Written Statement on behalf of the Baker Family with respect of land west of Varndell Road, Hook
and Flavia Estates with respect of land at Owens Farm, Hook. Matter 12 - October 2018

HART DISTRICT COUNCIL: EXAMINATION OF THE HART DISTRICT COUNCIL LOCAL PLAN: STRATEGY
AND SITES (2016 – 2032).
Written statement on behalf of the Baker Family with respect of land west of Varndell Road, Hook and
Flavia Estates with respect of land at Owens Farm, Hook.
Matter 12 – The Environment – Thursday 6 December 2018
Policy NBE2
12.5 Is Policy NBE2 justified and consistent with national policy?
1

No. Our representation to the Regulation 19 submission Local Plan explained why a gaps policy
is inconsistent with national policy, when the latter includes the presumption in favour of
sustainable development.

2

As to Policy NB2 being consistent with the NPPF, the most recent national guidance on the
matter of local and strategic gaps comprises Planning Policy Statement 7 (Sustainable
Development in Rural Areas) that was published in 2004 and provided a clear presumption
against the use of rigid local designations as follows:
“The Government recognises and accepts that there are areas of landscape outside
nationally designated areas that are particularly highly valued locally. The
Government believes that carefully drafted, criteria-based policies in LDDs, utilising
tools such as landscape character assessment, should provide sufficient protection
for these areas, without the need for rigid local designations that may unduly
restrict acceptable, sustainable development and the economic activity that
underpins the vitality of rural areas’ (para 24).

3

The reason behind the change in national policy emphasis was to ensure that LPA’s manage
development needs in a pro-active way rather than relying upon restrictive controls such as
gaps, which may prevent sustainable development at the edges of suitable settlements.

4

Bringing the position up-to-date, the NPPF and PPG are silent on the use of policy concerning
locally designated gaps but clearly provide for a presumption in favour of sustainable
development.

5

Policies like NBE2 are not consistent with the NPPF. The policy does not appear to carry the
necessary assessment and balancing required on a case by case basis which is implicit in the
NPPF, which requires recognition of the intrinsic character and beauty of the countryside to
be taken into account within that balance. Policy NBE2 therefore sets the bar too high in
countryside protection terms. This policy should therefore be seen in that context and be
deleted from the plan.

6

The Council’s “Gaps between Settlements” Topic Paper (TOP2) refers to paragraph 157 (7 th
bullet) of the NPPF (2012) in support of the designation. This indicates “crucially, Local Plans
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should identify land where development would be inappropriate, for instance because of
its environmental or historic significance.” Although appendices 5 to 14 of the topic paper
provides summary landscape assessments of the proposed gaps, this does not demonstrate
the development within the respective locations would be inappropriate because of its
environmental or historic significance. Consequently, it is not considered that the authority
has provided the essential evidence required and therefore the Gap policy must be omitted.
7

Figure 3 of the Topic Paper illustrates where permission has been granted or sites allocated
for development to accommodate the development needed in the district, even though they
were within Strategic and Local Gaps of the current Local Plan.

8

The responses to questions 5.12 and 5.13 indicates that based upon a quantum of
development (10,670 dwellings) and plan period (2013-35) consistent with national guidance,
insufficient land has been identified to address the plan requirements. Consequently, the
inclusion of a gaps policy will prevent achievement of the district’s affordable housing needs
as required by paragraph 47 of the NPPF (2012).

9

Whilst not directly relevant to the examination of this plan (pursuant to paragraph 214 of the
revised NPPF (2018)), footnote 6 of this updated national guidance is clear that a development
plan policy such as gaps is not one to which paragraph 11b) applies. Paragraph 11b) indicates
that for plan-making:
Strategic policies should, as a minimum, provide for objectively assessed needs for
housing and other uses, as well as any needs that cannot be met within
neighbouring areas5; unless
i)
The application of policies in this Framework that protect area or assets of
particular importance provides a strong reason for restricting the overall
scale, type or distribution of development in the plan area6.; or
ii)
Any adverse impacts of doing so would significantly and demonstrably
outweigh the benefits, when assessed against the policies in this Framework
as a whole.

10

Therefore, the revised NPPF is clear that the development needs (as detailed in the response
to question 5.13) should be meet, irrespective of any gap designation.

12.6 Is Policy NBE2 effective, insofar, that the boundaries of the gaps are indicative? How would a
planning application be considered against them if they are only considered to be indicative?
11

No. The response to question 12.5 confirms that addressing the district’s housing need will
require sites within gaps. Therefore, even their inclusion indicatively will prevent the boosting
in housing supply, required by paragraph 17 of the NPPF (2012). Furthermore, the response
to question 1.8 indicates why the current approach of the Plan is inconsistent with the Local
Plan Regulations 2012 (as amended)

12.7 Is the reliance on a subsequent development plan document or neighbourhood plans to identify
the precise boundaries of the gaps justified?
12

As detailed in the response to question 12.6, there is no justification for gaps within Hart
District. Consequently, the reliance on subsequent documents to defined boundaries is
superfluous.
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13

Notwithstanding our objection to the inclusion of a gaps policy, irrespective of the justification
for relying upon a subsequent plan for precise boundaries, our response to question 12.8
indicates why the gap between Hook and Newnham should be omitted from the Plan or
amended to ensure it does not include our client’s land west of Hook which is not required to
maintain a visual and physical gap between Hook and settlements further to the west.

12.8 Is each of the identified gaps and its indicative boundary justified?
14

No, whilst our responses to question 12.5 explains why we do not consider that the Council’s
Topic Paper (TOP2) provides any justification for the gaps proposed, we are particularly
concerned regarding the failure to justify the one between Hook and Newnham.

15

Whilst the Topic Paper (paragraph 15) refers to the acceptance by Inspectors’ of gap policies
elsewhere in Hampshire, with respect of Basingstoke & Deane, this only relates to Strategic
Gaps. As the enclosed extract of the adopted Basingstoke & Deane Local Plan 2011-29 (May
2016) confirms (see appendix 1), there is no strategic gap within that authority between Hook
and Newnham. Consequently, it is not considered that there is a justification consequently for
a gap within Hart district applying to this supposed gap. There is, in effect, an inconsistent
approach to the area between the two settlements in each of the development plans.

16

Furthermore, paragraph 27 of the Council’s Topic Paper on Gaps (TOP2) indicates that
authority’s own assessments include references to the Inspector’s Report into the Hart District
Local Plan Review as relevant. However, as the extracts from this Inspector’s Report in
appendix 2 states, the land controlled by our clients should be considered for allocation
(paragraph 6.8.328) since as confirmed in paragraph 6.8.327 (the Inspector’s consideration of
gap), he concluded:
The protection of the separation and individual identity of Hook and nearby
Newnham was the principal local consideration. The older part of the village of
Newnham, defined by the Conservation Area, was at some distance from the edge
of Hook, but development had spread along Newnham Road towards Hook and the
separation between the easternmost house of this ribbon of development and the
closest houses of Hook was only some 200m. The position of the site would mean
that development of the Objection site (the Flavia Land) would not make this
separation any smaller. The substantial trees on the western and northern
boundaries of the site could, with the swell of the land between Newnham and
Hook, screen the site, but not altogether hide the development in views towards
Hook from Newnham and the linking footpaths. However, the development
adjacent to the site was already clearly visible and development of the site would
make the urban edge no more obvious.

17

In recommending the site as a housing allocation (paragraph 6.8.328) it clearly did not perform
a gap function. It should therefore be omitted from the Newnham to Hook Gap (if accepted
through the examination of this plan), since following the approach in the Council’s Topic
Paper, it must be excluded.

18

It is therefore essential that this exclusion is recognised so that this status does not change
through future local or neighbourhood plans which apply to the sites.
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12.9 Is the methodology used in the Topic Paper to consider gaps robust?
19

No, as detailed in the responses to questions 12.5, 12.6 and 12.8, it is not considered that the
methodology applied is robust, particularly as it does not accord with national policy and
furthermore, does not reflect the findings of the last local plan Inspector who examined the
Hart District Local Plan Review.

Policy NBE4
12.11 Is Policy NBE4 justified and consistent with national policy?
20

Although we have no comments on this policy, as detailed in the representations, the Council
has not fully acknowledged the scope of land more than 5km of the Special Protection Area
to accommodate additional housing, thereby reducing the need to provide mitigation as
required by paragraph 119 of the NPPF (2012).

21

If the authority had acknowledged this scope, further sites in locations such as our clients’
sites on land west of Hook would have been allocated.
********
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Policy EM2

Strategic Gaps

In order to prevent coalescence of built up areas and to maintain the separate identity
of settlements, the generally open and undeveloped nature of the following gaps will be
protected:
Basingstoke - Oakley
Basingstoke - Sherborne St John
Basingstoke - Old Basing
Basingstoke/Chineham - Bramley/Sherfield on Loddon
Tadley-Baughurst
Development in gaps will only be permitted where:
a)
b)
c)

It would not diminish the physical and/or visual separation; and
It would not compromise the integrity of the gap either individually or
cumulatively with other existing or proposed development; or
it is proposed through a Neighbourhood Plan or Neighbourhood Development
Order, including Community Right to Build Orders.

6.14 In parts of Basingstoke the towns and villages are located relatively close to one
another and the land allocations within this plan will in some instances reduce
the distance between settlements further. The gaps have not been defined to
protect the countryside or landscape (policy EM1), they are essentially a
planning tool to prevent the coalescence of settlements and maintain the
separate identity of settlements.
6.15 A clear gap between settlements helps maintain a sense of place for both
residents of, and visitors to, the settlements on either side of the gaps. When
travelling through a strategic gap (by all modes of transport) a traveller should
have a clear sense of having left the first settlement, having travelled through an
undeveloped area and then entered the second settlement.
6.16 Small scale development that is in keeping with the rural nature of the gaps will
not be prevented, provided that it is appropriately sited and designed to minimise
the impact on the openness of the gap and subject to other policies of this plan.
6.17 The precise boundaries for the gaps are set out in the Policies Maps. An
assessment of the strategic gaps has been prepared to support the Local Plan.
Implementation and Monitoring
The policy will be implemented through:
Advice on, and the determination of, relevant planning applications.

Cyan Magenta Yellow Black

Key to Inset
Maps 10-42

Plan Area Boundary

Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area
(7km) buffer zone (Policy EM3)

Strategic Employment Areas
(Policy EP1 and EP2)

Settlement Policy Boundary
(Policy SS1)

Sites of Specific Scientific Interest
(Policy EM4)

Town/District/Local Centre Boundaries
(Policy EP3)

Housing Site Allocations
(Policy SS3)

Groundwater Protecton Zone 1
(Policy EM6)

Primary Shopping Area
(Policy EP3)

Remaining Manydown Area in land ownership within
which wider masterplanning will take place (Policy SS3.10)

Groundwater Protecton Zone 2
(Policy EM6)

Primary Shopping Frontage
(Policy EP3)

Country Park
(Policy SS3.10)

Groundwater Protecton Zone 3
(Policy EM6)

Secondary Shopping Frontage
(Policy EP3)

Basing View
(Policy SS8)

Flood Zone 2
(Policy EM7)

Mineral Safeguarding Area

Leisure Park
(Policy SS9)

Flood Zone 3
(Policy EM7)

Chineham Railway Station
(Policy SS10)

Critical Drainage Areas
(Policy EM7)

Housing Site Allocations (Policy 3 and 4)

Whitchurch Railway Station Car Park
(Policy SS11)

Upstream of Critical Drainage Areas
(Policy EM7)

Local Green Spaces (Policy 7)

North Wessex Downs: Area of Outstanding Natural Beauty
(Policy EM1)

Conservation Area
(Policy EM11)

Area of Views and Vistas of St Leonard’s Church
(Policy 8)

Strategic Gaps
(Policy EM2)

Scheduled Monument
(Policy EM11)

Oakley Settlement Policy Boundary as revised in
Oakley and Deane Neighbourhood Plan

Thames Basin Heaths Special Protection Area
(5km) buffer zone (Policy EM3)

Historic England Registered Parks and Gardens
(Policy EM11)

Oakley and Deane Neighbourhood Plan
(2011-2029)

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Local Plan 2011-2029

KEY TO INSET MAPS

Track

Cyan Magenta Yellow Black

Gordon Brown
Outdoor Education Centre

Tank

Track

702

704

706

708

710

1.22
Tk Hm

Co
B
Con oro CP & Cons
st B
ED t,
dy
Bdy
1.22
Tk Hm

82.0m

1.22m
RH

rn Lane

(Track)

1.22m
RH

Lone Ba

Mast
(Telecommunication)
Tylney
Park

Compfield
Copse

546

1.22
m
RH

Boro
Const Bdy
Co Const
CP & ED ,
Bdy

1.22m
FF

TYLNEY LANE

RIDGE LANE

Track

82.9m

544

Newnham Edge

Co Bo
ns ro
tB
dy
CP Co
& Con
ED st
Bd ,
y

Path
(um)

Woodside

82.6m

Bridleway
NE

W

NH

AM

Newnham Lodge

LA

ro dy
Bo st B
n
Co nst, dy
Co B
Co & ED
CP

NE

Lodge

Webb's Copse

(PH)

89.3m

Newnham Green Farm

Track

Hunters

Newnham House

ge
otta
ce C
e
Quin Cottag
ll
We
Apple Tree Cottage

ch

oa

eC

Th

use

Ho

GE

RID

Elm Cottage

NE

LA

Co
B
CP & ConCst,on oro
ED B st Bd
1.2
2m d
y
RH y

NewnhamHome Cottage
Newnham Green
Farm

542

1.22m
RH

1.22m
RH

Old
House

Tithe Barn

Posts
Manor Cottage

Newnham
Green

Newnham Corner

Manor Farm Cottage

LB

ge

te Cotta

Doveco
Gate

New
House

Crown
Lodge

GP

Tithe Barn

Path
(um)

95.7m

540

Path
(um)

Naishes
Farm

TCB

St Nicholas's Church
Manor
Farm

The Lodge

Naishes Barn
Newnham Hill Lodge
Oak Cottage

95.4m

El Sub Sta

94.8m

m
1.22H
R

Brambles
Tally-ho
Gardenia

Rowan
Lodge
Nursing Home

The Meadows

The Bungalow

6

Beech House
Ash
Cottages
10

Cottage

ntin

e

combe

Va
le

Apple

538

ood

perw

Whis

St John's
Cottages

91.7m

LB

93.0m

Kings
Bridge

5
4

2

1

Holdings

AN
NL
OW
CR

Works

INSET No. 26

Cascade

ETL

FB

NEWNHAM
1:5,500

1

Workings
(dis)

ETL

534

Workings
(dis)
Hawksworth

ETL

Track

0

Crown

1

Track

Path
(um)

100

200 metres

Mast
(Telecommunication)

FB
The Ridings

Hanover
Braewood House
Cottage

This map is reproduced from Ordnance Survey material with the permission of Ordnance Survey on behalf of the Controller of Her Majesty's Stationery Office © Crown copyright.
Unauthorised reproduction infringes Crown copyright and may lead to prosecution or civil proceedings. Basingstoke and Deane Council. Licence No. 100019356 2016.
The Briers
Track

Smokyhouse
Copse

Nateley Coppice
Baredown
Brae
Glendevon

Nately

Scures Hill House
Baredown

Blueberry
Copse

Basingstoke and Deane Borough Local Plan 2011-2029

A 30

Path)
(um

8

AD
RO
OL
HO ,
SC st y
D on Bdro dy
OLCo C EDBo st B
& on
CP C

Holdings
Farm

Hilden

72.8m

6

2

N

MP
.75

Thistledown

Track
Firze

Cromwells

Highview Yard

Whytegates

lia
no

Jasmine Cottage
Rose Cottage
Rose Farm

Wilcuma

2m
1.2 RH

4 3 Kingsbridge
6 5
Buckland Mall
Kingsbridge

g
Ma

E

FF

MP
.25

High View

MP
.5

HAM ROAD

NEWN

Guide
Post

78.3m

Signal
Bridge

SD

8

Cha
pel

ger

han

The
Coppice

Oak

Highbank

ria

Kimian

Linden

ron

Hall

Plum Tree

The
Meet
Wildmoor

ood
ngw
Colli
OPSE
GE C

Yew Tree

91.4m

SBRID

Ashmead

Newnham Hill

Fir Tree

Ked

AD

Heathmorr
Saudian

1

RO

9

2

M

KING

HA

Aleg

1

WN

2

NE

85.0m

2

INSET 26 NEWNHAM

College
Copse

Track

Beehive Farm

TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990

HART DISTRICT COUNCIL

HART DISTRICT (REPLACEMENT) LOCAL PLAN

REPORT OF THE PUBLIC LOCAL INQUIRY INTO OBJECTIONS

-------------------------------------HART (REPLACEMENT) LOCAL PLAN INQUIRY

INSPECTOR'S REPORT PART 6.8 OMIT SITES

C.

Sites not suitable for allocation in the Plan period, if at all.

The last Category included sites where, in my view, a strategic decision was needed through
the regional guidance or the structure plan to develop in a given location or on a particular
scale. In some instances, sites that were not to my mind suited to general housing
development, but might be suited for affordable housing under Policy RUR 21 were also
included under this Category. Local need being the key to proposing such development, in
the absence of the necessary survey results, I have not seen it as appropriate for me to seek to
identify such sites. The Category A and B sites are listed in the Recommendation below.
6.8.4.
Omission sites where it was proposed to alter the settlement boundaries, or the
site was proposed for a use other than residential development, have been given an individual
recommendation.
PART 6.8 OMISSION SITES RECOMMENDATION
6.8.1.

That the following sites (Category A sites) be considered for addition to
the housing allocations of the Plan:OMIT/FL/05
Land at Hitches Lane, Fleet
OMIT/HO/03 Land east of Owens Farm, Hook
OMIT/HO/04 Land at Sheldons Lane, Hook
OMIT/HO/06 Land at Holt Lane, Hook
OMIT/NW/02 Land east of Bridge Road, North Warnborough
OMIT/NW/04 Land off Dunley's Hill, North Warnborough
OMIT/YA/03A
Land north of Moulsham Lane, Vicarage Road
and Chandlers Lane, Yateley

6.8.2.

That in the event of the above sites not providing sufficient additional
housing land consideration be given to adding sites from the following
list (Category B sites) to the allocations of the Plan:OMIT/FL/02
Land north of Grove Farm, Fleet
OMIT/FL/03A Land rear and south of Redfields Industrial Estate,
Church Crookham
OMIT/HW/01 Rifle Range Farm, Hartley Wintney
OMIT/HW/04 Land at Church House Farm, Hartley Wintney
OMIT/HO/07-09
Hook House and Titcheners Farms, Hook
OMIT/OD/02 Land east of Archery Fields, Farnham Road, Odiham

6.8.3.

That the Category C sites be not added to those allocated for residential
development in the Plan.

CONSIDERATION OF INDIVIDUAL SITES
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through a pleasant countryside of small woods and fields of which the site was a part, with
little urban fringe development. There was a clear and sharp edge to the village. As an attack
on this clear division between village and countryside, I accepted that the inward looking
development proposed for the Objection site would not have the same impact as the
development of the whole of the Stocktonia site. Most of the site frontage was to Reading
Road rather than the B3349 beyond the junction, which diminished the significance of the site
in the entry to the village. The wide verge and tall and, in summer, thick hedge on the road
boundary also tended to make its openness less obvious. The site now adjoined development
to the south west and to the south east and there was a case that development could be seen
more as rounding off rather than a significant extension of development into the countryside
around the village.
6.8.320.
I appreciated that the boundary to the John Morgan Close development was a
substantial one, composed of full grown trees and a belt of lesser growth of shrubs and trees,
reinforcing the footpath. Unfortunately, the raising of the level of the land adjacent to the
stream had accentuated the visibility of the new houses through the screen, at least in winter,
but it remained an effective boundary. At the same time, the footpath had been made more
suburban by the erection of close boarded fences along one side. To the north west the
wooded belt along the stream could be seen as a continuation of the firm edge to the village
provided by Twelve Acre Copse at John Morgan Close, but the weakness of the proposal was
that there was no existing boundary to the north east which could take the place of the south
western border. No strong natural feature was available before the northern end of the field,
or, further north, where the stream turned eastward in the vicinity of Nightingale Cottage. A
new belt of planting was proposed on the north eastern boundary of the site, but it would take
many years to become effective in screening development. In the mean time, there would be
an obvious intrusion of building at the entry to the village, and an argument for extending
development onto the northern part of the field where its damaging effect would be
considerably more significant.
Conclusions
6.8.321.
I appreciated that the considerable planning history of the site included two
rejections of development. The site in question was smaller than these and a number of the
objections had been addressed. However, the position of the site at the entry to the village
and the effect on its character and setting of the extension of development northwards, even
to the more modest extent proposed, remained an objection. A major weakness of the
proposal was the lack of an existing defensible boundary, which could make the adjoining
land a hostage to fortune. My view was these factors meant that the site should not be seen to
be above Category B.
(c)

OMIT/HO/03: Land at Owen's Farm (residential)
Objections 508/03

Flavia Estates Ltd

Background
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6.8.322.
The Objection proposed the allocation of land on the western edge of the
present built-up area of Hook for residential use. The land comprised three fields situated
between the private road serving Fairfield and Owen's Farm and housing served from
Newnham Road to the south and south east and to the east housing and a site being
developed by Persimmon Homes reached from Sheldon's Lane. Subsequently, the Objection
was confined to the two southern fields (1.68ha), which were separated from the third by a
substantial hedge and tree belt. Along the private road there was a further belt of hedges and
trees, together with the bungalow Fairfield and its outbuildings.
6.8.323.
It was said that the land could be made available for immediate development
with access made either from the private road, which would require some improvements,
particularly at the junction with Newnham Road, or through the Persimmon Homes
development, when the private road could serve in its present form as an emergency access.
A footpath between Hook and Newnham followed the northern boundary of this reduced
site, linking eastward through the residential areas of Hook to London Road, where there were
bus services, and beyond to the village centre, railway station and schools. A school bus
service taking children to and from the secondary school at Odiham used Newnham Road.
Main issues
6.8.324.
The main issues in this case were in my view the two identified in opening this
Part of the Report. The second of those Issues related particularly as to whether the site was
of importance to the Hook to Newnham local gap. The Objection specifically to that matter
was considered in relation to the Conservation Polices Section of the Plan.
Consideration
6.8.325.
Issue (1). Hook was one of the key settlements of identified in the Plan, with a
good range of services and facilities and offering the opportunity for development that was
sustainable. The village remained relatively compact, although it had seen a great deal of
development in recent decades. That development has pushed the boundary of the settlement
further from many of the facilities, as well as putting pressure on their adequacy to serve a
growing population. In overall terms, the modest development envisaged here would make
no significant difference to the loading of these facilities. The issue outstanding was
essentially one of accessibility and the extent that residents in this location would find it
necessary or more convenient to use cars for their everyday needs, rather than walking,
cycling or using public transport.
6.8.326.
The peripheral location of the site put it about 1km from the village centre, as
the crow flies. Other residential areas of the village I accepted were at as great a distance, but
the links of the site to the village were at present more tenuous. If only the drive to Owen's
Farm were to be available, the distances would be likely to be as long as from any residential
part of the village. A shorter route could be available through the Persimmon Homes site, and
there was an existing footpath which could be used to give access to both the village centre
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and the closest public service bus stops. This route would, nevertheless, need improvement
to make it convenient for use in all weathers and at all times of day. I noted that the Objectors
were confident that accessibility could be provided satisfactorily.
6.8.327.
Issue (2). The protection of the separation and individual identity of Hook and
nearby Newnham was the principal local consideration. The older part of the village of
Newnham, defined by the Conservation Area, was at some distance from the edge of Hook,
but development had spread along Newnham Road towards Hook and the separation
between the easternmost house of this ribbon of development and the closest houses of Hook
was only some 200m. The position of the site would mean that development of the Objection
site would not make this separation any smaller. The substantial trees on the western and
northern boundaries of the site could, with the swell of the land between Newnham and
Hook, screen the site, but not altogether hide the development in views towards Hook from
Newnham and the linking footpaths. However, the development adjacent to the site was
already clearly visible and development of the site would make the urban edge no more
obvious.
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