Pelican Development Management Limited

29th July 2019
Neighbourhood Planning
Corporate Services
Hart District Council
Harlington Way
Fleet, Hampshire, GU51 4AE

Dear Sir
Re – Crondall Neighbourhood Plan (the Plan) – Reg 15 – Representations
I object to the current draft of the Neighbourhood Plan as it fails to address points previous
raised either technically, fully or with supporting evidence.
For ease I have attached hereto the responses contain within the current draft and used the
same numbering system to identify the various points raised.
1. CPC’s response nether addresses the issues raised, does it recognise that the ground
have been agreed with Hart District Council (Hart) nor does it consider the recent
High Court judgement.
CPC need to produce either technical or evidence-based arguments supporting
their response.
2. The only ground on which the statutory challenge succeeded related to the failure
of the Planning Inspectorate to undertake an Appropriate Assessment. All other
grounds, including those relating to policy considerations, were judged to be without
merit. The lack of an Appropriate Assessment is a procedural point and does not go
to the heart of the basis for the permission. The necessary mitigation in the form of
SANG and SAMM has been secured and this matter is common ground with Hart
District Council. Chris Dorn’s (Chairman of CPC) evidence provided at the High
Court states that the whole process of SANG and SAMM is failing. If this is the case
then the entire plan is fails based on Chris Dorn’s witness statement. Yet this conflicts
with statements written in the Plan – Please confirm which is correct as the both can’t
be right
3. This is not a windfall site on 2 accounts
a. The site was promoted and formal presentations were made to Crondall
Parish Council on 22nd February and 16th May. Pre application meetings were
made to Hart Council on 4th February, 7th March and 25th May yet the Plan
stated the engagement start in July 2016. So this cannot be seen as Windfall
Site.
b. The definition of Windfall by the House of Commons Select Committee states
that sites over 1 Hectare are not allowed to be considered as Windfall as
Broden Stables (the Site) is 1.41 Hectares
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4. The scores should take into account the technical issues raised in the 2 planning
applications for the Site, PIN’s finding and the High Court Judgement none of which
are referred to within the response
5. The response by CPC is surprising as it completely disregards comments from
Highways and our traffic consultant on an agreed position for 2 planning
applications for the site.
In addition there is clear concern raised by the highways / traffic implications for the
delivery of Mill Lane development. This is voiced on page 57 under Traffic, Parking
and Safety – see extract from the Plan

The junction onto
the A287 is dangerous and extremely busy. This will require a significant amount of
work and my need a roundabout to manage the traffic flow. Such cost presumably
will be borne by the S106 for Mill Lane and therefore I would question whether the
cost could be met by the developer as well as delivery 40% affordable housing. Until
this very specific item is addressed there is a fundamental flow in promoting Mill Lane
as it probably cannot be delivered thus undermining the validity of entire Plan.
6. On what evidence, technical or professional basis is this being disputed.
7. CPC need to elaborate and provide an evidence or technical based response.
8. Again, no there is no technical or evidence to support CPC’s response.
9. Again, no there is no technical or evidence to support CPC’s response.
10. Again, no there is no technical or evidence to support CPC’s response.
11. Broden Stables is located in a sustainable location adjacent to the village, which
contrasts with the location of proposed allocations in less sustainable locations away
from the village. This is an interesting item and using Google maps the table below
shows the comparable walking distances between Mill Lane and Broden Stables

Surgery
Hampshire Arms
Shop

Broden Stables
Nil as next door
300m
700m

Montessori school
Plume & Feathers
School
Village Hall

700m
750m
1,100m
1,400m

Mill Lane
1,800m
1,800m
Nil next door although this does not
support local economy – 2,100m
1,100m
2,150m
2,500m
2,800m

It is therefore somewhat surprising to see that Broden Stables is scored 0 yet Mill Lane
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1 especially when the A287 needs to be crossed in all cases.
Using CPC’s measure Broden Stable is within 800m of a school, shop, doctor’s surgery
and pub.
12. Based on the above this should be 1
13. The Site does have a significant area that is brownfield – currently 1,300m2 with the
proposed development area of 1,500m2 – therefore the response is wrong
14. Again, no there is no technical or evidence to support CPC’s response and it
conflicts with facts
15. Again, no there is no technical or evidence to support CPC’s response.
16. Again, no there is no technical or evidence to support CPC’s response.
17. Again, no there is no technical or evidence to support CPC’s response.
18. The drainage design has been developed to significantly reduce run off rates
thereby reducing the flood risk in Redlands Lane. This has been agreed with the
relevant consultees, including the technical experts at Hart District Council and
Hampshire County Council.
Please note there has been no record of flooding for the last 4 years since the drains
have been maintained and kept clear.
Therefore CPC’s response is wrong.
19. Again, no there is no technical or evidence to support CPC’s response.
20. It is surprising to see that CPC’s opinion is in conflict with Hart and High Court
judgement.
21. Again, no there is no technical or evidence to support CPC’s response.
22. Where is the technical evidence to support CPC’s claim
27. It is very surprising the CPC choose to disregard the evidence provided by – Hart
Council, Hampshire District Council, Statutory Consultees and the Planning inspector.
The residents opinion is a subjective and has not been interrogated by professional
bodies.
Again, no there is no technical or evidence to support CPC’s response.
28. Please refer to point 3 of this letter regarding Windfall sites.
29. All identified sites within the Neighbourhood Plan (which are preferred by CPC) have
yet to go through the planning process and if planning is secured in the case of Mill
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Lane there will be a significant amount of highways work to be undertaken to deliver
the development. It is questionable that this site will be delivered owing to cost
implications to the highways configuration.
Broden Stables is capable of being delivered within the next 12 – 14 months thus
securing 12 much need affordable homes. Importantly, the affordable homes
delivered on the Broden Stables site would be in a more sustainable location than
those on Mill Lane, within a walking distance of a greater range of local services and
amenities.
30. CPC’s response directly conflicts with the comments on sustainably locations – see
point 11 where Broden Stables is within 800m of a school, shop, doctor’s surgery and
pub.
33. Presumable this is same for Mill Lane and if so, the impacts are directly comparable
as should the scoring of the site which is not the case. So again, no there is no
technical or evidence to support CPC’s response.
34. Please refer to point 29 there is absolutely no guarantee that Mill Lane can be
delivered. Borden Stables has been through 2 planning applications one remains to
be determined by Hart the other is with PIN’s. It is therefore impossible for CPC to be
confident that Mill Lane can deliver this level of affordable.
35. Again, no there is no technical or evidence to support CPC’s response.
39. How is this number calculated and in many respects it is meaningless as affordable
housing is struggling to be delivered across the UK. Therefore surely it must be
desirable to maximise the amount of affordable housing. In supporting Broden
Stables there is a guarantee of delivery rather than Mill Lane which has yet to go
through the planning process and a Highways Assessment
40. CPC are very confident that Mill Lane can be delivered – has a viability study been
undertaken on this site, has the owner confirmed a willingness to deliver 40%, what
happens if the highways work are so expensive that it renders the site unviable.
The evidence just is not available to support this response by CPC.
44. Again, no there is no technical or evidence to support CPC’s response.
45. The only ground on which the statutory challenge succeeded related to the failure
of the Planning Inspectorate to undertake an Appropriate Assessment. All other
grounds, including those relating to policy considerations, were judged to be without
merit. The lack of an Appropriate Assessment is a procedural point and does not go
to the heart of the basis for the permission. The necessary mitigation in the form of
SANG and SAMM has been secured and this matter is common ground with Hart
District Council. All other aspects of the development were agreed with either Hart
and PINS and were not undermined by the Judgment.
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46. Please can CPC elaborate on this statement as no there is no technical or evidence
to support CPC’s response.
47. This will be same for Mill Lane so therefore Mill Lane will “add negative demands on
the local infrastructure”
48. I would question this statement by CPC as it excludes Broden Stables which can be
delivered whereas Mill Lane has yet to go through planning with all the uncertainty
this brings.
51. CPC’s response is somewhat surprising when the numbers proposed can be
delivered by Broden Stables which is within 800m of a school, shop, doctor’s surgery
and pub. Mill Lane is not.
The Plan appears to have an aspirational veneer but there is little technical or informed data.
As such it is flawed and cannot be relied upon as it stands. Mill Lane is delivering the highest
housing numbers and yet - Sits outside the curtilage of the Village
- Is disconnected form Crondall by the A278
- Will require a significant level of highways works to ensure it can be safely accessed
which may lead to viability issues
- It is questionable whether Mill Lane will provide a pleasant environment in which to
live and bring up children
Hart Council must interrogate the Crondall Parish Council’s plan in more detail and
challenge the assumption made within the document.
Yours faithfully

Francis Hilton
Appendix –
- Extracted pages from CPNP – Consultation Statement
- Pelican letter of 11th December 2018
- Chris Dorn’s witness statement – 24th January 2019
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Appendix - Chris Dorn’s witness statement – 24th January 2019

IN THE HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE
QUEEN’S BENCH DIVISION
PLANNING COURT

Claim No: CO/3900/2018

IN THE MATTER OF A STATUTORY REVIEW UNDER S288 OF THE
TOWN AND COUNTRY PLANNING ACT 1990
BETWEEN:
CRONDALL PARISH COUNCIL

Claimant

- and –

SECRETARY OF STATE FOR HOUSING, COMMUNITIES AND LOCAL
GOVERNMENT
First Defendant
- and CRONDALL DEVELOPMENTS LIMITED
Second Defendant
- and HART DISTRICT COUNCIL

Interested Party

WITNESS STATEMENT OF CHRISTOPHER DORN
ON
APPROPRIATE ASSESSMENT ISSUES
I, Christopher Dorn or Brooklands, Pankridge Street, Crondall GU10 5QU, am the
Chairman of Crondall Parish Council, and I am authorised by the Clerk to make
the following statement:Statement
1. This witness statement relates to the appeal APP/N1730/W/17/3185513
(02377/FUL) for 30 dwellings at Broden Stables, Redlands Lane, Crondall,
GU10 5RF, “the Appeal Site”.
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2. Information concerning the make-up of Crondall Parish and its Council can be
found in the original Witness Statement of Mary Harris 02 October 2018
[Exhibit C1 to original submission bundle].
3. The purpose of this witness statement is to explain why the outcome of this
Planning Appeal may have been different had an appropriate assessment been
undertaken to consider potential impacts on the Thames Basin Heath (TBH)
Special Protection Area (SPA) within whose affected area the Appeal Site is
contained.
Background
4. The Ecological Appraisal [Exhibit C13] (submitted with the application)
recognised that the proposed development may have potential adverse effects
on the birds species for which the Thames Basin Special Protection Area is
protected through recreational disturbance (para 3.1.5). It recommended a
contribution to a nearby Suitable Alternative Natural Greenspace (SANG) to
avoid these potential effects (para 3.1.6). It was on the basis of the proposed
contribution to the Hitches Lane SANG, and taking into account Hart District
Council’s Interim Avoidance Strategy [Exhibit C26], that the Inspector
decided the proposed development would not be contrary to the Habitats
Regulations (para 36 of Appeal Decision [Exhibit B1]).
5. The potential impact arises from the prospect that residents of the scheme will
visit the SPA and disturb the bird species for which it is designated. The
effectiveness of the proposed mitigation depends on the prospect that residents
of the scheme will visit the Hitches Lane SANG instead.
6. As a local resident, who understands the area and has lived close to the SPA
for over 28 years, I am in a position to give further information on the above
matters. I have visited both the Hitches Lane SANG (locally known as the
Edenbrook Country Park) and SPA in the region of Beacon Hill and Caesar’s
Camp (usually with my family to watch the Farnborough Air Show). I am
also in contact with other families who use these areas.
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Access Options for SANG and SPA
7. The nearest point of the SPA to the application site is off the B3013 (Beacon
Hill Road) opposite Badgers Close, where there is gated access. Many visitors
park on either side of the road in order to gain access. This is summarised on
slide #1 of Exhibit C27.
8. Exhibit C27 also shows possible travel routes, distance and times to access the
SPA and compares this with access to the Hitches Lane SANG based on
Google’s StreetMap data and travel time estimators.

These can be

summarised as:
•

Hitches Lane SANG: 3.7miles (6km)/9min

•

Access point into the SPA :1.7miles(2.7km)/4min

9. However, it should be noted that travelling to Hitches Lane is likely to be
longer (especially at peak times) due to the challenges of crossing the A287
and congestion around Calthorpe Park School (near the Edenbrook Country
Park).
10. A survey of visitors “Results of the 2012/13 visitor survey on the Thames
Basin Heaths Special Protection Area” published in 2014 [Exhibit C28] shows
(table 29 on page 70) that the average distance driven by visitors for access is
3km (straight line) and that this value had fallen slightly since the 2005
survey. This is indicative of increased reluctance to spend time driving any
distance to access recreational facilities. (Access point #28 in that survey is
1.6km east of the informal access shown in slide #1 of Exhibit C27.)
11. A similar survey in 2004 [Exhibit C29] showed that 59% of visitors access for
dog walking (Fig 4) and 81% arrive by car (Fig 6). Most travel around 3km
and up to 7km (Fig 7).
12. Within Hart’s submission to the Inspector [Exhibit C18] at section 3.25, it was
also noted that the inadequate on-site facilities at Broden Stables would have a
detrimental effect on recreational choices: “The shortfall of on-site public
open space is likely to have an impact on existing local public open spaces, as
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residents of the development seek suitable alternative recreational space
within the local area.”
13. This evidence underlines my personal view that new residents will access the
SPA in preference to the Hitches Lane SANG as it is closer and driving access
is simpler and more direct with less obstacles and delays. This shows that the
SANG is not effective, especially for sites such as Broden Stables approaching
the extreme catchment distance for a SANG.

SANGs Not Working
14. The Hart Open Space Study, (2016) [Exhibit C30] (this was also included in
the Hart submission to the Inspector as Appendix 4) has several statements
that show that SANGs are not effective in their role:• Page 23, section 4.42: “Many sites which form part of the Thames Basin
Heaths SPA are still being used heavily by dog walkers. It is felt there is a
need to raise awareness of sensitivity of these protected open spaces and to
encourage use of alternatives sites such as SANGs. Interventions could
include the installation of signage both within and to open spaces as well as
increased information on websites.”. This underlines the results of the 2014
usage survey (Exhibit C28) and my local experience.
• Hampshire & Isle of Wight Wildlife Trust notes that SANGs are not
working as they should Page 36, section 4.48: “It was apparent from
comments made at the stakeholder workshop that the public are not fully
aware of the open space on their doorstep. The Wildlife Trust feels a
priority should be to increase awareness and improve management of
existing sites rather than building new spaces.
Greater public awareness is needed of the importance of SANGS and that
these spaces are there for recreation.”
• Page 91, section 9.7-9.8: notes that SANGs are not the only recreation space
and Hart needs to do more: “SANGs should continue to be provided to
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comply with European legislation linked to the TBHSPA. However the
provision of SANGs should not replace the need to provide more formal
open space provision which offers opportunities for recreational activities.
It is therefore of great importance to ensure there is sufficient quantity of
formal open space such as parks and gardens and that smaller open spaces
(within all typologies) are able to respond to the anticipated increase in
use.”
Conclusion
15. The points above show that the SANG systems is not operating as intended
and that this site is sufficiently remote from its suggested SANG provision as
to render that SANG ineffective. These are points that I would have sought to
make if an Appropriate Assessment had been undertaken.
16. Exhibited to this witness statement are the following documents:
ID
B1

Title
Appeal Decision by the Planning Inspector (appeal ref.
APP/N1730/W/17/3185513), 23rd August 2018

C26

Hart DC Interim Avoidance Strategy for the Thames Basin Heaths
Special Protection Area, First Revision Adopted November 2010

C27

SANG Travel Situation Summary, v1, 23 Jan 2019

C28

Results of the 2012/13 visitor survey on the Thames Basin Heaths
Special Protection Area (SPA), 13 Feb 2014

C29

English Nature Research Reports Number 682, Visitor Access Patterns
on the Thames Basin Heaths, 2005

C30

Hart Open Space Study, Oct 2016

C31

Thames Basin Heaths Joint Strategic Partnership Board, the Thames
Basin Heaths Special Protection Area Delivery Framework (February
2009)

D2

European Commission Guidance Assessment of plans and projects
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significantly affecting Natura 2000 sites Methodological guidance on
the provisions of Article 6(3) and (4) of the Habitats Directive
92/43/EEC,
Statement of Truth
I believe that the facts stated in this Schedule are true.

Signed: Christopher Dorn
Chairman, Crondall Parish Council
Dated__24 Jan 2019_____
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