneration and renewal of existing premises and land. It is recognised that a
qualitative need could arise and the policy and supporting text has been redrafted to make this
clearer.
The Council proposes to introduce an Article 4 direction to protect employment areas from
inappropriate redevelopment to residential use. This is through a separate process to the Local Plan.
Policy ED1 covers employment uses in the B Use Classes. Oher types of employment are covered by
other policies in the Plan. The supporting text has been redrafted to improve clarity, to update and
improve linkages to other plan policies.

Policy ED2 Safeguarding Employment Land and Premises (B Use Classes)
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 67

Number of objections: 44

Number of general comments: 3

Number of supports: 20

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/comments











Support Meadows Business Park, Blackwater but the area in the settlement boundary should
also be designated.
Support protection of employment sites in Hook to provide local employment opportunities
and reduce pressure on the road and rail networks.
Support Rawlings Depot listing as a Locally Important Employment Area but they wish to
move to Murrell Green Business Park.
Support Waterfront Business Park in Fleet being designated a ‘Strategic Employment Area’
and Ancells Business Park in Fleet a ‘Locally Important Employment Area’. However, there is
concern that the draft Local Plan does not do enough to discourage redevelopment of
offices to housing.
Support the relocation of Rawlings to a more suitable site within the local vicinity of Hook.
Support protection of Bartley Wood, Bartley Point and Osborne Way, Hook from conversion
to residential use through an Article 4 direction.
Justification/Policy wording
Change Cody Park to Cody Technology Park.
Object to policy. The Employment Land Review states there is an over-supply of low grade
office space. Protected employment sites with high vacancy rates show there is little
demand for offices even on strategic sites. The policy cannot stop office conversions to
residential which deliver no S106 contributions to infrastructure. The policy protection is a
barrier to development and will lead to more residential conversions or vacant office space.
Brownfield sites should not be protected from redevelopment.
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Policy ED2, should be deleted if the sites cannot sustain long term employment uses
Object to the wording of criteria a), d) as they are contrary to the NPPF.
Murrell Green should be added to list of employment sites.
There is no policy provision to support or encourage the regeneration of existing
employment sites. A higher level of job growth and economic development could be
supported. The policy does not plan for enough job growth and employment land to ensure
economic growth.
There are six not five strategic employment sites.
The employment need evidence is limited and high level in nature. The basic findings of the
Employment Land review do not dismiss the potential need for new development as
robustly as suggested in the SA and a need for B8 does show in the report.
Object as should not protect brownfield sites from development.
Employment use should not be restricted to B1c use.
The plan acknowledges the significant quantity of vacant commercial properties; it is not
sensible to try to protect them from conversion to housing when no permission is required.
Furthermore it is not sensible to incorporate yet more commercial development into the
plan - providing future empty space for subsequent conversion.
In effect all of the employment sites are being protected when many of the buildings are
eyesores that are just sitting empty.
Conversions do not produce S106 money but a policy for limited areas is preferable to them
remaining empty so that certain size of community can be planned along with other
amenities.
Policy has 'missed the boat' when many of the sites identified, particularly in Hook and at
Ancell's Business Park are already being converted from offices to flats. If these employment
sites and areas are to be safeguarded, an Article 4 restriction should be applied to the sites.
There is an oversupply of office space in the area and it seems unlikely, with the changes in
the way we work (increased connectivity and freelancing), that more office accommodation
will be needed in the future. More of this office space should be re-allocated to housing than
has been in this draft plan. There is no point in leaving it under utilised.

Blackwater
The Plan proposes a strategic employment site (ED2) in Blackwater, immediately west of the
boundary with Surrey Heath District. Camberley Community Recycling Centre and York Town
Industrial Estate are located immediately across this boundary. Any development associated
with ED2 must consider the impacts on cross boundary waste sites that are located within
Surrey.
Eversley
Object to designation of Eversley Haulage Yard and Eversley Storage as Locally Important
Employment areas as they are not the most appropriate locations for employment space.
Support policy particularly bullet point X, criteria (a and c) and general intention of criteria
(b) but not the precise wording. Strongly support that the aims in the Economic Strategy is
reflected in the Local Plan draft policies and that these will help to meet the needs and
future business growth of Eversley Storage.
Fleet
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Object to policy. Ancells Business Park should be deleted. A more flexible approach is
required to improve facilities by introducing complementary uses to make such employment
areas more attractive.
Change reference in policy to Cody Technology Park.
The flood risk category for Ancells Business Park is not accurate. It currently identifies the
site to be within flood zones 2 and 3, however, only a narrow band running north/south is
categorised in these flood zones with the majority of the Ancells Business Park in flood zone
1, including Centaur House and One Fleet.
Only part of the site within the ownership of QinetiQ is designated as a strategic
employment area. If all of the site put forward by QinetiQ is so designated then QinetiQ
supports the policy.
Hook
The ongoing conversion of offices in Hook could lead to over 1000 dwellings on a Strategic
Employment Site. Clarity is needed over which use is applicable. Office conversions make
poor parking provision.
Relocate Rawlings Depot to Murrell Green.
The Rawlings site is perfect for brownfield central space for residential use in Hook plus
some much needed shops and restaurants etc.
Object to Bartley Wood Business Park being designated as a Strategic Employment Site when
it is being converted into poor quality flats. Hook does not need this many flats, but it does
need business.
The three strategic employment areas in Hook must be preserved, and protected against the
gradual, insidious, conversion of business premises to living accommodation. Such
accommodation is out of place in a business environment.

Hart District Council Response
The Employment Land Review 2016 identifies that there is a sufficient land supply (although tight for
industrial and warehousing uses) to meet employment needs over the Plan period. The Plan's focus
is therefore on regeneration and renewal of existing premises. It is however, recognised that the
renewal process will take place over the Plan period as demand and market conditions allow rather
than all at once.
Uses outside the B Use Classes are covered by other policies in the Plan. The supporting text has
been redrafted to improve clarity and to update. The policy reference to Cody Park has been
amended to Cody Technology Park.
Eversley Storage and Eversley Haulage are important to support rural employment and are proposed
to be retained in Policy ED2. The policy has been redrafted to delete Rawlings Depot, Hook as a
Locally Important Employment Area to allow development for the improvement to the centre of
Hook. The Policy has also been amended to include the employment area at Beacon Hill Road, which
was covered in the ELR, as a Locally Important Employment Area.
Further work is required on the new settlement. The Strategy and Sites Plan has been amended to
include an Area of Search for the development of a new settlement to meet future needs, rather
than include a site allocation at Murrell Green. The planning of the new settlement will take place
through development of a New Settlement DPD. This will take into account need for employment
land.
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The Council proposes to introduce an Article 4 direction to protect employment areas from
inappropriate redevelopment to residential use. This is through a separate process rather than the
Local Plan.

Policy ED3: The Rural Economy
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 4

Number of objections: 2

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 2

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses







Support/comments
Support policy. Clarification is needed on the specific use classes covered. There may be
some conflict over the definition of "derelict" or "advanced state of disrepair" and thus not
suitable for re-use. Some agricultural buildings can be left vacant for considerable periods
before being put back into economic use. This may be related to economic circumstances
and caution is needed given the renovation and re-use of those buildings may be crucial in
turning around fortunes of an enterprise.
Support policy but suggest reference could be made in the policy or supporting text to
tourism and outdoor recreation, such as cycling and horse-riding, etc. as valuable
components of the rural economy.
Justification/ Policy wording
Concern is expressed at the number of offices becoming residential with the Virgin building
recently proposed.
The policy is inconsistent with national policy which allows new build. In criteria d) there is
no definition of rural enterprises.

Hart District Council Response
Policy ED3 and the supporting text have been amended to set out the circumstances where new
buildings may be appropriate to support rural enterprises. Minor changes have been made to the
supporting text to improve clarity, to add a reference to rural tourism and leisure activities and to
update generally.

Policy ED4 Town, District and Local Centres
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 34

Number of objections: 27

Number of general comments: 4

Number of supports: 3

_________________________________________________________________________________
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Summary of Responses




Support/ Comments
Support ED4 as it aligns with the findings of the joint evidence base and the approach in the
draft Rushmoor Local Plan
Strongly endorse the need to support the District’s retail centres, including Blackwater as a
District Centre.
Support paragraph 290.
Justification/ Policy wording















Fleet has sufficient major outlets and does not need another major 10,000m retail centre, it
needs thriving small shops to provide greater diversity
Notes the proposed provision of around 4,000sqm comparison goods floorspace and
6,000sqm convenience floorspace in Fleet town centre and considers that this will not have
a detrimental impact on Camberley town centre
Note it is intended to build on Fleet's strengths as the main shopping designation and new
shopping is to be provided at Murrell Green and Hartland. Full retail needs should be met
within the district.
There are no policies to support the growth of Hook Centre when the town is to grow by
more than 60%. The Retail, Leisure and Town Centres Study (2015) recommends the
boundary of Hook District Centre is reduced in size but this is inconsistent with the planned
growth of Hook.
Any development associated with the proposed district centre at Blackwater must consider
the impacts on cross boundary waste sites that are located within Surrey.
Question if constraining Blackwater Town Centre to “no less than 70% of the frontage Class
A1 use” will achieve the aim of enhancing Blackwater town centre. This could adversely
affect the viability of the town centre if there is not sufficient demand for A1 use, resulting in
vacant premises. Policy should be amended to allow 70% Class A1 / Class A2 (Professional
Services e.g. financial services).
It is unclear of the justification for the thresholds set out in the policy. Are these based on
the evidence base?
The policy should define what is meant by `main town centre uses`.
The plan omits proposals for improving the main urban areas.

Hart District Council Response
The supporting text has been amended to clarify the requirement of 1,000sqm threshold for Retail
Impact Assessment.
The Rawlings Haulage employment area, south of the rail line has been deleted from Hook district
centre, due to its poor links with the centre and because the evidence base supports meeting Hook's
retail needs through increasing turnover and the uptake of vacant units. The policy approach
supports a greater focus on renewal and a tighter retail focus within the centre.
Any specific development impacts will be assessed during the planning application process.
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The supporting text has been amended to improve clarity and to update to reflect changes to Policy
ED4. A definition of main town centre uses is set out in national planning guidance and is not
duplicated in the Plan.

Policy ED5 Primary Frontages in Fleet Town Centre
________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 3

Number of objections: 0

Number of general comments: 2

Number of supports: 1

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/ Comment


Support the continuation of Class A1 retail within Fleet town centre, and agree with the
proportions proposed. The policy should be enforced, which has not always been the case in
the past.

Justification/Policy Wording


Additional shops, financial and professional services, restaurants and cafes, drinking
establishments, and hot food takeaway floorspace should be located in Hook rather than
Murrell Green.

Hart District Council Response
The Plan has been amended to consolidate the Fleet town centre policies. The policy on primary
frontages in Fleet town centre has been deleted as this matter will be covered by a subsequent DPD
or the Fleet Neighbourhood Plan. A reference to the role of local neighbourhood facilities has been
added to the policy on Fleet town centre which has been renumbered Policy ED5. The policy also
includes a reference to the Primary Shopping Area.
The Strategy and Sites Local Plan has been amended to include a Policy relating to an Area of Search
for the development of a new settlement to meet future needs, rather than including a site
allocation at Murrell Green. The planning of a new settlement will take place through development
of a New Settlement DPD. This will take into account any additional need for services and facilities
which are needed to support a new settlement.

Policy ED6 Secondary Frontages in Fleet Town Centre
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 2

Number of objections: 1

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 1
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__________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/comment


Support the preservation of Class A1 retail with Fleet Town. The proportions appear reasonable.
Concern that similar policies in the outgoing Local Plan were rarely enforced leading to high
proportions of non-retail activity.

Justification/ Policy wording


There is no mention of the shopping parades in Church Crookham such as the Linkway, Ridgeway
parade, Northfield parade, Reading Road south shops or Crookham Park local centre. These
should be included.

Hart District Council Response
Policy ED6 has been deleted as this matter will be covered by a subsequent DPD or the Fleet
Neighbourhood Plan. A reference to the role of local neighbourhood facilities has been added to the
policy which has been renumbered Policy ED5.

Policy ED7 District Centres
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 10

Number of objections: 8

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 2

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Justification/Policy wording







Any development associated with the proposed district centre in Blackwater, must consider
the impacts on cross boundary waste sites that are located within Surrey.
The policy constrains Blackwater Town Centre to “no less than 70% of the frontage to
remain in shop (Class A1) use”. Currently it is not clear that Blackwater Town Centre
achieves this minimum requirement. To ensure future viability of Blackwater Town Centre
and ensure that the units achieve a high level of occupancy, this requirement should be for
both A1 & A2 use.
Hook requires additional shops, businesses, restaurants and drinking establishments/hotels,
and takeaway outlets but these facilities needed by Hook residents MUST be located in
Hook, not in another separate settlement. This would lead to the serious deterioration of
the commercial vitality of the Village Centre of Hook. A new settlement at Murrell Green
would have significant impact on Hook Village and provide no benefit even though it is
substantially within Hook Parish.
Yateley lacks a defined retail centre. Thus shopping for clothes, furniture etc., needs to be
away from Yateley in Camberley or Fleet (no bus service to Fleet) or Basingstoke (no bus
service to the station at Fleet) or Reading etc.
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Object to additional shops and services, being met by provision at Murrell Green, which
would encourage further use of cars and concomitant traffic. It is unclear why (c) within
Policy ED7 applies only to Blackwater and not to the other district centres of Yateley and
Hook.

Hart District Council Response
This policy has been amended to support development which would maintain or enhance the vitality
and viability of district and local centres. This approach replaces the 70% A1 retail threshold for
Blackwater district centre. The policy has also been amended to include Local Centres rather than
maintain a separate but similar policy.
Any specific development impacts of a proposal will be assessed during the planning application
process. Opportunities for restaurant and other retail uses within Hook district centre would be
assessed against this policy. Changes are proposed to the supporting text to update and improve its
clarity. The policy is renumbered ED6.
The Strategy and Sites Local Plan will identify an Area of Search for the development of a new
settlement to meet future needs rather than including a site allocation at Murrell Green. The
planning of a new settlement will take place through development of a New Settlement DPD. This
will take into account any retail/town centre uses needed to support the settlement.

No representations were received on Policy ED8: Local Centres
This Policy has now been combined with Policy ED7 above (numbered ED6 in the Submission Local
Plan: Strategy and Sites).

Natural and Built Environment
Policy NE1 Thames Basin Heath Special Protection Area (TBHSPA)
_________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 14

Number of objections: 4

Number of general comments: 4

Number of supports: 6

__________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses




Support/comments
Strongly support policy. Amend last line to read: Planning Permission for alternative uses at
these allocated sites will not be supported, unless considered to be of benefit to their
purpose.
Support policy. It is important development proposals respect the special character of the
landscape and for any development coming forward, a site specific assessment should be
undertaken.
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Support principles in policy. The site west of Ewshot Lane would benefit from being able to
use surplus SANG.
Land at Hollybush Lane includes provision for SANG and the policy is supported.
The wording of draft Policy NE1 is supported as it accords with guidance contained within
‘Policy NRM6: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area’ of the South East Plan.
Justification/ Policy wording
Amend policy to reflect that the Basingstoke Canal is designated an SSSI rather than another
protected habitat.
Provision should be made for more than the required amount of SANG. Mitigation measures
will be required for all new dwellings and delivered prior to occupation and in perpetuity.
This means the overprovision of SANG at Grove Farm is a substantial benefit. The draft plan
fails to acknowledge and exploit the public benefit from Owens Farm, West Hook.
Amend policy to assess individual proposals, including mitigation, before considering
whether it is necessary to undertake Appropriate Assessment.
b) is inconsistent with Policy NRM6 of the South East Plan (2009) which states that within
the 400m exclusion zone, mitigation measures are unlikely to be capable of protecting the
integrity of the SPA, but that in exceptional circumstances this may vary with provision of
evidence that demonstrates the extent of the area within which it is considered that
mitigation measures will be capable of protecting the integrity of the SPA. Policy NRM6
seeks a consistent approach to mitigation.
Detailed amendments suggested including relating to: the role of Natural England, the
approach to C1 and C2 applications, factors to consider in determining the amount of SANG
(paragraph 332) and correction that SAMM contributions are held by Hampshire County
Council.
Object to para 326. C1 and C2 applications should be assessed on a case by case basis in
consultation with Natural England.
Do not consider that SANG not directly linked to the development site will mitigate impacts
on the TBHSPA or the Bramshott Heath SINC so it will be necessary to reduce housing
numbers on a site and provide more open space. Support g).
NE1 Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area should appear near the front of the
document
Impact on the historic environment of developing at Murrell Green.
Paragraphs 324 and 325 do not make clear that the Thames Basin Heath Special Protection
Area relates to the impacts arising from new housing and is not affected by other use
classes. The policy and supporting text could be clearer in this respect by ensuring that
references to “developments” are amended to “residential developments”
The delivery of additional SANG to facilitate small and medium sized housing developments
should be a priority. The Councils current SANG allocation criteria makes any form of
sheltered housing undeliverable in the District. The authority should adopt more flexibility in
respect of SANG capacity release.

Hart District Council Response
A number of amendments have been made to the supporting text to provide further clarity and to
respond to representations received. These include amendments to ensure consistency with the
South East Plan policy and clarification over C1 and C2 applications. Minor amendments have been
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made to the Policy for clarification, to amend references to appropriate assessment and to provide
further details for developments falling within 5 – 7km. This policy is renumbered NBE4 in Proposed
Submission Local Plan: Strategy and Sites.

Policy NE2 Landscape
_________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 7

Number of objections: 4

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 3

*Comments relating to an objection to the allocation of Cross Farm do not relate to the proposed wording of
NE3 so are not included here.

______________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses











Support/comments
Support policy.
Support c) and d), as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of,
and a clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment.
Justification/ Policy wording
Reference to the Hampshire Historic Landscape Character Assessment could be added.
It is disappointing the paragraph relating to the Forest of Eversley is not included here or in
the sub-section on the historic environment.
Strategic site at Cross Farm is incompatible with this policy. Views into the historic village
would be lost.
Valued landscapes should be subject to both landscape and heritage asset policies.
Amend policy to reflect that some impact to the landscape of a development may be
acceptable. As currently worded, a development has to show no detriment at all to the
visual or quality of the landscape to be considered acceptable.
A site specific assessment should be undertaken.

Hart District Council Response
Amendments have been made to the supporting text to provide clarification in response to the
representations received. These amendments include adding reference to Hampshire Historic
Landscape Character assessment and to the Forest of Eversley in the supporting text, as well as to
the Hart and Hampshire Character Studies. An amendment has been made to the Policy to include
reference to 'no adverse impact'. This policy is renumbered NBE3 in Proposed Submission Local Plan:
Strategy and Sites.
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Policy NE3 Biodiversity and Geodiversity
__________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 8

Number of objections: 4

Number of general comments: 3

Number of supports: 1

_________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses









Support/comments
Support policy, but there is a missed opportunity to ensure the District’s watercourses are
protected and enhanced. An undeveloped 8 metre buffer zone should be required on both
sides of a main river to promote green and blue infrastructure links, water quality and
human health (pleasant amenity space). The policy should make it clear to applicants how
the Council will expect protection and enhancement of all watercourses, culverted or
otherwise. This would better align with national guidance.
Justification/ Policy wording
Amend policy to be consistent with national policy which makes reference to delivering net
gains in biodiversity where possible.
Points a), e) and f) refer to key habitats and species; for consistency the word ‘priority’
should be used rather than ‘key’, for example priority species. Point f) should be removed. A
greater emphasis should be placed on providing ‘net gains’ and maintaining functioning
ecological networks. Recommend wording to advocate the use of the DEFRA metric or
equivalent for calculating biodiversity loss or gain.
The biodiversity policy goals for the three strategic sites are inadequate. These should refer
to a goal of net gain for biodiversity affected, including through direct and indirect
cumulative impacts. Paragraph 342 is too weak there should be a clear policy for net gain of
biodiversity.
The policy should also include an additional point related to the conservation and
enhancement of blue corridors and the retention or provision of undeveloped buffer zones
along the watercourses within or adjacent developments site. Support reference to the
planning of the proposed strategic sites in the management of wastewater. The policy
should be amended to require developers to work closely with Thames Water on the
preparation of a detailed drainage strategy, as they are the provider of wastewater
infrastructure.

Hart District Council Response
Substantial changes have been made to this policy to provide clarification and, in response to
representations made. Upon review it was considered that reference to ‘Geodiversity’ within the
policy was not necessary and accordingly it was deleted. In addition, reference to 'priority' habitats
and species has been added and criterion (f) was considered to be unnecessary and has been deleted.
Reference to a ‘net gain’ is already included within the Policy and supporting text. This policy is
renumbered (and renamed) NBE5 in Proposed Submission Local Plan: Strategy and Sites.
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Policy NE4 Managing Flood Risk
__________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 3

Number of objections: 0

Number of general comments: 2

Number of supports: 1

_______________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses


Support giving priority to SuDS and the requirement to seek to enhance water quality and
biodiversity and for arrangements for their whole life management and maintenance.

Justification/ Policy wording





Amend b) to `site-specific Flood Risk Assessment demonstrates that the development will be
safe for its lifetime without increasing flooding elsewhere, and where possible, will reduce
flood risk overall`; Add reference in policy to ensure that where development is proposed in
areas where there is evidence of groundwater flooding, it should be demonstrated that
flood risk from groundwater is not increased elsewhere.
Add reference to the ‘Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Water Cycle Study’ (2017)
Should add reference to the role natural flood management measures can play in reducing
flood risk and delivering biodiversity benefits. Developers should be encouraged to consider
incorporating this within their own schemes, as well as funding off-site measures where this
can deliver flood benefit to the development or can reduce flood risk posed by the
development to areas downstream.

Hart District Council Response
The Policy has been amended, in line with national policy, to make it more concise. Accordingly
some of the text of the policy has been incorporated into the reasoned justification. The request to
amend criterion b was considered to be unnecessary however this was amended to clarify that any
site specific flood risk assessment would need to be in accordance with national policy. The Water
Cycle Study is referenced in relation to policy NBE7 ‘Water Quality’. Specific reference to use of
natural flood management measures was considered to be unnecessary.

Policy NE5 Water Quality
__________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 4

Number of objections: 2

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 2

__________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/comments
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Support inclusion of policy. Add in the supporting paragraphs, the results and
recommendations of the Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Water Cycle Study (WCS) as the
WCS is a key evidence base document.
Support policy in principle, but it should be supplemented by a policy on the provision of
waste water infrastructure. Support NE5 d). Recommend that a mini Integrated Water
management Strategy is produced for new settlements.
Justification/Policy wording
Add development will need to occur in line with the water companies Asset Management
Plan (AMP) cycle. Need assurance from the water company that any planned development
before 2020 has been considered and funded within this AMP cycle. The timescales of
development should be in line with the water companies AMP period to ensure
development does not occur before necessary upgrades. This will ensure capacity issues and
potential sewer flooding is avoided. Amend paragraph 335 to remove suggestion it is
acceptable to permit deterioration in the band status of a waterbody prior to any action
being taken to prevent it.
It needs to be recognised that pollution to watercourses is often due to misconnections. The
inspection of drainage works therefore needs to be recognised. Developers should be
encouraged to identify drains and road gullies which discharge to streams.
Amend clause a) to recognise the risk posed to water quality by private sewerage systems.
Policy should encourage connection to mains drainage as opposed to the provision of
private sewerage systems. Where not feasible, policy should permit developments where
package treatment plants that discharge directly to watercourses are proposed, preferring
instead to see discharge via a drainage field. In addition, whilst Building Regulations require
Septic Tanks to be located more than 10m from a watercourse, Natural England suggest an
exclusion distance of 30m better protects water quality and ecology

Hart District Council Response
A stand-alone policy on waste water infrastructure is not considered necessary as this issue is
addressed by policies 'I1 Infrastructure' and 'NBE6 Managing Flood Risk'.
Water company's AMPs will inform the Council's Infrastructure Delivery Plan, specific reference to
them and their content in the Local Plan is therefore unnecessary.
Major development is required to provide details of surface water drainage provisions to be agreed
by Hampshire County Council in its role as the Lead Local Flood Authority. Thereafter the
development would be required to be implemented in accordance with the approved scheme.
Where a drainage scheme requires connection to a public sewer, additional approval will be required
from the appropriate sewerage undertaker. There issues are addressed by policy 'I1 Infrastructure'.
This policy is renumbered NBE7 in Proposed Submission Local Plan: Strategy and Sites.
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Policy BE1 Historic Environment
__________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 18

Number of objections: 7

Number of general comments: 2

Number of supports: 8

__________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses















Support/comments
Welcome/support policy on the historic environment.
Support the protection afforded to the Dogmersfield Conservation Area in BE 1.
Support policy but suggest the policy or supporting text could lend support to proposals that
include greater public access to and appreciation of heritage assets, historic landscapes and
other significant places of heritage value, including their temporary or permanent use for art
or cultural exhibitions and events.
Policy wording/justification
Encouraged by the emphasis to preserve the rich heritage of Hart.
Conservation Areas should receive more prominence.
Add ‘valued landscapes’ should be subject to both Landscape and Heritage Asset policies
Amend policy to list the 30 Conservation Areas. Support the requirement for new
development to demonstrate that they have taken account of local supplementary
guidance.
Amend policy to refer to substantial loss of, or harm to, nationally important sites and that
such loss or harm should only be considered in wholly exceptional circumstances. Should
also recognise that development may be beneficial to the setting of heritage assets. Amend
policy to address the need for all parties to consider the assessment of any harm and the
need to weigh such harm against the public benefits of the proposal, including securing its
optimum viable use.
Change ‘preserve’ to ‘conserve’. Need to add reference to heritage at risk and add a
supporting paragraph. Delete the word relevant from the policy.
Renewable and low carbon energy developments should only be permitted where there
would be no adverse impact on heritage assets.
Object to the current wording of Policy BE1 as it addresses the historic environment, but
fails to include locally listed buildings and Conservation Area assets. Support the sentiments
"The character, quality and diversity of our natural, built and heritage assets will have been
protected, and where possible enhanced" as set out in the vision and objectives, and
encourage this wording to be included in Policy BE2.

Hart District Council Response
The policy and supporting text has been amended to reflect a number of comments made. The
supporting text provides additional information regarding conservation areas and the amended (and
correct) number of conservation areas is listed. Additional references to conservation areas has been
added within the Supporting text. Rather than repeat large sections of the NPPF, the policy has been
amended to provide reference to the NPPF, referencing back to the requirement to perform relevant
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tests. Reference to the impact of renewable energy/low carbon energy developments and the
impact on heritage assets is within policy NBE11. This policy is renumbered NBE9 in Proposed
Submission Local Plan: Strategy and Sites.
In response to further representations on the Proposed Submission Local Plan some further
amendments to this Policy have been proposed in response to representations including those from
Historic England. The changes that the Council is proposing to the Local Plan Inspector can be found
in the Schedule of Modifications available on the Local Plan Examination webpage.

Policy BE2 Design
__________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 5

Number of objections: 1

Number of general comments: 0

Number of Supports: 4

___________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses



Support/comments
Support Policy BE2 as it is fundamental to the good standard of design of new housing and
to ensuring that the distinctive qualities of towns and villages will be reflected in new
developments.
Support policy for its references to the quality of townscape and local distinctiveness and
particularly for criterion e) as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and
enjoyment of, and clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment.
Support Policy BE2 but believe it should be considerably strengthened to reflect the
comments made in para359 regarding the District's special character. The wording in para
363 about “Hart District is an attractive, largely rural area with historic towns and villages
that contribute to its distinctive sense of place” and that “new development should help to
preserve and enhance the built environment” could usefully be built into the Policy. Fully
support that proposals “will also need to protect and enhance the historic character of
existing development” and believe this should apply particularly in, and adjacent to,
Conservation Areas.





Justification/Policy wording
Amend BE2 to ensure that the linear form of Crookham Village is retained.
Policy should include that the Hart Parking Standards will be applied as a minimum.
The design of new sports facilities should be in accordance with Sport England’s technical
design guidance.





Hart District Council Response
Comments relating to the support for the policy are noted. The policy as worded is a generic policy
that will be applied to all development regardless of where it is located in the District. Therefore
specific reference to individual locations is not necessary. Issues relating to parking and sports
facilities are addressed by other policies in the plan. This policy is renumbered NBE10 in Proposed
Submission Local Plan: Strategy and Sites.
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Policy BE3 Sustainable Water Use
__________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 5

Number of objections: 0

Number of general comments: 1

Number of Supports: 4

__________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses










Support/comments
Support adoption of the optional water efficiency requirement of 110 l/pppd.
Support sustainable water use but the policy should be amended as the current wording is
too restrictive as it would require all residential developments to provide a standard over
and above Building Regulations.
Support policy, but suggest a tabular approach to better present the information. Displaced
flood risk should also be addressed, “Causal Areas” defined, and sewage infrastructure
improvement made before development begins.
Justification/Policy wording
Policy should be amended to refer to ‘subject to viability’.
Policy should highlight the problem of misconnections; when foul water drainage is
incorrectly directed to pipes which ultimately discharge to rivers and streams in order to
protect the water environment. Developers should identify the drains and road gullies which
discharge to streams to prevent inadvertent pollution of watercourses.
The requirement for all new homes to meet the optional higher water efficiency standards
must be supported by evidence.

Hart District Council Response
Comments supporting policy BE3 are noted. The recommended efficiency standard has been
tested through the viability study which demonstrated that it would not make development
unviable. If the requirement does make a development unviable then an applicant can put
forward an argument, as a material consideration, for an exception to policy to be made. The
wording of the policy therefore does not need to include reference to ‘subject to viability’. Issues
relating to flooding are covered by policy NE4 ‘Managing Flood Risk’.
The evidence also supports the introduction of the higher optional standards for water
efficiency as Hart is recognized as an area of serious water stress.
Comments relating to connections to foul water drainage are noted but it not considered
appropriate for this policy to address them.
This policy is renumbered NBE8 in Proposed Submission Local Plan: Strategy and Sites.
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Policy BE4 Renewable and Low Carbon Energy
__________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 2
Number of general comments:

Number of objections: 1
1

Number of supports: 0

The draft Local Plan document contained a typographical error and there were two policy BE4.
Comments were assessed and attributed to the appropriate policy.

________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/ Comments


Welcome, the identification of “the impact on relevant heritage assets” as a consideration,
but do not consider “relevant” to be necessary. Prefer a more assertive policy and only allow
renewable and low carbon energy developments where there is no adverse impact on
heritage assets, as part of the positive strategy for the conservation and enjoyment of, and
clear strategy for enhancing, the historic environment.

Justification/ Policy wording


The statement that the plan performs well in the area of climate change mitigation is
misleading as the plan fits in with existing arrangements which may or may not perform
well. Waste and sustainable energy provision rely on the existing agreements held with
Hampshire County Council, no additional provision is made in this area. Sustainable buildings
rely on the existing planning application process with each development being judged on its
own merits, there is no requirement to meet a higher standard than that which is already
applied.

Hart District Council Response
The Policy has been amended to reflect comments from Historic England and to provide greater
clarification regarding the Council’s expectations.
This policy is renumbered NBE11 in Proposed Submission Local Plan: Strategy and Sites.

Policy BE5 Pollution
__________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 5

Number of objections: 0

Number of general comments: 3

Number of supports: 2

The draft Local Plan document contained a typographical error and there were two policy BE4.
Comments were assessed and attributed to the appropriate policy.
_______________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
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Support further iteration around air quality and associated risk mitigation with regard to
potential development in areas close to higher pollution areas such as around the M3.
Welcome policy which will ensure that any adverse impacts of pollution that may impact on
the natural environment will be adequately mitigated or minimised to an acceptable level

Justification/ policy wording




Need to take into account the recent Wealden judgement in regard to contributions to air
pollution being treated in combination with other plans or projects Para 392 –additional
wording proposed ` …securing a safe development that does not pose a risk to people or the
environment lies with the developer/landowner’
Transport connectivity makes no attempt to tip the balance in favour of non- car transport.

Hart District Council Response
A number of minor amendments have been made in response to the representations:
1. Additional wording added to the end of paragraph (now renumbered 371) as suggested above.
2. Additional reference to cumulative impacts of development on air quality is added into the Policy.
3. Some minor amendment to the supporting text for clarity.

Infrastructure
Policy I1 Infrastructure
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 71

Number of objections: 61

Number of general comments: 5

Number of supports: 7

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses






Support/comments
Welcome Policy I1 and its approach. Asks for involvement in any update to the IDP or review
of infrastructure requirements, which will inform the CIL and Regulation 123 list.
Support for a secondary school at Winchfield as Robert Mays and Fleet schools are full.
Support recognition that waste water treatment is a key issue for development in the
district.
Justification/ Policy wording
The policy makes no reference to the assessment of viability in determining whether it is
possible for a development to provide the infrastructure requirements. National guidance
makes it clear the development should not be subject to contributions which make it
undeliverable.
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The IDP has not been published and this is needed to assess the impact on the district and
make sure that infrastructure can support and keep pace with development. Road network
must be carefully assessed together with rail stations.
Additional references to waste water capacity and surface water drainage sought.
The plan does not provide a financial assessment of the alternative means of housing
provision.
The plan does not cover overall impact on infrastructure from development in combination.
Council should consider road improvements, school provision, doctors surgeries and
hospitals.
Policy should refer to assessment of viability in determining infrastructure requirements.
There is no overall transport assessment for the plan.
There are no plans for sports and community uses.
A bridge is needed to cross the M3.
The quality of life in Hook needs the upgrading of infrastructure to support development.
The location and number of dwellings need to be clarified for HCC to be able to assess the
implications for school place planning. Need more detailed information
Suggest that there should be an IDP in place before the draft neighbourhood plan is signed
off.
Instead of expanding schools the council should be proposing a strategically located new
secondary school incorporating 6th form provision for the district. Unjustified why Murrell
Green merits a new secondary school when the bulk of previous development and future
development has been focused on Fleet and Church Crookham. The plan appears flawed by
failing to consider the educational needs of a population which has higher than national
average levels of higher educated parents and low levels of unemployment to ensure the
future generation has access to the education they need.
It states that the interim IDP is available to read as part of this consultation but there is
nothing specific to Hook. It does not take into consideration the developments that are
already underway and insufficient thought has been put into Hook's infrastructure to
support the house and residents already here.
Adequate infrastructure is vital to any new development. The plan should ensure that
surgeries, schools and local shops are properly planned and roads are built before any
housing commences build.
Hartley Wintney residents seem to have got off lightly with regard to house building.
However, there is concern about the levels of services that are to be supplied/maintained.
Education, Health and public services appear to be stretched to their limit now, how will
these services cope with additional people, no secondary school and traffic through the
village is too much now, with constant rush hour jams.
There are only vague references to infrastructure. Specifics at Hartland Park and Sun Park
need addressing e.g. doctors, dentists, parking, secondary schools, buses, local shops etc.
There is a need to provide so that there is not unlawful trespass which leads to security
issues, and massive costs for clean ups.
There is no information about the need, impact and affordability of supporting
infrastructure. The potential adverse impact on local infrastructure is not addressed by the
Draft Local Plan.
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Hart District Council Response
Policy I1 sets a requirement for new development to provide for infrastructure appropriate to that
development. The legal tests for what can be sought are set out in Regulation 122 of 'The
Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010'. It is not therefore necessary for the policy to be
amended to specify individual infrastructure requirements.
Specific issues which may affect infrastructure delivery, such as viability, would need to be
addressed by an applicant. In accordance with Section 38(6) of the Planning and Compulsory
Purchase Act 2004 an applicant has the ability to argue an exception to the requirements of the
policy if justified by material considerations. If such an argument is made the Council would then
have the ability to consider whether this represents a material consideration to justify the
requirements of the policy not being met. Therefore no change to the policy is required.
Additional reference has been added into the Policy regarding the requirement to ensure adequate
waste water capacity and surface water drainage.
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). The IDP will be
published with the 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.

Policy I2 Green Infrastructure
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 5

Number of objections: 3

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 2

__________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/comments






Support policy but suggests that the policy or supporting text promote additional green
infrastructure where it provides improved connectivity within and with the wider network
and greater public access to and appreciation of townscape, landscape and open
countryside.
Support provision of green space and the use of alternative technologies for energy
conservation. There should be more financial incentive for developers to carry out the
stated policy and penalties where developers do not carry out their promises. There should
be a "joined-up" policy over the whole district for footpaths and cycle paths e.g. to provide
links to stations- particularly in Odiham.
Pleased that streams, canals and water bodies are included as green infrastructure. Title of
policy should be reworded as Policy I2: Green and Blue Infrastructure.
Justification/ Policy wording
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In Crookham Village, the River Hart Valley has significant biodiversity, landscape and
heritage assets. Number of factors mean there is a skewed perception of its quality so close
to people. This is an exemplar piece of existing GI at risk because of this hierarchical policy
approach that does not value the composite of nature and other environmental and
heritage assets accessible to people. This should be addressed in the Local Plan and the Hart
Valley recognised for its special, accessible, wildlife rich mosaic, working landscape where
most people walk from home and use the Public Rights of Way network daily.
None of this Plan protects or enhances the green infrastructure instead it is a compromise
causing the maximum damage.

Hart District Council Response
The supporting text has been amended to clarify that ‘green’ infrastructure includes both green and
blue infrastructure assets. This Policy must be read in conjunction with the other NBE policies, for
example relating to biodiversity. A key objective of the Local Plan is to protect and enhance the
District’s natural environment, landscape character, water environment and biodiversity.

Policy I3 Transport
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 27

Number of objections: 14

Number of general comments: 6

Number of supports: 7

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses




Support/comments
Supports policy which will minimise potential impacts on the SRN in line with the NPPF and
Circular 02/2013.
Support policy. Additional reason why sites SHL112a and b should be deleted or restricted they are not compatible with this policy.
Support policy as it complements the policy approach in the Rushmoor Local Plan.
Policy wording/justification










A review of parking standards is required rather than aspirations to reduce car use where
public transport is limited. Parking provision at Winchfield and Hook needs to be increased.
Many road are overloaded now. How can residents be assured appropriate infrastructure
will be provided.
Winchfield station will need to be enhanced.
Kennels Lane is not ideal as a major route to the M3. Major improvements are needed
Welcome the intent to ensure transport and other infrastructure is delivered in a
coordinated way. The plan should identify strategic growth opportunities that can take
advantage of high quality public transport infrastructure at the outset.
Need to provide safe routes for walking and cycling in Hook.
Oppose creating more roads, losing habitats and greater emissions and congestion.
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Need to provide convenient car parking to shops and facilities. There is poor public transport
and improvements to the road network are needed. Fleet is already congested.
Improvements to rail services would be welcomed
Object to Policy I3 as currently worded as there is nothing regarding the provision of public
footpaths and cycleways, and encouragement to use them. Much of the new development
proposed seems to be very car user-centric, and there seem to be no proposals in Policy I3
to alleviate car use.
Note the acknowledgement of peak time congestion in para. 61, page 20. Raises concern
that it will be impossible to improve essential transport infrastructure as fast as or faster
than the additional developments place larger requirements on it. The Plan's ‘Vision’ should
accentuate the type of development that makes greater use of the existing transport
capacity off-peak, and promote Hart as a leisure and recreation hub within the wider,
urbanised County and Sub-Region.
These paragraphs say nothing about providing local bus transport within areas such as Fleet
and between areas. Also, housing estates such as Edenbridge are being built with road
systems that cannot be used by buses, and probably not even by community transport
minibuses. Residents of these estates are condemned to car dependency.
As part of the infrastructure plan, careful consideration needs to be given to the effects on
local roads. The A3013 bridge over the railway at Fleet Station needs to be by-passed in
some way. This could be partly achieved by encouraging traffic coming off the M3 and
wishing to get to the South of Fleet being routed through the old Pyestock area. Careful
design of the proposed Hartland Village area would be required so that residents there
would not be disturbed.
Object to the traffic impacts of development at Murrell Green including cycling and
pedestrian safety, quality of life, increased congestion. Support a bus service if an electric
bus is used, but will be a useless idea if the traffic levels are high as will be predicted and
thus journey from Murrell to nearby areas can be achieved quicker by cycling. Fares will
need to be low enough and frequent service to encourage uptake.
There should be more opportunities for cycling, opportunities such as a cycleway from Hook
to Hartley Wintney as part of the A30 dual carriageway to single carriageway reduction was
completely missed. Fleet has little cycle infrastructure as has most areas within Hart. The
proposed larger developments are some distance from the transport hubs and thus would
rely heavily on the car. Walking in excess of a mile, in today's society is unusual, and
therefore the car will take precedence, cycling is limited to leisure rather than transport and
current cycling infrastructure, cycle paths.

Hart District Council Response
Policy I3 identifies transport related infrastructure requirements that will be required from all
development. It does not identify specific individual site requirements or 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.
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Policy I4 Open Space, Sport and Recreation
________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 7

Number of objections: 2

Number of general comments: 3

Number of supports: 2

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses















Support/comments
Welcome setting out open space standards and that an assessment of the impact on health
and well bring is required for development proposals.
Welcome the fact that the council has developed a robust and up to date Playing Pitch
Strategy and consider that this should be relied on to support the provision of additional or
improved sports facilities to meet the demand generated by new development.
Justification/ Policy wording
Until the Plan is adopted, there should be no change in standards affecting the design of
development. Amendments to the on-site open space requirements at Hartland Village
would affect the overall layout and quantum of development that could be achieved.
Additional wording proposed to provide flexibility within the Policy for development
proposals coming forward in the interim period until the draft Local Plan is adopted.
The draft plan does not set out requirements for sports provision.
"The District benefits from good areas of open space for informal recreation." The area has
little facility for formal recreation in respect to green spaces let alone informal. The area has
no large formal park areas and a great deal of green space that is used by the public for
walking is owned by the MOD, with forestry land making up a large percentage.
Tweseldown, large areas of Minley and areas adjoining Yateley common are MOD controlled
and could be restricted for public access at any time. The area has little in the way of land for
off road cycling, horse riding or such (not permitted on most MOD land) and no informal
open areas exist for public access.
Do not consider that criterion (d) is compliant with para 74 of the NPPF and Sport England’s
playing fields policies which both maintain strong protection over existing sports facilities
and playing fields. The drafted policy would represent a weakening of these policies given
that a robust assessment of need is required to demonstrate the facility is surplus to
requirements.
The Policy is silent on new sports facilities and should set out the approach and
circumstances in which new sports facilities will be supported. “Playing field land” should be
specifically referenced within the draft policy.
Do not support an approach to identifying additional sport and recreation provision based
on locally derived standards. Such an approach is generic and doesn’t fully take account of
local needs and capacity of existing provision to meet current and future needs.

Hart District Council Response
The Policy and supporting text has been amended in response to the consultation.


Development proposals (including any requirements for open space/sport implications)
determined prior to the adoption of the Local Plan: Strategy and Sites will be assessed under
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the existing saved policies contained in the Hart District Local Plan (Replacement) 1996-2006
including adopted First Alterations.
The sport provision requirements are identified in the Playing Pitch Strategy Built Facilities
Strategy, which includes the need for indoor facilities in the District.
It is considered that the District benefits from good areas of open space for informal
recreation. These include green corridors such as the Blackwater and River Hart Valleys, the
Basingstoke Canal and semi-natural green spaces such as Fleet Pond, Yateley Heath and
Warren Heath. Fleet Pond Nature Reserve, Hartley Wintney Commons and Elvetham Heath
Nature Reserve have obtained ‘Green Flag Awards’ as being prestigious green spaces.
Amendments to the Policy have resulted in the deletion of criterion (d) and the
strengthening of the Policy in favour of protecting existing sport facilities and playing field.
The Council's approach towards new sports facilities and the circumstances in which new
sports facilities will be supported including for playing field land has been more clearly
outlined with specific reference within the Policy.

Policy I5 Community Facilities
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 4

Number of objections: 2

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 2

_______________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses






Support/comments
Support Policy I5: Community Facilities as it reflects the NPPF in relation to policies that promote
and safeguard community and cultural facilities for the benefit of the local community. Caution
against the use of the term 'viable' and instead focus on community need. There are many
smaller facilities run by volunteers or community groups that would be considered unviable in a
developer sense, however they are essential for the community and cultural well-being they
provide.
Welcome loss of a community facility having to be demonstrated that it has been appropriately
marketed for 12 months. Should also require opportunities for community groups and
organisations to be made aware.
Support policy I5 which reflects Sport England’s “Active Design” key principles. This supports the
co-location of community facilities to encourage linked trips and active travel modes (walking
and cycling).
Justification/Policy wording
 Secondary schools at Odiham and Fleet are at or are approaching the limits of what is
considered to be an acceptable size, and further secondary capacity will require the
provision of a new school.

Hart District Council Response
Policy has been amended to reflect government guidance and to provide clarity over the definition
of community facilities within Hart.
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Policy I6 Broadband or Successor Services
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 1

Number of objections: 0

Number of general comments: 0

Number of supports: 1

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/comment


Support policy but it is unclear how it will work to deliver infrastructure and who will pay for
it. Small scale businesses should not be unreasonably impacted by the policy.

Hart District Council Response
Policy I6 has been amended to clarify that the Council cannot specifically require a development to
have a broadband connection but instead seeks provision of infrastructure to enable a connection to
be provided.

Policy I7 Phoenix Green Flood Alleviation
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 5

Number of objections: 0

Number of general comments: 3

Number of supports: 2

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses








Support/comments
Support policy but tabular approach would present the information better.
Support policy and the recognition flood risk type that will vary across the high risk
locations. Require more information as this is a big concern in Crondall.
Justification/Policy wording
Displaced flood risk should also be addressed, “Causal Areas” should be defined, and sewage
infrastructure improvement made before development begins.
Para 430. The culverted watercourses in Hartley Wintney are the main cause of flooding.
Opportunities should be explored for the de-culverting of these watercourses. This would
provide flood defence and biodiversity benefits.
The Phoenix Green Flood Alleviation should also form part of the Green and Blue
Infrastructure of the District. Natural Flood Management techniques should be used to
deliver the scheme to offer a sustainable and resilient solution.
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Flooding in Fleet is from canalizing and culverting natural watercourses. SUDS can raise
water table levels for longer and lead to flooding in other areas. Future improvements in the
sewer system are needed for new developments
No mention is made of the rural areas at risk of flooding.

Hart District Council Response
The comments made against this Policy are noted however it is not considered that these result in
the need for any changes to the Flood Alleviation Scheme Policy. However, some additional
supporting text regarding the implementation of this scheme has been added.

Policy I8 Strategic SANG
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 4

Number of objections: 0

Number of general comments: 3

Number of supports: 1

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses
Support/comments








Support Policy. The delivery of Rushmoor’s share of the HMA’s objectively assessed housing
needs is dependent on the identification and implementation of sufficient SANG. Support
joint work regarding the sharing of SANG allocation in Hart with Rushmoor Borough.
Support inclusion of ‘Hartland Village SANG – Land north of Pyestock’ in Policy I8, should
change name to “Hartland Village SANG – Kennels Lane Wood” to provide consistency with
the application documentation.
Justification/ Policy wording
Proposed Change - To provide greater clarity, add to the supporting text confirmation that
additional SANG is to be provided on-site as part of the Hartland Village development.
Policy I8 should be amended to include Bramshot Lane as an allocated SANG.
Policy I8 is distinct from SC2 yet SC2 is currently written to incorporate the 36ha of SANG
land identified in I8 within it. However, the policies map keeps the policy areas separate.
This inconsistency needs to be rectified.

Hart District Council Response
Comments in support of the policy are noted.
Reference to a SANG at Hartland Village is made in Policy SC1 ‘Hartland Village’ and policy I8.
Therefore the reasoned justification for policy I8 does not need to be amended.
As Bramshot Lane is an existing SANG reference to it is not required within policy I8.
Comments regarding the policies map are noted.
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Policy I9 Safeguarded Land for Education
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 6

Number of objections: 2

Number of general comments: 1

Number of supports: 3

_________________________________________________________________________________
Summary of Responses







Support/comment
Support policy. The ESFA would be interested in responding to updates to the IDP or review
of infrastructure requirements, which will inform the CIL and Regulation 123 list.
Support Policy I9 which safeguards land for the future expansion of Robert May’s School,
which is attended by students from Basingstoke and Deane.
Justification/ Policy wording
Allocation of Grove Farm would have substantial benefits in providing more than the
required amount of SANG and ensure the delivery of the education land for secondary
school expansion at Calthorpe Park School. Policy I9 Safeguarded land for Education
safeguards 1.45 ha of land within the Grove Farm site for the future expansion of Calthorpe
Park School.
Infrastructure in Yateley has not kept up with the expansion of the town over the last 50
years, with pressure on health, roads and schools. In addition to the above proposal in the
draft plan other sites in Yateley are already approved for housing with no infrastructure
resources made available. Add to this the proposed housing in Eversley which totally relies
on the Yateley facilities and structures and it is certain that the local Yateley infrastructure
will not be able to cope with the additional population.

Hart District Council Response
Comments regarding Grove Farm are noted and the approach to housing numbers and site
allocations is set out under Policy SS1.
Regarding infrastructure provision in Yateley the comments are noted and attention is drawn to
policy I1 which requires new development to provide infrastructure to meet the impact from that
development and is informed by the Council's Infrastructure Delivery Plan. Sites previously allocated
for housing in the Draft Plan are no longer allocated in the Proposed Submission Plan.

Monitoring and Implementation
Supporting Text (paras 393-436)
_________________________________________________________________________________
Number of respondents: 2

Number of objections: 1

Number of general comments: 1

Number of supports: 0

________________________________________________________________________________
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Summary of Responses
Justification/Policy wording



Para 395 is incorrect as no draft Infrastructure Delivery Plan has been published. It is
essential as it underpins site viability. A separate consultation is needed for the IDP.
Para 430 – The culverted watercourses in Hartley Wintney are the main cause of flooding.
Opportunities should be explored for de-culverting these watercourses

Hart District Council Response
The Infrastructure Delivery Plan (IDP) will be published with the Proposed Submission Local Plan and
will inform infrastructure needs arising from the plan. Preparation of the 'Community Infrastructure
Levy' 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.
Comments regarding watercourses at Hartley Wintney are noted but are not considered to be an
issue for the Local Plan to address.
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