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11.1 Is the Plan based on a sound understanding of infrastructure
requirements and their delivery? Is the Infrastructure Delivery Plan
robust?
11.1.1

The Council is of the view that the draft Local Plan is based on a sound understanding of
infrastructure requirements and their delivery. This statement is made on the basis that the
draft Local Plan has been prepared in accordance with the Government’s national guidance
and policy which specifically relates to the delivery of infrastructure1.

11.1.2

Accordingly, the Council prepared an ‘Infrastructure Delivery Plan’2 (IDP) as part of the
evidence base for the draft Local Plan. The purpose of the IDP and the process for its
preparation are set out in paragraphs 3 – 7 of the IDP. In summary, the IDP sets out the
key elements of physical and social infrastructure needed to support the Local Plan. In
order to do that it undertakes the following:
• Identification of the baseline of existing infrastructure provision in Hart District.
• Identification of the main bodies responsible for provision of particular forms of
infrastructure.
• Details of planned future provision including costs and funding sources where known.

11.1.3

In preparing the IDP the following sources of information have been taken into account:
• Publications of the relevant infrastructure provider including strategies and management
plans.
• Responses to consultations on the Local Plan.
• Findings of other evidence in support of the Local Plan.
• Meetings and correspondence with key infrastructure providers.

11.1.4

As a consequence the IDP has provided the Council with a sound understanding of the
infrastructure requirements for the District in terms of both existing provision and future
need in connection with the level of development within the draft Local Plan.

11.1.5

The IDP was published in February 2018, as part of the evidence base for the Regulation 19
consultation on the draft Local Plan. In response to this consultation no significant issues
were raised by infrastructure providers in respect of the content of the IDP, although
minor updates were made in light of specific representations. Therefore, the IDP was
updated in June 2018 and remains a ‘live’ document and will be updated periodically.

11.1.6

This supports the Council’s view that the IDP represents a robust document which has
provided an understanding of the infrastructure requirements of the Local Plan. In making
this statement attention is again drawn to the fact that 95.6% of the dwellings in the
Council’s housing trajectory have either been built or have planning permission3. The
majority of sites with planning permission have a S106 agreement which requires provision
of infrastructure relevant to the development; for the major developments this is
summarised in the IDP.

1

c.f. NPPF 2012 paragraph 162;
National Planning Policy Guidance: Local Plans. Paragraph: 002 Reference ID: 12-002-20140306
National Planning Policy Guidance: Plan-making. Paragraph: 055 Reference ID: 61-055-20180913
2
Examination library reference INF1.
3
c.f. the Council’s response to question 5.4 of ‘Inspector’s Matters and Issues for Examination Matter 5
Housing: trajectory, deliverability and housing land supply’.
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Policy I1
11.2 Is Policy I1 consistent with national policy, insofar, that it requires all
developments to make provision for infrastructure, including tariff style
planning obligations?
11.2.1

The NPPF 2012 and the NPPF 2018 both identify that the use of planning obligations are
appropriate to make otherwise unacceptable development acceptable4; in doing so it is
clarified that a planning obligation can only be sought where it meets the following legal
tests5:
• be necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
• be directly related to the development; and
• be fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

11.2.2

It is recognised that as currently worded the policy gives the impression that all
development will be required to make a contribution towards the provision of
infrastructure either through on-site and/or off-site provision, including the use of financial
contributions. It is not the intention of the Council to require all development to make
provision for infrastructure nor is it the intention to apply a ‘tariff’ approach to securing
planning obligations.

11.2.3

Given the advice of the NPPF and the need to apply the legal tests to secure a planning
obligation it is acknowledged that the wording of the policy could be modified to reflect
this to provide clarity and remove the impression that Policy I1 would apply across the
board to all development. The following amendment to the first paragraph of policy I1
could achieve this:
Where required to make otherwise unacceptable development acceptable All development that
requires planning permission must make appropriate provision for infrastructure, on and off-site,
and/or through financial contributions to off-site provision.

11.3 To be effective and consistent with national policy, should policy I1
refer to financial viability?
11.3.1

4
5

Paragraph 173 of the NPPF 2012 identifies viability as a material consideration by specifying
that the scale of obligations sought from a development should not place burdens that
would make the development unviable and therefore undeliverable. Paragraph 57 of the
NPPF 2018 also recognises that viability can be a material consideration and in doing so
makes a statement that where policies are up to date then compliant development should
be considered to be viable. The same paragraph makes it clear that it will be up to the
applicant to demonstrate whether particular circumstances justify the need for viability
assessment.

c.f. NPPF 2012 paragraphs 203 to 205; NPPF 2018 paragraphs 54 to 57.
Set out in Regulation 122(2) of the Community Infrastructure Levy Regulations 2010.
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11.3.2

Therefore the viability of a development will be a material consideration that can be taken
into account when a planning application is determined. The Council is of the view that
inclusion in the policy of a reference to viability is not necessary as the issue can be taken
into consideration regardless. Inclusion of reference to viability would contradict the
advice of the NPPF 2018 that development which complies with policies of the plan should
be assumed to be viable.

Policy I2
11.4 The Government’s Planning Practice Guidance (Paragraph: 029
Reference ID: 8-029-20160211) sets out that: ‘Local Plans should identify
the strategic location of existing and proposed green infrastructure
networks…’. Does the Plan fulfil this requirement?
11.4.1

The draft Local Plan does not specifically identify the strategic location of existing and
proposed green infrastructure networks. Whilst the draft Local Plan includes Policy I2
Green Infrastructure, the intention is that the identification of existing and proposed green
infrastructure networks will be identified through the Development Management Policies
DPD.

11.4.2

The Planning Practice Guidance referred to in the question also identifies that local
planning authorities may wish to prepare an authority wide green infrastructure framework
or strategy. In accordance with this advice the Council has published the ‘Hart Green
Infrastructure Strategy’6 (HGIS). The stated aim of the HGIS is as follows:
The overall aim of the Strategy is to guide future investment in Hart’s Green Infrastructure
(GI). It also provides up-to-date evidence to inform the Hart Local Plan, which will be a key
vehicle for securing GI enhancement.’ (Paragraph 1.7)

11.4.3

The HGIS is complemented by the ‘Hart Open Space Study 2016 - 2032’7 (HOSS) which
provides a robust assessment of the quality, quantity and accessibility of existing provision
for publicly accessible open spaces in Hart. Together the HGIS and HOSS provide the
basis for application of Policy I2. However, it is recognised that reference to the HGIS and
HOSS in the reasoned justification for the policy would add clarity in this respect.

11.5 For the Plan to be effective should the existing Green Infrastructure
network be illustrated on the Policies map?
11.5.1

6
7

The policies map for the draft Local Plan does not show the full Green Infrastructure (GI)
network. Paragraph 182 of the NPPF 2012 identifies that in examining Local Plans
consideration will be given to whether the plan is sound. For the plan to be found sound it
will need to, inter alia, meet the test of being ‘effective’. Accordingly paragraph 182 states

Examination library document ENV4
Examination library document OS1
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that for a plan to be effective it needs to ‘be deliverable over its period and based on
effective joint working on cross-boundary strategic priorities’.
11.5.2

Therefore, it is relevant to consider whether the absence of the GI network on the
policies map makes the plan undeliverable. The Council’s position in this respect is that it
does not as this information remains publically available within the Council’s HGIS and
HOSS as referenced in the policy I2 and reasoned justification paragraph 387, 389 and 400.

Policy I3
11.6 Is Policy I3 justified, effective and in accordance with national policy?
11.6.1

The Council is of the view that Policy I3 meets the requirements of being justified, effective
and in accordance with national policy. The requirement for Policy I3 is to enable the
delivery of objective 10 of the draft Local Plan which states that the plan will:
‘…maximise opportunities for the provision of sustainable transport infrastructure that
supports new development, including facilities for walking, cycling and public transport, and
the delivery of measures to minimise, or mitigate the impact of new development on the
existing network with priority given to the improvement of sustainable transport options.’

11.6.2

Accordingly, Policy I3 sets out the transport related requirements that new development
will be required to address in line with objective 10.

11.6.3

The existence of objective 10 and Policy I3 reflect national planning policy as set out in the
NPPF 2012 which contains the following in relation to transport:
•

•

•

•

•
11.6.4

Recognition that transport policies have an important role to play in facilitating
sustainable development in addition to contributing towards wider sustainability and
health objectives (paragraph 29).
Encouragement of solutions which support the reduction in greenhouse gas emissions
and congestion. Local Plans should support development which facilitates the use of
sustainable modes of transport (paragraph 30).
A requirement that developments which generate significant amounts of movements
should be supported by a Transport Statement or Transport Assessment (paragraph
32).
A requirement that plans ensure developments that generate significant movement are
located where the need to travel will be minimised whilst the use of sustainable
transport modes are maximised (paragraph 34).
A requirement for plans to protect and exploit opportunities for the use of sustainable
transport modes for the movement of goods or people (paragraph 35).

Therefore, Policy I3 is consistent with national policy and is justified insofar that it is
required in order to address these requirements of the NPPF 2012 in addition to the
overall objective of achieving sustainable development. For this reason the policy is
appropriate having regard to the alternative of not having a policy to address these
identified issues.
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11.6.5

Policy I3 will ensure that, through its implementation, the overall aims of objective 10 will
be met and it is therefore considered to be effective. Having regard to paragraph 182 of
the NPPF 2012 Policy I3 is considered to meet the tests of being justified, effective and
consistent with national policy.

11.7 Is the Transport Assessment supporting the Plan robust?
11.7.1

The Transport Assessment has followed a similar procedure to a number of other
Hampshire districts including the adjoining borough of Rushmoor. It has been based on the
outputs of HCC’s North Hampshire Transport Model (NHTM) and has applied thresholds
against which the operational performance of highway links have been assessed both with
and without forecast growth from Local Plan allocation sites. This resulted in two sites
being identified as potentially requiring mitigation and for which mitigation schemes were
developed and tested using more detailed modelling software. In response to comments
received by Hampshire County Council, an adjustment to the thresholds was also applied
as a sensitivity test in order to be consistent with those used as part of the Rushmoor
Local Plan. This resulted in a further single junction being highlighted as potentially
requiring mitigation. The Local Plan allocations included for the Hartland Park site (1500
houses) that has been subject to a third party site specific Transport Assessment and has
now been granted planning permission. The 750 houses that form the remaining
allocations sites are spread across a number of locations that dissipates the localised
impact. The Transport Assessment is considered both robust in the context of the
transport impact forecast and the subsequent planning permission that included the
assessment of the Plan’s major single development (Hartland Park) in detail.

11.8 Can the Plan be delivered without causing significant harm to the
highway network, including Junction 4a of the M3?
11.8.1

As noted in the response to Q11.7, the Local Plan allocation proposals have been subject
to transport modelling using HCC’s North Hampshire Transport Model and that has
identified two sites where mitigation may be required including M3 J4a. Mitigation schemes
were developed at both identified sites to address the forecast issues and which more
detailed modelling confirmed would mitigate the forecast increased traffic flow. In
response to subsequent wider discussions between the officers of the adjoining Districts of
Hart and Rushmoor, and the Highway Authorities of Hampshire County Council and
Highways England, a Statement of Common Ground (SoCG) has been developed by these
parties that identified a joined up approach for further assessment of the longer term
impacts at M3 J4a based on both Hart and Rushmoor’s Local Plans. However as per
Section 3.3 of the SoCG, no further work over and above that reported in the NHTM
Modelling report for the Hart Local Plan has been undertaken in advance of the
Examination in Public.
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Policy I4
11.9 Is the Hart Open Space Study, 2016 based on robust evidence?
11.9.1

The Hart Open Space Study (OSS) is based on a robust and up-to-date understanding of
current open space provision in the District, including an assessment of the anticipated
local open space need over the period up to 2032. The preparation of the OSS was
informed by the National Planning Policy Framework and supporting Planning Policy
Practice Guidance. Paragraph 96 of the revised (2018) National Planning Policy Framework
sets out that:
“Planning policies should be based on robust and up-to-date assessments of the need for open
space, sports and recreation facilities (including quantitative or qualitative deficits or surpluses)
and opportunities for new provision. Information gained from the assessments should be used
to determine what open space, sport and recreational provision is needed, which plans should
seek to accommodate”

11.9.2

Although the NPPF has replaced Planning Practice Guidance Note 17 (PPG17), the PPG17
Companion Guide (Assessing Needs and Opportunities: A companion guide to PPG17,
ODPM 2002) still provides a valuable and useful framework on which to base assessments
and subsequent local planning policies. The preparation of the plan took into consideration
the duty to cooperate through considering how open spaces within the District serve a
wider area. The OSS also refers to guidance and best practice documents to ensure a
robust evidence base is produced. Key documents that have informed the approach to
preparation of the OSS include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

11.9.3

National Planning Policy Framework, 2012
ODPM: Planning Practice Guidance including PPG17 and Companion guide, 2002.
South East Plan: Extant Policy NRM6: Thames Basin Heath SPA, which remains a
material consideration in Hart.
CABE Space: Green Space Strategies: A Good Practice Guide, 2004.
Hart District Council: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Avoidance and
Mitigation Strategy, 2010.
Natural England: ‘Nature Nearby’ Accessible Natural Greenspace Guidance, 2010
Fields in Trust: guidance for Outdoor Sport and Play: Beyond the Six Acre Standard,
2015.
Keep Britain Tidy: Green Flag Award criteria, 2016.

Therefore, for these reasons the Council is of the view that the Hart Open Space Study
has been produced based on robust evidence.

11.10 Has Policy I4 been subject to a robust consideration of viability?
11.10.1 Policy I4 relates to the provision of open space, sport and recreation. The viability reports
assumed that the 50 unit and 250 unit notional sites would pay a s106 contribution of
£3,000 per unit towards such items. In addition, the Whole Plan and CIL Viability Study,
reference ECO3a, applied separate cost sums for the strategic sites that were considered
as part of that report. These separate costs were for strategic landscaping and play areas.
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Therefore, Policy I4 is considered to have been subject to a robust consideration of
viability.

11.11 Is Policy I4 consistent with national policy, insofar, that it requires
all developments to make provision for open space (tariff style planning
obligation)?
11.11.1 The NPPF 2012 and the NPPF 2018 both identify that the use of planning obligations are
appropriate to make otherwise unacceptable development acceptable; in doing so it is
clarified that a planning obligation can only be sought where it meets the following legal
tests :
•
•
•

be necessary to make the development acceptable in planning terms;
be directly related to the development; and
be fairly and reasonably related in scale and kind to the development.

11.11.2 As currently worded the policy provides a requirement for open space to be provided on
site but also gives flexibility for it to be provided off site if more appropriate. Therefore, it
is not considered that this represents a ‘tariff’ approach to the issues.

11.12 Are each of the standards set out in Table 2 justified and in
accordance with national policy and relevant guidance?
11.12.1 The standards set out in Table 2 derive from national/regional and local policy and guidance
including the following:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Planning Practice Guidance including PPG17 and Companion guide.
CABE Space: Green space strategies: a good practice guide, 2004.
Greater London Authorities and CABE Space: Open Space Strategies – Best Practice
Guidance, 2009.
Hart District Council: Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Avoidance and
Mitigation Strategy, 2010.
Natural England: ‘Nature Nearby’ Accessible Natural Greenspace Guidance, 2010.
National Playing Fields Association/ Fields in Trust: guidance for Outdoor Sport and
Play: Beyond the Six Acre Standard, 2015.
National Allotment Society.
Play England Guidance: Tools for Evaluating Play Provision Local Play indicators,
October 2009

11.12.2 These standards are underpinned by relevant national standards. To ensure robustness, as
recommended in best practice guidance, these standards have been tested against the
results of the local needs assessment, combined with a review of standards adopted by
comparable authorities.

9

11.13 Is the reference to ‘sites per 1,000 head of population’ in Table 2
effective? Is it clear what would be required of a development?
11.13.1 Types of children and young peoples’ space in Hart include local areas of play (LAP), local
equipped area of play (LEAP) and neighbourhood equipped area for play (NEAP). The OSS
2016 sets out the minimum activity zone for each type of provision:
•
•
•

Local area for play (LAP): Minimum activity zone is 100m2.
Local equipped area for play (LEAP): Minimum activity zone is 400m2.
Neighbourhood equipped area for play (NEAP): Minimum activity zone is 1000m2,
comprising of features to enable formal play activities, and a hard surfaced area of at
least 465m2 (the minimum needed to play 5-a-side football)

11.13.2 Table 2 sets out the quantity standards for children and young peoples’ space as a number
of sites per 1,000 head of population by type of play space within the age groups of 0-4, 514 and 16-29 age group.
11.13.3 The quantity of children and young peoples’ space to be provided within each development
should therefore be calculated through understanding the anticipated number of young
people within each development, compared to the number of sites per 1,000 head of
children and the minimum size of activity zone within each type of play space (i.e. LAP
100m2, LEAP 400m2 and NEAP 1,000m2). The design of the play space should also take
into the consideration the key characteristics identified above and the relevant quality and
value standards.

11.14 Is the Plan sufficiently clear when an off-site contribution might be
considered appropriate?
11.14.1 Paragraph 403 of the reasoned justification for policy I4 makes it clear that new housing
development will be required to make appropriate provision for on-site open space, sport
and leisure facilities. However, it is recognised that not all developments will have the
ability to achieve this by virtue of specific characteristics of the site. Accordingly, the
Council recognised that policy I4 needs to provide flexibility. However, given that the
starting point will be on site provision it is not considered necessary for the policy or the
supporting text to be more detailed in terms of when an off-site contribution will be
applicable as this will need to be considered on a case by case basis.

11.15 To be effective should Policy I4 refer to the need for open space or
other facilities to be connected to sustainable travel routes?
11.15.1 The plan needs to be read as a whole and in this regard attention is drawn to policy SS1
‘Spatial Strategy and Distribution of Growth’ which provides the plan’s spatial strategy. In
doing so it makes clear that development will be focused within defined settlements and on
allocated sites. In addition policy I3 sets out the policy requirements relating to transport
and in doing so places emphasis on development being accessible through sustainable
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modes of transport. Therefore, it is not considered necessary for policy I4 to make
reference to the need to be connected to sustainable transport routes.

11.16 To be effective, should Policy I4 refer to the expansion of schools on
to play fields?
11.16.1 Policy I4 provides protection for playing fields and seeks to protect them unless specific
criteria are met. The criteria are in line with national policy as applied by Sport England
and is applicable regardless of whether the playing field in question serves a school or is a
non-education facility. For this reason it is not considered necessary for the policy to
make specific reference to developments representing the expansion of a school.

11.17 Is the requirement for natural / semi-natural greenspace in addition
to SANG requirement within the Thames Basin Heath Special Protection
Area Zone justified?
11.17.1 Hart contains large tracts of land which form part of the Thames Basin Heath SPA
(TBHSPA), which is designated under European Directive 79.409/EEC due to its
populations of heathland species.
11.17.2 The saved South East Plan Policy NRM6: Thames Basin Heath SPA requires new residential
development that is likely to have a significant effect on the SPA to put in place suitable
measures to avoid or mitigate potential adverse effects. Of specific relevance to the
provision of open space in Hart is the provision of SANGs (Suitable Alternative Natural
Greenspace). Eight hectares of SANG are required for every 1,000 new head of
population. SANG can either be new open spaces or areas of existing space which can be
made more accessible and attractive to visitors, with the intention of providing outdoor
recreation and therefore resulting in no additional impact on the protected Thames Basin
Heaths from the increased population associated with the development.
11.17.3 Developments within the TBHSPA will be required to provide 8ha of SANGs per 1,000
head of population. The quantity standard of 6.92 ha per 1,000 head of population will be
used for all development outside of the TBHSPA zone.
11.17.4 Therefore, it is not the case that there is a requirement for natural/semi-natural
greenspace in addition to SANG. Where SANG is required it meets the requirement for
natural/semi-natural greenspace also.
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Policy I5
11.18 Is criterion ii at the end of Policy I5 justified?
11.18.1 Paragraph 17, bullet point 12 of the NPPF 2012 identifies, as one of the core planning
principles to under pin plan making, the need to ‘take account of and support local strategies
to deliver sufficient community and cultural facilities and services to meet local need…’
11.18.2 In addition, paragraph 70 identifies that in order to deliver the social, recreational and
cultural facilities and services the community needs, planning policies and decisions should:
•

•

Plan positively for the provision and use of shared space, community facilities (such as
local shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural buildings, public houses and places
of worship) and other local services to enhance the sustainability of communities and
residential environments.
Guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, particularly where
this would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day needs.

11.18.3 Therefore, in accordance with these requirements of the NPPF, policy I5 is included in the
draft Local Plan in order to facilitate delivery of community facilities as well as provide for
their protection.
11.18.4 Criterion ii is one of two tests which will be applied in instances where a development
would result in the loss of a community facility and recognises that there will be instances
where a community facility is either no longer required or viable. The reasoned
justification for this criterion is set out in paragraph 414 of the draft Local Plan and
acknowledges that applicants seeking to justify loss of a community facility, by virtue of
criterion ii, will need to demonstrate that there is no demand from an alternative service
provider/occupant who would require a facility of that use.
11.18.5 Application of criterion ii as a consideration is justified given the need to ensure sufficient
community facilities to meet the needs of a local community. It also reflects the fact that
community facilities tend to have lower land values than other uses and are therefore
vulnerable to being lost to such uses. For the same reason once a community facility is lost
to an alternative use it may not be viable to bring or revert the site back into a community
use.

11.19 Is Policy I5 justified and consistent with national policy?
11.19.1 The Council considers Policy I5 Community Facilities to be both justified and consistent
with national policy.
11.19.2 National policy, as set out in the NPPF 2012, includes a number of references to
infrastructure and community facilities which are of relevance to Policy I5 and support the
Council’s position that the policy is justified. These are summarised as follows:
11.19.3 Paragraph 17, bullet point 12 of the NPPF 2012 identifies as one of the core planning
principles to under pin plan making, the need to ‘take account of and support local strategies
to deliver sufficient community and cultural facilities and services to meet local need.’.
12

11.19.4 In addition, paragraph 70 identifies that in order to deliver the social, recreational and
cultural facilities and services the community needs, planning policies and decisions should:
•

•

Plan positively for the provision and use of shared space, community facilities (such as local
shops, meeting places, sports venues, cultural buildings, public houses and places of worship)
and other local services to enhance the sustainability of communities and residential
environments.
Guard against the unnecessary loss of valued facilities and services, particularly where this
would reduce the community’s ability to meet its day-to-day needs.

11.19.5 Paragraph 156 requires local planning authorities to set out strategic priorities for their
area to deliver, inter alia, ‘the provision of health, security, community and cultural infrastructure
and other local facilities’. Paragraph 157 adds to this by stating that a Local Plan should plan
positively for infrastructure required in the area to meet the objectives, principles and
policies of the NPPF.
11.19.6 The Council’s evidence base, including the IDP (ref. INF1, pages 39 - 40) recognises the
need for community facilities to be provided as part of new development in order to
enhance a sense of place and community spirit.
11.19.7 Therefore, the justification for Policy I5 is that it is required in order for the Local Plan to
be consistent with national policy as supported by the IDP. In addition the policy as
worded is considered to meet the guidance in the NPPF 2012 relating to community
facilities.

Policy I6
11.20 Is Policy I6 justified and consistent with national policy? Is there a
need to refer to viability?
11.20.1 The Council considers Policy I6 Broadband or Successor Services to be both justified and
consistent with national policy.
11.20.2 Paragraph 42 of the NPPF 2012 identifies the importance of high quality communications
infrastructure to support sustainable economic growth with the development of high speed
broadband technology playing a vital role. Paragraph 43 expands on this by requiring Local
Plans to support the expansion of electronic communications networks including high
speed broadband.
11.20.3 In addition, the IDP (ref. INF1, page 27) identifies the need for the Local Plan to further
facilitate the delivery of telecommunications infrastructure.
11.20.4 Policy I6 addresses these requirements of the NPPF and the findings of the IDP by
requiring new development to incorporate appropriate infrastructure to enable high speed
broadband connectivity. Therefore, the justification for Policy I6 is that it is required in
order for the Local Plan to be consistent with national policy. In addition the policy, as
worded, is considered to meet the guidance in the NPPF 2012 relating to high quality
communications infrastructure.
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11.20.5 Having regard to whether the policy should refer to viability; the viability reports, which
form part of the evidence base for the draft Local Plan8 have not assumed additional costs
for such services, as they are assumed to be included in the adopted BCIS build costs,
which are taken from sample developments over the past five years. The Council believes
that such costs can reasonably be assumed within the BCIS allowances and that the policy
does not need to identify viability as an issue; this also reflects the guidance on viability as
set out in paragraph 173 of the NPPF 2012 and the requirement to take into account the
‘normal cost of development’.
11.20.6 However, it is highlighted that paragraph 419 of the reasoned justification for policy I6 does
identify that it would be for the developer to demonstrate why provision of such
infrastructure would not be feasible; this reflects the Council’s view that the viability of a
development can be taken to be a material consideration. This is also consistent with the
guidance on material considerations within the Government’s National Planning Policy
Guidance9.

Policy I7
11.21 Is Policy I7 effective and justified?
11.21.1 Policy I7 has been included to facilitate the delivery of a Flood Alleviation Scheme at
Phoenix Green. This is supported by the following paragraphs in the NPPF 2012:
•
•
•

Paragraph 20 which states that strategic policies should make sufficient provision for
flood risk infrastructure.
Paragraph 149 which identifies that Local Plans should provide space for physical
protection measures in relation to flood risk.
Paragraph 157 which states that Local Authorities should safeguard land for current
and future flood management.

11.21.2 The need for the scheme and therefore the justification for the policy is identified in
paragraph 421 of the reasoned justification to the policy. To provide context; there are 84
properties in Phoenix Green at risk of surface water flooding, 44 of which are at a
‘significant’ risk of flooding10. The Flood Alleviation Scheme that this policy relates to is well
advanced with a draft Outline Business Case due to be completed in October/November
2018; a summary technical note covering the main findings of the Outline Business Case is
included in the examination library (INF4).
11.21.3 Policy I7 will facilitate the delivery of a proposed scheme that uses a combination of
Natural Flood Risk Management and Property Flood Resilience measures across the wider
area including the land subject to Policy I7 (Ashley Lodge field) in addition to land owned
by Hart District Council and Hartley Wintney Parish Council.

8

c.f. Examination Library documents ECO3a, ECO3b, ECO3c and ECO3d.
National Planning Policy Guidance: Determining a planning application; paragraph: 008 Reference ID: 21b008-20140306.
10
c.f. Draft Phoenix Green Flood Alleviation Scheme Outline Business Case 2018 – Summary Technical Note
(INF4)
9
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11.21.4 In the area covered by Policy I7 three small bunds are proposed within the existing on site
surface water overland flow route. Their purpose is to slow and attenuate flood waters,
delaying when these reach the houses, hence reducing the overall flood peak. With Natural
Flood Management measures it is the cumulative impact of all the small measures that add
up to a noticeable difference. The three bunds proposed in the Policy I7 area are small
(400mm high) but are key elements to the effectiveness of the overall scheme.
11.21.5 The bunds themselves should not have a significant impact on the existing or future use of
the land. An area of only 0.25ha is needed for the scheme and this will not noticeably
impact on the existing use of the land for grazing, haymaking and as a hot air balloon launch
site. Hampshire County Council as the Lead Local Flood Authority has agreed in principle
to delegate powers to Hart District Council, under the Flood and Water Management Act
2010 section 14 (A) 1, to carry out these works.
11.21.6 Given the above the Council considers that Policy I7 is effective on the basis that it enables
a flood alleviation scheme for Phoenix Green.

11.22 Is the proposed flood alleviation scheme deliverable?
11.22.1 Mutual agreement with the landowner is the Council’s preferred option for delivery of the
scheme; accordingly discussions with the landowner regarding deliverability are currently
on-going.
11.22.2 Notwithstanding the discussions with the landowner, Hampshire County Council as the
Lead Local Flood Authority has agreed in principle to delegate powers to Hart District
Council under the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 section 14 (A) 1 to carry out
Flood Management Works on this site11 (INF5). With these powers The Council can issue
a notice to access the land and complete the works. In addition the Draft Phoenix Green
Flood Alleviation Scheme Outline Business Case 2018 (see Summary Technical Note,
INF4) sets out the funding options for the proposal. This expected to be agreed by the
end of the 2018/2019 financial year. Therefore, given the powers open to the Council
under the Flood and Water Management Act 2010 and subject to agreement of the outline
business case the scheme is considered to be deliverable.

Policy I8
11.23 Is Policy I8 effective, justified and consistent with national policy?
11.23.1 Paragraph 72 of the NPPF provides confirmation that the Government places ‘great
importance’ to education by ensuring that ‘a sufficient choice of school places is available to
meet the needs of existing and new communities’. It requires local planning authorities to take
a ‘proactive, positive and collaborative approach to meeting this requirement and to development
that will widen choice in new education’. In planning for education paragraph 72 states that

11

c.f. Email exchange between HDC and HCC dated 15th October 2018 (INF5)
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local planning authorities should ‘give great weight to the need to create, expand or alter
schools’.
11.23.2 There has been pressure on school places across Hart, particularly in the Fleet/Crookham
and Hook/Odiham school place planning areas, for the last 8-10 years due to a rising birth
rate and new housing. The first wave of secondary age children typically arrives
approximately 7-10 years after a new development has started therefore the pressure on
the secondary schools in Fleet/Crookham and Hook/Odiham, from developments with
planning permission, is still being managed.
11.23.3 School forecast data indicates that the demand for secondary school places in Fleet will
exceed reasonable capacity from 2024 onwards based on current buildout rates and
assumptions on the resulting number of secondary age children.
11.23.4 Further expansion of Calthorpe Park and Robert Mays secondary schools forms part of
Hampshire County Council’s strategy for meeting the anticipated demand for secondary
places. Whilst the alternative strategy of a new secondary school, as part of a new
settlement has still to be agreed, the need to safeguard land to facilitate the expansion of
Calthorpe Park and Robert Mays is justified. On the basis that policy I8 allows the delivery
of additional school places it is also considered to be effective and consistent with national
policy.
11.23.5 Following submission of the draft Local Plan it has been identified that due to a S106
agreement associated with planning permission 16/01651/OUT for 423 dwellings on land at
Netherhouse Copse, part of the land shown to be safeguarded under Policy I8 cannot be
delivered. A copy of the S106 agreement is included in the examination library (INF3) and
the correct area of safeguarded land is attached as Appendix 1 to this statement (Plan 7,
page 54 of the Section 106). This would require a modification to the policies map to
address this issue (MOD 86).
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Appendix 1 – Calthorpe Park School Safeguarded land
The map below shows the correct area of safeguarded land for Calthorpe Park School
(shown in light green)
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