Hart Local Plan Examination
Examination Statement on behalf
of Gleeson Strategic Land
Matter 4 – Housing: the spatial
distribution for new housing
October 2018

1

Contact
5th Floor
Thames Tower
Reading
RG1 1LX

T: 0118 2149340
E: info@nexusplanning.co.uk
Job reference no: 33179

Matter 4 – Housing: the spatial distribution for new housing
4.10 Is there a need for a new settlement at Murrell Green / Winchfield within the
Plan period?
1.1

No.

1.2

Footnote 7 of the Submission Local Plan (p29) is clear that a new settlement is not needed to
meet housing needs identified in this Plan.

1.3

This is echoed in the Housing Numbers and Spatial Strategy Topic Paper (TOP1) which states at
paragraph 3.10 that:

“The new community at Murrell Green / Winchfield is not needed to meet the housing
target of 388 homes per annum”.

1.4

Accordingly, the decision to allocate an area of search for a new settlement in this Local Plan is
a policy choice made by the Council. Paragraph 8.2 of the Housing Topic Paper (TOP1) refers to
the Council’s approach in this regard as being “..Particularly positive”.

1.5

It is somewhat difficult to object, as a matter of principle, to a local authority being ‘particularly
positive’ in its approach to housing delivery (it is usually the opposite that is the point of
contention at local plan examinations).

1.6

However, given that no new settlement is needed in the Plan period, the Council does not need
to rush to a decision – a decision that is fundamental and which will have far reaching
implications for the District.

1.7

In this instance, as set out at paragraph 2.2.10 of the Council’s Post Submission Interim SA Report
August 2018 (CD5c), the Council now accepts that there is only one reasonable alternative to
Murrell Green / Winchfield (MG/W) – the opportunity provided at Rye Common. This acceptance
is, of itself, a material change in circumstance since the Council submitted the Local Plan for
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examination (as set out in our Matter 1 Statement, it had previously advanced the case that Rye
Common was not a reasonable alternative, and it had not formally been part of the sustainability
appraisal process).

1.8

Furthermore, as set out in our submitted representations (updated further below), there has also
been a material change in circumstance in terms of the evidence base for, and deliverability of,
the opportunity at Rye Common.

1.9

The Rye Common site was discounted by the Council in late 2017 (and was never accepted as a
reasonable alternative for SA purposes) based on evidence presented in August 2017 (NSP9 &
NSP10). At this time the available evidence for Rye Common was limited and, fundamentally,
the site had no developer involvement (being promoted only by the landowner at that time).
The Council’s Cabinet Committee Report dated 3rd January 2018 (Appendix 1) confirms that
the Rye Common option was ruled out, on the basis that:

“..the evidence supports the more deliverable opportunities within the Murrell
Green/Winchfield area.” (paragraph 10.7)
1.10

However, the circumstances relevant to Rye Common are now materially different.

1.11

Most importantly (given that deliverability was the primary criticism of the Rye Common site),
Gleeson Strategic Land (GSL) now controls the Rye Common site (what is now referenced as the
‘Rye Garden Community’). As set out in more detail in the ‘Summary Vision Document’ that was
appended to our representations to the Submission Local Plan, GSL has an extensive portfolio
of more than 60 sites across the UK (with the potential to deliver more than 20,000 new homes
in total and 60 acres of commercial land). This portfolio includes very substantial greenfield
developments of several thousand homes each.

1.12

Since securing an interest in the Rye Common site, and indeed since the Local Plan was
submitted for examination, GSL has appointed a technical team to inform emerging proposals
for the site, and to produce a range of initial technical evidence as summarised below:

•

Strategic Heritage Appraisal – Turley Heritage
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1.13

•

Flood Risk and Drainage Technical Paper – Mayer Brown

•

Highways Technical Note – Mayer Brown

•

Ecology Technical Note and Phase 1 Ecological Assessment – ProVision Ecology

•

Preliminary Landscape and Visual Assessment – HAD

•

Legal Paper Addressing Common Land Issues – Carbon Law Partners

•

Masterplanning Statement – ProVision

With the exception of the Landscape and Visual Assessment, this is all new evidence that the
Council has not previously seen or, therefore, been able to consider (through no fault of either
GSL or the Council). For clarity we attach he Masterplanning Statement at Appendix 2 (the other
technical documents are available, and will be available at the examination hearing session, but
are so substantial cumulatively that we did not want to submit them to the examination
uninvited).

1.14

As the only (belatedly) identified reasonable alternative to MG/W, and given the significance of
the decision in this regard for the future of the District, we do not consider that it is the most
appropriate strategy (or the most beneficial strategy for the Council or the residents of Hart
District) for the Council to discount the Rye Common option, based on historic information,
without first having given proper consideration to the materially changed circumstances /
evidence since August 2017. Indeed, some of this new evidence would allow the Council to carry
out a sustainability appraisal with far fewer gaps and questions than the current one (see our
Matter 1 Statement) and, therefore, result in more informed decision-making.

1.15

The fact that no new settlement is needed in the Plan period means that the Council, in these
very specific circumstances, has the luxury of time and does not need to rush to judgment based
on incomplete / historic evidence. Accordingly, we consider that the most appropriate strategy,
in these particular circumstances, is for the Council to either:

i.

delete the proposed area of search from the Local Plan, re-consider the options
based on the most up to date and proportionate evidence base, and then propose
to allocate the most appropriate new settlement option in due course; or
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ii.

amend / augment the area of search to include the Rye Common site – thereby
keeping the Council’s options open until such time as it has been able to properly
consider the most up to date and proportionate evidence in this regard.

1.16

On balance, we consider that the second option would be the most appropriate balance
between the Council’s strategy of being ‘particularly positive’ in relation to identifying an area
of search for a new settlement in this Local Plan, whilst retaining sufficient flexibility to review
the latest situation / evidence relevant to the Rye Common site.

1.17

Adopting this approach would also assist in overcoming the deficiencies of the sustainability
appraisal process (as identified in our Matter 1 Statement).

4.12

Is there sufficient evidence to suggest that a new settlement can be

delivered in Murrell Green / Winchfield, without causing significant impacts to
the surrounding area and infrastructure?
1.18

We do not comment specifically in relation to any technical issues relating to the delivery of a
new settlement at MG/W (although we are aware that others do).

1.19

However, we note that the ‘Post submission Interim SA Report August 2018’ (CD5c) assesses the
relative merits of MG/W and Rye Common in terms of their impacts, and concludes that there
are pros and cons to each (which is not surprising). As set out in further detail in our Matter 1
Statement, it also identifies that there a number of areas of uncertainty / gaps in the evidence
base / assessment process – uncertainties / gaps that could be removed or reduced if the Council
was to now have regard to the materially changed circumstances / new evidence relevant to Rye
Common.

4.13 The Council suggest that the new settlement is needed to deliver a much
needed secondary school. However, given that 90% of the proposed supply has
already been granted planning permission, is this the case?
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1.20

We support, in principle, the allocation of a new settlement as part of the long-term solution to
delivering housing in Hart District. As set out at Appendix 2 of the Council’s Housing Topic Paper
(TOP1), there is support for this in principle from previous Local Plan consultation exercises.
Paragraph 52 of the NPPF (2012) also recognises that the supply of new homes can sometimes
be best achieved through planning for larger scale development, such as new settlements that
follow the principles of Garden Cities.

1.21

However, in selecting a site/s (or an area of search), we consider that the Council has consistently
over-stated the importance of delivering a secondary school. As the Inspector rightly notes,
approximately 90% of the Council’s housing supply for this Plan period has already been
completed or already has planning permission. Permission would not of course have been
granted for these developments unless there was sufficient secondary school education capacity
(or clarity that sufficient capacity could be created with appropriate financial contributions).

1.22

Given this background it is difficult to understand why it is so critically important, in considering
a location for a new settlement, that it can deliver a new secondary school. Indeed, it is evident
from the ‘Post submission SA Interim Report August 2018’ (most notably the assessment against
the topic of ‘Accessibility’) that the MG/W option scores best against this topic due, primarily,
to the view that it would have a critical mass sufficient to deliver a viable new secondary school.

1.23

For the avoidance of doubt (given some comments made in CD5c) it is possible to physically
accommodate a new secondary school within the Rye Common site. This is shown in the
Masterplan Statement document attached at Appendix 2.

1.24

However at approximately 2,000 homes, as initially proposed, we would accept that the
development would not generate, on its own, a sufficient number of pupils of secondary school
age to fill a school. However, where possible, it is good practice to use capacity in / expand
existing schools, making a more efficient use of land and financial resources. In this regard it is
relevant to note that:

i.

CD5c notes that with regard to Rye Common, the existing secondary school closest to
the site (Robert Mays in Odiham) is programmed to expand to 270 places per year
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group from 2018. Accordingly, it is the case that a development at Rye Common could
come forward based on utilising existing / proposed secondary school capacity; and

ii.

the SHLAA 2016 records that Rye Common sits equidistant between Odiham, Crondall
and Dogmersfield which can provide primary and secondary education facilities to
support residential development (albeit that the masterplan for Rye Common shows
that it could, if appropriate, accommodate both a new primary and secondary school).

1.25

Against this background, we consider that the issue of a possible secondary school as part of a
new settlement has disproportionately influenced the Council’s decision-making process in
allocating an area of search (that is not required in the Plan period in any event).

4.14 Is the area of search in terms of its boundary justified?
1.26

At a site-specific level, we do not make any comment on the indicative boundary identified for
the MG/W area of search, as shown on the Key Diagram.

1.27

However at a more strategic level (in the event that it is appropriate to identify an area of search
at all in this Local Plan), we consider that the boundary is not justified (and is therefore unsound),
for reasons set out previously in this Statement, and our Statement to Matter 1, as it has been
identified without a proper sustainability appraisal of what the Council (now) accepts to be the
only reasonable alternative i.e. Rye Common, and where the technical and deliverability evidence
relevant to this reasonable alternative has changed materially.

1.28

Consistent with the Council’s strategy of being ‘particularly positive’ in terms of planning for a
new settlement to meet future housing requirements, we consider that the most appropriate
way forward in these circumstances is for the area of search to be expanded / augmented to
include the opportunity at Rye Common. This will cause no material delay to the progress of this
Local Plan (it is reasonable to assume that there will be a Main Modifications consultation
process in any event), and will allow the Council to continue to be proactive whilst, importantly,
providing it with the time (given that no housing is required from a new settlement in the Plan
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period) to review the amended circumstances / up to date evidence relevant to the Rye Common
site. It can then come to a more informed decision based on up to date and proportionate
evidence. This would also allow it to overcome the SA procedural deficiencies identified in our
Matter 1 Statement. Given the significance of the decision relevant to a new settlement for the
future of the District, we consider that this is demonstrably the most appropriate, and therefore
sound, strategy.
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APPENDIX 1

PAPER B
CABINET
DATE OF MEETING:

3 JANUARY 2018

TITLE OF REPORT:

HART LOCAL PLAN: STRATEGY AND SITES 20162032

Report of:

Joint Chief Executive

Cabinet member:

Councillor Graham Cockarill, Planning

1.

PURPOSE OF REPORT

1.1

This report seeks Cabinet approval, subject to Council endorsement, for the
Proposed Submission Version of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites 2016-2032
(PSLP) to be published and consulted upon, and also to give authorisation for the Plan
subsequently to be submitted to the Secretary of State. This will enable the Council to
progress its development plan.

1.2

The full PSLP document in ‘draft committee format’ has already been sent to Members
and can be found online at www.hart.gov.uk/january-meetings. Subject to approval of
Recommendation C below, any additional non-material minor changes, including
editorial, typographical and grammatical amendments may continue to be made to the
document prior to publication with sign-off from the Joint Chief Executive in
consultation with the Cabinet Member for Planning.

2.

RECOMMENDATION
A.

Cabinet considers the views and recommendations of Overview and Scrutiny
Committee (2 January 2018);

B.

Cabinet approves the Proposed Submission Version of the Hart Local Plan:
Strategy and Sites 2016-2032;

C.

Subject to Council endorsement of Recommendation B above, Cabinet delegates
authority to the Joint Chief Executive, in consultation with the Cabinet Member
for Planning to:
a) publish the Proposed Submission Version of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy
and Sites 2016-2032 and associated proposed submission documents for a
six-week publicity period under Regulation 19 of the Town and Country
Planning (Local Planning) Regulations 2012;
b) following the six-week publicity period, and publication of revised national
planning policy relating to the assessment of local housing need, to submit
the Proposed Submission Version of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites
2016-2032 and all associated documents, together with representations
received, to the Secretary of State for independent examination under
Section 20 of the Planning and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004
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c) make non material and minor changes1 and corrections to the Hart Local
Plan: Strategy and Sites 2016-2032 and supporting documents, including
minor editorial, typographical and grammatical errors, up to and following
plan submission and during examination.
3.

BACKGROUND

3.1

All local authorities are under an obligation to prepare a local plan. The Hart Local
Plan: Strategy and Sites 2016-2032 (the Plan) will guide the scale, type and location of
future land uses in the District up to 2032. Once adopted, it will replace many ‘saved’
policies in the Hart Local Plan 1996 – 2006 and will form the basis of determining
planning applications in Hart.

3.2

If the Council were not to proceed with the preparation of the Plan, it would be at
risk of intervention from the Government, whereby the Plan making process would be
taken out of the Council’s hands. In addition there is further risk of little weight being
given to existing local policies in the determination of planning applications and
subsequent appeals.

4.

THE COUNCIL’S OVERARCHING APPROACH TO THE LOCAL PLAN

4.1

In preparing the Plan the Council’s overall strategic position was agreed in October
2016. It is to: “Seek to meet Hart’s full, objectively assessed need for new homes, subject to
the inclusion of an appropriate contingency to allow for any delays or the non-delivery of sites,
and that it will also seek to accommodate any demonstrated unmet need for new homes
from its Housing Market Area partners, and additionally provide for essential infrastructure
including a site for a secondary school”.

5.

CURRENT STAGE

5.1

The Council must publicise the version of the Plan that it intends to submit to the
Planning Inspectorate for examination to enable representations to come forward that
can be considered at examination. This is known as the publication stage. It differs
from previous consultations as any comments made are considered by the examining
Inspector.

6.

THE EXAMINATION STAGE

6.1

Having received any representations on the publication version of the plan, the
Council should submit the Plan and any further minor adjustments it considers
appropriate along with supporting documents to the Planning Inspectorate for
examination on behalf of the Secretary of State.

1

- i.e. non-material and minor changes that do not affect the overall Strategy, arising from:
- completion of the evidence base;
- the draft and final National Planning Policy Framework or other Government Policy statements which
affect the Submission Plan; and
- representations received on the proposed Submission Plan and any schedules of changes that the
Council may wish the Inspector to consider as part of the Examination.
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6.2

The Council cannot make substantive changes to the Plan after this stage without
carrying out further consultation, but it can make minor clarifications or corrections.
It is recommend that authority is given to the Joint Chief Executive in consultation
with the Cabinet Member for Planning to enable any appropriate non-material and
minor adjustments.

6.3

The examination starts when the Plan is submitted to the Planning Inspectorate and
concludes when a report from the examining Inspector to the Council has been
issued. During the examination the Inspector will assess whether the Plan has been
prepared in line with the relevant legal requirements (including the duty to
cooperate 2) and whether it meets the tests of ‘soundness’ 3 contained in the National
Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) 4.

7.

PREVIOUS CONSULTATIONS

7.1

The Council undertook consultation in April 2017 on the Draft Hart Local Plan
Strategy and Sites 2011 – 2032 (the Draft Plan). Prior to this the Council undertook:
• A sustainability appraisal scoping consultation in April/May 2014,
• the Housing Development Options Consultation in August 2014, and
• Refined Housing Options, New Sites Booklet, draft Vision and Priorities
consultation in February 2016.

7.2

The Draft Plan consultation generated 1,226 individual responses with a total of 2,313
representations 5. These responses, along with a technical evidence base have been
used to inform the Proposed Submission version of the Plan. A range of comments
were made on all aspects of the Draft Plan including:
• Comments on whether the housing numbers were too high or too low;
• Whether the Council should be taking any unmet need from neighbouring
authorities;
• Objections in principle to a proposed new settlement at any location;
• Comments on the proposed location of a new settlement at Murrell Green;
• Comments on the location of a new settlement at Winchfield;
• Site specific comments;
• Comments on the absence of some of the evidence base;
• Comments on infrastructure needs;
• Detailed comments on the generic policies such as Historic Environment, Flood
Risk, Affordable Housing and Housing Mix.

2

National Planning Policy Framework, CLG, March 2012 – paragraph 17
National Planning Policy Framework, CLG, March 2012 – paragraph 182
4
National Planning Policy Framework, CLG, March 2012
5
A summary of the representations received to the Draft Plan can be viewed at www.hart.gov.uk/januarymeetings
3
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8. OTHER CONSIDERATIONS
8.1

The PSLP has been informed by the findings and conclusions of an extensive range of
technical evidence studies. These studies will be subject to final minor changes,
including editorial, typographical and grammatical amendments prior to publication in
February 2018. In preparing the PSLP, regard has also been paid to:
• National Planning policy and guidance, including the Planning for the right homes in
the right places consultation proposals, CLG, September 2017 6;
• Other Plans and Strategies;
• Background evidence studies 78 including
- Strategic Housing Market Assessment (SHMA)
- Strategic Housing Land Availability Assessment (SHLAA)
- High Level Housing Site Assessments and Sustainability Appraisal
- Gypsy and Traveller Accommodation Assessment
- Employment Land Review
- Strategic Flood Risk Assessment
- Landscape Capacity Study
- Open Space Study
- Playing Pitch Strategy
- Built Facilities Strategy
- Annual Monitoring Reports
- Viability Study,
- Retail Study;
• Other planning legislation;
• The outcomes of previous consultations and discussions with stakeholders; and
• The emerging findings of the draft Transport Assessment, the draft Infrastructure
Plan, draft Sustainability Appraisal, and draft Habitat Regulations Assessment of the
Local Plan.

8.2

An Equalities Impact Assessment (EQIA) has also been carried out on the PSLP and it
is published on the Council’s Web site at www.hart.gov.uk/january-meetings.

9.

COMMENTARY

9.1

The PSLP builds upon the April 2017 Draft Plan. It has been adjusted to reflect many
of the comments received from both statutory consultees and other stakeholders,
including residents.

9.2

This report concentrates on the most fundamental change from the Draft Plan which
relates to the proposed approach to housing numbers and spatial strategy.

6

Planning for the right homes in the right places consultation proposals, CLG, September 2017
https://www.hart.gov.uk/Evidence-base
8
A series of Topic Papers are being produced to more fully summarise how the technical evidence,
consultation feedback and Sustainability Appraisal have informed the preparation of the plan.
7
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The calculation of the need for new Homes.
9.3

When a Council prepares a new Local Plan, the most controversial issue is almost
always the number of homes to be built. The existing NPPF and Planning Practice
Guidance 9 (PPG) requires the preparation of a Strategic Housing Market Assessment 10
(SHMA) but the guidance is open to wide interpretation. This has meant that there is
a great deal of uncertainty around the approach to SHMA methodology and the
calculation of objectively assessed housing need (OAHN).

9.4

In response to concerns about delays in local plan making and the uncertainty in
preparing SHMAs, the Government argued in the housing February 2017 White Paper:
Fixing our broken housing market, 11 that a standard approach to assessing local
housing need would be simpler, quicker, and more transparent. In September 2017
the Government consulted on proposals for a standard methodology for calculating
local housing need 12.

9.5

The proposed new methodology affects individual authorities differently. The
Government has published indicative local housing need figures for each local planning
authority using its proposed methodology. This new method was based on the most
up-to-date information available at the time of publishing the September 2017
consultation document, and could change rapidly over time.

9.6

The Government intends also to publish a draft revised NPPF early in 2018. The draft
NPPF will reflect the Government response to its September 2017 consultation with a
final version of the NPPF projected to be published in early Spring 2018.

9.7

Having regard to the Government draft transitional arrangements12 the PSLP should
not be submitted to the Secretary of State before 31 March 2018 or before
the revised NPPF is published (whichever is later). It is at this point in time
that the new methodology will formally then be in in place.

9.8

This does not prevent the Council in the meantime from publishing and consulting on
the PSLP. The risk to the Council however, is that the Government does not proceed
with the use of the methodology or that its implementation is delayed. In these
circumstances the submission of the PSLP would inevitably be delayed because the
Council may need to revisit the PSLP and its associated evidence base to adjust it to
reflect the circumstances pertaining at the time – subject to the nature of any changes
required, this may necessitate the rerunning of fresh consultation and assessment
stages.

9

Planning Practice Guidance, CLG, November 2016
https://www.gov.uk/guidance/housing-and-economic-development-needs-assessments
11
Fixing our broken housing market, CLG February 2017
12
Planning for the right homes in the right places consultation proposals, CLG, September 2017
10
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Benefits of the new approach
9.9

Adopting the Government’s proposed approach will offer significant benefits. It will
provide a level of certainty and transparency by removing disputes where different
methodologies have been used previously. Together with the proposed changes to
planning guidance, this would mean that examining Inspectors would be able sign off
more easily, and with considerably less scrutiny, the local housing need aspect of the
plan. This will provide more certainty about an emerging plan’s soundness, as well as
helping to speed up the plan examination.
Implications of the new standard methodology for Hart and the
Hart/Rushmoor/Surrey Heath Housing Market Area (HMA)

9.10 For Hart, the Government’s proposed approach would mean a 24% reduction in the
annual requirement for new homes when compared to the current assessments of
housing need (2016 SHMA). Across the HMA as a whole this would result in a 22%
decrease annually.

Hart
Rushmoor
Surrey Heath
HMA

New Methodology
(dpa)
292
294
352
938

HMA OAHN (2016)
(dpa)
382
436
382
1200

Net difference
(dpa)
-90
-142
-30
-262

The Plan’s Housing Target for Hart
9.11 The Government consultation standard methodology suggests an indicative annual
housing requirement of 292 dwellings per annum (dpa) for Hart from 2016 as the
starting point for determining the number of new homes to be planned for. The
NPPF sets out that plans should be reviewed regularly 13 and the Government intends
to make it clear in the NPPF that local plans should be reviewed every five years. This
means that the local housing need figure will not remain static throughout the plan
period. There is therefore a need to build robustness into calculating Hart’s
final housing target otherwise it is likely the Plan’s housing supply policies
may quickly become out of date.
9.12 The approach in the PSLP therefore, is to plan to deliver at least 388 homes per
annum 14, which is 6,208 homes over the plan period 2016–2032. In reaching this
figure the start point is the Government’s proposed approach to calculating local
housing need 15 but an uplift has been added to take account of
•
contingencies (recognising that the housing need figures could change);
•
the need for flexibility to allow for the non-delivery of sites;

13
National Planning Policy Framework, CLG, March 2012 - See in particular paragraphs 17 and 157, and the
Local Plans section of the planning guidance
14
This is very similar to the OAHN figure for Hart as set out in the SHMA 2016
15
Planning for the right homes in the right places, CLG, 2017.
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•
potential future unmet need from Hart’s HMA partners; 16
•
the need to deliver affordable housing; and
•
the need to ensure the best use is made of previously developed land.
Appendix 1 to this report sets out further detail as to how the annual housing figure
was derived.
The calculated supply of land to meet Hart’s Housing target
9.13 The overall supply that is likely to come forward during the PSLP time period is set
out in the Table attached at Appendix 2 to this report. Given existing commitments
the supply demonstrates that the PSLP can deliver 6,346 homes through a
combination of sites including sites within settlements, deliverable greenfield sites 17
and an allocation for a new community at Hartland Village on previously developed
land. This is slightly more than the 6,208 PSLP target and hence adds a further
flexibility to the Plan.
10. PLANNING AHEAD: NEW SETTLEMENT
10.1 The PSLP recognises that additional land for housing and infrastructure, including a
new secondary school, is likely to be needed in the longer term albeit it is not
necessary to meet immediate Plan needs. The preference for meeting future growth
needs is to plan for a sustainable new settlement, which is of sufficient size to support
longer term housing needs and larger scale infrastructure needs beyond the plan
period and meets the Council’s overall strategic approach as set out in Paragraph 4.1
above.
National Planning Policy context
10.2 The NPPF acknowledges that the supply of new homes “...can sometimes be best
achieved through planning for larger scale development, such as new settlements or
extensions to existing villages and towns that follow the principles of Garden Cities...” 18
(paragraph 57). The Government has set out its intention to place a renewed
emphasis on the delivery of new settlements via the strengthening of the NPPF to
provide a more supportive approach for new plan-led settlements.

16

There is the matter of planning for unmet needs, i.e. planning in Hart to reflect the likelihood, or risk, of a
shortfall in provision elsewhere in the HMA. The possibility of providing for unmet needs has been given close
attention over recent years; however, by late 2017 the understanding is that the likelihood of unmet needs has
significantly reduced. This is on the basis that the new proposed Government indicative housing need for
Rushmoor is significantly below the figure provided for by the Proposed Submission Rushmoor Local Plan (as
published in June 2017).
17
i.e. greenfield sites that already have planning permission, or have a resolution to grant planning permission
subject to the completion of a legal agreement
18
National Planning Policy Framework, CLG, March 2012 – paragraph 57
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10.3 The provision of a new settlement in Hart, therefore represents a suitable option for
planning to meet future housing needs over the longer-term. Consideration still needs
to be given to the size and nature of a new settlement and the role it can play in
complementing the existing planned provision for housing across the District. At this
stage therefore, there remains considerable flexibility in determining exactly what a
new settlement might look and feel like in Hart.
Delivering a new settlement within a plan-led system
10.4 In principle, there are no obstacles to the use of a Local Plan to facilitate the delivery
of a new settlement via the setting of a supportive policy basis. The risk of not
planning now for a longer term approach is that there will be a gap in housing supply
making the Council vulnerable to future planning applications as well as limiting the
ability to plan for longer term larger infrastructure needs.
10.5 The proper planning of a new settlement requires a comprehensive and robust
evidence base to justify the new settlement site, scale and detailed nature. The
evidence to support this level of detail for the new settlement requires a considerable
amount of time and resources and if proposed at this time for the PSLP, would incur
further delay, risking associated implications in relation to Government intervention.
10.6 The proposal in the PSLP is to identify an ‘area of search’ only for a new settlement.
The PSLP includes reference to this area of search in the Spatial Strategy Policy SS1:
“New Settlement Area of Search
To help address longer term growth requirements 19, an area of search is
identified in this Plan for a new settlement (see the key diagram and Policies
Map). The new settlement will be brought forward through a separate
development plan document (DPD) in accordance with Policy SS3”.
10.7 The option of a new settlement at Rye Common has been ruled out because the
evidence supports the more deliverable opportunities within the Murrell
Green/Winchfield area. The PSLP includes therefore, a specific high level Policy
(proposed Plan Policy SS3) relating to the area of search within the Murrell
Green/Winchfield area. Proposed Policy SS3 sets out broad policy criteria for the new
settlement. The new settlement proposal would then be taken forward through a
stand-alone Development Plan Document (DPD) which would be started on adoption
of the Local Plan: Strategy and Sites. The precise location, scale and nature of the new
settlement would therefore be detailed through this subsequent DPD. Such an
approach allows the Council to undertake further work in respect of a longer-term
strategy for meeting future housing needs, including full and proper consideration of
the location of a new settlement and its broader implications.
19

A new settlement within the area of search is not needed to meet the housing needs identified in the PSLP.
It is shown in the PSLP so that work can start on planning for a new settlement in anticipation of the need for
additional homes and infrastructure arising in future, potentially within five years of adoption when the Plan
should be reviewed in any event. It does not therefore form part of the housing supply needed to meet the
housing target of 388 homes per annum and for any reason this site did not come forward it was not expected
that a similar allocation would be made elsewhere in the District.
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11

ACTION

11.1 The Proposed Submission Version of the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites 20162032 has been prepared using the draft Government standard methodology. However,
having regard to the Government’s draft transitional arrangements, the Plan should
not be submitted to the Secretary of State before 31 March 2018 or before
the revised National Planning Policy Framework (NPPF) is published
(whichever is later).
Contact Details: Daryl Phillips / Extension 4493 / daryl.phillips@hart.gov.uk
APPENDICES
Appendix 1 - PSPL Housing Numbers
Appendix 2 - PSLP Sources of Housing Supply
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Appendix 1 PSPL Housing Numbers
The Government’s proposed standard approach to assessing housing need results in an
indicative figure for Hart of 292 homes per annum (starting from 2016). It is important to
note that this is a consultation and the methodology could change. Furthermore, this figure
should be regarded as a start point for determining the housing number. The Plan therefore
includes an uplift:
Government
methodology

292
dpa

This is the start point, calculated using a formulaic approach set
out in Planning for the right homes in the right places:
consultation proposals’ DCLG September 2017.
In the case of Hart (as for many other authorities) this figure has
been capped at 40% above the projected household growth over
the plan period. The consultation paper states that the cap has
been applied to ensure the method is deliverable, recognising that
in some areas the proposed standard approach will lead to a
significant increase in potential housing need.

Minus the ‘cap’

310
dpa

There are no overriding constraints in Hart that prevent a figure
in excess of 292 dwellings per annum being delivered. Applying
the proposed methodology without the cap results in a need of
310 dwellings per annum. This is a more robust and positive basis
on which to consider any further uplifts.

Plus 25%

388
dpa

A 25% uplift on the uncapped figure has been applied taking the
requirement to 388 homes per annum. The Plan period runs
from 2016 to 2032 which provides an overall housing target of
6,208 new homes.
This uplift results in a significantly higher requirement than the
need of 292 dwellings per annum identified in the Government’s
consultation. It has been determined in recognition of the
following factors:
• the need for a contingency should the proposed
methodology change 20;
•

the need for a contingency to allow for the figure
increasing through updates to the data that goes into the

20

One reason why the proposed approach to calculating housing need could change is if the Government
seeks to deliver more homes in total across the country than the proposed methodology would deliver. The
proposed methodology would establish a total need of 266,000 homes per annum across the country from
2016. However, in its 2017 Budget the Government stated the following: “The Budget announces a
comprehensive package of new policy which will raise housing supply by the end of this Parliament to its highest level
since 1970, on track to reach 300,000 per year”. This is not a very precise statement of intent, but were the
Government to adjust the standard methodology so that it identifies a total need of 300,000 homes per annum
from 2016, that would be a 13% increase on the 266,000 figure. If a 13% increase is applied to Hart’s figure of
292 homes per annum that would result in a need of 330 homes per annum. This is still significantly below
the 388 per annum set out in the Plan
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formula (e.g. household projections and local affordability
ratios);
•

the need for flexibility for non-delivery or delayed delivery
of sites;

•

the benefits of boosting housing delivery including the
supply of affordable housing;

•

the number of homes already in the supply 21 and the
opportunities to make effective use of previously
developed land, in particular Hartland Village).

21
Whilst the only site allocation in the Plan is at Hartland Park (for 1,500 homes), there are over 3,500 homes
on deliverable sites including more than 3,000 on sites with planning permission. Many of these are on large
greenfield sites including: North East Hook (548 homes); Watery Lane, Fleet (300 homes); Moulsham Lane,
Yateley (150 homes); Land North of Netherhouse Copse, Fleet (423 homes); Hawley Park Farm, Hawley (126
homes); Land south of Riseley (83 homes); and greenfield sites in the Odiham Neighbourhood Plan
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Appendix 2 PSLP Sources of Housing Supply

Source

Number of
new homes

a Homes completed between 1st April 2016 to 6th October
2017

798

b Sites with outstanding planning permission at 6th October
2017

3,046

c Other deliverable sites 22

504

d Sites within settlement boundaries 23

184

e Hartland Village (site allocation – see Policy SS1)
f

Sites in the Odiham and North Warnborough
Neighbourhood Plan without planning permission at 6th
October 2017

g Small site windfall allowance 26

1,428 24
111 25

275

Total

6,346

22

These site are identified in Appendix 2 of the PSLP
This is likely to be an underestimate as it is based only on known developable SHLAA sites within settlement
boundaries. There is no double counting with other sources of supply (see Appendix 2 of the PSLP)
24
The site is allocated for 1,500 dwellings (see Plan Policy SS2) with 1,428 expected to be constructed within
the Plan period (source: planning application Ref. 17/00471/OUT)
25
This is an adjusted figure to ensure no double counting with sites with planning permission (Appendix 2 of
the PSLP)
26
See PSLP Appendix 2 for how the small sites windfall allowance is calculated
23
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1. THE VISION
A VISION FOR RYE GARDEN
COMMUNITY
Rye Garden Community is a proposal
for a new garden community in Rye,
Hampshire.
The scheme aims to develop a new Village
‘Rye Garden Community’ inspired by the
principles of a garden suburb. Rye Garden
Community will celebrate the richness of
the existing landscape setting and create
a strong sense of community fulfilling
the daily needs of its residents in an
environmentally sustainable way.
The objective is to create a communitycentred approach which promotes
health and well-being by providing direct
access to a network of open spaces. The
urban form is designed to deliver a wellconnected environment with high quality
public space and direct access to the edge
of the countryside.

© jpennycook
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1
VISION PRINCIPLES:
The principles of the masterplan are based on
three interrelated objectives to create a balanced
new community

VISION
Masterplan
Principles

 Create a Sustainable Urban Form
 	Deliver a strong Sense of Place in a natural setting with high-quality Public Realm
 	Promote Health & Well-Being by integrating a network of accessible and wellconnected green spaces

2. ANALYSIS
SURROUNDING CONTEXT
Rye Garden Community is situated on
existing privately owned arable farmland
in Rye in Hampshire.
The site is approximately 145 hectares
in size. It is situated close to the M3 and
near to major urban conurbations in
Farnborough, Aldershot, Farnham and
Fleet.
The site has good access links via the
A287 trunk road that connects the M3 into
Aldershot
The site surroundings are characterised
by a mix of small villages sitting between
the major urban conurbation to the east
and Basingstoke to the west. The existing
surrounding villages retain a sense of
community and are defined by their
countryside and semi-rural contexts.
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The siting of the new development
looks to respect this existing context, by
providing a new community that is selfcontained and does not risk coalescing
with existing villages or communities
retaining important existing local gaps.
The site is equidistant from Odiham to the
west and Crondall to the east with good
access available to both.

2

Area Context Plan
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2
SITE CONTEXT
The site is 145 hectares in size and is
currently arable land in single ownership.
The site is currently mostly farmed.
The site is surrounded by arable land
to the south, west and east. There are
pockets of woodland to the south, east
and west and an area of dense woodland
to the north, between the site and the
A287 access road.
To the north between the site and
woodland are also some existing dwellings
some of which are listed.
The site sits between Odiham to the West,
Crondall to the East and Fleet to the North
East.
The site is accessed from the A287 to the
north across ‘Common Land’. There is no
requirement for the access to cross any
other third party land. Appropriate legal
advice has been obtained confirming
how the Common Land issues can be
appropriately addressed at the relevant
time.
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Site Context Plan
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2
SITE ANALYSIS
The site slopes from the north, rising to the
south towards the woodland and planted
edges.
There are a number of public footpaths,
and a bridleways in the vicinity of and
running through the site.
The site is surrounded by hedgerows
to the majority of its boundaries, which
along with the woodland, provide a good
amount of visual screening
In the middle of the site is a small scale
quarry which is well screened and
protected from the rest of the site and has
its own access track.
The site is surrounded by small lanes and
tracks, one of which runs through the
north west section of the site. These lanes
are infrequently used.
The site is well hidden from the A287 by
dense woodland to the north of the site.
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Site Analysis Plan
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2
CONSTRAINTS &
OPPORTUNITIES
The masterplanning process has taken
into account the above analysis as well
as other constraints and opportunities
identified.
Some of the key constraints are as follows:
 The South East section of the site has
been identified as an area that is more
visually prominent.
 The north east section of the site has
been identified as being more sensitive
from a heritage perspective due to
its proximity to the cluster of listed
buildings to the north.

Some of the key opportunities for the site
are:
 Deliver a sustainable new rural
settlement in the southern part of the
District, avoiding any risk of actual or
perceived coalescence and ensuring a
variety of development locations in the
District
 The majority of the site is outside the
5km zone of influence of the Thames
Basin Heaths SPA – a location to which
development should be focussed as a
priority
 The opportunity to develop a large onsite green open space in the east of the
site that could provide any necessary
SANG as could help avoid too much
development in this more sensitive
eastern half of the site
 The site has low existing biodiversity
value (as an arable site) and there is a
clear opportunity to provide a net gain
in biodiversity.
 The opportunity to provide additional
much needed housing including
affordable housing to the local area
as well as school provision, additional
employment opportunities and
recreation spaces.
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 The opportunity for potential future
expansion into surrounding arable land
to the west, east and south
 The opportunity to take advantage
of existing green infrastructure and
landscape features to provide a
contained form of development
 The opportunity to retain existing
footpaths and bridleways and provide
direct access to the countryside
 The opportunity to create a new
garden community in the heart of
Hampshire.

2

Site Constraints Plan
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3. MASTERPLANNING PRINCIPLES
THE PROPOSAL
The analysis of the existing site and
associated constraints led to the proposed
development for the site.
The characteristics of the surrounding
landscape and topography are integrated
with a network of green spaces
permeating through the development for
residents to use and enjoy.
The design promotes sustainable means
of travel within and around the village by
connecting pedestrian and cycle routes
to existing footpaths through a network of
green spaces.

The following key principles are integrated
into the masterplan:
 Community: creating streets and
places where people can meet and
foster local social networks, improving
their quality of life and the sense of
local community.
 Accessibility: easy access for all
people to activities within the
development while facilitating links to
existing footpaths. An emphasis should
be on non-car users and less-mobile
people.
 Exercise: making it easy and attractive
for people to gain healthy exercise by
walking and cycling more – for both
recreation and functional trips.
 Safety: reducing the likelihood of road
accidents by creating car-free links
and routes.
 Environment: reducing transportrelated levels of local air pollution.
 Viability: introducing a pattern of
development that maximises the
opportunity for local businesses and
social facilities.
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The development aims to provide a
scheme that delivers:
 Approximately 1,750 new homes
 Access to generous well connected
public open space throughout the
development
 Provision of an on-site SANG
 A Primary school
 A Secondary school (if required)
 On-site rural employment
opportunities
 Community facilities including:
 Sports fields
 MUGA
 Cricket Pitch
 Village Green
 Allotments
 Green Open Spaces and
interconnecting footpath walks
 Play areas

3

Masterplan
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3
A GARDEN CITY FOR THE 21ST CENTURY
Rye Garden Community is to be founded
on the Garden City principles set out by
Ebenezar Howard.
This method of urban planning looks
to enhance the quality of life through
an integrated urban planning ideal
that prioritises extensive areas of open
space and green lungs within our urban
environments.
The principles are as relevant today as
they were when they were first conceived
and are a positive model on which to
base the principles of 21st century urban
planning.
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The Garden City principles that have been
employed here as set out by ‘The International
Garden Cities Institute’ include:
 S
 trong vision, leadership and
community engagement
 Land value capture for the benefit of
the community
 Community ownership of land and
long-term stewardship of assets
 Mixed-tenure homes and housing
types that are affordable for ordinary
people
 Beautifully and imaginatively designed
homes with gardens in healthy
communities
 A strong local jobs offer in the Garden
City itself and within easy commuting
distance
 Opportunities for residents to grow
their own food, including allotments
 Generous green space, including:
surrounding belt of countryside to
prevent unplanned sprawl; well
connected and biodiversity-rich public
parks; high quality gardens; tree-lined
streets; and open spaces
 Strong cultural, recreational and
shopping facilities in walkable
neighbourhoods
 Integrated and accessible transport
systems

3
A GARDEN COMMUNITY:
The principles of the Garden City have therefore
been adapted for use in this ‘Garden Community’
context:
The neighbourhood should be designed
to encourage walking, cycling and the use
of public transport. The majority of car
parking spaces should be on plot at the
front or side of a property. There may also
be some potential for on-street parking
and rear parking courts.

Design details should follow from a careful
analysis of the local vernacular. Details are
in harmony, following a similar rhythm
and overall form, whilst also developing
interest and variety by virtue of subtle
variations, occasional asymmetry and the
odd idiosyncrasy.

The concept incorporates a significant area
of green space, including public open space
that is well connected and biodiversity
rich. Public open space should link to the
wider network of multi-functional green
space. The NPPF recognises that green
infrastructure delivers a wide range of
environmental and ‘quality of life’ benefits
for local communities.

Provision for
cars

Carefully
designed and
detailed
housing

Harmony
between built
and natural forms

Rye Garden
Community
Green
Infrastructure

One of the most important elements of
the concept is the relationship between
buildings and natural forms. The concept
is characterised by the carefully designed
landscape with generous open space. This
provides the setting for well-designed
dwellings of good architectural quality
with spacious gardens.

Tree lined
streets

Walkable
Neighbourhoods

Most facilities, services and opportunities
for employment should be within easy
walking distance.
Streets should be
designed to be pedestrian friendly, with
buildings close to the road and active
frontages. Roads should be designed to
ensure traffic moves slowly though the
neighbourhood.

Trees provide a carbon sink, attenuate
heavy rainfall, reflect sunlight and offer
shade. Tree lined streets act as a green
corridor for wildlife and contribute to an
attractive townscape. They also promote
a sense of place and wellbeing and hence
are a key element of the concept.
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3

Examples of spaces that can be created as
part of the masterplan
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3

Illustrative Visualisation
50042 RYE GARDEN COMMUNITY | MASTERPLANNING STATEMENT | 16

3
SUSTAINABLE URBAN FORM
The approach in this Masterplan has
been to create a sustainable settlement
with a compact form of development
to reduce travel distances and promote
sustainable travel modes.
The development will cluster uses within
central locations to improve footfall and
enhance the overall performance of its
services.
The components of a sustainable form of
development are explained as follows.
 COMPACT FORM OF DEVELOPMENT:
To create a sustainable urban form,
the development will be compact
to reduce travel distances from the
periphery to the centre and promote
sustainable travel modes such as
walking and cycling. This is supported
by linear parks and a sequence
of green spaces to make pleasant
journeys for people to use.
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 CLUSTERING USES:
A key component of a sustainable
form of development is to relate
density to the level of public transport,
accessibility and proximity to prime
locations and facilities. Clustering uses
within central locations have economic
benefits, for example, locating shops
near to schools, health centres and
libraries will prompt more visits and
use of the facilities. Central locations
will also be supported with bus stops
to increase footfall and connectivity to
the wider context.
 GRADED DENSITY:
Proposing a graded density with higher
densities at the centre of the village
and lower densities at the periphery
allow more people to be located closer
to the village centre and reduces the
need for non-sustainable modes of
transport. Proposing a lower density at
the periphery maintains the setting of
the countryside edge and the setting of
the listed buildings to the north.

The proposed development will have a
range of house types reflecting the density
of their relevant locations as follows:
 Village Centre:
This is area of highest density
(35-40 dph) provides more
people with direct access to
shops and facilities and the main
village green. This area includes
the widest range of house types
to introduce variety at the centre
of the village with flatted blocks,
terraced and semi-detached
houses ranging from 2-2.5 storey
buildings.
 Inner accessible zone:
This is a medium density area
(30-35 dph) with access to large
public open spaces. It will mainly
provide a mix of semi-detached
and detached 2 storey buildings
with occasional use of flatted
blocks.
 Outer accessible zone:
This is the lowest density area
(25-30 dph) with direct access to
local pocket parks and peripheral
green areas. It will mainly include
detached and semi-detached
dwellings.

3

Density Plan
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3
DELIVER A STRONG SENSE OF PLACE WITH HIGH-QUALITY PUBLIC REALM
A strong sense of place is delivered
throughout the development and
within a network of public open
spaces.
 GREEN SPACE HIERARCHY:
A hierarchy of green public open
spaces have been well distributed
throughout the site in a variety of
forms and sizes with larger green
spaces located at the centre and more
intimate local pocket spaces along the
periphery. A Linear Park runs from the
north east gateway to the west and
south providing a green link for people
to move through the village.
 SENSE OF ARRIVAL:
A large public open space is located
at the centre of the development
to create a sense of arrival and to
function as the village green. The
location and openness of this space
aims to enhance legibility by visually
and physically connecting east-west
and north-south links. The eastern
approach will also be distinguishable
with a landscaped tree-lined link
emphasising the approach into the
village.
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 VILLAGE GREEN:
The main Village Green is centrally
located to be connected well with
the Village Centre and will allow for
community activities at the centre of
the village.
 LOCAL POCKET SPACE:
Local Pocket Spaces are proposed
within peripheral residential areas
and will be distinguishable using
different landscape designs. They will
help create a legible environment
throughout the village with useable
space to encourage interaction
between neighbours.
 HOME-ZONES:
Home-zones are mainly proposed
within peripheral residential areas
and designed to allow for a 5-10
mph traffic speed to provide a safe
environment with shared surfaces for
pedestrians to take priority. Homezones can be reinforced by adopting
the minimum carriageway dimensions
for two-way traffic, or one-way
vehicles with passing places.

3

Open Space Strategy Plan
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3

Examples of spaces that can be created as
part of the masterplan
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3

Illustrative Visualisation
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3
PROMOTE HEALTH & WELL-BEING BY INTEGRATING A NETWORK OF ACCESSIBLE AND
WELL-CONNECTED GREEN SPACES AND ENCOURAGING SUSTAINABLE TRAVEL.
Health and well-being is promoted by
encouraging community interaction and
providing easy access to outdoor space
for both active and passive activities. All
streets will encourage walking, cycling,
idling, playing, sitting, talking, etc., by
sufficiently taming traffic to pose little
threat in terms of accidents, noise, fumes
or space domination. The proposed
movement network aims to open choices
for all groups to use so that people have
attractive options for meeting and using
facilities and places.

ACTIVITY AREAS:
A range of play areas, catering for all
ages, will be provided throughout the
scheme, allowing safe and easy access for
children. The hierarchy of green spaces are
supported by the following activities:
 Informal green spaces offering
kickabout areas and enough space for
ball games and space for a Multi-Use
Games Area (MUGA)
 Playgrounds along tree-lined green
routes and the linear park to the east
to provide POS for passive activities
and Locally Equipped Areas for Play
(LEAPs)
 Local pocket space allowing locals
to meet and interact and will include
Local Areas for Play (LAPs).
 Allotments will be provided for new
residents with supporting facilities to
the east of the site.
SUSTAINABLE TRAVEL MODES:
Tree-lined corridors create green routes
for walking and cycling and aim to link to
existing footways and provide a network
of safe routes to schools, community
facilities and usable green space
throughout the development.
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LEISURE ROUTES:
The indicative masterplan creates a
permeable environment allowing for
existing and future residents to connect
to the countryside and the existing Public
Right of Way. A network of informal
leisure routes is proposed to follow
existing footpaths and historic routes
through the development and link the
proposed open spaces to connect Rye
Common Village with its wider context.
PERMEABILITY:
The Masterplan provides the opportunity
to permeate and move easily through the
proposed development with strong visual
links and connections throughout. There
is also the ability to connect with potential
future developments to the east, south and
west of Rye Common.

3

Movement Plan
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4. CONCLUSION
RYE GARDEN COMMUNITY
The Masterplan proposes around 1,750
new houses along with emplyment
and community facilities for a new
settlement in Rye, Hampshire.

The scheme accommodates a primary
school and a potential secondary school
to accommodate additional demands
from a new population.

The scheme looks to sustainably
develop the existing arable site taking
account of key constraints.

The scheme looks to provide extensive
amounts of green open space in order
to ensure the biodiversity of the site is
enhanced.

The scheme has been developed with
key masterplanning principles in place
in order to ensure good design and the
development of a vibrant community.
The scheme looks to provide on-site
facilities and employment in order to
help the new community to be able to
establish and develop as a community it
in own right.
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The scheme loks to create a new garden
community in the heart of Hampshire.

3

Masterplan
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