23 July 2019
Neighbourhood Planning
Corporate Services
Hart District Council
Harlington Way
Fleet
GU51 4AE

Dear Sir/Madam
Re: Draft Crondall Neighbourhood Plan 2017 - 2032
We write in response to the above consultation on behalf of Mr & Mrs Wilks.
Our clients are residents of
in the hamlet of
, which
falls within the designated area of the draft Crondall Neighbourhood Plan
(“Neighbourhood Plan”). This statement provides comments on the proposed
document, particularly with regard to the proposed Policy 4: Crondall to Mill Lane
Local Gap.
Executive Summary
The main points of objection are summarised below:
•
•
•

The Neighbourhood Plan Policy 4 fails the basic conditions;
The Neighbourhood Plan cannot rely on Emerging Local Plan Policy NBE2
as justification, as it has been removed from the emerging plan;
The proposed gap in the Neighbourhood Plan is disproportionate in size
and the evidence regarding the public support is flawed and
misrepresented in the evidence base.

Basic Conditions
Neighbourhood Plans and their policies must meet the Basic Conditions as set out
in paragraph 8[2] of Schedule 4B of the Town and Country Planning Act 1990. In
order to meet the Basic Conditions, the Neighbourhood Plan must:
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•
•
•
•

Have regard to national policies advice contained in guidance issued by
the Secretary of State;
Contribute to the achievement of sustainable development;
Be in general conformity with the strategic policies of the development
plan for the area; and,
Be compatible with EU obligations.

The National Planning Practice Guidance (the NPPG) provides clarity as to what
general conformity means:
‘When considering whether a policy is in general conformity a qualifying body,
independent examiner, or local planning authority, should consider the
following:
•

•
•

•

whether the neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal
supports and upholds the general principle that the strategic policy is
concerned with;
the degree, if any, of conflict between the draft neighbourhood plan
policy or development proposal and the strategic policy;
whether the draft neighbourhood plan policy or development proposal
provides an additional level of detail and/or a distinct local approach to
that set out in the strategic policy without undermining that policy;
the rationale for the approach taken in the draft neighbourhood plan or
Order and the evidence to justify that approach.’
(Paragraph: 074 Reference ID: 41-074-20140306)

In addition, the NPPG further states:
•

‘It is important to minimise any conflicts between policies in the
neighbourhood plan and those in the emerging local plan, including
housing supply policies. This is because section 38(5) of the Planning
and Compulsory Purchase Act 2004 requires that the conflict must be
resolved in favour of the policy which is contained in the last document
to become part of the development plan.’
(Paragraph: 009 Reference ID: 41-009-20190509).

•

‘A policy in a neighbourhood plan should be clear and unambiguous. It
should be drafted with sufficient clarity that a decision maker can apply
it consistently and with confidence when determining planning
applications. It should be concise, precise and supported by appropriate
evidence. It should be distinct to reflect and respond to the unique
characteristics and planning context of the specific neighbourhood area
for which it has been prepared.’
(Paragraph: 041 Reference ID: 41-041-20140306)
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Neighbourhood Plans must therefore be consistent with the current and emerging
Hart Local Plan and must not propose policies that would conflict with the
deliverance of the Local Plan.
The proposed Neighbourhood Plan Policy 4 (Crondall to Mill Lane Local Gap) fails
to meet the basic conditions, failing to:
•
•
•

accord with national policy advice (NPPG),
contribute towards sustainable development,
and is not in accordance with any strategic policies of the emerging
development plan.

The statement that follows will demonstrate how the Neighbourhood Plan fails to
meet the basic conditions.
Neighbourhood Plan Policy 4 and its relationship to emerging Local Plan
The area is subject to the emerging Hart Local Plan which has recently commenced
consultation on the Main Modifications. The originally submitted Local Plan
included, the now withdrawn Policy NBE2 which sought to establish the principle
of, and designate, local and strategic settlement gaps referenced as ‘Gaps
between settlements’ (It should be noted that the proposed did not include any
proposed gap at Crondall/Mill Lane).
This policy (NBE2 is proposed to be withdrawn owing to concerns from the Local
Plan Inspector over its validity, with the District Council in agreement with its
removal. This is evidenced through the Council’s ‘Proposed Main Modifications to
the Hart Local Plan: Strategy and Sites 2016-2032 Proposed Submission Version,
February 2018’ (public consultation 5 July 2019-19 July 2019). The
Proposed modification no. MM82 (pages 41-44, Appendix 1) removes Policy
NBE2, with the reason stated as,
‘Coalescence issue incorporated into Policy NBE3 Landscape. Gaps can be
identified through the Development Management DPD and Neighbourhood
Plans.’
Proposed modification nos. MM83 and MM84 (pages 44-45, Appendix 1) make
amendments to Policy NBE3 (landscape protection) by inserting a new criterion
and a new paragraph, with the reasons stated as,
‘To incorporate settlement coalescence as additional criterion following the
deletion of Policy NBE2 Gaps between settlements.’ and ‘To provide
guidance regarding coalescence.’
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The new criterion (e) is proposed to read,
‘it does not lead to the physical or visual coalescence of settlements, or
damage their separate identity, either individually or cumulatively with
other existing or proposed development.’
With the proposed new explanatory paragraph to be inserted after paragraph 282,
being as follows,
‘Development in the countryside between settlements can reduce the
physical and/or visual separation of settlements. Development that would
result in a perception of settlements coalescing, or which would otherwise
damage their separate identity, will be refused. Both the individual effects
of any proposals and the cumulative effects of existing and proposed
development will be taken into account. Policies to designate specific areas
or ‘gaps’ between settlements can be prepared through subsequent
Development Plan Documents and Neighbourhood Plans.’
[At this juncture we consider it helpful to state that, it would appear, that there
was either, and/or, a miscommunication or misinterpretation of these policy
changes between Hart District Council and Crondall Parish Council].
It was unfortunate, it would appear, owing to a timing issue in relation to
consultation period expiry dates, as the Hart Local Plan hearing sessions
completed on 18.12.18 with the Crondall Neighbourhood Plan consultation
expiring on 16.12.18, that this proposed deletion of NBE2 and amendment of NBE3
was not communicated in Hart’s Regulation 14 consultation comments on the
Crondall Neighbourhood Plan. However, to provide guidance as to what Hart
latterly communicated to Crondall Parish Council, we have referenced Hart’s
subsequent Regulation 14 Response to the Hook Neighbourhood Local Plan, which
expired 2 days after the Local Plan hearing sessions completed (4 days after the
expiry of the Crondall Neighbourhood Plan consultation) on 20.12.18. Hart in that
Hook Neighbourhood Plan consultation, stated,
‘…following discussion at the Local Plan examination on Policy NBE2 Gaps,
the Examiner identified concerns with the justification for this Policy and for
identifying gaps without defined boundaries. The Council is therefore
proposing a Local Plan Modification to delete Policy NBE2 and the gap
designations on the local plan maps. Additional wording regarding the need
to ensure that development does not lead to the physical or visual
coalescence of settlements, or would damage settlement's separate
identity, either individually or cumulatively with other existing or proposed
development is proposed as a Modification to be added to Policy NBE3
Landscape. Clearly these Modifications are subject to the agreement of the
Local Plan Inspector. If these Modifications are incorporated into the final
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protect this area, without the need to prescribe “settlement”, a criterion which is
unrelated to landscape and has not been evidenced.
In any case, the proposed modification to the actual policy NBE3 does not in and
of itself allow for the designation of new Local Gaps. Only the proposed
explanatory paragraph suggests that ‘gaps’ might be designated through
‘subsequent Development Plan Documents and Neighbourhood Plans’ suggesting
the Neighbourhood Plans would need to rely on Policies in a later Development
Plan Document before they can designate a Local Gap. The proposed modifications
to NBE3, as a matter of fact, does not allow for designated Local Gaps to be
established by Neighbourhood Plans.
To further clarify the proposed removal of NBE2 in Hart’s ‘Proposed Main
Modifications to the Hart Local Plan’ (Appendix 1) was because the Local Plan
Examiner had concerns over the fundamental evidence for the policy. As evidence
base for the NBE2 (Gaps between settlements policy) was rejected by the Local
Plan Inspector for the emerging Local Plan on the basis that the evidence was not
adequate, it follows that any neighbourhood plan policy reliant on the same
evidence base should also be deleted from its respective plan.
It would appear, though, that the preparation of Neighbourhood Plan Policy 4
(Crondall/Mill Lane Local Gap) was, indeed, based on the heavy influence of the
emerging Plan as confirmed through page 6 of the Submission Neighbourhood
Plan which states that it has been ‘significantly influenced by the policies and
evidence supporting it [the emerging Local Plan]’. Specifically, it would appear
that the sub text provision of NBE2’s paragraph 277, which implied that
Neighbourhood Plans could be allowed to propose ‘new Gaps’, was relied upon.
Again, though, this was not in fact written into the main policy itself.
In summary, therefore, following the public declaration of the District Council to
withdraw Policy NBE2 from the emerging Local Plan, the provision for
neighbourhood plans to designate Local Gaps has dissolved, and, furthermore, the
proposed text of NBE3 does not actually allow for gap designations. Consequently,
as the Neighbourhood Plan Submission Document does not reference any other
policy in the Emerging Local Plan other than the withdrawn NBE2, to support the
provision of a Local Gap, it is clear, for whatever reason, that the Neighbourhood
Plan Policy 4 is not compliant with the strategic policies of the emerging Local Plan
and demonstrates a catastrophic failure to comply with the Basic Conditions.
To reiterate the consequence of the revocation of Policy NBE2, leaves it
inappropriate for the Neighbourhood Plan to reply upon a withdrawn emerging
policy as justification of the proposed Local Gap Policy. As the NPPG states:
‘Although a draft neighbourhood plan or Order is not tested against the
policies in an emerging local plan the reasoning and evidence informing the
local plan process is likely to be relevant to the consideration of the basic
conditions against which a neighbourhood plan is tested.’
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(ID: 41-009-20190509)
Consequently, in conclusion, the proposed Local Gap fails to align with the
emerging Local Plan, and therefore is not in general conformity with the emerging
Local Plan policies and also fails to accord with any national guidance, nor the
Framework – failing two of the Basic Conditions.
Neighbourhood Plan Policy 4
Crondall Neighbourhood Plan 4 intends to ‘designate’ a Local Gap between
Crondall and Mill Lane. This despite the existing and now emerging Local Plan
(with all previously designated Gaps between settlements now withdrawn), as a
matter of fact, never allocating this as a Gap between settlements.
Indeed, Hart District Council have not considered that any Gaps between
settlements, either entirely within Crondall parish, or transcending the boundaries
of adjacent parishes, in the current Local Plan or proposed emerging Local Plan,
have ever been necessary. Evidence is as follows:
•

Until the closing of the emerging Local Plan examination hearings in
December 2018 Hart were, as a matter of fact, seeking to increase (from
the current Local Plan) the number of Gaps between settlements within
the District; however, even from the very formation of the draft Local Plan,
and ever since, Hart have not considered a Gap between settlements in
Crondall parish necessary; either one entirely within Crondall or one
transcending adjoining parish boundaries (See in Appendix 3 Figure 3
Key diagram from page 30 of emerging Local Plan).

•

Hart specifically rejected Crondall Parish Council’s request, in June 2017,
that, as part of their Regulation 18 Consultation comments on the Hart
Local Plan, that Hart include a much larger, which would have transcended
parish boundaries, Gap between settlements. (Extract from consultation
providing confirmation attached in Appendix 4)

•

Hart further specifically rejected, owing to no response from Hart on their
regulation 18 Consultation request, Crondall Parish Council’s subsequent
request in October 2017, that Hart include a smaller, within the confines
of the parish, Gap between settlements in the Local Plan. (See email
correspondence confirming request in Appendix 5)

•

Finally, Hart most recently stated in their Regulation 14 Consultation
comment on the Crondall Neighbourhood Plan (below and Appendix 6)
that the Local Gap, as proposed at that time had, no justification,
‘This [Local Gap] Policy proposes to identify a significant parcel of land as
a Local Gap. Whilst the principle of Local Gaps is not in conflict with
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national or local policies [Although now confirmed by examiner of the Hart
Local Plan that there is no evidence for such a policy.], and designation is
also supported in principle by the emerging local plan (para 277) [Although
now consequently deleted] we would question the justification for the gap
and the additional protection it would provide. The proposed Local Gap to
the south west does not provide a physical link to Crondall and therefore
would not have any meaningful effect in preventing coalescence and
therefore, how likely is coalescence of Mill Lane and Crondall given the
presence of the A287 Farnham Road and other policy constraints? Overall
the gap does not seem to provide a clear gap between defined built up
areas of settlements. Whilst we recognise that there is supporting evidence
provided in the Evidence Document, we do not consider that the
nature and extent of the separation between the settlements
concerned is sufficiently sensitive to justify the designation of a
local gap.’
This being the Gap proposed at that time:

Figure 2: Gap as proposed in Pre-submission Plan for Regulation 14 Consultation

Accordingly, we submit that Hart are emphatic, the subsequent slight reduction in
size of the proposed Gap will not alter their view whatsoever as they “do not
consider that the nature and extent of the separation between the
settlements concerned is sufficiently sensitive to justify the designation
of a local gap”. It is not, in their opinion justified per se.
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The supporting text also states that Policy NBE2 under paragraph 277 ‘allows for
locally proposed gaps through Policy NBE2 and paragraph 277’. As
aforementioned, Local Policy NBE2 has been removed from the emerging Plan,
removing the foundation justification for Policy 4.
Notwithstanding the fact there is no longer a provision to designate a new Local
Gap, the rationale that the proposed Local Gap is both lacking evidence and based
on flawed evidence, is explored below:
1. The proposed gap in the Neighbourhood Plan is 115-120% of the total of the
combined area of settlements it seeks to keep from coalescence, and is
consequently, disproportionately large. Typically, local gaps (such as those
strategic gaps proposed as part of the withdrawn NBE2 Emerging Local Plan)
are limited to approximately 10-20% of the size of, and are located
immediately adjacent to, the larger settlement they target to prevent from
coalescing; to prevent the larger settlement consuming the smaller local
identifiable localities. The Crondall Neighbourhood Plan Evidence Document
attributes its disproportionately large size for its relative purpose, as being
‘Comparable in scale and size’ to other Local Gaps; however, it would appear,
they are referring to the strategic gaps which were relative to the entire Local
Plan area. In summary the proposed Crondall/Mill Lane Local Gap is wholly
disproportionate to the settlements of Crondall and Mill Lane and is, therefore,
unjustified in size.
2. Further, as the purpose of the gap appears to primarily seek to protect the
identity of Crondall (the larger settlement in the Neighbourhood Plan area), it
is contrived and illogical in purpose.
3. It is evident that the countryside designation will provide adequate protection
to this area, without the need to propose an unjustifiable and restrictive Local
Gap. In addition to the countryside policy, the subject area is further protected
by the significant number of SINCs, as shown in the excerpt below (sites of
important nature conservation; being Hannam’s Copse, Big Down Copse, Itchel
Mill Springs, Downsland Copse, and unnamed ‘Land North of Bowling Alley’).
The SINCs are protected by emerging Policy NBE5 (Biodiversity) which requires
applications to not have an adverse impact on the integrity of such sites.
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Figure 3: SINC sites in dark green

The area would therefore be adequately protected across multiple policy areas,
and as such, this proposed Local Gap is not necessary.
4. The Neighbourhood Plan Local Gap area, by including almost in its entirety the
hamlet of Bowling Alley (which, although outside settlement boundaries, is
none the less, as defined by case law, a settlement) does not accord with NPPF
‘Rural housing guidance’. The guidance states ,
‘…all settlements can play a role in delivering sustainable development in
rural areas – and so blanket policies restricting housing development in
some settlements and preventing other settlements from expanding should
be avoided unless their use can be supported by robust evidence.’
5. As stated above, the Local Plan Inspector considered the inclusion of a Gaps
between settlements policy in the Emerging Local Plan and determined that
there was insufficient evidence in support of such an approach. The
Neighbourhood Plan, as detailed in the Evidence Document, has relied heavily
upon the same evidence as available to Hart District Council, namely; the Scott
Wilson’s Hart District Landscape Assessment of April 1997 and the Hart
Landscape Capacity Study of 2016. Hart concluding that there was no evidence
to support a Gap between the settlements of Crondall and Mill Lane in their
Local Plan. Notwithstanding that the Evidence Document, as it has not provided
any differing evidence from these same sources, has failed to provide any
evidence to support a Local Gap policy, it has also failed to address the Capacity
Study caveat which states,

10

“ … the overall assessment given to any area does not mean that the
assessment applies to the whole area – it may apply to one part of it.
Further more detailed analysis will be required as part of the site
assessment process leading towards the development of the Local Plan”.
Accordingly, there is no justification for a Gap between Crondall and Mill Lane
policy in both of these respects with these resources merely amplifying that
this policy is not justified.
6. Coincidently, the proposed Local Gap policy fails to rationalise the effect of
other relevant existing and emerging policies in its approach and lacks any
credible evidence that the policy is necessary as indicated as necessary in the
NPPG (074 Reference ID: 41-074-20140306), therefore further failing the
Basic Condition to generally conform with other policies.
Local Gap Option
The hamlet of Bowling Alley, although not defined as a formal settlement in the
current or emerging development plan, does have an independent identity in its
own right. Whilst it is maintained that Policy 4 should be removed altogether from
the Neighbourhood Plan as it has been demonstrated to fail the Basic Conditions,
it is not considered, in the unlikely event that the existing development plan
policies fail to protect this area, that the hamlet of Bowling Alley and Mill Lane
could, as also stated by Hart, coalesce physically due to the physical and strong
highway barrier, of the A287. The only possible threat of coalescence is, therefore,
from Crondall expanding to diminish the independent identity of the hamlet of
Bowling Alley.
Accordingly, if the Neighbourhood Plan Inspector should disagree with the above
conclusions, it is offered that the only protection that should be provided (if at all),
should be limited to protecting the hamlet of Bowling Alley from being consumed
by the expansion of Crondall. A much smaller Local Gap as shown in Figure 4
would be sufficient to constrain any uncontrolled expansion of Crondall to the
north. This protection/gap would inherently serve to protect the independent
identity of Crondall by preventing the settlement from subsuming the much
smaller identifiable community of Bowling Alley. The proposed Local Gap shown in
Figure 4 is also most reflective of consultation comments received as part of the
initial public consultation of the Neighbourhood Plan. This being the actual ‘most
highly rated specific location in responses’ (albeit only 16 responses). This is in
contrast to the misrepresentation of the survey data produced by Crondall Parish
Council from the public consultation (15.1.17 to 13.2.17), as made in the Evidence
Document, in which the proposed Crondall to Mill Lane Gap was stated to be ‘the
most highly rated specific location in responses’ when, as a matter of fact, not one
respondent suggested it (See Appendix 7).
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Figure 4: Alternative Local Gap recommendation

Housing Land Supply
Notwithstanding the definitive failure of the Basic Condition, it is important to
emphasise that the Local Gap policy would otherwise fail to support sustainable
development. This is in light of the unjustifiably and unreasonably large Local Gap
that is grossly disproportionate to the settlement areas it seeks to protect, which
is contrary to the Inspectors Interim Conclusions of the Emerging Local Plan (letter
dated 26th February 2019). The Inspector calculated the authority would be short
by 230 dwellings against his identified annual requirement of 423 dwellings and
acknowledged the lack of current supply would not address the shortfall
(paragraph 11). The identified lack of supply conflicts with the proposed Gap policy
which seeks to restrict development in such a significantly large area, which would
unreasonably restrict future opportunities for the Local Planning Authority to
address any potential shortfall. This is socially unsustainable and in conflict with
the Framework as well as in conflict with the Basic Conditions
Misrepresentation of Evidence by Crondall Parish Council
We have outlined that Crondall Parish Council have made a number of erroneous
misrepresentations in the submission documents, most notably the presentation
of survey data regarding support for a Local Gap Policy. Appendix 7 shows the
facts regarding the consultation data and other parts of the Submission Plan and
Evidence Document, and we respectfully request that this forms part of the
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APPENDIX 2
Hook Neighbourhood Plan 2018-2032 Regulation 14 Consultation
Statement – Consultation response by Hart District Council (pages 31-33)
evidencing the withdrawal of policy NBE2
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APPENDIX 3
Figure 3 Key diagram from the submission Hart Local Plan 2018 showing
proposed location of Gaps between settlements, within Hart, prior to
examination hearings in December 2018
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APPENDIX 4
Extract from Crondall Regulation
Development Plan in June 2017
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Consultation

on

Hart

Local
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APPENDIX 5
Email correspondence in October/November 2017 between Crondall
Parish Council and Hart District Council in relation to their request for a
Local Gap entirely within the confines of Crondall Parish.
From: Simon O'Connor
>
Sent: 01 November 2017 10:40
To: Daniel Hawes
Cc: 'Gillian O'Connor'; Katie Bailey; Crondall Parish Council Clerk
Subject: Re: Crondall CPC & NP - Local Gap

Daniel,
Many thanks for your prompt response.
We will continue to develop our NP maintaining our current strategy and look forward to
understanding the 'proposed submitted version' in the new year.
Regards
Simon
On 1 Nov 2017, at 10:20, Daniel Hawes

@hart.gov.uk> wrote:

Simon
Thanks for the email. I note the points you make, in particular the level of local support for
a Gap. We are currently reviewing the reps received on the plan and will be putting the
'proposed submission version' of the local plan to Cabinet in the new year. There is not
much more I can say at this time.
Daniel Hawes
Planning Policy Manager
Hart District Council

http://www.hart.gov.uk
Twitter: @HartCouncil
Facebook: /HartDistrictCouncil
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We have 22 sites in total and if sites within the gap are excluded, we are confident the remaining
sites will be sufficient to enable us to build a suitable Plan.

Kind regards
Simon O’Connor
CPC & NPWG Chairman

The content of this email is confidential and intended for the recipient specified only. It is strictly
forbidden to share any part of this message with any third party, without a written consent of the
sender. If you received this message by mistake, please reply to this message and follow with its
deletion, so that any recurrence may be prevented.
Notes on Misrepresentation
As detailed in the Local Survey Process and Results of the January 17 consultation
referred to the actual responses were in fact:
•
•
•

363 valid responses
235 responses supported establishing a gap per se which represents 15.23 %
of Crondall Parish Council’s own confirmation, being 1,542 persons, of adult
voting population (AVP)
Of these responses it can be concluded that only 35 (2.26 % of the AVP) were
aware that the gap had to be between settlements (Pankridge Street to
Bowling Alley (16), Crondall to Church Crookham (14), and Crondall to
Farnham (5),

As detailed in the Site Exhibition Consultation Summary of October 17 referred to the
actual responses were in fact:
•
•

137 valid responses
106 responses agreed with the proposed gap which represents 6.87% of AVP
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APPENDIX 6
Crondall Parish Neighbourhood Plan 2017-2032 Regulation 14
Consultation Statement – Consultation response by Hart District Council’s
(page 102) confirming their view that any Local Gap, between Crondall
and Mill Lane, had no justification

24

The actual case is that:
•

‘the most highly rated specific location in the responses’ was LG
Pankridge Street to Bowling Alley (Note not including Bowling Alley or
Pankridge Street; simply the fields between (as also confirmed in Figure
4-19. Q22: page 26 Crondall Neighbourhood Plan Local Survey Process
and Results). Whilst the most highly rated, this being the suggested
Local Gap of just 16 respondents representing 1.04% of the voting
population of Crondall [Stated in Crondall Neighbourhood Plan – Local
Survey Process and Results 8th June 2017 that 401 responses equates
to 26% of adult population. Accordingly, on this data, the adult
population of Crondall parish is 1,542.]

•

Not one respondent suggested the Local Gap should be from Crondall to
Mill Lane.

•

Only one respondent suggested Pankridge Street to the A287, but this
was undefined as to where.

•

The next most highly rated specific area was LG Crondall to Church
Crookham. It is, of course not possible for the Crondall Neighbourhood
Plan to designate this area as a LG as it straddles parish boundaries and
Hart, who can only designate, did not consider appropriate in any event.

•

The actual conclusions to the survey, as published on page 27 of the
Local Survey Process and Results document being:

Map comparing ‘the most highly rated specific location in the responses’ and the
Local Gap as proposed in the Neighbourhood Plan (and as related to SHLA 74
and Church Crookham) is as follows:
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Additionally, the survey data (although undated from the second consultation
undertaken 12.10.17 to 27.12.17) shown in Figure 10 of the Evidence Document
(below) does not explicitly state that the numbers stated in the bar chart relate
only to respondents to the survey. Accordingly, the number of respondents who
agreed with the then proposed Local Gap, being 106, only represents 6.87% of
Crondall’s adult voting population.

Furthermore, the actual support for a Local Gap between Crondall and Mill Lane
is, perhaps, best demonstrated in the fact that our client’s application for 3 houses
on their paddock adjoining their house (19/01248 /OUT) received only 1 objection;
being from the immediately adjoining neighbour.
Accordingly, we submit that both respondents’ and parishioners’ views have been
misrepresented.
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Misrepresentation 2 – Following the initial consultation, without any reference to
survey responses, the below proposed Local Gap was put forward in the Draft
Pre-submission Plan for Regulation 14 Consultation (November 2018)

We submit that this action demonstrated a complete disregard to the initial survey
respondents’ views and consequently precipitated the situation in which the
proposed Local Gap in the Submission Plan is, as a matter of fact, neither one
which a single parishioner specifically suggested nor one which reflected an
amalgam of general views.
Consequently, we submit that the proposed Gap is not only a misrepresentation
of parishioners’ views, it is one that has, as a matter of fact, has been foisted into
the Submission Plan.

Misrepresentation 3 - The following statement in the Submission Plan (page 38,
paragraph 1)

‘The emerging Hart District Council Local Plan has not defined a Local Gap
for Crondall Parish owing to the Hart Local Plan not allocating any
developments adjacent to the Parish.’
As detailed in our statement (pages 7-8) this statement is unsubstantiated, and
we submit a misrepresentation.
It is not the case that the reason that Hart District Council has not defined a Local
Gap for Crondall Parish is owing to the Hart Local Plan not allocating any
developments adjacent to the Parish. Hart clearly decided, specifically, not to
include a Gap between settlements, either entirely within Crondall parish, or
transcending adjacent parish boundaries, on formation of their draft Local Plan or,
when subsequently twice requested by Crondall Parish Council. It is clear in their
Regulation 14 Consultation comment (below and Appendix 6) on the Crondall

28

Neighbourhood Plan their view that any Local Gap between Crondall village and
Mill Lane, and hence, as they are the closest settlements of the four settlements
of Crondall, Mill Lane, and Church Crookham and Ewshot (in adjacent parishes)
that any Local Gap transcending adjacent parish boundaries as well, are not
justified. The pertinent part of their comment as follows:
“… we do not consider that the nature and extent of the separation between
the settlements concerned is sufficiently sensitive to justify the designation
of a local gap.”

Misrepresentation 4 – The following statement in the Submission Plan (page 37,
Objectives paragraph)

‘To prevent coalescence or damage to the integrity and identity of the
settlements of Mill Lane and Crondall Village and the local vicinity known as
Bowling Alley.’
We submit that the description ‘the local vicinity known as Bowling Alley’ is
misleading and consequently a misrepresentation.
As confirmed below Bowling Alley is a hamlet and consequently a settlement, as
defined by the Court of Appeal in March 2018.

‘What constitutes a settlement for these purposes is also left undefined in
the NPPF. The NPPF contains no definitions of a "community", a
"settlement", or a "village". There is no specified minimum number of
dwellings, or population. It is not said that a settlement or development
boundary must have been fixed in an adopted or emerging local plan, or
that only the land and buildings within that settlement or development
boundary will constitute the settlement. In my view a settlement would not
necessarily exclude a hamlet or a cluster of dwellings, without, for example,
a shop or post office of its own, or a school or community hall or a public
house nearby, or public transport within easy reach. Whether, in a particular
case, a group of dwellings constitutes a settlement, or a "village", for the
purposes of the policy will again be a matter of fact and planning judgment
for the decision-maker. In the second sentence of paragraph 55 the policy
acknowledges that development in one village may "support services" in
another. It does not stipulate that, to be a "village", a settlement must have
any "services" of its own, let alone "services" of any specified kind.’
(para 32 <http://www.bailii.org/ew/cases/EWCA/Civ/2018/610.html>)

Bowling Alley is a distinct, historic, hamlet within Crondall parish with its own
signage (see below photograph), 19 houses, a small industrial estate (Marsh
Farm), and a garden nursery (Goddards). During the 18th and 19th century, until
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at least 1871 (see below map), this hamlet, contained the toll gate Crondall
Turnpike; the toll gate lying across Bowling Alley at the turn of the road adjacent
to the junction of Hyde Lane with the toll house adjacent in Downsland Copse. The
hamlet forming naturally owing to its location at a crossing of the Hart, the
crossing of the toll road between Farnham and Odiham, and the road between
Crondall and Crookham, as well was being at the foot of Beacon Hill. At that time
the hamlet contained 2 pubs (The Horns and Royal Oak), a toll house, as well as
the historic houses you can see today. Please find below:

Signpost confirming Bowling Alley’s status as a hamlet

1871 Historic Map showing the location of the hamlet of Bowling Alley and the position of Crondall Turnpike
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Aerial photograph showing Bowling Alley, Crondall, and Mill Lane

Consequently, we submit that by misrepresenting Bowling Alley as ‘a local vicinity'
denigrates its actual status as a hamlet. Bowling Alley’s status as a hamlet, in the
centre of the proposed Local Gap being in absolute conflict with the proposed
policy.

Misrepresentation 5 – The following statement in the Evidence Document (page
23, paragraph 4)

‘Hart proposed policy “NBE2 Gaps between Settlements” in its Reg 19 Local
Plan containing 11 Local Gaps underlining the importance that the
community attaches to Local Gaps. Para 277 also encouraged “Through
Neighbourhood Plans it is open to local communities to define existing
and/or designate new Gaps.” and this invitation has been taken up by
Crondall in consultation with Hart.’
We submit that
misrepresentation.

this

statement

is

misleading

and

consequently

a

It is a matter of fact that Hart did not consider it necessary to propose a Local Gap
in the current and emerging Local Plan and also, on three further occasions,
rejected Crondall Parish Councils’ requests for one as detailed in Appendices 4, 5
and 6. Accordingly it cannot be stated that Hart ‘encouraged’ made an ‘invitation’
to or were ‘in consultation with’ Crondall Parish Council in proposing a Local Gap.
Furthermore, Hart’s final rejection of this policy, as part of their Regulation 14
consultation on Crondall Parish Council’s proposed Local Gap policy was emphatic
concluding,
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‘we do not consider that the nature and extent of the separation between
the settlements concerned is sufficiently sensitive to justify the designation
of a local gap.’
We submit that it is reasonable to conclude the statement misrepresented Hart’s
position on the Local Gap policy.

Misrepresentation 6 – Relating to Landscape character in the Submission Plan
(page 39, paragraphs 1 and 2)

‘The landscape character within and beyond the Gap aligns with the typical
high quality and attractive character of Hampshire countryside, namely the
rolling Hampshire chalk down lands associated with Odiham and Crondall
Parishes.
Indeed, the area is defined in the Hart District Landscape Assessment owing
to its high amount of woodland and strong hedgerow structure. There are
extensive views over farmland, chalk landscape and the protected historic
woodland at Hannam’s Copse. The open arable landscape has an attractive
rural and distinctive character which is impacted by the occasional sight of
overhead power lines. This Landscape Assessment has stood the test of
time and is still valid.’
We submit that these statements are a complete misrepresentation of the
landscape character area. This is most clearly represented by the extract from the
Hampshire Integrated Character Assessment Map provided in the Pre- Submission
Plan Evidence Document of November 2018 page 18 (which has not subsequently
been included in the Submission Plan Evidence Document) below. This clearly
shows that the proposed Gap area (as now reduced in size) lies entirely within
‘Lowland Mosaic Medium Scale’
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Lowland Mosaic Medium Scale is further defined (see yellow highlighted text
below) as follows:

As can be seen in the aerial photograph included in ‘Misrepresentation 4’ above
the landscape character can best be defined as ‘Mixed Farmland Woodland Small
Scale’ with of course the hamlet of Bowling Alley centrally positioned within it.
It is a matter of fact that there are no ‘rolling Hampshire chalk down lands’ within
the area, nor ‘extensive views over farmland, chalk landscape and the protected
historic woodland at Hannam’s Copse’, nor an ‘open arable landscape’, nor even
‘overhead power lines’ owing to the small field structure and plethora of woods in
the area.
The actual landscape character features being reiterated within the extract from
the Hart Landscape Capacity Study provided within the Evidence Document June
2019 (page 21, figure 7) highlighted in yellow below:
[Which states, for ease of reference, ‘Linear dispersal of copses to the north of
this local area, south of the A287 Odiham Road, resulting in a wooded, more
enclosed character.’]
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•

Under 3.5 Criteria
‘The land is mainly open fields with some established large houses and
occasional agricultural facilities’
Clearly, as demonstrated above and shown in the aerial photograph included
in ‘Misrepresentation 4’ , this is not the case and therefore a misrepresentation
‘The Gap’s boundaries should not preclude provision being made for the
development proposed in Hart’s Local Plan of Crondall NP’
Clearly the policy, as determined by the inspector of the Hart Local Plan, does
not conform to the NPPF and its sustainable development policies.

•

Under 3.6 Development Pressure
‘The Local Gap area has a few existing dwellings characterised by large
houses with extensive grounds and surrounding fields. A small cluster
of houses exists along Bowling Alley based around the original Toll
Road.’
As is shown in the aerial photograph included in ‘Misrepresentation 4’ there is
only 1 house with extensive grounds, namely Downsland House, and the
hamlet of Bowling Alley cannot reasonably be described as ‘a small cluster of
houses’; it is clearly linear.
Furthermore, Figures 11 (which notably does not provide a date range) and
12 which, notwithstanding we submit they do not demonstrate anything other
than the normal planning application activity, demonstrate that existing
development control policies are working.
This is evidenced as no example of a permission being granted which could be
said, as stated, ‘as to slowly erode this gap’ has been provided.
The section can reasonably be considered as both a misrepresentation and
speculation.

•

Under Consequences of Excluding a Local Gap Policy
This section is in part misrepresentation and part an argument against the
National Planning Policy Framework.

Alternative Option A – “Rely on Local Gap designation at Hart District level”
This is a misrepresentation as it is a matter of fact that Hart did not consider
it necessary to propose a Local Gap in the Local Plan and also rejected Crondall
Parish Council’s request for one as detailed in Appendices 4,5 and 6. Hart are
emphatic stating, as part of Regulation 14 consultation on the Neighbourhood
plan stating,
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‘we do not consider that the nature and extent of the separation
between the settlements concerned is sufficiently sensitive to justify the
designation of a local gap.’
We submit that this it is a misrepresentation to state that this is an option
when it has been rejected by Hart.

Alternative Option B – ‘No designated Gaps but” … rely ‘on policies’ etc.
This section, we submit, is an argument against the National Planning Policy
Framework.
We submit that no further comment is necessary as clearly this is the option
that should be taken.

Alternative Option C – ‘No designated Gaps; allowing for some planned
merging of settlements…’
We submit that this is not a credible option as the potential to allow ‘some
planned merging of’ Crondall village, Bowling Alley and Mill Lane would not
conform with the current Local Plan, emerging Local Plan and National
Planning Policy Framework.

End of Document.
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