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Introduction
AECOM is commissioned to lead on Sustainability Appraisal (SA) in support of the emerging Hart Local Plan:
Strategy and Sites. Once adopted, the plan will allocate land for development and set policies to guide
decisions on development and changes in how land is used.
SA is a mechanism for considering and communicating the likely effects of an emerging plan, and
alternatives, with a view to avoiding and mitigating adverse effects and maximising the positives. SA for
Local Plans is a legal requirement, in-line with the EU Strategic Environmental Assessment (SEA) Directive.
At the current time, a ‘Draft Plan’ version of the plan is published under Regulation 18 of the Local Planning
Regulations, and an ‘Interim SA Report’ is published alongside. The Interim SA Report aims to inform the
consultation, and subsequent plan-making work (see the discussion of ‘next steps’, below).
This is a Non-technical Summary (NTS) of the Interim SA Report.

Structure of the Interim SA Report / this NTS
SA reporting essentially involves answering the following questions in turn:
1. What has plan-making / SA involved up to this point?
 i.e. in the run-up to preparing the Draft Plan.
2. What are the appraisal findings at this current stage?
 i.e. in relation to the Draft Plan.
3. What are the next steps?
Each of these questions is answered in turn below. Firstly though there is a need to set the scene further by
answering the question ‘What’s the scope of the SA?’

What’s the scope of the SA?
The scope of the SA is essentially reflected in a list of sustainability topics and objectives. Taken together,
this list indicates the parameters of SA, and provides a methodological ‘framework’ for appraisal.
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Sustainability topics and objectives (the SA framework)
Topic

Objectives

1

Biodiversity

Protect and enhance biodiversity.

2

Climate change
mitigation

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

3

Communities

Protect and enhance the health and well-being of the population; Encourage
increased engagement in cultural activity, leisure, and recreation across all
sections of the community; Reduce inequality, poverty and social exclusion;
Improve community safety by reducing crime and the fear of crime; Create and
sustain vibrant and locally distinctive settlements and communities; Improve
accessibility to all services and facilities; Maintain and improve opportunities
for everyone to acquire the education and skills they need to find and remain
in work; Stimulate regeneration where appropriate and encourage urban
renaissance.

4

Employment and the
economy

Maintain high and stable levels of employment and promote sustainable
economic growth and competitiveness; Stimulate regeneration where
appropriate and encourage urban renaissance.

5

Flood risk / climate
change adaptation

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

6

Housing

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

7

Historic environment

Protect and enhance the District’s historic environment.

8

Land and other
resources

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

9

Landscape

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

10

Transport and
accessibility

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

11

Water

Maintain and improve the water quality of the District’s rivers and
groundwaters and other water bodies.
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PLAN-MAKING / SA UP TO THIS POINT
An important element of the required SA process involves appraising ‘reasonable alternatives’ in time to
inform development of the draft plan, and then publishing information on reasonable alternatives for
consultation alongside the draft plan.
As such, Part 1 of the Interim SA Report explains how work was undertaken to develop and appraise a
‘reasonable’ range of alternative approaches to site allocation, or ‘spatial strategy alternatives’.
Specifically, Part 1 of the report 1)

explains the process of establishing the reasonable spatial strategy alternatives;

2)

presents the outcomes of appraising the reasonable spatial strategy alternatives; and

3)

explains reasons for establishing the preferred spatial strategy option, in light of the appraisal.

Establishing reasonable alternatives
The main report explains how reasonable alternatives were established subsequent to a lengthy process of
gathering evidence and examining/refining options. The process can be summarised in a flow diagram (see
below). The reasonable alternatives ultimately arrived at are presented in the table below, and the
subsequent maps.
Establishing the reasonable alternatives
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The reasonable alternatives
Opt

Comps /
commits

Windfall

Rural
except’n

Small
sites

‘Givens'

Grove
Farm

Owens
Farm

Murrell
Green

Pale Lane

Winchf’d

Total

1

492

423

540

650

0

0

9,998

2

492

0

0

0

1,818

0

10,203

0

423

0

0

1,818

0

10,134

0

0

540

0

1,818

0

10,251

5

0

0

0

650

1,818

0

10,361

6

0

0

0

0

0

3000

10,893

3

5304

4

290

50

2,589

Explanatory points are as follows –


‘Comps / commits’ – This figure reflects the number of new homes that have been completed since the beginning of the plan period (2011) and the number
of homes that have planning permission.



Windfall – This figure reflects the number of new homes those that will come forward through the development management process on sites not allocated
within the plan, on the basis that they are in accordance with Local Plan policy. They will tend to be infill developments.



Rural exceptions - This figure reflects the number of new homes that will come forward through the development management process on sites not allocated
within the plan, in order to address the identified housing needs of specific rural communities, in accordance with the 'rural exception sites' policy.



‘Givens’ – This figure reflects the number of new homes that will come forward through allocations at the following sites: Cross Farm, Crookham Village,
Fleet (100 homes); Hartland Park, Fleet / Farnborough (1,500 homes); Sun Park, Guillemont, Farnborough (320 homes); Small urban brownfield sites (210
1
homes at nine sites); Odiham Neighbourhood Plan’ sites (119 homes at seven sites).



Small sites (package of eight sites at various locations), Grove Farm (Fleet), Owens Farm (Hook), Pale Lane (Fleet), Murrell Green, Winchfield – These are
the sites in terms of which the reasonable alternatives vary.



‘Total’ – The figures in this column (which are arrived at by totalling the figures from the preceding columns) vary from lower growth (Option 1) to higher
growth (Option 6); however, all are in the region of 10,185 homes, which is the housing target that has been established. The target reflects the ‘objectively
assessed housing need’ figure assigned to Hart by the Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA) completed for the Housing Market Area (HMA), which
comprises Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath districts, plus an uplift to ensure that affordable housing needs are met more fully.

1

Allocation of these sites is relatively strongly supported / justified, and hence the council determined that their allocation could reasonably be a constant across the alternatives, given the need to minimise
the number of variables, and thereby minimise the number of alternatives ultimately arrived at. Whilst these sites are taken to be a ‘given’ for the purposes of establishing reasonable alternatives, their
allocation is not a given for the purposes of plan-making more generally. The Council is open to considering spatial strategy options that would involve not allocating one or more of these sites.
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Option 1 - Small sites, Grove Farm, Owens Farm, Pale Lane

Option 2 - Small sites, Murrell Green

N.B. these maps show the locations of sites that would be allocated under each option. Completions and commitments are not shown.
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Option 3 - Grove Farm, Murrell Green
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Option 4 - Owens Farm, Murrell Green
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Option 5 - Pale Lane, Murrell Green
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Appraising reasonable alternatives
Summary appraisal findings are presented within the table below. Within each row (i.e. for each of the topics
that comprise the SA framework) the columns to the right hand side seek to both categorise the performance
of each option in terms of ‘significant effects’ (using red / green) and also rank the alternatives in relative
order of performance.
Summary alternatives appraisal findings

Summary findings and conclusions
Categorisation and rank
Option 1
Small sites
Grove Farm
Owens Farm
Pale Lane

Option 2
Small sites
M’ Green

Biodiversity

6

5

2

Climate change
mitigation

6

5

2

Communities

3

3

Employment and the
economy

3

Topic

Option 3
Option 4
Grove Farm Owens Farm
M’ Green
M’ Green

2

Option 5
Pale Lane
M’ Green

Option 6
Winchfield

3

4

2

2

2

2

Flood risk / climate
change adaptation

2

Historic environment

6

3

5

2

4

Housing

4

3

2

2

4

Land and other
resources

2

2

2

2

Landscape

2

Transport and
accessibility

5

Water

3

2

2

2

2
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Summary findings and conclusions
Categorisation and rank

Topic

Option 1
Small sites
Grove Farm
Owens Farm
Pale Lane

Option 2
Small sites
M’ Green

Option 3
Option 4
Grove Farm Owens Farm
M’ Green
M’ Green

Option 5
Pale Lane
M’ Green

Option 6
Winchfield

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

INTERIM SA REPORT: NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY

9

SA of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites

Establishing the preferred option
The following text is the Council’s response to the alternatives appraisal, i.e. reasons for supporting the
preferred option in-light of the alternatives appraisal.
“The Council recognises that there’s no single “stand out” option for the local plan, in that all of the
reasonable alternatives have potential benefits and drawbacks when they are considered in terms of
the different sustainability topics. However, Option 2 is the Council’s preferred option for its Draft
Local Plan for a number of different reasons.
Firstly, this option provides a good range of opportunities for new housing across the district, thereby
offering people across Hart the chance to live in a place that meets their needs. Option 2 could
deliver the housing target in full and therefore meet the estimated need for subsidised rented
housing (identified in the Council’s SHMA). Option 2 would also spread the risk of unforeseen
delays occurring to housing delivery compared to other options that focus on the development of
strategic urban extensions (Options 3-5), or a larger new settlement at Winchfield (Option 6). Delays
in housing delivery could lead to a situation in which housing development is granted on other sites
across Hart that are less desirable in strategic terms, through the planning appeal process. The
Council considers it important to maintain a robust ‘housing trajectory’, to minimise the risk of
unplanned development.
Secondly, this option performs well in economic terms, reflecting the potential for expansion of the
existing business park at Murrell Green, which could provide new small-scale modern business
premises in a strategically supported location. The initial assessment of transport-related impacts is
also favourable, which is an important consideration for the local economy.
Thirdly, Option 2 performs relatively well in terms of a range of other important topics, such as
flooding, the historic environment and landscape, which further strengthens the case for this option
over others. In common with Options 3-6, the preferred option could provide land for a new
secondary school to address emerging secondary school capacity issues over the plan period.
However, the Council recognises that Option 2 has not performed well in terms of the potential
impacts on biodiversity and efforts to mitigate climate change. In particular, the impacts on
biodiversity relate to the potential for recreational disturbance affecting the Thames Basin Heaths
Special Protection Area. The Council takes this matter seriously, however there is clear potential for
suitable alternative natural greenspace (SANG) to be provided at strategic development locations
(e.g. Murrell Green and Cross Farm), and also at some non-strategic sites, which will avoid or
mitigate the impacts of those developments on the SPA. There is also potential for strategic SANG
to be delivered to facilitate the delivery of smaller sites that cannot provide their own SANG. The
Council continues to work on the delivery of strategic SANG and is confident that sufficient SANG
can be provided over the plan period, as part of a suitable mitigation strategy.
Option 2 also performs relatively poorly in terms of its support for the district’s larger communities
(Fleet, Yateley, Blackwater/Hawley and Hook); however, the Council’s view is that once account is
taken of completions since 2011, current commitments, future brownfield development within
settlements and windfalls, the main settlements will actually make a significant contribution to growth
over the plan period as a whole. Notably, there is a need to account for housing development at the
former Queen Elizabeth Barracks (Church Crookham), Edenbrook (West Fleet), and St Mary’s Park
(Hartley Wintney); and new permissions at land north-east of Hook, Watery Lane (Church
Crookham), Hawley Park Farm (Hawley) and Moulsham Lane (Yateley).
Finally, the selection of Option 2 as the preferred option takes account of the results to the earlier
public consultation exercise in 2016. Although consultation responses were varied, an option
involving a new settlement in the Winchfield area, and small sites dispersed across the district, was
the most preferred option. Option 2 would deliver new housing development in accordance with that
preference.”
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APPRAISAL FINDINGS AT THIS STAGE
Part 2 of the Interim SA Report answers the question – What are appraisal findings at this stage? – by
presenting an appraisal of the Draft Plan. Appraisal findings are presented as a series of narratives under
the ‘SA framework’ headings.

Biodiversity
The majority of proposed housing growth is directed to locations within 5km of the TBHSPA, leading to a risk
of impacts due to increased recreational pressure, and potentially other ‘impact pathways’. However, there
is good potential for the Council to identify sufficient SANG to mitigate increased recreational impacts, either
as bespoke provision on strategic sites (Murrell Green, Cross Farm) or in other locations. A relatively high
reliance on smaller site allocations that are not able to deliver new SANG to ‘consume their own smoke’
means that some reliance is placed on offsite strategic SANG with capacity, which places the onus on the
Council to deliver strategic SANG solutions. There is a need to clarify SANG provision for Hartland Park
(SC1) and Sun Park (SC7). Matters relating to SPA impact avoidance and mitigation are being considered
through a Habitats Regulations Assessment (HRA), and an HRA Report will be published alongside the next
version of the Plan (Regulation 19 stage).
The majority of proposed allocations are also constrained by their proximity to sites designated as being of
national or local importance for biodiversity and/or by undesignated on-site habitats of note. However, robust
site specific and district-wide development management policies have been drafted, which should serve to
ensure that impacts are avoided (through careful layout/masterplanning), and in certain instances it appears
that development may serve to bring about an enhancement to biodiversity, i.e. contribute to targeted
enhancements of habitats in accordance with landscape-scale conservation objectives. There is potentially
a need for more detailed work to clarify site specific issues/opportunities, and a number of recommendations
are made to this effect.
In conclusion, taking a precautionary approach - i.e. one that takes account of the risk of SANG / green
infrastructure non-delivery - it is appropriate to ‘flag’ the potential for significant negative effects, given the
potential for impacts to the TBHSPA, SSSIs and locally important habitats. It may prove that negative effects
are unavoidable (see the appraisal of alternative spatial strategies in Chapter 7); however, detailed work
subsequent to the current consultation on avoidance and mitigation measures – in particular in relation to
SANG delivery - can and should seek to ensure that impacts are minimised as far as possible.

Climate change mitigation
The proposed spatial strategy performs well on the basis that there is provision for two new settlements, and
therefore provision for a fairly high proportion of new homes to be delivered as part of a strategic scale
scheme (where there should be opportunities to deliver low carbon energy infrastructure etc.). The Draft
Plan proposes development management policy to ensure that opportunities are realised; however, it is
noted that site specific policy is not proposed. Also, it is noted that support for low carbon measures is
caveated, i.e. numerous other competing factors are highlighted as potentially overriding.
Whilst the plan performs reasonably well, significant effects are not predicted, recognising that climate
change mitigation is a global issue.

Communities
The proposed spatial strategy performs well, in that two new communities will involve delivery of new
community infrastructure, with the Murrell Green new settlement expected to deliver a new secondary
school; however, relatively few allocations are directed to Fleet (the district’s main settlement) and there is a
fairly high reliance on small urban extensions, which will not support delivery of new community
infrastructure.
The proposed development management policy framework is robust and helps to alleviate concerns, with
Policies SC9 (Housing Mix for Market Housing) and SC13 (Specialist Housing) of particular note, given the
need to secure provision of specialist housing to accommodate an ageing population. Policies I1 and I2 are
also of particular importance to ensure that the requirements for new infrastructure, which will help to build
sustainable communities, are met.
INTERIM SA REPORT: NON-TECHNICAL SUMMARY

11

SA of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites
Whilst the plan performs well, significant effects are not predicted, recognising that there are no existing
strategic problems/issues would necessarily be addressed as a result of the plan. Whilst delivery of a new
secondary school is potentially of strategic importance, understanding of needs and capacity at existing
schools is continuing to evolve.

Employment and the economy
The proposed strategy performs well given the potential to deliver employment land with good access to the
A30, as an extension to the popular Murrell Green Business Park, in proximity to the existing employment
cluster at Hook. This will add to the employment land offer in qualitative terms. However, significant
positive effects are not predicted, as the ELR does not conclude strongly on the need for new employment
land within the District in quantitative terms, with the overall supply of employment land being approximately
in balance with demand.

Flood risk / climate change adaptation
A number of sites intersect a flood risk zone; however, it appears likely that measures can be taken at the
planning application stage, when determining site layout and design measures, to ensure that flood risk is
avoided. There is potentially the greatest concern in respect of the Sun Park site, given the extent of
groundwater flood risk. Significant negative effects are not predicted at this stage as there is good
potential to avoid or mitigate flood risk. The Council will need to work closely with the Environment Agency
when finalising the plan, ensuring that the ‘sequential test’ is applied fully.

Historic environment
A number of proposed allocations are in proximity to nationally important heritage assets, and hence could
impact upon setting; however, there will be good potential for mitigation through appropriate layout, design
and landscaping. A robust development management policy framework is proposed which should help to
ensure that this is the case. Given the proposed development management policy, significant negative
effects are not predicted (N.B. the spatial strategy alternatives appraisal – see above - concluded
significant negative effects as the alternatives were appraised without taking into account DM policy).

Housing
The Draft Plan would lead to significant positive effects. It allocates sites to deliver an ‘uplifted’ OAHN
figure (i.e. the housing target recommended by the Affordable Housing Background Paper) on a range of
sites across the district (in/adjoining both large and small settlements) with policies to ensure that the range
of house types, tenures and sizes meets the identified needs. The development of land at Cross Farm will
help to meet the housing needs for older persons, as identified through the Council’s SHMA.

Land and other resources
The proposed spatial strategy performs well in that a relatively high proportion of allocations are set to be
directed to brownfield locations; however, the proposed Murrell Green new settlement may involve loss of a
significant area of best and most versatile agricultural land, and other sites may also impact in this sense.
Significant negative effects are not predicted, although there is some uncertainty in the absence of
detailed evidence of agricultural land quality.

Landscape
Whilst there will be impacts to locally valued landscapes, and some impacts to designated settlement gaps at
Fleet/Farnborough and Fleet/Crookham village, it is not possible to conclude significant negative effects,
as there would be no impacts to designated landscapes. Furthermore, concerns are allayed by the
development management policy framework that is proposed. Site specific policy is notably detailed for
Hartland Park, Murrell Green and Cross Farm, with a view to ensuring that landscape impacts are avoided or
mitigated.
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Transport and accessibility
The proposed strategic sites are all associated with transport network issues, but the Draft Plan includes
general and site-specific policies to avoid or mitigate negative impacts arising. Also, it is the case that a
proportion of housing is distributed to smaller settlements, with higher car dependency.
It is not possible to conclude significant negative effects at the current time, as there is no robust
evidence to show that ‘severe’ congestion will result from proposed housing growth. Transport modelling
work is ongoing, alongside work to establish the transport infrastructure upgrades that can be delivered.

Water
The, Hart, Rushmoor and Surrey Heath Water Cycle Study (WCS) suggests that there are unlikely to be
capacity issues at the wastewater treatment facilities associated with the sites in the draft plan except
potentially at Eversley Waste Water Treatment Works (WWTW) and Camberley WWTW. Whilst capacity
issues at Eversley could be resolved by upgrades, it remains unclear whether the required upgrades at
Camberley could be made using conventional treatment technologies, in order to meet river quality targets.
Further investigation is required with Thames Water and the EA. The timing of upgrades could affect the
phasing of development at Sun Park and Hartland Park, but alternatives may include connecting to Fleet
WWTW which has capacity for further growth above that included in the draft plan.
In terms of water supply, South East Water and Affinity Water have suggested that there will be a surplus
relative to the envisaged level of development across the housing market area. The draft plan does not
therefore raise concerns in terms of water supply, but the WCS implies that water efficiency measures
should be considered, in order to safeguard future water resources against the potential impacts of climate
change. The Draft Plan responds to the WCS through Policy BE3, which aims to ensure that a high standard
of water efficiency is met by new development.
In conclusion, there is a risk water quality in the absence of improvements to wastewater treatment works in
the north and east of the district; however, the Draft Plan confirms that the Council and developers will work
with the Environment Agency and Thames Water to ensure that appropriate infrastructure is provided at the
right time to facilitate new development (see Policy MG3). Significant negative effects are not predicted
at this early stage in the plan-making process, because it is possible that all of the potential impacts could be
overcome through appropriate investment in waste water and drainage infrastructure.

SA conclusion at this current stage
The appraisal shows the Draft Plan to perform well in terms of a range of issues and specific objectives, with
significant positive effects predicted in terms of the broad topic ‘Housing’; however, there are inevitably drawbacks, and significant negative effects are predicted in terms of ‘Biodiversity’ (pending further work on
avoidance and mitigation measures).
There will be the potential to improve the performance of the plan, following the current consultation / prior to
publishing the proposed submission version of the plan (see discussion of ‘next steps’, below).
Improvements may be made by altering the spatial strategy, although there is the potential for any alteration
to have pros and cons (see discussion of spatial strategy alternatives, above). Improvements may, and
indeed will, also be made to the framework of development management policies, and in this respect the
main Interim SA Report presents a number of recommendations.
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Next steps
Part 3 of the SA Report answers– What happens next? – by discussing plan finalisation and monitoring.

Plan finalisation
Subsequent to the current consultation, the Council’s intention is to prepare the Proposed Submission
version of the Plan for publication. This will be the version of the plan that the Council believes to be ‘sound’
and intends to submit to the Government for Examination in Public. The SA Report will be published
alongside the Proposed Submission Plan, with a view to informing representations.
Subsequent to publication stage, the main issues raised will be identified and summarised by the Council,
who will then consider whether the plan can still be deemed to be ‘sound’. Assuming that this is the case,
the plan (and the summary of representations received) will be submitted for Examination. At Examination a
government appointed Planning Inspector will consider representations (in addition to the SA Report and
other submitted evidence) before determining whether the plan is sound (or requires further modifications).
If found to be ‘sound’ the plan will be formally adopted by the Council. At the time of Adoption an ‘SA
Statement’ will be published that sets out (amongst other things) ‘measures decided concerning monitoring’.

Monitoring
At the current time, there is a need only to present ‘measures envisaged concerning monitoring’.
The Draft Plan states the following, in respect of monitoring:
“We will continue to work with our HMA partners to support and plan for any potential unmet housing
needs and other strategic matters, recognising the different stages of plan making which have been
reached. The appropriate level of new housing and employment will be monitored and a review
undertaken five years following the adoption of the Local Plan and periodically thereafter, taking into
account the most up-to-date evidence available at that time.
This will be done through Annual Monitoring Reports and ongoing liaison under the Duty to Cooperate with our neighbours. If we need to meet any additional need for more homes, we will carry
out a partial review of the local plan. A review of the plan would take the form of the preparation of a
separate Development Plan Document for that part of the unmet need to be accommodated within
the District.”
This focus on monitoring of housing delivery, in light of changing understanding of housing needs, is
appropriate. However, it is recommended that the achievement of other plan objectives may also be worthy
of dedicated monitoring. In light of the Draft Plan appraisal presented above, monitoring efforts might
potentially focus on biodiversity, water and potentially also heritage impacts.
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