William Edgerley

26 July 2019
Hart District Council,
Neighbourhood Planning
Corporate Services
Hart District Council
Harlington Way
Fleet,
Hampshire, GU51 4AE
Dear Sirs,
Subject: Crondall Parish Council Neighbourhood Plan and Consultation responses.
I object to the basis on which my comments have been responded to by the Parish Council in
their consultation statement.
I have copied out below the section of the Neighbourhood Plan Consultation Statement which
sets out those responses. I have then added further comments of my own. The reference no.s
refer to the no.s in the consultation statement.
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2. ‘As the main person within Crondall Developments Ltd. this is questioned.’ I was making
my comments in a personal capacity. The company response has been made by our advisors
Indigo.
4. The NP review of the settlement boundary should be undertaken, see comments later.
5. The Council and Inspector to application 16/02377/FUL both agreed the site is suitable. See
Appeal decision para 44.
6. Resolution of Nil seems wrong when the plan has been changed.
7. The wording in the policy is not ‘sympathetic design’ but ‘reflects the distinctive character
of Crondall’. Somewhat different in interpretation.
8. Windfall is defined by the House of Commons Select Committee on Environment,
Transport and Regional Affairs Tenth Report – Annex 1 as follows:The term 'windfall sites' is used to refer to those sites which become available for
development unexpectedly and are therefore not included as allocated land in
a planning authority's development plan…. However, local authorities are not allowed to
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take into account the contribution of any windfall sites over one hectare when drawing up
Housing Land Availability studies (HLAs) with housebuilders.’
The Broden Stables site is over 1 hectare in size and therefore cannot be considered as
windfall site. Also, the Parish Council was aware it was being promoted for development
from Dec 2015 and a presentation was made to them concerning the development proposals
in February 2016. It cannot therefore be considered as unexpected. The NP was commenced
in July 2016.
4. and 9. The point wasn’t answered in that the settlement boundaries have not been
reviewed. For example, the surgery adjacent to the village is outside the settlement
boundaries still. Logically it should be within. Just because they are unchanged in the Hart
local plan doesn’t mean they shouldn’t be reviewed. If they are reviewed, I argue that the
boundary should be outside the Broden Stables sites as it is already partially developed and a
site suitable for development.
The Inspector in his decision (Appeal Ref: APP/N1730/W/17/3185513 para 10) made the
following comment promoting the need for a review:‘However in this case, there is general consensus between the principle parties that
the application of settlement boundaries would be inconsistent with the National
Planning Policy Framework (the Framework), irrespective of the five year land
supply position.‘

Page 4

10.
Hart Council have accepted it is partially previously developed. The developed area,
horse ménage and stables, currently is approx. 1,300m2. The foot print of the houses in the
proposed development covers approximately 1,500m2.
11 and 12.
I have commented again further on the Criteria and reasoning in the response.
The Parish Council as a statutory consultee will have been made aware of the planning
application 16/02377/FUL in respect of the site and all the detailed reports accompanying the
application. These seem to have been ignored in preparation of the Neighbourhood plan.

Criteria

Original
Score

Suggested
Score

Comments

Clarification Response

Access

-1

1

Solution in planning
application meets
highways authority

CPC have not put forward a
technical analysis or challenge
the Highways authority’s
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requirements. This is
not challenged.

conclusion of the evidence
provided in the planning
application. It is a subjective
opinion not a technical response.
I attach TTP’s Transport
Assessment report on the issue.

Infrastructure

-1

1

Solution in planning
application meets
statutory authority
requirements. This is
not challenged.

The water authority’s conclusion
is the sewage system is not
struggling as described. It may be
a maintenance issue. Again the
CPC have not challenged the
water authority’s conclusion.

Sustainability

0

1

It is on the village
boundary with footpath
access to main
community services
etc. It is closer than the
Mill lane site which is
scored at 1.

The approx. distances to local
services are:
Surgery – 25m
Pub – 300m
Post office – 630m
2nd pub – 760m
Store – 760m
All under 800m.
Church and school are a little
further. The CPC reasoning is
therefore incorrect.

Brownfield

-1

0

The site is partially
previously developed
land

The horse exercise menage and
stables are considered developed.
The increase in footprint is 15%.
Not great. See Inspector’s
conclusions para 14.

Rural Impact

-1

1

See inspector’s
comments

Inspector’s comments were
considered acceptable in the high
court. CPC’s challenge failed on
this point. I have attached the
High Court judgement and the
Inspector’s report.

Flood Risk

-1

1

SUDS proposed will
reduce run off from
existing levels.

CPC’s response misses the point.
The development with its SUDS
will reduce surface water flows
into Redlands Lane from the site.
The Flood Risk will therefore
reduce. The result is an
improvement. Scoring is wrong.
Please see reports by RSK
attached.

Settlement
Area

-1

0

Very close to village
boundary

The Village boundary has not
been reviewed. It should be
brought into line with the NPPF.

Conservation

-1

1

See inspector’s
comments

CPC views have not been upheld
by the High Court Judge. The
Inspector’s were. Please see
Judgement attached.

Local Gaps

1

1

Agreed - No change

Green spaces

1

1

Agreed - No change
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14.

Social
Contribution
value

1

1

Agreed - No change

Total

-4

9

Ranked equal top (1=)
from 21

Thank you.

15.
The site cannot be treated as a windfall site as previously set out in my comment
above.
In addition, although the High Court quashed the Inspector’s decision on the planning
application on the grounds of a lack of an appropriate assessment under the Habitat’s
Directive, it supported and agreed with all other aspects of the Planning Inspector’s decision
that were challenged. The consequences of that decision, which is attached, should be taken
note of in reviewing the Neighbourhood Plan. They do not seem to have been to date.
The Chairman of CPC gave a witness statement in High Court in support of the Parish
Council in regard to the effectiveness of the mitigation strategy of providing SANG and
SAMM in compensation for the potential impact of any development on the Surrey Heath
SPA. I attach this to this letter. Whilst I do not agree with either the methodology or the
conclusions of his statement it is worth noting that the Parish Council make no reference to
this issue in the neighbourhood plan section 2e. Indeed, the section promotes the use of
SANG and SAMM as a required mitigation in the Parish. The supporting appropriate
Assessment undertaken by AECOM dated August 2018 makes no reference to the
Chairman’s concern in relation to existing or future SANG. Surely it should have been raised
and dealt with. Can the Council in reviewing the Neighbourhood plan please make a
comment on the veracity of this witness statement?
Yours sincerely,

William Edgerley
Attachments:• Appeal decision APP/N1730/W/17/3185513
• Transport Assessment prepared by TTP;
• The following flood risk documents prepared by RSK: Flood Risk Assessment
August 2016; RSK Response to Hart District Council Comments December 2016;
RSK Response to Hampshire County Council Comments December 2016; Flood Risk
Addendum July 2017 prepared by RSK; Flood Risk Update November 2018
• Utilities Report prepared by RSK;
• High Court Order – 23rd May 2019
• AECOM Appropriate Assessment: Crondall Parish Neighbourhood Plan (2017-2032)

